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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


IN RE: 	Environmental Cost) DOCKET No. 120007-EI 
Recovery Clause ) Filed: August 30, 2012 

PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY FACTORS 

FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 AND APPROVAL 


OF THE NUMERIC NUTRIENT CRITERIA WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 

PROJECT 


Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL") pursuant to Order No. PSC-93-1580-FOF-EI and 

Order No. PSC-98-0691-FOF-PU, hereby petitions this Commission (1) to approve the 

Environmental Cost Recovery ("ECR") Factors submitted as Attachment I to this Petition for the 

January 2013 through December 2013 billing period, and (2) to approve the Numeric Nutrient 

Criteria Water Quality Standards Project, such that the reasonable costs incurred by FPL in 

connection with this project subsequent to the date of this petition may be recovered through the 

ECR Clause. All ECR Factors are to become effective starting with meter readings scheduled to be 

read on or after Cycle Day 1, and will remain in effect until modified by subsequent order of this 

Commission. In support of this Petition, FPL incorporates the prepared written testimony and 

exhibits ofFPL witnesses TJ. Keith and R.R. LaBauve, and states as follows: 

1. Section 336.8255 of the Florida Statutes authorizes the Commission to review and 

approve the recovery ofprudently incurred Environmental Compliance Costs. 

2. FPL seeks Commission approval of the ECR Factors for the period January 2013 

through December 2013 as set forth in the testimony and documents of Mr. Keith, and in Attachment 

I to this Petition. FPL is requesting recovery of total projected jurisdictional environmental costs, 

adjusted for revenue taxes, in the amount of $214,202,076, representing $215,032,494 of 2013 

environmental project costs decreased by the actual/estimated true-up over-recovery of $7,620 for the 
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period January 2012 through December 2012 and by the final over-recovery of $976,912 for the 

period January 2011 through December 2011, as filed on April 2, 2012. The calculations of 

environmental costs for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are contained in 

Commission Forms 42-1P through 42-8P which are attached as Appendix I to Mr. Keith's prepared 

testimony. 

3. FPL witness R.R. LaBauve's prepared testimony and documents present and support 

a new environmental compliance activity for recovery through the ECR Clause: the Numeric 

Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards Project. Mr. LaBauve's testimony includes a description 

of this project, an identification of the environmental laws or regulations requiring FPL to undertake 

the project, the forecasted costs associated with the project, a description of the steps FPL is taking to 

ensure that the environmental compliance costs to be incurred by FPL pursuant to the project are 

prudent, and a demonstration of the appropriateness of the project. This information shows that the 

Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards Project meets the requirements for recovery set 

forth in section 366.8255 of the Florida Statutes and that the forecasted environmental compliance 

costs associated with the project are reasonable. 

4. The Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards Project is required by 

Chapter 62-302, Florida Administrative Code, Surface Water Quality Standards (FDEP) or Title 40 

Code of Federal Regulations Part 131, Water Quality Standards for the State of Florida's Lakes and 

Flowing Waters (EPA). The EPA is under a federal court order to implement numeric nutrient 

criteria (NNC) through NPDES permit renewals for the reduction of total nitrogen and total 

phosphorus discharges and load in Florida freshwaters to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act. 

The FDEP has drafted its own NNC rule and has strongly communicated to the EPA that it prefers to 

implement the state rule. The EPA supports the FDEP in that effort. The EPA has until the January 6, 
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2013 implementation date to review and approve the FDEP's proposed NNC rule. Either the EPA or 

FDEP numeric nutrient criteria rule will be implemented through NPDES Industrial Waste Water 

permit renewals for the reduction of total nitrogen and total phosphorus discharges and loading in 

Florida freshwaters. 

5. The NPDES permit renewal date for the Martin plant is June 10, 2013 and for the 

Sanford plant it is August 14,2013. FPL's preliminary estimate of total project costs is $1.6 million 

of O&M and $1.2 million of capital projected for budget years 2013 through 2017. FPL does not 

anticipate incurring costs for the project in 2012. For 2013, FPL projects to spend $0.442 million for 

O&M. Capital costs are projected to begin in 2015. O&M activities include monthly water sampling 

(intake and discharge structures) and reporting, biological assessments (stream condition index 

assessment upstream and downstream of the discharges) and reporting, and changes to water 

chemistry. Capital activities include replacement of facilities' water treatment systems to dilute the 

concentrations of nutrients prior to discharge and/or change flow processes to store, treat, and 

remove excess nutrients prior to discharge. 

6. FPL plants that will be subject to the flowing streams (freshwater) numeric nutrient 

criteria are Martin, Manatee, Sanford, Putnam, and Ft. Myers. The EPA and FDEP are also drafting 

technical numeric nutrient criteria for marine and coastal waters, with a final rule anticipated in late 

2013. FPL will evaluate the impact on its plants of the criteria for marine and coastal waters as that 

rule is being developed. 

WHEREFORE, FPL respectfully requests the Commission (1) to approve the 

ECR Factors set forth in Attachment I to this Petition for the January 2013 through December 

2013 billing period, effective starting with meter readings scheduled to be read on or after Cycle 
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Day 1, and to continue these charges in effect until modified by subsequent order of this 

Commission and (2) to approve the Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards Project, 

such that the reasonable costs incurred by FPL in connection with this project subsequent to the 

date of this petition may be recovered through the ECR Clause. 

Respectfully submitted, 

R. Wade Litchfield, Esq. 
Vice President and General Counsel 
John T. Butler, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel - Regulatory 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420 
Telephone: 561-304-5639 
Fax: 561-691-7135 

~ BY:ild~
'1if.- John T. Butler 

Florida Bar No. 283479 
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ESllMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

RATE CLASS 

RS1IRSTl 

GSIIGSTlIWIESl 5.67146% 5.19674% 5.64518% 3,050,099 6,252,157 91,864 11,394,121 5,644,624,242 0.00195 

GSOIIGSOTlIHLFT1 24.33238% 21.65651% 22.06110% 13,085,899 34,392,634 359,000 47,637,534 25,076,522,608 0.00191 

052 0.01163% 0.01155% 0.04790% 6,362 18,336 779 25,479 12,576,957 0.00203 

GSLD1IGSLDTlICSIICSTlIHLFT2 10.96302% 9.43333% 10.35092QA. 5,895,690 14,979,646 168,441 21.043,978 11,310,651,252 0.00166 

GSLD2IGSLDT2ICS2ICST2IHLFT3 2.35236% 1.74400% 1.61649% 1,265,092 2,769,369 29,560 4,064,1l4<) 2,450,692,797 0.00166 

GSLD3IGSlDTlICS3ICSTl 0.16567% 0.1238S% 0.15171% 99,651 196,672 2,469 296,992 199,482,765 0.00150 

SSTlT 0.09085% 0.07614% 0.15774% 46,659 124,076 2,567 175,502 97,610,914 0.00160 

SSTlOlISSTlO2lSST1D3 0.00716% 0.00731% 0.011'7% 3,850 11,612 162 15,644 7,613,526 0.00205 

CllC DfCllC G 2.91634% 2.17573% 2.'3607% 1,569,477 3,454,945 34,793 5,059,215 3,039,556,994 0.00166 

CILCT 1.24657% 0.90041% 0.94429% 671,479 1,429,808 15,366 2,116.653 1,341,477,142 0.00158 

MET 0.067'7% 0.07627% 0.06355% 46,680 121,119 1,360 169,359 92,696,007 0.00163 

OL1/SLliPL1 0.61226% 0.13994% 0.78029% 329,270 222.217 12,698 564,164 630,970,753 0.00089 

SL2, GSCUI 0.06850% 0.04747% 0.04347% 36,640 75,364 107 112,931 70,594,640 0.00180 

0.00229 

Total 53,779,764 156,794,992 1,627,300 214,202,076 103,200,444,296 0.00206 

("I From Fonn42--6P, Col 12 

{Il} From Form 42-6P, Col 13 

tt) From Form 42-6? em 14 

Id}Totai EnellW $ from Form 42-1P. Une 5, Column:2 

!"ITotaf CP Oemand $ from FormG-1P. Une 5, Column 3 

(Ii Total GCP Demand $ from Form 42-1P. Une 5, Column 4 

(9) Col 5 + Col 6 + Col 7 

(til Projected KWH sates for the period January 2013 through December 2013. 

(i)CoI6/Cot9 

Note: There are currently no, ¢ustomefS taldng service on S¢hedule$ISST1 (0) or ISST1 (1"). Should any customer begin 

taking service on these schedules during the period, they Will be biUed using the applieab4e ssn Factor. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF TERRY J. KEITH 

DOCKET NO. 120007 -EI 

AUGUST 30, 2012 

Q. Please state your name and address. 

A. My name is Terry J. Keith and my business address is 9250 West Flagler 

Street, Miami, Florida, 33174. 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

A. I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL orthe Company) 

as Director, Cost Recovery Clauses in the Regulatory Affairs Department. 

Q. Have you previously testified in this docket or any other predecessor 

dockets? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and 

approval FPL's Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC) projections 

for the January 2013 through December 2013 period. 

Q. Is this filing by FPL in compliance with Order No. PSC-93-1580-FOF

EI, issued in Docket No. 930661-EI? 

A. Yes. The costs being submitted for the projected period are consistent 

with that order. 
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1 Q. Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your direction, 

2 supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding? 

3 A. Yes. Exhibit T ..IK-3 provides the calculation of FPL's proposed ECRC 

4 factors for the period January 2013 through December 2013. TJK-3 

5 includes PSC Forms 42-1 P through 42-8P, which are provided in 

6 Appendix I. 

7 Q. Is FPL requesting Commission approval of any new or modified 

8 environmental projects? 

9 Yes, FPL is requesting approval to recover through the ECRC several 

10 new and modified projects, as presented in the testimony of Randall R. 

11 LaBauve in this docket. On January 13, 2012, witness LaBauve filed 

12 testimony requesting approval of a modification to FPL's approved 

13 Manatee Temporary Heating System Project to include a manatee 

14 temporary heating system for the Port Everglades Plant. Witness 

15 LaBauve's August 1,2012 testimony presented the Thermal Discharge 

16 Standards Project, Steam Electric Effluent Guidelines Revised Rule 

1 7 Project, the Gopher Tortoise Relocations Project, and updates to FPL's 

18 approved NPDES Permit Renewal Requirements and CAMR projects. 

19 Additionally, witness LaBauve's August 30,2012 testimony presents the 

20 Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards in Florida Project and 

21 an update to FPL's approved Low Level Radioactive Waste Storage 

22 Project. 

23 Q. Are all other costs listed in Forms 42-1 P through 42-8P attributable 

24 to Environmental Compliance projects previously approved by the 
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1 Commission? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. Please describe Form 42-1P. 

4 A. Form 42-1P (Appendix I, Page 1) provides a summary of projected 

5 environmental costs being requested for recovery for the period January 

6 2013 through December 2013. Total environmental requirements, 

7 adjusted for revenue taxes, are $214,202,076 (Appendix I, Page 1, Line 

8 5) and include $215,032,494 of environmental project jurisdictional 

9 revenue requirements for the January 2013 through December 2013 

10 period (Appendix I, Page 1, Line 1c) decreased by the actual/estimated 

11 true-up over-recovery of $7,620 for the January 2012 - December 2012 

12 period (Appendix I, Page 1, Line 2), and by the final true-up over-recovery 

13 of $976,912 for the January 2011 - December 2011 period (Appendix I, 

14 Page 1, Line 3). 

15 Q. Please describe Forms 42-2P and 42-3P. 

16 A. Form 42-2P (Appendix I, Pages 2 and 3) presents the environmental 

1 7 project O&M costs for the projected period along with the calculation of 

18 total jurisdictional costs for these projects, classified by energy and 

19 demand. FPL is projecting total jurisdictional O&M costs of $31,753,383 

20 for the period January 2013 through December 2013. 

21 

22 Form 42-3P (Appendix I, Pages 4 and 5) presents the environmental 

23 project capital investment costs for the projected period. Form 42-3P 

24 also provides the calculation of total jurisdictional costs for these projects, 
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classified by energy and demand. FPL is projecting total jurisdictional 

capital investment costs of $183,279,110 for the period January 2013 

through December 2013. 

The method of classifying costs presented in Forms 42-2P and 42-3P is 

consistent with Order No. PSC-94-0393-FOF-EI for all projects. 

Q. 	 Please describe Form 42-4P. 

A. 	 Form 42-4P (Appendix I, Pages 6 through 38) presents the calculation of 

depreciation expense and return on capital investment for each project for 

the projected period. 

Q. 	 Has FPL made any changes to the methodology for calculating the 

allowable return on investments recovered through the ECRC? 

A. 	 Yes. Per the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement approved by the 

Commission in this docket on August 14, 2012, FPL is using the 

Weighted Average Cost of Capital from its May 2012 Earnings 

Surveillance Report to calculate the return on average net investments 

included for recovery through the ECRC. 

Q. 	 Please describe Form 42-5P. 

A. 	 Form 42-5P (Appendix I, Pages 39 through 109) provides the description 

and progress of environmental projects included in the projected period. 

Q. 	 Please describe Form 42-6P. 

A. 	 Form 42-6P (Appendix I, Page 110) calculates the allocation factors for 

demand and energy at generation. The demand allocation factors are 

calculated by determining the percentage each rate class contributes to 
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1 the monthly system peaks. The energy allocators are calculated by 

2 determining the percentage each rate class contributes to total kWh 

3 sales, as adjusted for losses. 

4 Q. Have you revised the methodology used to allocate projected kWh 

5 sales by rate class? 

6 A. Yes. FPL's sales forecast is developed on a revenue class basis and 

7 must be allocated to the rate schedule level in order to calculate its CCR 

8 factors by rate schedule. In the past, FPL has allocated its projected kWh 

9 sales by rate schedule based on the relationship of each rate schedule's 

10 actual kWh sales to total retail kWh sales from the last 12 months of 

11 actual sales. 

12 

13 For 2013, FPL is adopting the methodology used in its base rate 

14 proceedings, which allocates kWh sales by rate schedule based on the 

15 historical relationship between sales by rate schedule, and sales by 

16 revenue class. These historical percentages are then applied to the 

17 forecast of sales by revenue class. The result is an estimate of sales by 

18 retail rate schedule for the appropriate time period. 

19 Q. Please describe Form 42-7P. 

20 A. Form 42-7P (Appendix I, Page 111) presents the calculation of the 

21 proposed 2013 ECRC factors by rate class. 

22 Q. Please describe Form 42-8P. 

23 A. Form 42-8P (Appendix I, Page 112) presents the capital structure, 

24 components and cost rates relied upon to calculate the revenue 
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requirement rate of return applied to capital investments and working 

capital amounts included for recovery through the ECRC for the period 

January 2013 through December 2013. 

Q. 	 Is FPL proposing any changes to its approved Port Everglades ESP 

Project resulting from its petition for a determination of need in 

Docket No. 110309-EI? 

A. 	 Yes. FPL is currently recovering the costs associated with the ESPs on 

the existing units at the Port Everglades Plant (PPE) through the ECRC 

and proposes to complete recovery of those ESPs in the ECRC through a 

capital recovery schedule. The Commission entered Order PSC-12

0187 -FOF-EI in Docket No. 110309-EI granting FPL an affirmative 

determination of need to modernize the 1960's Port Everglades Plant into 

a high-efficiency combined cycle natural gas energy center. Assuming 

final approval of site certification for this modernization plan, all of the 

existing PPE units will be retired effective January 2013. FPL is 

requesting to include in its 2013 ECRC factors the recovery of the 

unrecovered net investment balance of the PPE ESPs at the time of the 

planned retirement on a four year capital recovery schedule beginning 

January 1, 2013. 

Q. 	 Has FPL proposed any adjustment to ECRC recovery in its rate case 

petition and supporting testimony and exhibits that were filed in 

Docket No. 120015-EI? 

A. 	 As stated in FPL witness Kim Ousdahl's testimony filed in Docket No. 

120015-EI, FPL is proposing to recover all costs associated with FPL's 
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approved Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention Project through the 

ECRC and remove them from base rates. Order No. PSC-97-1047-FOF

EI, issued on September 5, 1997, required FPL to adjust ECRC O&M 

expenses downward for costs related to substation transformer gasket 

replacement, substation soil contamination remediation and the painting 

of the substation transformers because those historical cost levels were 

deemed to be already recovered through base rates. FPL has been 

reducing clause recoverable expenses by approximately $47 thousand 

per month and including the, same amount in base rate O&M cost. In the 

rate case docket, FPL is asking the Commission to discontinue the 

current treatment and approve the Company's adjustment to decrease 

base rates in the annual amount of $560 thousand and include actual 

costs incurred on an ongoing basis in the determination of ECRC 

recoverable costs. Should FPL's rate case request be approved, FPL will 

reflect the results in the 2013 true-up process. 

Q. 	 Have you made any adjustments to FPL's 2013 ECRC factors to 

reflect the proposed Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the 

Agreement) filed in Docket No. 120015·EI on August 15, 2012 ? 

A. 	 No. At the time that I prepared my testimony, the Commission had not 

ruled on the Agreement. Ifthe Agreement is approved, FPL will reflect the 

results in the 2013 true-up process. 

Q. 	 Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. 	 Yes, it does. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 


TESTIMONY OF RANDALL R. LABAUVE 


DOCKET NO. 120007-EI 


August 30, 2012 


Q. 	 Please state your name and address. 

A. 	 My name is Randall R. LaBauve and my business address is 700 Universe 

Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408. 

Q. 	 By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

A. 	 I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Vice President of 

Environmental Services. 

Q. 	 Have you previously testified in this docket? 

A. 	 Yes. 

Q. 	 What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

A. 	 The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and approval 

for recovery through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC), a new 

environmental compliance activity, the Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality 

Standards in Florida Project. This project is associated with sampling, 

monitoring, and reporting requirements for total phosphorus and total nitrogen 

(nutrients) discharges at FPL facilities. These requirements will be incorporated 

into existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits 

that will be renewed upon their expiration by the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) or the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

(FDEP). Prior to submitting an application for permit renewal to the respective 
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agencies, FPL will need to begin a sampling, monitoring, and summary report 

process to establish baseline data for the newly created permit parameters. 

These changes will impact all of the FPL plants located in Florida that withdraw 

from and discharge to inland Waters of the State. Additionally, my testimony 

presents an update to FPL's approved Low Level Radioactive Waste Storage 

Project. 

Q. 	 Have you prepared, or caused to be prepared under your direction, 

supervision, or control, an exhibit in this proceeding? 

A Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

• 	 RRL-9 - Chapter 62-302, Florida Administrative Code, Surface Water 

Quality Standards (FDEP Proposed) 

• 	 RRL-10 - Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 131, Water Quality 

Standards for the State of Florida's Lakes and Flowing Waters (EPA) 

Numeric Nutrient Criteria Water Quality Standards in Florida Project 

Q. 	 Please describe the environmental law or regulation requiring this 

Project. 

A 	 The State of Florida has historically utilized a narrative nutrient standard criterion 

to guide management and protection of its waters. Chapter 62-302.530(47) (b), 

F .AC., states that "in no case shall nutrient concentrations of a body of water be 

altered so as to cause an imbalance in natural populations of aquatic flora or 

fauna." Several environmental groups in Florida filed a petition in federal court 

against the EPA alleging the agency failed to comply with its responsibility under 
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the Clean Water Act to oversee the State of Florida in adopting numeric nutrient 

criteria (Florida Wildlife Federation, et al. VS. EPA). In August 2009, the EPA 

entered a consent decree in the lawsuit under which EPA would publish federal 

numeric nutrient criteria for Florida and adopt rules for implementation. In 

December 2010, the EPA noticed the final rule for Water Quality Standards for 

the State of Florida's Lakes and Flowing Waters in the Federal Register. This 

rule promulgated numeric water quality for nitrogen/phosphorus pollution in 

lakes, flowing waters, and springs in order to replace the State of Florida's 

narrative nutrient provision under Chapter 62-302.530(47) (b), F.A.C. 

Based on the EPA action, the FDEP chose to amend Chapter 62-302, F.A.C. 

Surface Water Quality Standards to include a numeric nutrient criteria component 

in order to maintain oversight of nutrients within state waters. The FDEP 

submitted the revised proposal of Chapter 62-302, F.A.C. to the EPA for review 

and approval in June 2012. The EPA has until January 6,2013 to implement its 

final numeric nutrient criteria rule for Florida's freshwaters. In the alternative, the 

EPA can approve the FDEP revised criteria and withdraw the federal criteria in 

totality, as requested by the state. The mechanism through which the EPA and 

FDEP regulate water quality criteria is the NPDES permitting program. Pursuant 

to the EPA's delegation of authority, FDEP implements the NPDES permitting 

program in Florida. FPL's Ft. Myers, Manatee, Martin, Putnam, and Sanford 

plants will be required to do some form of sampling, monitoring, and reporting 

under the new numeric nutrient standards. The NPDES Industrial Waste Water 

permits for these facilities will expire and require subsequent renewal beginning 
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in 2012 proceeding through 2017. Compliance requirements under the new rules 

will begin prior to permit renewal and continue for the life of each facility. 

Q. 	 How does FPL plan to comply with these requirements? 

A. 	 Regardless of whether the contrOlling rules end up being EPA's or FDEP's, the 

rule changes will require sampling, monitoring, reporting, and possible biological 

health assessments both prior to application for permit renewal and ongoing 

thereafter. Based on nutrient data, facilities may have to alter water treatment 

processes to comply with the new standards. FPL's plan to comply with the new 

requirements is as follows: 

1} Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen (Nutrient) Sampling, Monitoring, and 

Reporting - In accordance with this new regulatory requirement, FPL will begin 

sampling, monitoring, and creating summary reports for nutrients in preparation 

for application and renewal of the FPL Industrial Waste Water permits issued for 

power generation facilities adjacent to freshwaters in Florida. Under the new 

EPA or FDEP rules, FPL expects that all new Industrial Waste Water permits will 

include revised conditions requiring FPL to conduct monthly sampling, 

monitoring, and reporting at the intake and outfall structures for levels of nutrients 

to evaluate the effects of each plant's effluent on established numeric thresholds 

or load input to the receiving waterbodies. Previous Industrial Waste Water 

permits either had no requirement for nutrient sampling and reporting or required 

only monthly sampling at the point of discharge with no reportable limits. To show 

compliance with the new standards, samples will be collected upstream and 

downstream of the discharge points. The upstream sample will characterize 

background conditions, and the downstream sample will characterize the 
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potential difference in water quality as a result of the discharge. At the intake 

structure, samples will be collected to quantify the amount of nutrients being 

drawn into the facility from the ambient waterbody. Based on the comparative 

sampling results of the nutrient loads withdrawn and discharged, water chemistry 

treatment changes may be necessary within a facility's water processes. 

2) Biological Health Assessments - The EPA and FDEP have placed great 

importance on the inclusion of biological data in the assessment and 

determination of compliance with nutrient regulations. For facilities that discharge 

into waterbodies that have not undergone a site-specific alternative criteria 

assessment or total maximum daily load approval process, biological health 

assessments (e.g. Stream Condition Index procedure or Shannon-Weaver 

Diversity Index method) are necessary to identify and document ambient or 

anthropogenic conditions which may contribute to adverse biological effects or 

improvements within a specific portion of a waterbody. The assessment 

determines whether a site specific interpretation is appropriate. Both the EPA 

and FDEP rules include site-specific alternative criteria as integral components in 

evaluating exposure and compliance with nutrient criteria. "Site-specific 

alternative criteria" is a mechanism to demonstrate that an alternative criterion is 

more appropriate for portions of a waterbody that do not meet ambient water 

quality criterion due to natural background conditions or man-induced conditions 

which cannot be controlled or abated. The Stream Condition Index and Shannon

Weaver Diversity Index establish biological information which may be used to 

interpret the narrative nutrient criterion in combination with nutrient thresholds. 

For certain waterbodies, a biological health assessment is crucial in determining 
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how FPL will comply with the new regulation. The biological health assessment 

also establishes a baseline for future compliance tracking. FPL plans to prepare 

a Biological Health Assessment for each individual plant pursuant to Rule 62

302.800, F.A.C. or 40 CFR Part 131 (V)(C). 

3) Modification to the Martin Plant Water Treatment System - The Martin 

Plant withdraws facility makeup water from the St. Lucie Canal (C-44) , which is 

fed by Lake Okeechobee. Both of these waterbodies are high nutrient loaded 

waterbodies; thus, it may be necessary to change the storage and treatment 

process to dilute or remove nutrient concentrations prior to discharge. To 

accomplish this design change, infrastructure will have to be installed and the 

flow process for treating the effluent will have to be changed. 

Q. 	 What are the projected total O&M costs associated with Project 

requirements? 

A. 	 FPL expects to incur the following O&M costs for the Project: 

Nutrient Water Sampling, Biological Health Assessments (Stream Condition 

Indexing), Water Chemistry Changes: Total O&M costs are estimated to be 

$1,600,000 for years 2013 through 2017. Costs associated with the new 

regulation will continue for the life of each facility. 

Q. 	 What are the projected total capital costs necessary to complete these 

requirements? 

A. 	 The only capital costs currently anticipated for this project are the changes in the 

Martin Plant Water Treatment System. The total capital costs estimated for 

those changes are $1,200,000 through 2016. 

Q. 	 Has FPL estimated the 2013 ECRC recoverable costs for this Project? 
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A. 	 Yes. FPL estimated that it will begin incurring costs for the Numeric Nutrient 

Criteria Project requirements in February 2013. FPL's cost estimate for sampling 

of nutrients at its facilities is $48,600 annually per facility. FPL anticipates that it 

will need to begin nutrient sampling, monitoring, and creating summary reports 

for the Ft. Myers, Martin, Putnam, and Sanford plants in 2013, at a total O&M 

cost of $194,400. Sampling of nutrients will be on-going for all facilities 

thereafter. FPL's 2013 O&M cost estimates for implementing water chemistry 

treatment changes are estimated annually at $100,000 each for the Putnam and 

Sanford plants. FPL's 2013 O&M cost estimates for implementing the Biological 

Health Assessment are estimated annually at $12,000 each for the Ft. Myers, 

Martin, Putnam, and Sanford plants. Biological Health Assessments will be on

going for all facilities thereafter. 

Q. 	 How will FPL ensure that the costs incurred for the Project are prudent and 

reasonable? 

A. 	 Consistent with our standard practice for all consultant service procurements, 

FPL will competitively bid all of the activities performed by outside firms to ensure 

costs are prudently incurred. FPL will revise project estimates as specific costs 

become available through consultant specific bids and costs. FPL will continue to 

perform due diligence over the life of this project to minimize costs. 

Q. 	 Is FPL recovering the costs of these activities through any other 

mechanism? 

A. 	 No. As I previously stated in my testimony, some of the old permits had sampling 

and monitoring requirements for total phosphorus and total nitrogen, but FPL is 

not seeking to recover any of those existing costs thro,-,gh the ECRC. Rather, 
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FPL is only seeking recovery for new incremental costs incurred as a result of the 

new rule requirements. 

UPDATE TO LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WAS"rE STORAGE PROJECT 

Q. 	 Please briefly discuss FPL's approved Low Level Radioactive Waste 

Storage Project? 

A. 	 FPL's Low Level Radioactive Waste ("LLW") Storage Project was approved by 

the Commission in Order No. PSC-07-0922-FOF-EI, issued in Docket No. 

070007-EI, on November 16, 2007. In this Order, FPL received approval to 

recover costs associated with the construction of interim on-site facilities at its St. 

Lucie ("PSL") and Turkey Point ("PTN") nuclear electrical generating units to 

store its Class B and Class C LLW safely per NRC regulations regarding 

Standards for Protection Against Radiation at Title I 0, Code of Federal 

Regulations, Part 20. The project was required as a result of loss of access to 

the LLW disposal facility in Barnwell, South Carolina on June 30, 2008, due to 

changes to South Carolina environmental law. LLW is physically similar to the 

type of wastes that are produced in other industrial processes except that LLW 

has become contaminated with radioactive isotopes that were produced by the 

nuclear reactor. LLW includes radioactively contaminated rags, absorbents, 

used protective clothing, laboratory ware, worn out metal parts and components, 

spent ion exchange (resin) media and spent filter media. 

At the time of its original filing in 2007, FPL's preliminary capital estimate to 

construct the interim storage facilities was approximately $12 million for both of 
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FPL's nuclear plants. This estimate assumed the interim storage facilities would 

be constructed within the Radiation Controlled Area (RCA) at PSL and PTN, on a 

concrete or gravel pad foundation with appropriate concrete curbs. The LLW 

would be containerized in cylindrical liners compatible with the LLW that is being 

stored. The liners would be placed inside engineered thick concrete outer 

containers that completely enclose the liners and would provide both radiation 

shielding and protection for the enclosed liners. The container array within the 

facility would be surrounded by an additional shield wall and measures would be 

implemented to prevent inadvertent entry to ensure radiation standards for the 

public and for workers are met. 

Q. 	 What is the current status of FPL's approved LLW Project at PSL and PTN? 

A. 	 The PTN LLW Storage Facility project schedule has been created and the 

Engineering Package has been completed and issued for construction. A 

contractor has been selected and contracts are in the process of being created. 

The construction of the LLW Storage Facility at PTN is planned to commence in 

September of 2012 and is expected to be completed by September of 2013. 

The PSL LLW Storage Facility project has been placed on hold as a result of 

resources being dedicated to other projects. Completion of the LLW Facility will 

resume in January of 2013 with the installation of the fiber optics for the fire 

detection system, installation of the internal shielding, and the rails for the gantry 

crane. 

Q. 	 Please explain the reason for the update to the FPL's approved LLW. 

A. 	 The site location for the PTN LLW facility was selected on January 6, 2011. 

FPL's current capital estimate for the construction of the LLW facility at PTN is 
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now $9.9 million, which represents an increase of $3.9 million from FPL's original 

estimate provided in 2007. The location selected within the RCA has created 

additional costs not anticipated in the original estimate. Additional costs include 

the soil improvements required for the foundation of the building. Other costs 

include reinforced concrete foundation and slab over the existing Neutralization 

Basin, relocation of existing power poles and duct banks and additional time and 

support due to the construction within the RCA. 

Q. 	 How was the LLW site at PTN chosen? 

A. 	 The project team conducted a Kepner Tregoe (KT) Analysis of ten different 

construction locations for the PTN LLW. This analysis utilized a list of criteria 

that determined the location, based on scoring in each criteria. These criteria 

included cost factors, site preparation, underground utilities to be avoided, 

adequate area for building footprint, radiological impact, site elevation (flood 

plain), accessibility, impact on plant operations, etc. The results of the KT 

Analysis determined the LLW facility at PTN. 

Q. 	 What is the amount of projected depreciation and return on investment 

associated with this project that has been included in the 2013 ECRC 

factors? 

A. 	 FPL has included in the 2013 ECRC factors an amount of $747,474 associated 

with depreciation and return on investment for the LLW Storage Project. 

Q. 	 Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. 	 Yes. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-1P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 


TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL AMOUNT TO BE RECOVERED 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Total Jurisdictional Revenue Requirements for the projected period 

a. Projected O&M Activities 

b. Projected Capital Projects 

c. Total Jurisdictional Revenue Requirements 

2. True-up for Estimated Over/(Under) Recovery 

3. Final True-up Over/(Under) 

4. Total Jurisdictional Amount to be Recoveredl(Refunded) 

5. Total Projected Jurisdictional Amount Adjusted for Taxes 

Energy -----r CP Demand GCP Demand Total 

$18,093,629 $12,023,609 $1,636,146 $31,753,383 

$35,838,468 $147,440,643 $0 $183,279,110 

$53,932,097 $159,464,251 $1,636,146 $215,032,494 

$1,485 $6,083 $52 $7,620 

$169,521 $777,427 $9,965 $976,912 

$53,741,091 $158,660,741 $1,626,130 $214,047,962 

$53,779,784 $158,794,992 $1,627,300 $214,202,076 

Note: Allocation to energy and demand in each period are in proportion to the respective period split of costs. 

True-up costs are split in proportion to the split of actual demand-related and energy-related costs from respective true-up periods. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM; 42-2P 
ENVIRONMENTAl. COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

ClM AC11VITIES 

(1) (2) (31 (4) (5) (5) (7) (S) (ll) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) 

PROJECTS 

t. Description of O&M Activities. 

1-AirOperallng Permit Fees $24,083 $24,083 $24,083 $24,063 $24,063 $24,083 $24,093 $24.083 $24,083 $24,083 $24,083 $24,087 $289.000 $269,000 

3a - Continuous Emission Monitoring Sys:tems $155,194 $190,079 $37,329 $30,519 $30,579 $45,329 $155,194 $30,579 $37,328 $30,578 $30,575 $43,055 $816.398 $616,398 

59 - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storege Tank. $84,500 $55,500 $756,836 $268,005 $251.200 $900,000 $200,000 $222,000 $850,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,588,041 $3,588,041 

6a - Oil Spill Clean-uplResponSG Equipment $12,049 $12,049 $42,715 $12,049 $47,049 $42,715 $12,048 $12.048 $42,715 122,330 122,048 $12,048 $291,003 $291,883 


13 - RCRA (Re&Ourca Consorvation & Recovery Ad) CoI'f'lJetMl Action $4,166 $4,166 $4,166 $4,100 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,'87 $50,000 $50,000 


14 - NPDES Permit Fees $'15,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $115,200 $115,200 


17a - Disposal of Non..containenzed Liquid Waste $30,000 $30,000 $36,000 $62,500 $0 $0 $0 $2,500 $0 SO $0 $0 $161,000 $181.000 


198 - Substation PollOtant DiSehafge Prevarrtlon & RemO'lltI- DI'6trIbutlon $159,688 $159,668 $159,688 5159,686 $159.688 $159,686 $159,688 $159,686 $159.686 $159.688 $159,688 $159,594 $1,918,262: $1,916,262 


19b - Substition PollOtant DischlllrtJ«! PrewntJon & Removal ~ Trafl$roMnIQn $101,817 $101,817 $101,617 $101,S17 $101,617 $101,817 $101,817 $101.817 $101,817 $101,817 $101,817 $101.m $1.221,815 $93,986 $1,127,629 


1ge - Substation Pollutant Df&chafQe Prevention & Remowl- C06W in BaM R.tu; ($46,686) ($46,666) ($48,BOO) (14M&\) ($46,666) ($46,6a6) (146,8") ("8,686) ($46,686) ($46,666) (••a,BOO) (14a,BOO) (1560,232) ($21,547) (1258,589) ($280,116) 


NA - Amortization of Gains on Salea of Emission. AllowaI'lQll'S ($48,048) ($48,048) ($46,040) ($48,048) ($'8,718) (1'8,182) ($4aiS2) ($48,182) ($46,182) ($46.'82) ($.6,1e2) ($46,182) (1!i54,tM) ($554.186) 


22 - pipeline kd&grity Manag&Ment $0 SO $15,000 $150,000 $11,000 $0 $30.000 $0 $7,500 $40,000 140,001) $0 $293,500 $293,500 


23 - SPeC - Spill Prevention. Control & Countermea6lJte& $76,045 $75,466 $15,46$ $75,4El8 $n,3(l7 $75,467 575,487 576,044 $75,.ilS7 $77,307 $86,281 $85.481 $931,256 $931.256 


24 - Manatee Reburn $41,667 $41,661 $41,667 $41,657 $41,667 $41,881 $.41,667 541,667 $41,667 541.007 $41,667 $41,683 $500,000 $600,000 


SO SO SO 

'0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP TechOOIogy $24,000 SO SO SO 10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,000 $24.000 


27 - Lowest QUI!lfity water Souree $27.442 $27,442 $27,442 $21,442 $27,442 $27,442 $27,442 $27,443 $27,443 $27,443 $27,443 $27,443 $329,309 $329,309 


28-CWA 318(b} Phase f! RuI. $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $8.175 $8.n5 $8,n5 $16,775 $101,504 $107,504 $264,106 $:264,106 


29 - SeR Consumablft $29,100 $29,188 $29,166 $29,188 $29,166 m,1oo £29,166 529,186 $29,166 $29,166 $29,166 $29,174 $350,000 $350,000 


3D-HBMP $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,833 $1,$37 522,000 $22,001) 


31 - Clean AIr I~~ Rule {CAlR)Compiiara $Sn,Jl36 $872,838 $692,838 $710,638 $711,83$ 1e91,EJ;38 $SS2,es8 $757,960 $m,950 $157,9$0 $7n,960 $757,986 $$,875,688 $6,875,aea 


33-MATSProject $250,250 $250,250 $250,260 1250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $250,250 $3,003,000 $3,003,000 


35 - Martin Plant Ol"inkina Water System CompllaflCEk SO SO $5,000 $0 $0 $5,001) $0 $0 $5,000 10 $0 $5,000 $20,000 $20,000 


37 - DeSoto Next GeneratIOn Sola, Energy Centl!lr $96,331 $81,651 $154,001 $101U81 $81.30t $92,651 $87,001 $88.e51 $86,831 $82,151 $86,301 $$2,151 $1,127,902 $1,127,902 


38 - SPElC& Coast Next G;meretion Soter Ef'lI!I'gy C9:m.r $25,956 $26,856 $37,300 $27,071 $26,358 ue,006 $26,458 $30.456 $29,356 $26,986 $26,356 $32,955 $353,178 $353,176 


39 - Martin Next Generation Sotsr Energy Center $258,801 $258,801 $2M,SOl $25a,601 $256,801 $258,001 $258,801 $258,601 $258,801 $258,801 $258,801 $256,S01 $3,105,612 $3.105,812 


40 - GrsermouGe Gas Reduetion Progretl'l SO SO SO $6,500 $0 $0 $0 10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $MOO $8,500 


41 - MallEltee Temporary Haating System $152,967 $142,218 $107,250 $95,263 $44,311 m,36' $33,365 $33,365 $34,818 529,962 $110,000 $112,000 $93O,(}(K) $930,000 


42 - Turtey Point Cooling Canal Moniroring Plan $203,500 $203,500 $203,500 1203,500 $203,500 $203,500 $203,500 $203,500 $203.500 $203,500 $203,500 SOW3.500 $2,442,000 $2.442,000 


45-800tKNUnitEsP $85,000 $85,000 $85,000 $85,000 $6',001) $85.000 $85,000 $170,000 $170.000 $170,000 $170,000 $172,087 $1,447,087 $1.447,087 


48 - Sllucie Cooling W1Itet oiSohllrge MOnitOring $27,334 $25.715 $59,044 $11,334 $43,954 $25,715 $45,473 $9,715 $59,854 $10,525 $43,044 $27,334 $3eO,941 $368,941 


47 - NPOES Permit Renewal Requiftlments 10 $2,200 $15,200 $0 $6,800 $10,000 $18,500 $1e.5OO $5,200 $10,000 $25,100 $0 $113,500 $113,500 


48 - Industrial Boiler MACT 10 .0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000 $0 $0 $0 $1.000 $1,000
'0 
49 - Thermel Discharge Standards $35,000 .0 535,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,001) .0 $35,000 $0 $0 $175,000 $175,000'0 
50 - Ste..m Electric Effluent Guidelines Revised Rules $0 $45,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $45,000 $45,000'0 
51 - Gopher Tortoise Relocations $0 $0 10 $0 $0 $0 $37,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,500 $37,500'0 
52 - ~umeric Nutrient Cl'i1:&na Water OUlllllty Standards in Florida 10 $442,400 10 .0 $0 10 10 SO 10 $0 $0 $442,400 $44',400'0 

2. Tobal of O&M Activities $2570,093 $2,445,250 $3817145 $2692166 $2428865 $3089612 $2479663 $',540640 $3,201409 $2319121 $2534702 $2441177 $32365640 $18456789 $122n700 $1636146 

Note: Totals mOlY not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42·2P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

CALCULATION OF THE PROJECTION AMOUNT 


ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013. DECEMBER 2013 


O&M ACTIVITIES 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) fl) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Tv.elvi 
Arr 

2. Total of O&M Activities 

3. Recoverable Cosls Allocated 10 Energy 

<Ia. Recoverable Costs Allocated to CP Demand 

4b. Recoverable Costs Allacaled to GCP Demand 

$1,640,702 

$793,046 

$136,345 

$1,640,636 

$868,070 

$136,345 

$1,509,786 

$1,971,015 

$136,345 

$1,514,383 

$1,041,439 

$136,345 

$1,426,821 

$865,499 

$136,345 

$1,406,767 

$1,546,500 

$136,345 

$1,486,965 

$856,353 

$136,345 

$1,514,972 

$889,323 

$138,345 

$1,571,399 

$1,493,865 

$138,345 

$1,519,380 

$863,426 

$138,345 

$1,619,103 

$779,254 

5136,345 

$1,605,705 

$705,121 

$136,381 

$18,456,789 

$12,272,706 

$1,636,146 

5, Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor 

6a. Retail CP Oemand Jurisdictional Factor 

6b. Retail GCP Demand Jurisdictional Factor 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

10MOOOO% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000'% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98,03238% 

97,97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238'% 

97.97032".. 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

100.00000% 

7. Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable COsts 

8•. Jurisdictional CP Demand Recoverable COSIS 

8b. Jurisdictional GCP Demand Recoverable Costs 

$1,608,419 

$776,949 

$136,345 

$1,608,550 

$654,510 

$136,345 

$1,460,079 

$1,931,009 

$136,345 

$1,484,586 

$1,020,301 

$136,345 

$1,398,747 

$847,932 

$136,345 

$1,379,087 

$1,515,110 

$136,345 

$1,457,707 

$838,971 

$136,345 

$1,485,163 

$871,272 

$136,345 

$1,540,480 

$1,463,348 

$136,345 

$1,489,455 

$849,960 

$136,345 

$1,587,245 

$763,437 

$136,345 

$1,574,111 

$690,809 

$136,351 

$18,093,629 

$12,023,609 

$1,636,146 

9. Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs fOr O&M Activities 

Note: Totals may not add due 10 rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANy FORM: 42-3P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 


CALCULATION OF THE PROJECTION AMOUNT 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 


CAPITAL INVESTMENT PROJECTS - RECOVERABLE COSTS 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

PROJECT # 

1. Description of Investment P~ecls ,.) 

2 - Low NOX BumerTechnoiogy $15,024 $15,196 $15,118 $15,039 $14,961 $14,883 $14,804 $14,726 $14,648 $14,569 $14,491 $14,413 $177.672 $177,672 

3b - Continuous Emission Monttoling Systems $42,429 $41,231 $41,081 $40,932 $42,216 $43,497 $43,340 $43,648 $43,955 $44,947 $45,936 $45.772 $516,983 $516,963 

4b - C~an Closure Equivalency $118 $108 $100 $100 $105 $105 $105 $104 $104 $104 $103 5103 $1.210 $98 $1,172 
5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel storage 
Tanks $77.293 $78,269 $78,103 $75,937 $75,771 $75,600 $75,440 $75,274 $15,106 $74,942 $74,777 $74,611 $907,131 $69,779 $837.352 
7 ~ Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping to Above 
Ground $123 $123 $122 $122 $121 $121 $120 $120 $119 $119 $118 $118 $1,447 5111 $1,335 

8b - Oil Spill Cleen-up/Response Equipment $14,416 $12,954 $13,132 $13,300 $13,587 $13,788 $13,415 $13,205 $13,229 $12,903 $12,780 $12.902 $159,618 $12,218 $147,340 

10 - R""locate Storm Water Runoff $661 3360 $659 $657 $656 $654 $653 $652 $650 $649 $646 $646 $7,848 $604 $7,242 

12 - SCherer DiSCharge Pipeline $4,451 $4,438 $4,425 $4,413 $4,400 $4,387 $4,375 $4,362 $4,349 $4,337 $4,324 $4,311 $52,513 $4,044 $48,529 

20 - Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse $8,IOS $6.989 $6,975 $6,962 $6,948 $6,935 $6,921 $6,908 56,895 $6,881 $6,868 $6,654 $84,240 $6,460 $77,760 
NA - Amortiz.ation of Gains on Sales of Emissions 
Allowances ($9.151) ($8,793) ($6,435) ($6,078) ($7,730) ($7,381) ($7,022) ($6,683) ($6,304) ($5,945) ($5,586) ($5,227) ($86,317) ($66,317) 

21 - SI. Lucie Turtle Nets $8,716 $8,711 $6,707 $8,703 $6,699 $8,695 $8,691 $8,687 $6,683 $6,679 $8,674 $24,769 $120,414 $9,263 $111,151 

22 • Pipeline Integrlly Management $28,468 $28,427 $28,3Be $28,583 $28,779 $28,737 $28.6ge $28,654 $28,612 $28,571 $28,529 $28.487 $342,926 $26,379 $316,549 

23 - SPCC w Spill Prevention, Controf & Countermeasures $138,391 $127,057 $128,Be8 $128,815 $130,757 $130,559 $130,361 $130,206 $130,050 $129.852 $129,653 $129,455 $1,562,026 $120,156 $1,441,670 

24 ~ Manatee Rebum $263,800 $263,275 $262,751 $262,226 $261,701 $261,178 $260,651 $280,126 $259,601 $259.076 $256,551 $258,026 $3,130.961 $3,130,961 

25· PI Everglades ESP Technology $1,973,809 $1,811,064 $1,800,725 $1,790,365 $1,780,046 $1,769,707 $1,159,368 $1,149,029 $1.738,689 $I,728.:l5O $1,716.011 $1.701.672 $21,326,855 $21,326,855 

26 • UST RemovelRepiacemenl $918 $916 $915 $913 $911 $910 $908 $907 $9OS $904 $902 $900 $10.909 $839 $10,070 

31 - Clean Air Interstale Rule (CAIR) Compliance $5,003,021 $4,999,003 $4,999,318 $4,999,097 $4,900,913 $4,996,527 $4,990,997 $4,984,381 $4.977.492 $4,970,390 $4,963.372 $4.957.444 $59,839.942 $4,983,072 $55,236,869 

33 • MATS Project $1,OOS,961 $1,004,900 $1,004,363 $1,003,501 $1,002,541 $1,001,549 $1,000,615 $099,624 $998.580 $997.541 $900.504 $995,480 $12,011,159 $923,935 $11,067,224 
34 - $t Lucie Cooling Water System Inspection & 
Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17.946 $17,946 $1.380 $16,565 

35 - Martin Plant Drinking Water System CompUance $2,095 $2,092 $2,069 $2,OBe $2,062 $2,079 $2,076 $2,073 $2.070 $2,066 52,063 $2,060 $24.932 $1,916 $23,014 

38 - Low-Level Radioactive Waste Storage 558,364 $58,289 $58,214 $58,139 $58,063 $57,9Be $57,913 $57,836 $57,762 $57,667 $57,612 5106,254 $744,133 $57,241 $686,892 

37 - DeSOto Next Generation Solar Energy Center $I,4OS,342 $1,401,788 $1,396,287 $1,394,785 $1,391,231 $1,387,676 $1,384,122 $1,360,568 $1.377,013 $1,373,459 $1,369,905 $1.366,350 $18,630,525 $1,279,271 $15,351,254 

38 • Space Coast Next Goo"""l,," Solar Energy center 3366,815 3364,962 3363,310 3361,556 $659,937 $858,417 $856,785 $655,112 $653.460 $651,807 $650,154 $648,502 $7,890,596 $606,969 $7,263,629 

39 .. Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Cerrter $3,949,243 $3,939,421 33,936,399 $3,945,648 $3,948,459 $3,936,562 $3,936,437 $3,949,057 $3,953,851 $3,943,865 $3.933,673 53.923.880 $47,298,902 53.636,371 $43,660.525 

41 - Manatee Ternporal)/ Heating System $lOS,251 $105,820 $105,757 $105,817 $105,858 $105,925 $106,013 $106,052 $100,046 $106,081 $106,162 $106,199 $1,270,763 $97,753 $1,173,031 

42 - Turney Poinl Cooling Canal Monlloring Plan $$2,172 $32,131 $32,089 $32,047 $32,005 $31,963 $31,922 $31,860 $31,836 $61,796 $61,755 $31,713 $383,311 $29,465 $653,825 

44 • Martin Plant Baney Barber Swamp Iron Mttigalion $1,526 $1,524 $1,522 $1,520 $1,517 $1,515 $1,513 $1,511 $1.506 $1,506 $1,504 $1,502 $18,188 $18,168 

45 • eoo MW unK ESP $627,055 $858,429 $876,367 $691,068 $905,816 $927,577 $911,001 $1,082,060 $1,204,276 $1,296,000 $1,362,092 $1,400,038 $12,603,853 $12,603.853 

2. Total Investment Projects w Reco~rabk.l Costs $15,624,217 $15,456,782 $15,455,351 $15,464.487 $15.468,352 $15,462,158 $15.480,256 $15,580,068 $15.683,200 $15,143.140 $15,773,775 $15,861,193 $187,053,006 $36,557;181 $150,495,219 

(II) Each project's Total Systtlm Recoverable Expenses on Form 424P. Line 9, 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding, 

PAGE 4 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-3P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY ClAUSE 
CALCULATION OF THE PROJECTION AMOUNT 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMlIER 2013 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT PROJECTS - RECOVERABLE COSTS 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

2. Total Investment Projects - Recoverable Costs 

January 
Estimated 

$15,624,217 $15,456,762 $15,455,351 $15,464,487 $15,456,352 $15,462,158 $15,480,256 $15,560,086 $15,683,200 $15,773,775 $15,861,193 

Tv.elve" 
Amoul 

$187,053,006 

3. Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 

4. Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

$3,246,196 

$12,376,019 

$3,061,577 

$12,375,205 

$3,070,179 

$12,385,172 

$3,059,843 

512,404,644 

$3,050,412 

$12,417,940 

$3,039,665 

$12,422,493 

$3,027,799 

512,452,467 

53,017,454 

$12,562,632 

$3,006,496 

512,676,702 

$2,995,046 

$12,748,095 

$2,983,616 

$12,790,158 

$2,977,502 

$12,883,691 

$36,567,787 

$150,495,219 

5. Retail Energy Jurisdictional Facto, 

6. Retail Demand Jurisdictlona! Factor 

96,03238% 

97.97032% 

98,03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03236% 

97.97032% 

98.03238% 

97.970320/, 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

96.03238% 

97.97032% 

98.03238% 

97.97032% 

7. Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Costs ('" 

8. Jurisdictional Demand Recoverable CoS1S ~) 

$3,184,288 

$12,124,825 

$3,020,843 

$12,124,026 

$3,009,769 

$12,133,792 

$2,999,636 

$12,152,889 

$2,990,391 

$12,165,896 

$2,979,855 

512,170,356 

52,968,223 

$12,199,721 

$2,958,082 

$12,307,650 

$2,947,342 

$12,419,405 

$2,936,114 

$12,489,349 

52,924,910 

$12,830,559 

$2,918,916 

$12,822,193 

535,838,488 

$147,440,643 

9. Total JuriS<fiCtional Recoverable Costs lor Investment Projects 515,309,110 515,144.971 sJsJAM62 $15.152506 $15,156,287 S1S.150,211 ____sl~,1!iI~15,265,732 $15,366,747 $15.425.483 $15,455,489 $15,541,109 $183,279.110 

{alUne3xUne5 

(bJUne4xUne6 

Nole: Totals may not add due \0 rounding. 

PAGES 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

2· Low NOX Burner Technology 

1. Investments 

8. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant ($5,056,205) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 ($5,058,205) 

c. Retirements $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 

d. Other ($5,122,577) $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($5,122,577) 

2. Plant-ln-Servic:eJDepreciation Base {il) S9,896,803 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 $4,838,598 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $9,287,850 $4,175,354 $4,185,434 $4,195,515 $4,205,595 $4,215,675 $4,225,756 $4,235,838 $4,245,917 $4,255,997 $4,255,077 $4,276,156 $4,286,238 NlA 

4. CWIP • Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NlA 

5. Net Investment (Line. 2 - 3 + 4) $808,952 8963,244 $653,154 6843,054 $633,003 $622,923 $612,542 $602,762 $592,61)2 $562,801 $572,521 $562,_ $552,380 N/A 

6. Averege Net Investment $638,098 $656,204 3848,124 $638,043 $627,983 $617,61)3 $607,802 $597,722 $587,541 $577,561 $567,481 $557,400 NlA 

7. Retum on Ave_ Net Investment 

a. Equily Component grossed up for taxes ""(" $4,038 $4,176 $4,112 $4,048 $3,984 $3,920 $3,856 $3,792 $3,728 $3,$54 $3,600 $3,538 $48,453 

b, Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) ~"" $908 $940 $925 $911 $897 $882 $868 $853 $839 $825 $810 $796 $10,454 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation '" $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $10,080 $120,965 

b. Amortization (to) $0 SO SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses SO SO SO $0 SO $0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $14,961 

('j Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable ba.. by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant _=unt(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


""The Gross·up fac10r for taxes use. 0.61425, v.hich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly EquilyComponent of 4.6764% is besed on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equily per FPsC Order No PsC-12·0425·PAA--EU. 


('j The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPsC Order No. PsC-12·0425·PAA-EU. 


(" Applicable depreciation rate or rat.s. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


(0) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34·38. 

(1) Dismantlement only applies to Solar projec1s - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g~ For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of tw:J parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITe Balance: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v.hich reflec1s the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equily Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ",tum on equily. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01 %based on the May 2012 ROO Surveillance Report and reflect•• 10% ROE. P.r FPsC Order PSC 12.()425-PAA--EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIAT10N AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions 

b. CI.aring. to Plant 

c. Retirements 

d. Other 

$0 

($2,159,043) 

$0 

($1,889,200) 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$257,000 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$88,500 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$212,000 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

($1,601,543) 

$0 

($1,889,200) 

2. Plam--ln-Service/Depreciation Base (4) $9,368,408 $7,209,364 $7,209,364 $7,209,364 $7,209,364 $7,466,364 $7,466,364 $7,466,364 $7,554,864 $7,554,864 $7,766,864 $7,766,864 $7,766,864 N/A 

3. Le.s: Accumulated Deprecia1ion 

4. CWiP - Non Inl ..... sl Bearing 

5. Ne1lnvestment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

$4,467,112 $4,487,220 

$0 $0 

52 $2,979144 

$4,507,448 $4,527,797 $4,548,474 $4,590,481 N/A 

$0 $0 $0 ....J2... NlA 

$3,047,416 $3027,067 $3,218,391 ,176,353 NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $2,984,275 $2,630,119 $2,810,864 $2,791,649 $2,800,696 $3,009,307 $2,989,198 $3,013,280 $3,037,241 $3,122,729 $3,207,889 $3,186,865 NlA 

7. Re1um on Average Net Investment 

a. Equily Component gOlssed up for llI.es $18,933 $17,955 $17,933 $17,711 $18,403 $19,092 $18,864 $19,117 $19,269 $19,812 520,352 $20,219 $227,861 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) <')\9) $4,261 $4,041 $4,013 $3,986 $4,142 $4,297 $4,268 $4,302 $4,337 $4,459 $4,860 $4,550 $51,235 

8. Investment Expense. 

a. Depnacia!ion'''' $19,235 $19,235 $19,235 $19,235 $19,671 $20,108 520,108 $20,229 $20,349 520,676 521,004 $21,004 $240,087 

b. Amortization (c) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (f; $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. POlperly Expen••s $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expen... (Line. 7 & 8) $42.429 $41,231 $41,081 $40,932 ~_4~~216 $43497 $43340 $43,646 $43,955 $44,9-11 ___________145,936 $45,772 $518,983 

(oj Applicable beginning of period and end of penod dep",ciable ba.e by produclion plant name(s), unit(s), or plant accounl(s). So. Form 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


(b)The GOlss-up factorforta.es u ••s 0.61425, W1ich ",fleets the Federal Income Ta. Rate of35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PM-EU. 


(oj Th. Debt Componentis 1.7134% besed on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",neets a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PM-EU. 


(~Applicable dep"'ciation rate or rate•. S.e Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


(oj Applicable amortization pariod(s). S •• Form 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


(I) Dismantlement only applies to Solar projeet. - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on investment caieulation is comprised of too parts: 

Average Net Inve.tment: 500 foomo!o. (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component Gross-up factor for IlIxe. u ... 0.61425, W1lch renect. the Foderallncome Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equily Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Survoillance Report and ",fleets a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component Retum of 2.01%be••d on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",fleet. a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PM-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

4b • Clean Closure Equivalency 
1. Investments 

3. ExpendituresJAdartions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant ($19,812) SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($19,812) 

c. Retirements SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO SO SO $0 SO 

d. Other ($16,767) $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 SO ($16,767) 

2. Plant-ln-ServiceJOepreciation Base (II) $41,612 $21,799 $21,799 521,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 $21,799 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $29,759 $13,031 $13,069 $13,107 $13,145 $13,183 $13,221 S13,259 $13,297 $13,336 513,374 $13,412 513,450 N/A 

4. CVIIIP - Non Inleresl Bearing $0 50 50 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $11852 58,769 $8,731 58,692 58,654 $8,816 $8,578 $8,540 $8,502 5BL4§.4 _____~8,426 $8,387 $8,349 NlA 

6. Average Nellnvestmenl 510,310 $8,750 $8,712 $8,673 $8,635 $8,597 $8,559 58,521 58,483 $8,445 $8,406 58,388 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Ccmponent grossed up for tax.s (b){jO $55 $56 $56 $55 $55 $55 554 554 554 554 $53 $53 $663 

b. Debt Ccmponent (Line 6 x debl rate x 1/12) "l<IJ) $15 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 S12 $12 512 $12 $149 

8. Investmem Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $38 $38 $38 $38 $38 S38 $38 $38 $38 $38 $38 538 $458 
b. Amortization {Ill} $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 

c. Dismantlement (f) 50 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO SO $0 

d. Property Expenses 50 $0 50 $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 SO SO SO $0 

e. Other 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 SO SO SO SO $0 

9, Total Syslem Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 5118 5106 5106 5106 $105 $105 $105 $104 $194 $104 $103 $103 $1,270 

(.) Applicable beginning of period and end of pMod depreciable ba•• by production plant name(s), unH(sj, or planlacccunt(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


i!»The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, 1M1ich re1leetsthe Fede",llncome Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Ccmponent of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflect•• 10% return on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


«'The Debl Ccmponenl is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects al0% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(<I) Applicabl. depraelation rate or rates, See Form 42-4P, peges 34-35. 


,.jApplicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, peges 34-38. 


(1) Dismantiement only applies 10 Solar projects - DeSolo (37), NASA (36) & Martin (39) 

.., For solar projects the return on investment calCUlation is comprised of tIM) perts: 

Average Nellnvestment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Ccmponent: Gross-up faclor for taxes uses 0.61425, ..tIith re1leetstho Federal Income Tax Rate Of 35%; Ill_ monthly Equity Componenl of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% relurn on equity. 

Debl Ccmponent: Return 01 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROO Surveillance Report and reflecl. a 10% ROE, Per FPSC Order PSC 12-D425-PAA-EU. 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant ($1,132,078) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($1,132,078) 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other ($911,263) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($911,263) 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $11,351,926 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 $10,219,848 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $4,031,083 $3,141,156 $3,162,491 $3,183,827 $3,205,162 $3,226,497 $3,247,833 $3,269,168 $3,290,504 $3,311,839 $3,333,174 $3,354,510 $3,375,845 N/A 

4. CVVlP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (lines 2 - 3 + 4) $7,320,843 $7,078,692 $7,057,357 $7,038,022 $7,014,686 $6,993,351 $6,972,015 $6,950,680 $6,929,345 $6,908,009 $6.886.674 $6.865.338 $6.844.003 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $7,199,768 $7,068,025 $7,046,689 $7,025,354 $7,004,019 $6,982,683 $6,961,348 $6,940,012 $6,918,677 $6,897,341 $6,876,006 $6,854,671 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $45,678 $44,842 $44,706 $44,571 $44,436 $44,300 $44,165 $44,030 $43,894 $43,759 $43,624 $43,488 $531,493 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (e) (g) $10,280 $10,092 $10,061 $10,031 $10,000 $9,970 $9,939 $9,909 $9,878 $9,848 $9,818 $9,787 $119,613 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. DepreCiation (d) $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $21,335 $256,025 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

C, Dismantlement (I) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $77,293 $76,269 $76,103 $75,937 $75,771 $75,606 $75,440 $75,274 $75,108 $74,942 $74,777 $74,611 $907,131 

(a) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unites), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, W1ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(c) The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(e) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

00 Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - 005010 (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of tw::I parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, W1ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b, Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d.01her $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-In-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 $31,030 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $23,133 $23,195 $23,257 $23,319 $23,381 $23,443 $23,505 $23,567 $23,629 $23,691 $23,753 $23,816 $23,878 N/A 

4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5, Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $7,897 $7,835 $7,773 $7,711 $7,649 $7,587 $7,525 $7,463 $7,401 $7.339 $7.277 $7.214 $7.152 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $7,866 $7,804 $7,742 $7,680 $7,618 $7,556 $7,494 $7,432 $7,370 $7,308 $7,246 $7,183 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $50 $50 $49 $49 $48 $48 $48 $47 $47 $46 $46 $46 $573 

b, Debt Component (line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (o::)(g) $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $10 $10 $10 $129 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation Cd) $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $62 $745 

b. Amortization (8) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement(l) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e, other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $123 $123 $122 $122 $121 $121 $120 $120 $119 $119 $118 $118 $1,447 

(al Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant account(s). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v..tIich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(Q)The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(e) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


ro Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of tv.o parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v..tIich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAl'lTAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a. ExpenditureslAdditions SO SO SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 SO 

b. Clearing. to Plant ($366,102) $0 $19,500 $0 S64,500 SO ($9,275) ($28,144) (S8,505) $0 ($16,488) SO (S344,514) 

c. Retirements SO $0 SO SO $0 $0 ($9,275) ($39,144) ($6,505) SO ($44,988) SO ($101,911) 

d. Olher ($5,506) SO $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($5,506) 

2. Planl-ln-Service/Depreciation Base (a) SI,284,558 $918,458 $918,456 S937,958 $937,958 51,002,456 $1,002,456 $993,181 $965,038 $956,533 S958,533 $940,044 $940,044 NlA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $243,229 $245,477 $253,231 $261,147 $269,226 $277,396 S285,561 $284,180 $252,719 $251,937 $259,392 $221,683 $229,030 NlA 

4. CWlP - Nan Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NlA 

5. Net Investmenl (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $1,041,329 $672,979 ~,225 $676,609 $666,730 $725,060 $716,675 ~709,001 $712319 $704,596 $697,141 $716,362 $711,014 NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $667,154 $669,102 $671,017 $672,769 $696,695 $720,967 $712,936 $710,680 $706,458 $700,868 $707,751 $714,688 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b}(o) $5,436 $4,245 $4,257 $4,268 $4,421 $4,574 $4,523 $4,509 $4,495 $4,447 $4,490 $4,534 $54,201 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (,)<gl $1,224 $956 $958 $961 $995 $1,029 51,016 $1,015 $1,012 $1,001 $1,011 $1,020 $12,196 

e. Investment Expenses 
a, Depreciation {d) $7,754 S7,754 $7,916 $6,079 S6,170 $6,164 S7,874 S7,682 S7,723 $7,455 $7,279 S7,347 S93,219 
b, Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO SO SO 

c. Dismantlement (l) SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expens.. SO SO $0 SO SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 

e. Olher SO SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total Syslem Recoverable Expen.es (Line. 7 & 8) $14,416 $12,954$1~,132 $13,308 __$13,587 $13,766 $13,415 $13,205 $13,229 $12,903 $12,780 $12,902 $159,618 

(>oj Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable ba•• by production planl name(s), unit(s). or plant accounl(.). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

""The Gro .... up factor for laxe. uses 0.61425, v.Ilich "'flects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6784% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillanee Report and ",fleets a 10% ",rum on equity per FPSC Onder No PSG-I2-<1425-PM·EU. 

(~The Debl ComponenUs 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Onder No. PSG-12·0425-PAA-EU. 

(~ AppIieeble depreciation rate or rale.. See Fonn 42-4P. pages 34·38. 

(.) Applicable amortization period(s). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

~ Dismantlement only applies 10 Solar projects. DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(0) For solar projeets the rerum on investment calculation is comprised of I:\M) parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (e). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balanee: 


EquityCompanent: Gros.·upfaclorforta .... u.e. 0.61425, v.Ilich ",fleetslhe Fed.rallncome Tax Rate of 35%; Ihe manlhly Equity Companenl of 6.16% based on Ihe May 2012 ROR Survemanee Report and refleci. a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%basod an the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflecls a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PM-EU. 


Note: T olBls may nat add due to rounding, 
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FlORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTlMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROtJGH DECEMBER 2013 

10· Relocate Stonn Water Runoff 

1.ln""._ 

a. Expenditu",slAdditi""s SO SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO 

b. Clealing. to Planl SO SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO 

c, RetiflJments SO $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 SO SO $0 SO 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

2. Plant~In.-Service/Depreciation Base (It) S117,794 $117,794 S117,794 $117,794 $117,794 S117,794 S117,794 SI17,794 S117,794 $117,794 $117,794 $117,794 $117,794 NIA 

3. Le••: Accumul.ted Depn!Claiion $56,230 S56,406 $56,563 S56,760 $56,936 S57,113 $57,290 S57,466 NIA 

4. CVVlP • Non Inte",.t Bearing SO SO $0 SO SO SO $0 SO NIA 

5. Natlnve.tment (Line. 2·3 +4) ,61,564 S61,3S8 S61,211 $61,034 $60,857 560,661 i 60,504 $60,327 NIA 

6. Average Net Inve.tment $62,359 $62,163 $62,006 $61,829 S61,653 S61,476 $61,299 $61,122 S60,946 560,769 $60,592 S60,416 NIA 

7, Retum on Average Net Investment 
a. Equity Component grt>••ed up for taxe. "'(0) $386 S395 S393 $392 5391 $390 S369 $386 $387 $386 $384 $363 $4,674 

b. Debt Component (Une 6 • debt rate x 1/12) '0''''' SS9 SS9 S89 $66 $86 $68 SSS S87 $67 $67 $67 $66 51,052 

8. Inve.tment Expense. 

a. Oepre<:iation (d) $177 $177 SI77 SI77 5177 $177 $177 S177 $177 $177 $177 5177 S2,120 
b, Amortization (c) $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO 

c. Dismantlemenl '" $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO 

d. Prt>per\y Expen.es $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO SO 

e. Other $0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) $661 $EI§!l S659 $657 $656 $654 il§SL $652 $650 S649 $646 ____ $546 S7,646 

,., Applicable beginning of pe~od and end of penod depmciable bese by prt>duction plant name(s), unll(s), or plant aceoun!(s). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-36. 


"')The Grt>,s-uplaclorforlaxe, u.e. 0,61425, v.I1k:h reRects the Federallnoome Tax Rate 01 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4,6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC oroer No PSC-12-0425-PAA·EU. 


(0)Th<> Debt Componen! i.1.7134% besed on May2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects. 10% ROE per FPSC Oiller No. PSC-12-0425-PAA·EU. 

(~Applicable depn!Clation rata or rate•. See Form 42-4P. pe90s 34-38. 


(.) Applicable amortization peliod(.). See FOITTl42-4P, pages 34-38. 


{l) Di.mantlemenl onty applies to Solar prt>jects • DeSo!o (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(0) For solar prt>jecls the relum ""Investment calculation is comprised of Iw:l pet1S: 

Average Ne! Investment: See footnote, (b) and (e). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component: Grt>ss.-up factor for la.e. use. 0.61425. v.I1ich reRects the Federal Income Tax Rate 0135%; Ihe monthly Equity Component of6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%ba.ed on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may nol add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

j, . ~!2b!![!![ 1211!!2bll!ll!! fll:!!!IID!! 
1. Investments 

a. expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreciation Base {,' $854,324 $654,324 $654,324 $654,324 $654,324 $654,324 $654,324 $854,324 $854,324 $854,324 $854,324 $654,324 $654,324 NlA 

3. Le.s: Accumulated Depreciation $490,684 $492,496 $494,128 $495,761 $497,393 $499,025 $500.656 $502,290 $503,922 $505,555 $507,187 $506,619 $510,452 NlA 

4. CWiP - Non Inleresl Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NlA 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 +4) $363,460 $361,626 $360,195 $358,563 $356931 $355,298 $353,666 $352,034 $350.401 $348,769 $347,137 $345,504 $343,872 NlA 

6. Averag. Nellnv.stmen! $362,644 $361,011 $359,379 $357,747 $356,114 $354.482 $352,850 $351,217 $349,585 $347,953 $346,320 $344,686 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes ""00 $2,301 $2,290 $2,280 $2,270 $2,259 $2,249 $2,239 $2,226 $2,218 $2,208 $2,197 S2,187 $26,925 

b. Debt Component (lIne 6 x debt rate x 1112)~'{g) $516 S515 $513 $511 $506 $506 $504 $501 $499 $497 $494 $492 $6,060 

8. Investment Expens.s 
a. Depre~tion (dJ $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $1,632 $19,586 

b. Arnonization (-} $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c, Dismantlement(f) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expense. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

9. Tolal System Recoverable Expense. CLine. 7 & 8) $4,451 $4,438 $4,425 $4.413 

,., Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production piant nama(s), unH(s), or piant account(s). See F0!Tll42-4P, pag•• 34-38. 

"'The Gross-up factor for taxes us•• 0.61425, v.Ilich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly EquHyComponent of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects al0% return on equHy per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

,,' The Debt Componentis 1.1134% based on Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Repori and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-042S-PAA-EU. 

{'" Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See F0!Tll42-4P, pages 34-38. 

{o) Applicable amot1ization peModCs). S.e Fonm 42-4P, page. 34-38. 

'" Di.mantiemant only applies to Sotar projects· DeSoto (31), NASA (38) & Mertin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on Investment calculation i. contprised of two parts: 

Average Nellnve.tment So. footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

EquHy Componont: G",s...,p factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v.Ilich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; th. monlhly EquHy Component of6.16% based on the Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects. 10% return On equHy. 


Debt Component: Return of 2.01%based on the Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Repori and renects. 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-042S-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to ","ndlng. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

8. ExpendituresJAdditlons 

b. Clearings to Plant 

c. Retirements 

d. other 

$0 

($437,404) 

$0 

($153,617) 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

50 

$0 

($437,404) 

$0 

($153,617) 

2. Plant-In-SeMcelDepreciation a.se (.) 

3. Less: Accumulated Oapreciation 

4. CWIP - Non Int.rest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

$1,235,070 

$271,680 

$0 

$963,190 

$797,667 

$119,991 

$0 

$677,675 

$797,667 

$121,720 

$0 

$675947 

$797,667 

$123,448 

$0 

$674,219 

$797,667 

$125,176 

$0 

$672,491 

$797,667 

$126,904 

$0 

$670,782 

$797,667 

$128,633 

$0 

$669,904 

$797,667 

$130,361 

$0 

5797,667 

$132,089 

$0 

$661,32IL _________~5,577 

5797,667 

$133,817 

$0 

$663,949 

$797,667 

$135,546 

$0 

$662,121 

$797,667 

$137,274 

SO 

$660,393 

$797,667 

$139,002 

SO 

$658,664 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

S. Average Nellnvestmont $820,433 $676,811 $675,083 $673,355 $671,826 $669,899 $668,170 $686,442 $694,713 $662,985 $661,257 $659,529 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes {b}(iI) 

b. Oebt COmponent (line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) ""(0) 

$5,266 

$1,171 

$4,294 

$966 

$4,283 

$964 

$4,272 

$961 

$4,261 

$959 

$4,250 

$956 

$4,239 

$954 

$4,228 

$952 

94,217 

$949 

$4,206 

5947 

$4,195 

5944 

$4,184 

$942 

S51,835 

S11,666 

8. Investment Expenses 
a, Depreciation {d) 

b. Amorfization (e) 

c. Dismantlement{f) 

d. Property Expenses 

e. Other 

$1,728 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

51,728 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

51,728 

$0 

SO 

SO 

SO 

51,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

51,728 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

51,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$1,728 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

520,739 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (lines 7 & 8) $8,105 $6,989 56,975 $6,962 $6Me 56,935 $6,921 $6,908 $6,895 $6.8S1 

(0) Applicable beginning of peMd and end of p.riod depreciable be,e by production plant nam.(s), unites), or plant aeeount(,). Se. Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


~)The Gross-up factor for taxes u,., 0.61425, v.hich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflect. a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(o)The OebtComponent is 1.7134% besed on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates, See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(0) Applicable amortization penod(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


'" Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) /I Martin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is eompnsed of tv.<> parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (eJ. 

Average Unamorfized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component: G""s-up factor for tax., uses 0.61425, v.hich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rille of 35%; the monthly Equity Component 016.16% besed on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on _ity. 


Oebt Component: Return of 2.01%besed on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to nounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

21 • St. Lucie Turtle Nets 
1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,474,724 $3,474,724 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d, Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-In-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $352,942 $3,827,_ N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation ($700,592) ($700,063) ($699,533) ($699,004) ($698,474) ($697,945) ($697,416) ($696,886) ($696,357) ($695,827) ($695,298) ($694,769) ($691,633) N/A 

4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $1,053,534 $1,053,005 $1,052,476 $1,051,946 $1,051,417 $1,050,887 $1,050,358 $1,049,829 $1,049,299 $1,048,770 $1,048,240 $1,047,711 $4,519,299 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $1,053,270 $1,052,740 $1,052,211 $1,051,681 $1,051,152 $1,050,623 $1,050,093 $1,049,564 $1,049,034 $1,048,505 $1,047,976 $2,783,505 N/A 

7. Retum on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $6,682 $6,679 $6,676 $6,672 $6,669 $6,665 $6,662 $6,659 $6,655 $6,652 $6,649 $17,659 $90,980 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) (c)(g) $1,504 $1,503 $1,502 $1,502 $1,501 $1,500 $1,499 $1,499 $1,498 $1,497 $1,496 $3,974 $20,475 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $529 $3,135 $8,959 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $8,716 $8,711 $120.414 

(e) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unites), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, Ytkllch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR SUrveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

("The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(e) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

ro Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of Me parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, Ytklich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POIIVER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

22 - Pipeline Integrity Management 

1. Invesl""nl$ 

3. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 

c. Re1i...""nts $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant·ln·S.rvicelDeprociaUon Base '" $3,013,308 $3,013,308 $3,013,308 $3,013,308 $3,083,308 $3,083,308 $3,063,J08 $3,083,308 $3,063,308 $3,063,308 $3,083,308 $3,063,308 $3,063,308 NlA 

3. Le.s: Accumulat.d D.prociaUon $26,380 $31,653 $36,926 $42,200 $47,517 $52,877 $58,236 $63,599 $68,960 $74,321 $79,681 $85,042 $90,403 NIA 

4. CWIP - Non Inl.....1 Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NIA 

5. Net Investment (Line. 2 • 3 + 4) $2,986,929 $2,981,655 $2,976 382 $2,971,109 $3,015,792 $3,010,431 $3,005,070 $2,999,709 $2,994,349 $2,988,988 ~2,983,627 g978,266 $2,972,905 NIA 

6. Average Netlnvestmenl $2,984,292 $2,979,019 $2,973,745 $2,993,450 $3,013,111 $3,007,751 $3,002,390 $2,997,029 $2,991,668 $2,986,307 $2,980,947 $2,975,586 NIA 

7, Retum on Average Nellnveslmenl 

a, Equity Component grossed up for laxes ~)(,) $18,933 $18,900 $18,886 $18,991 $19,116 $19,082 $19,048 $19,014 $18,980 $18,946 $18,912 $18,878 $227,688 

b, Debt Component (Line 8 x debl rate x 1112) ("Ol' $4,261 $4,253 $4,246 $4,274 $4,302 $4,294 $4,287 $4,279 $4,272 $4,264 $4,256 $4,249 $51,237 

8. Investment Expenses 

8. Depreciation (<I) $5,273 $5,273 $5,273 $5,317 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $5,361 $64,023 

b. Amortization (0) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismanttement (f) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d, Property Expenses $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Tetal System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $28,466 $28,427 $28,386 $28,583 $28,779 $2~23'L $28,696 $28,654 $28,612 $28,571 $28,529 $28,487 $342,928 

(0) Applicabte beginning 01 penod and end 01 period depreciable ba•• by producfion plant name{s}, unil{s), or plantaccount(s). See Fonm 42-41", pege. 34-38, 


~) The Gros ......p ladorlor taxes uses 0.61425, Ydlich raIIec1. the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; lhe monlhly Equity Component of 4.6764% I. besed on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",fled. a 10% "'tum on equily per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


«)The Debt Componentis 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects al0% ROE per FPSC Order No, PSC-12-0425-PMEU. 


(d) Applicable depreeiaUon I1Ite or I1Ite•. Se. Fonm 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(0) Applicable amortization period{s). See Fonm 42-4P, pages 34·36. 


'" DismanU.""n! only applies to Solar projecl$ - DeSoto (37). NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(tI) For solar projects the mum on Investment calcufation is comprised of M,o parts: 

Average Net Investment: See loolnote. (b) and {e}. 

Average Unamortizad ITC aalanee: 

Equity Component: Gro.s-uplaclorlortaxe. uses 0.61425. Ydlich reflects the Fede"'llncome Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly EquityComponenl 016,16% besed on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and railed. a 10% relum on equity. 

Debt Component: Return of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",fleet. a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU, 

Note: T etals may nOladd due 10 rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

23 - SPCC - S!!III Prevention Control & Countermeasures 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant ($3,128,625) $6,666 $6,666 $406,666 $6,666 $6,666 $6,666 $15,698 $6,666 $6,666 $6,666 $6,674 ($2,646,259) 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. O1her ($267,332) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($267,332) 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $18,705,021 $15,576,395 $15,583,061 $15,589,727 $15,996,393 $16,003,059 $16,009,725 $16,016,391 $16,032,089 $16,038,755 $16,045,421 $16,052,087 $16,058,761 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $3,605,332 $3,370,278 $3,402,567 $3,434,867 $3,467,761 $3,501,248 $3,534,746 $3,568,255 $3,601,782 $3,635,327 $3,668,882 $3,702,448 $3,736,024 N/A 

4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Nellnvestment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $15,099,689 $12,206,117 $12,180,494 $12,154,860 $12,528,633 $12,501,811 $12,474,979 $12,448,136 $12,430,308 $12,403,429 $12,376,539 $12,349,640 $12,322,737 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $13,652,903 $12,193,306 $12,167,677 $12,341,746 $12,515,222 $12,488,395 $12,461,558 $12,439,222 $12,416,868 $12,389,964 $12,363,089 $12,336,188 N/A 

7. Retum on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $86,618 $77,358 $77,196 $78,300 $79,401 $79,230 $79,060 $78,918 $78,777 $78,606 $78,435 $78,265 $950,165 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) (c)(g) $19,494 $17,410 $17,373 $17,622 $17,869 $17,831 $17,793 $17,761 $17,729 $17,690 $17,652 $17,614 $213,836 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $32,279 $32,289 $32,300 $32,894 $33,488 $33,498 $33,509 $33,527 $33,545 $33,555 $33,566 $33,576 $398,025 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $138,391 $127,057 $126,868 $128,815 $130,757 $130,559 $130,361 $130,206 $130,050 $129,852 $129,653 $129,455 $1,562,026 

(a) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, vIlich reflects the Federal Income Ta)( Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

("The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(., Applicable amortization period(s). See Fonm 42-4P, peges 34-38. 

(I) Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of tv.o parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, vIlich reflects the Federal Income Ta)( Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COOT RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

24· Manatee Bebym 
1. Investments 

8. Expenditures/Additions SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

b. Cleanngs to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

Co Retirements $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO 

d. othor $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO 

2. prant~ln-ServicelDepre<;jation Base (" S31,170,571 S31,170,571 $31,170,571 $31,170,571 $31,170,571 S31,170,571 $31,170,571 S31,170,571 S31,170,571 S31,170,571 S31,170,571 S31,170,571 531,170,571 NIA 

3. Le..; Accumulated Deprecialion 55,884,479 55,952,015 $8,019,551 $8,087,087 56,154,624 $8,222,160 $8,289,696 $8,357,232 $6,424,769 $8,492,305 $8,559,841 56,627,377 $8,694,914 NlA 

4. CWlP - Non Inlorest Beanng SO SO SO SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO $0 $0 SO NlA 

5. Net Inves1ment (Unes 2 - 3 +4) 25,286,092 $25,218,556 S25, 151 ,020 $25,083,483 S25,015,947 S24,948,411 g4,860,875 S24,813,338 $24,745,802 $24,678,286 $24,610,730 $24.543.194 $24.475.657 NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $25,252,324 $25,l84,7SS $25,117,251 $25,049,715 $24,962,179 $24,914,643 $24,847,107 $24,779,570 $24,712,034 $24,644,498 $24,578,962 $24,509,425 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Componoot gro.sed up for laxe. "'''''' $160,209 $159,780 $159,352 $155,923 $155,495 $156,057 $157,638 $157,210 $158,781 $158,353 5155,924 S155,496 $1,894,227 

b. Dab! Component (Une 6. deb! ",Ie x 1112) (,"'" $38,055 $35,959 535,SS2 $35,796 S38,670 $35,573 S35,477 $35,380 S35,284 S35,187 $35,091 $34,995 $426,299 

8. Inveslment ExPOn... 
a, DepreciatiOn (d) $87,538 $67,536 $67,536 $67,536 $87,536 $67,536 $67,536 $87,536 $67,536 $67,536 $67,536 $87,536 $810,435 
b, Amortization (o'I) $0 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO SO $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement <n $0 SO $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO SO SO 

d. Property Expense. SO SO SO $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO SO SO $0 SO 

e. Other SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO SO $0 $0 SO SO SO 

9. Total System Recove",ble Expens.s (Lines 7 & 8) S283,800 $263,275 $262,751 S262,226 ~2l!L7_QJ ________~61,176 $260,651 $260,126 $259,601 $259,076 $258,551 $258,026 $3,130,961 

(,' Applicable beginning of penod and end of panod depreciable ba •• by producton plan1 name(s), unil(s), or plant acoount(s). S.e Form 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


(h'The Gross-up factor for laxes u ••• 0,61425, Wllch reflects the Fede",llncome Tax Rale 0135%; the monthly Equity Component of 4,6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflecls a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


("The Debt Componenl is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflecl. a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12~425-PAA-EU. 


(d) Applicable depreciation ",te or ",te.. See Form 42-4P, page. 34-38, 


(., Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


'" Dismanllement only applies 10 Solar project •• DeSoto (37), NASA (36) & Martin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of tw> parts: 

Average Net Investment See footnote. (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized lTe Balance: 

Equity Component Gross-up laclorlor laxe. uses 0,61425, IMlich reflecl. the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Componenl of 6,16% based on Ihe Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% relum on equity, 


Debl Component: Return of 2.01%b.sed on the Mey2012 ROR Surveillance Report and redects a 10">1 ROE. Per FPSCOrdorPSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

25 • Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 

1. Investments 

s. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 

b. Cleanngs to Plant ($81,901,169) $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($81,901,169) 

c, Retirements ($81,901,169) SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 ($81,901,169) 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Piant~ln~Service/Depreciation Base (iii) $81,901,169 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NIA 

3. Less: Aceumulated DepAldation ($62,523,701) ($61,193,409) ($59,863,118) ($58,532,826) ($57,202,535) (S55,872,243) ($54,541,952) ($53,211,660) ($51,881,369) ($50,551,077) ($49,220,786) ($47,890,494) NIA 

4. CWlP· Non Inlerest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 N/A 

5. Net Inves1ment (Un•• 2·3'" 4) 01 S61,193,409 $59,863,118 $58,532826 $57,202,535 $55,872,243 S54,541 ,952 !53,211,660 $51881,369 $50.551.077 $49.220.786 $47.890.494 NIA 

6. Average Net Investment $83,264,755 $81,858,555 $60,528,263 S59,197,972 $57,867,681 $56,537,389 $55,207,098 $53,876,806 $52,546,515 $51,216,223 $49,885,932 $48,555,640 NIA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component gro.sed up for tax•• - $401,372 $392,451 $394,011 $375,571 $387,131 $358,691 $350,252 $341,812 $333,372 $324,932 $316,482 $306,053 $4,254,140 

b. Debt Component (LineS x debt rate x 1/12)('""" $90,329 $88,322 $86,422 $84,523 $82,823 $80,724 $78,825 $76,925 $75,026 $73,127 $71.227 $69,328 $957,401 

8. Inves1menl Expen.... 

a. Depreciation (d) $151,816 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $151,816 

b. Amortization (0' $1,330,291 $1,330.291 $1,330,292 $1,330,291 $1,330,292 $1,330,291 $1,330,292 $1,330,291 $1,330,292 $1,330,291 $1,330,292 $1,330,291 $15,963,498 

c.Oismantlement(l) $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total Syslem Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $1,973,809 $1,8.1Me4 $1,800,725 $1,790,385 $1,780,046 $1,769,707 ..... $1,759,368 $1,749,029 $1,738,689 $1,728,350 $1,718,011 $1,707,672 $21,326,855 

(0) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depAldabte base by production plant name(s), un~(.), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, page. 34·36. 

(b) The Gro• ...,p factor/orta""s use' 0.61425, ","iell reflects lIle Federal Income Tax Rate 0135%; the monthly Equity Componentof4.6794% i. based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",flects a 10% ",10m on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12·0425·PAA·EU. 


("The Debt Component I. 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR SUlveiliance Report and ",fleelS a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


.. Applicable depAl<:Iation rate or rate•. So. Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


,., Applicable amor1lzailon period(s). Soe Fonn42-4P, pages 34-38. 


'" Di.mantlement only applies to Solar projects· DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Marlin (39) 


"" For solar projects the ",10m on Investment calculalion i. comprised of1m parts: 


Average Net Inv..tment: Se. footnot.. (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component Gross-up factor lor tax.s uses 0.61425, ","iell ",flects the Federal Income Tax Rate 01 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Survelliance Report and reflects. 10% mum on equity. 


Debl Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",fleets a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA·EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due 10 rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

2!! • UST RemovelReplacement 

1. Investments 

a, Expendiluresl"ddftlons $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings 10 Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c, Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d, Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. ptant.ln~Servlee/Depreciation Base (a) $115,447 $115,447 $115,447 $115,447 $115,447 $115,447 

$24,879 

$115,447 $115,447 NlA 

3, L.ss: Accumulated Depreciation $24,273 $24,475 $25,486 $25,688 NtA 

4, CWiP - Non Interest e.aring $0 $0 $0 $0 NtA 

5, Net Investment (Lln.s 2 • 3 + 4) $91,173 ~90,971 189,961 $89.759 NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $92,062 $91,880 $91,576 $91,476 $91,274 591,On $90,870 $90,568 $90,456 $90,264 $90,062 $89,860 NlA 

7, Relum on Average Net Investment 

a, Equity Component gross.d up for tax•• """ $564 $563 $582 $560 $579 $578 $517 $575 $574 $573 $571 $570 $6,926 

b, Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) "J~) $131 $131 $131 $131 $130 $130 $130 $129 $129 $129 $129 $128 $1,559 

e. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $202 $2,424 

b, Amortization (0' $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (l) $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9, Total System R""""erable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $918 $916 $915 $913 $911 5910 $908 $907 $908 $904 $902 $900 $10,909 

(0) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by prodvc1ion plant name(s), unlt(s), or plant account(s), See Fonm 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


~lThe Gress-up factor lor taxes use. 0,61425, v.hieh reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; th. monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% i. based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects. 10% retum on equity per FPSC Oroer No PSC-12.Q425-PAA·EU. 


(~Th. Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance R.port and reflects a 10% ROE perFPSC Order No, PSC-12-0425·PAA-EU, 


(d) Applicable depreciation rate orratoo, See Fonm 42-4P, pages 34-38, 


(., Applicable amortization period(o), See Fonm 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


ro Dismantlement only applies to Solar projocts • DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Mertin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of Mo parts: 

Average N.tlnvestmenl: See footnotes (b) and (c), 

Average Unamortize<llTC Balance: 

Equity Component Gress-up laetorlor taxes uses 0.61425, v.hlch reflects 1/Ie Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; !he monthly Equity Componenl of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance R.port and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component Return of 2,01%ba.ed on !he May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE, Per FPSC Order PSC 12·0425-PAA-EU, 


Nolo: Totals may nOI add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTlMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

31 • Clean air l!lterstate Rule (CAIR) ComQllance 
1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions SO $0 SO SO SO SO $0 $0 SO SO SO $0 $0 

b. Clearings 10 Plant SO $946,664 S874,045 $841,897 $664,237 $401,447 $253,331 S180,932 $204,617 S136,053 S222,OOI $356,212 55,301,436 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO SO SO $0 

2. PI.nt·I.....Servic.lDepreci..on Bose (.) S516,968,362 S516,968,662 $517,935,526 $518,809,571 $519,651,468 $520,535,705 $520,937,152 $521,190,483 $521,371,415 $521,576,032 $521,712,065 $521,934,088 $522,290,298 NlA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $17,029,418 $18,151,051 $19,273,710 $20,398,341 $21,524,832 $22,653,192 $23,782,945 $24,913.407 $26,044,340 $27,175,691 $28,307,410 S29,439,518 $30,572,251 NlA 

4. CWlP· Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NIA 

5. Net Investmenl (Lin.. 2 • 3 +4) $499989,444 $496,837,811 $498,661,616 $498.411,230 $498.126,837 $497.882,514 $497.154,206 ~98.277,076 $495,327,075 $494.400,342 $493,404,675 $492,494.569 $491,7 NIA 

6. Average Net Investment $499,398,628 $498,749,814 $498,536,523 $498,266,933 $498,004,575 $497,518,361 $498,715,542 $495,902,076 $494,663,709 $493,902,509 $492,949,622 $492,106,308 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

3. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)OO $3,168,346 $3,164,230 $3,162,876 $3,161,179 $3,159,502 $3,156,417 $3,151,324 $3,145,528 $3,139,575 $3,133,477 $3,127,431 $3,122,081 $37,791,965 

b. Debt Componenl (Line 6 x debt ",I. x 1112) ,,)(,j $713,041 S712,115 S711,810 S711 ,428 $711,051 S710,357 $709,211 $707,906 $706,566 $705,194 $703,833 $702,629 $8,505,143 

R Investment Expen... 
a. Depreci..on (<O) $1,121,633 $1,122,659 $1,124,631 $1,126,490 $1,128,360 $1,129,753 $1,130,462 $1,130,933 $1,131,351 $1,131,720 $1,132,107 $1,132,734 $13,542,8$4 

b. Amortization (e) $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO 

c. Dismantlement(l) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO 

d. Property Expense. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO 

&. other SO $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total Syslem Recoverabl. Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $5,003,021 $4,999,003 $4,999,318 $4,999,097 $4,998,913 $4,996,527 $4,990,997 $4,984,367 $4,977,492 $4,970,390 $4,983,372 $4,957,444 $59,839,942 

(.) APplicable beginning of penod and end of peMod depreciable base by pruduction plant name(s), unit(s), or planl acoounl(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38 


(b)Tho Gross·up faclorlorl .... uses 0.61425, YAlich reftects the Fede",llncome Tax Rate of 35%; the monlhly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Repo<i and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC Onder No PSC-12·0425·PAA·EU. 


(')The Debl Componentis1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveilla""" Repo<i and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12·0425·PAA·EU. 


(d) A!'PIicable depraciation rale or rat.s. See Form 42-4P, pag.s 34·36. 

,.J Applicable amortization period(s). See Fomn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(I) Dismantlement only o!'PIi.s to Sola( projects· DeSoto (37), NASA (36) & Martin (39) 

Id! For solar projectslhe return on investment calculation is comprised of Me parts: 

Average Net Inve.tment: S.e foolnot.. (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Bolance: 

Equity Component: Gross-up factor for laxes uses 0.61425, YAlich reflects Ihe Federal Income Tax Rale of 35%; the monthly Equity Component 016.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Repo<i and reflects a 10% return on equity. 

Debt Component: Return of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reftect. a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA·EU. 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

33 • MATS ProJect 
1. Investments 

a. ExpendUuresiAddilions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $149,728 $t05,635 $84,526 $86,365 $78,524 $98,120 $67,450 $87,575 $68,950 $86,000 $72,142 $987,015 

e. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-ln-S&rvice/Depreciation Base (n) $107,121,506 $107,121,508 $107,271,238 $107,376,871 $107,461,397 $107,547,762 $107,626,286 $107,724,406 $107,791,856 $107,879,431 $107,948,381 $108,038,381 $108,106,523 NIA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $7,695,291 $6,127,786 $6,360,466 $6,593,372 $6,626,436 $9,059,692 $9,293,127 $9,526,730 $9,760,502 $9,994,445 $10,228,561 NIA 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NIA4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 .4) , '45 $99,6:49,086 $99,100,911 $98,954,391 $98,799,850 $98,664,715 $98,498730 $98,352,702 $98,187,879 $98,041,937 $97,879,963 NIA 

6. Average Net Investment $99,574,463 $99,417,190 $99,312,515 $99,174,998 $99,027,651 $98,877,120 $98,732,282 $98,581,722 $98,425,716 $98,270,291 $98,114,906 $97,960,950 NIA 

7. Retum on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up fOr taxes (b)OO $631,732 $630,735 $630,071 $629,198 $628,263 $627,308 $626,389 $625,434 $624,444 $623,458 $622,473 $621,498 $7,521,003 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1112) ,<)(g) $142,172 $141,948 $141,798 $141,602 $141,392 $141,177 $140,970 $140,755 $140,532 $140,310 $140,088 $139,889 $1,692,614 

8. Inves1merrt Expenses 
a. Depreciation (d) $232,056 $232,218 $232,494 $232,700 $232,886 $233,064 $233,258 $233,435 $233,603 $233,772 $233,943 $234,116 $2,797,543 

b. Amortization (II) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $I,OOM6! $1,004,900 $1,004,363 $1,003,501 $1,OO2,~L $1,001.~49 $1,000,615 ___$~,624 $9~M~O $997,541 $998,504 $~~5,4ao $12,0)1,159 

,., Applicabte beginning of penod and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant account!s). see Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


(bIThe Gross-up factor fortaxe. uses 0.61425, \\!lic!l reftaels the Federal Income Tax Rata 0135%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on aguily per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


"I The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and refleels a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


,., Applicable depreciation rate or rate•. see Form 42-4P, pages 34·38. 


'01 Applicable amortization period(s). Se. Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


q, Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of Mo parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnote. (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITC Balanee: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor fortax.s uses 0.61425, \\!lieh renects the Federal Income Tax Rale of 35%; the monthly Equity Component 01 6. t6% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflect. a 10% relum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%b.sed on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reHeeis a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may nol add due 10 rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

s. ExpendiluresiAddiHon. 

b. Clearings 10 Plant 

c. Retiremems 

d. Other 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

S3,873,359 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$3,673,359 

SO 

$0 

2. Planl-In-SOrvicNllepreciation Base "" 

3. Le••: Accumulated Depreciation 

4. C'IVIP· Non InI<>rest eearing 

5, Net Investment (Un.s 2 - 3 ... 4) 

SO 

SO 

$0 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

S3,873,359 

$2,905 

$0 

S3,870.454 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 $1,935,227 NlA 

7. Retum on Average Net Inv.stment 

a. Equity Component grossed uP for taxes ~Xg) 

b. Debt Component (Une 6 x debt rete x 1112) (0'" 
SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

S12,278 

S2,763 

$12,278 

$2,763 

B. Inve.tment Expenses 

8. Depreciation Cd} 

b, Amortization (.) 

c. Dls"",nUement(l) 

d. Property Expenses 

e. Other 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$2,905 

SO 

SO 

SO 

SO 

$2,905 

SO 

SO 

$0 

$0 

9. Total System Recove",ble Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO SO SO $0 $17,946 $17,946 

(,) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), un~(s), or plant account(s), See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


"'The GrosS4Jp factor for laxes USeS 0.61425, vllich reflects the Federellncome Tax Rate 0135%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects .10% retum on equrty per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(0) The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reneet.. 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


'" Applicable depreciation ",Ie or rates. See Form 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


(,' Applicable amortization period(s). Sea Fonn 42-4P, page. 34-38. 


(I) Dismanllement onty applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(oj For solar projects tn. retum on Inve.lment calculation Is comprised of I:w> parts; 

Ave"'90 Nellnve.lment: Sea footnOles (b) and (c). 

Avemge Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component; GrosS-IJp ractor for taxes uses 0.61425, vllich reflects the Federellncome Tax Rate of 35%; tn. monlhly Equity Component of 6.16% based on lhe May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity. 

Debt Component Retum of 2.01%based on iIle May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 

Note: TOIalo may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

B. Expenditures/Additions SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings 10 Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-In-ServicelDepreciaUon Ba•• I') $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 $235,391 NlA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $20,657 $21,069 $21,481 $21,892 $22,304 $22,716 $23,128 $23,540 NlA 

4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NIA 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) ,735 $214,323 $213,911 $213,499 $213,087 $212,675 1212.6!!3 $211,851 NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $216,588 $216,177 $215,765 $215,353 $214,941 $214,529 $214,117 $213,705 $213,293 $212,881 $212,469 $212,057 NlA 

7. Return on Average Net lnvestment 

•. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)1Il) $1,374 $1,371 $1,369 $1.366 $1,364 $1,361 $1.358 $1,356 $1,353 $1.351 $1,348 $1,345 $16,317 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt ",te x 1112) «){g) $309 $309 $308 $307 $307 $308 $306 $305 $305 $304 $303 $303 $3,672 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (d) $412 $412 $412 $412 $412 $412 $412 6412 $412 $412 $412 $412 $4,943 

b. Amortization (9) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

C, DismanHement ro $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expense, $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e,Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Tolal System Recove",ble Expen••• (Lin•• 7 & 8) $2,095 $2,092 $2,089 $2.086 $2,062 $2,079 $2,076 $2,073 $2.070 $2,066 $2,063 $2,060 $24,932 

'~Applicable beginning of peried and end of period depreciable base by production planl name{s), unl!{,), or plant account{s). See Form 42-4P, page. 34-38. 

(b) The Gro,s-up factor for taxes u••• 0.61425,lMllch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; lhe monthly Equity Componenl of 4.6764% is based on May2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


''''The Debl Component iol.7134% based on Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Repon and refleets a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(d) Applicable depreciation "'te or ",tes. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


,., Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


'" Dismantlement only appli.s to Solar project•• DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(0) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of t\\() parts: 

Average Net Investment: See foolnolos (b) and (0). 

Average Unamortized ITe Balance: 

Equity Component Gross-up factor for lax•• use. 0.61425, lMlich reflecls the Fede",llncome Tax Rale of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflecls a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%ba.ed on the Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and ",neelS a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

36 • Low-Level Radioactive Waste Storage 

1. Investments 

a, Expenditures/Mdilion. SO SO SO $0 SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,517,223 $10,517,223 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d, OIher $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2, Plant-ln-ServicelDeprecialiOn Ba•• ~) $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $6,454,033 $16,971,256 NlA 

3, Less: Accumulated Depreciation $233,m $243,453 $253,134 $262,615 $272,496 $262,177 $291,658 $309,427 NlA 

4, CWiP - Non Interest Se.ring NlA 

5, Net Investment (Lin.' 2 - 3 + 4) NlA 

6. Average Net Investment $6,263,626 $6,254,145 $6,244,464 $6,234,783 $6,225,102 $6,215,421 $6,205,740 $6,196,059 $6,166,376 $6,176,696 $6,187,015 $11,412,002 NlA 

7, Retum an Average Net Investment 

a, Equity Component grossed up for taxes ('){g) $39,740 $39,676 $39,617 $39,555 $39,494 $39,433 $39,371 $39,310 $39,246 $39,167 $39,126 $72,401 $506,160 

b, Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rale x 1112) (,XII) $6,943 $6,930 S6,916 $6,902 $6,666 $6,674 $6,661 $6,947 $6,633 $6,619 $6,605 $16,294 $113,912 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $9,661 $9,661 $9,681 $9,661 $9,661 $9,681 $9,681 $9,661 $9,661 59,661 $9,681 $17,569 $124,061 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 

c. Dismantlement (I'; $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 SO SO 

d, Properly Expense. SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 SO 

e, Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

9, Total System Recovellible Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $58,364 $56,~6~ $58,214 $58,139 $56,063 $57,986 $57,913 $57,838 $57,762 $57,687 $57,612 $106,264 $744,133 

(oJ Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreCiable base bY production plant name(.), unit(s), or plant account(s), See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38, 

""The Gross-up factor for taxe. usos 0,61425, v.Ilich reflectslhe Fedellilineame Tax Rat. of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4,6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Onder No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU, 

'''' The Debt Component i. 1.7134% based an May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No, PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU, 

,<0 Applicable depreciation rale or rates, See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38, 

,., Applicable amortization period(s), See Farm 42-4P, pages 34-38, 

'" Dismantlement only applie. to Solo, projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (36) & Mertin (39) 

(g) For .00ar projects the return an in_tment calculation is eamprise<l of tv.o parts: 

Avelll98 Net Investment See faotno1es (b) and (e), 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component Gross-up factor for tax •• u.e. 0,81425, v.Ilich reflects the Fedellllincame Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 8, 18% based an the Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on eqUity, 


Debt Component Retum of 2,01%base<l on the Mey 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE, Per FPSC Onder PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU, 


Note: Totals may nol add due to rounding, 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

37 - De§oto Next ~eneratlon Solar Energll Center 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,000 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-In-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $152,036,539 $152,036,539 $152,036,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 $152,046,539 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated DepreCiation 

$131.7 

$16,053,165 $16,474,954 $16,896,743 $17,318,546 $17,740,363 $18,162,179 $18,583,995 $19,005,812 $19,427,828 $19,849,445 $21,114,894 N/A 

4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A....12 
5. Net Investment (lines 2 - 3 + 4) $135,983,373 $135,561,584 $135,139,795 $134,727,993 $134.3' 1.644 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $135,772,479 $135,350,690 $134,933,894 $134,517,084 $134,095,268 $133,873,451 $133,251,635 $132,829,818 $132,408,002 $131,986,185 $131,564,369 $131,142,552 N/A 

a. Average ITC Balance $39,244,329 $39,122,263 $39,000,197 $38,878,131 $38,756,065 $38,633,999 $38,511,933 $38,389,867 $38,267,801 $38,145,735 $38,023,669 $37,901,603 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b){s) $940,422 $937,501 $934,811 $931,720 $928,798 $925,878 $922,954 $920,032 $917,110 $914,188 $911,266 $908,344 $11,092,825 

b, Debt Component (line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (cl(o) $203,526 $202,893 $202,268 $201,643 $201,011 $200,378 $199,746 $199,114 $198,481 $197,849 $197,217 $196,584 $2,400,711 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $415,730 $415,730 $415,744 $415,757 $415,758 $415,757 $415,758 $415,757 $415,758 $415,757 $415,758 $415,757 $4,989,021 

b. Amortization (el $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $6,059 $8,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $6,059 $72,708 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($160,395) ($1,924,740) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $1,405,342 $1,401,788 $1,398,287 $1,394,785 $1,391,231 $1,387,676 $1,384,122 $1,380,568 $1,377,013 $1,373,459 $1,369,905 $1,366,350 $16,630,525 

(a) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unites), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


(b)The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.81425, v.flich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 


(e) The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(a) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34..J8. 

(l) DismanUemen1 only applies to Solar projee1s - DeS010 (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(s) For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of tv.o parts: 

Average Net Investment See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v.flich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on 1he May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and renee1s a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 

Nole: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a, Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,728 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,728 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 ($7,272) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($7,272) 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreciation Base (a) $70,633,200 $70,633,200 $70,633,200 $70,633,200 $70,633,200 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 $70,636,928 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $6,422,815 $6,620,574 $6,818,334 $7,016,094 $7,213,752 $7,404,129 $7,601,867 $7,799,605 $7,997,343 $8,195,081 $8,392,819 $8,590,557 $8,788,295 N/A 

4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $64,210,385 $64,012,625 $63,814,866 $63,617,106 $63,419,447 $63,232,800 $63,035,062 $62,837,323 $62,639,585 $62,441,847 $62,244,109 $62,046,371 $61,848,633 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $64,111,505 $63,913,746 $63,715,986 $63,518,277 $63,326,124 $63,133,931 $62,936,192 $62,738,454 $62,540,716 $62,342,978 $62,145,240 $61,947,502 N/A 

a, Average ITC Balance $16,738,671 $16,687,482 $16,636,293 $16,585,104 $16,533,915 $16,482,726 $16,431,537 $16,380,348 $16,329,159 $16,277,970 $16,226,781 $16,175,592 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b){g) $440,456 $439,098 $437,740 $436,383 $435,061 $433,738 $432,381 $431,023 $429,665 $428,308 $426,950 $425,593 $5,196,395 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1/12)"'·' $95,663 $95,368 $95,073 $94,778 $94,491 $94,204 $93,909 $93,614 $93,319 $93,024 $92,729 $92,434 $1,128,606 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (d) $194,848 $194,848 $194,848 $194,747 $194,736 $194,826 $194,826 $194,826 $194,826 $194,826 $194,826 $194,826 $2,337,808 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

C, Dismantlement (J) $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $2,912 $34,944 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($67,263) ($807,156) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $666,615 $664,962 $663,310 $661,556 $659,937 $658,417 $656,765 $655,112 $653,460 $651,807 $650,154 $648,502 $7,890,598 

(a) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor rortaxes uses 0.61425, Ytt1ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12·0425-PAA-EU. 

"'The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and renects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(0) Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

'~Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(g) For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is comprised of tm parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, Ytt1ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity. 


Debt Component: Return of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

39 - Martin Next !iieneratlon Solar Energ~ Center 
1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $1,750,000 $1,975,500 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $2,225,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,951,000 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $3,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,451,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,951,000 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d.01her $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant-ln-ServiceJDepreciation Base (a) $411,631,319 $411,631,319 $411,631,319 $411,631,319 $415,131,319 $415,131,319 $415,131,319 $415,131,319 $419,582,319 $419,582,319 $419,582,319 $419,582,319 $419,582,319 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $28,011,021 $29,174,822 $30,338,622 $31,502,422 $32,671,035 $33,844,461 $35,017,886 $36,191,312 $37,370,857 $38,556,523 $39,742,189 $40,927,854 $42,113,520 N/A 

4. CWiP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $1,750,000 $225,500 $225,500 $225,500 $2,225,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $383,620,297 $382,456,497 $381,292,697 $381,878,896 $382,685,783 $381,512,358 $380,338,932 $381,165,507 $382,211,461 $381,025 796 $379,840,130 $378,654,464 $377,468,799 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $383,038,397 $381,874,597 $381,585,796 $382,282,340 $382,099,070 $380,925,845 $380,752,220 $381,688,484 $381,618,629 $380,432,963 $379,247,297 $378,061,631 N/A 

a. Average ITe Balance $115,100,233 $114,756,435 $114,412,637 $114,068,839 $113,725,041 $113,381,243 $113,037,445 $112,693,647 $112,349,849 $112,006,051 $111,662,253 $111,318,455 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

8. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $2,661,931 $2,653,855 $2,651,330 $2,655,057 $2,653,202 $2,645,065 $2,643,272 $2,648,520 $2,847,384 $2,639,170 $2,630,955 $2,622,740 $31,752,482 

b. Debt Component (Une 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (c)(g) $575,263 $573,517 $573,019 $573,929 $573,583 $571,823 $571,490 $572,743 $572,558 $570,780 $569,003 $567,225 $6,864,934 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depreciation (d) $1,134,953 $1,134,953 $1,134,953 $1,139,766 $1,144,578 $1,144,578 $1,144,578 $1,150,699 $1,156,819 $1,156,819 $1,156,819 $1,156,819 $13,756,335 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $28,847 $346,164 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($451,751) ($5,421,012) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $3,949,243 $3,939,421 $3,936,399 $3,945,848 $3,948,459 $3,938,562 $3,938,437 $3,949,057 $3,953,857 $3,943,865 $3,933,873 $3,923,880 $47,298,902 

(a) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unites), or plant account(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, Yo41ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(c) The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(iI) Applicable amortization period(s). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(I) DismanUement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 

(oj For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of tv.o parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 

Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, Yo41ich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity. 

Debt Component: Return of2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

41 • Manatee Temporary Heating System 

1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $67,689 $32,189 $20,189 $16,189 $16,189 $21,689 $20,689 $11,689 $11,689 $19,313 $21,956 $10,000 $269,474 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Planl-ln-ServicelDepreciation Base (a) $11,871,104 $11,938,793 $11,970,983 $11,991,172 $12,007,362 $12,023,551 $12,045,240 $12,065,930 $12,077,619 $12,089,309 $12,108,622 $12,130,578 $12,140,578 N/A 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $258,761 $273,554 $288,442 $303,381 $318,355 $333,360 $348,401 $363,483 $378,596 $393,731 $408,896 $424,100 $439,335 N/A 

4. CWIP - Non Interest Bearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) $11,612,343 $11,665,240 $11,682,540 $11,687,791 $11,689,006 $11,690,191 $11,696,839 $11,702,447 $11,699,024 $11,695,578 $11,699,726 $11,706,477 $11.701.242 N/A 

6. Average Net Investment $11,638,792 $11,673,890 $11,685,166 $11,688,399 $11,689,599 $11,693,515 $11,699,643 $11,700,735 $11,697,301 $11,697,652 $11,703,102 $11,703,860 N/A 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 

a. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) $73,840 $74,063 $74,134 $74,155 $74,163 $74,187 $74,226 $74,233 $74,211 $74,214 $74,248 $74,253 $889,929 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x debt rate x 1/12) (0)(" $16,618 $16,668 $16,684 $16,689 $16,690 $16,696 $16,705 $16,706 $16,701 $16,702 $16,710 $16,711 $200,280 

8. Investment Expenses 

a. Depraciation (II) $14,793 $14,889 $14,939 $14,974 $15,005 $15,041 $15,082 $15,113 $15,135 $15,165 $15,204 $15,235 $180,575 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) $105,251 $105,620 $105,757 $105,617 $105,858 $105,925 $106,013 $106,052 $106,048 $106,081 $106,162 $106,199 $1,270,783 

(al Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or plant account(s). See Fonn 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

(b) The Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, .....nich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

,o'The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE per FPsC Orner No. PsC-12-0425-PAA-EU. 

(d) Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pages 34-38. 

'0' Applicable amortization period(s). See Fonm 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


ro Dismantlement only applies to Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(g) For solar projects the return on investment calculation is comprised of lY.O parts: 

Average Net Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 

Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, .....nich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% return on equity. 


Debt Component: Retum of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPsC Orner psc 12-0425-PAA-EU. 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
EN~RONMENTALCOSTRECOVERYCLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

42 - Turkey Point Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan 
1. Investments 

a. ExpendituresJAddltions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 

b. Clearings to Planl $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 

C. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

2. Plant-ln-ServicelDepreciation B ••e ,., $3,582,753 $3,582,753 $3,582,753 $3,582,753 $3,562,753 $3,582,753 $3,562,753 $3,562,753 $3,582,753 $3,562,753 $3,582,753 $3,582,753 $3,582,753 NIA 

3. less: Accumulated Depreciation 

4. CWiP - Non Interesl Bearing 

5. Net Inve.tment (Unas 2 - 3 + 4) 

NIA 

NlA 

NlA 

6. Average Ne11nvestmenf 53,447,984 $3,442,610 $3,437,236 $3.431,862 $3,426,487 $3,421,113 $3,415,739 $3,410,365 $3,404,991 $3,399,617 $3,394,243 $3,388,868 NlA 

7. Retum on Average Net Investment 

s. Equity Component g",.sed up lor taxes {b)(Ol $21,875 $21,841 $21,807 $21,773 $21,739 $21,705 $21,671 $21,636 $21,602 $21,568 $21,534 $21,500 $260,251 

b. Deb! Componenl (Line 6 x debt rale x 1112) (,,~, $4,923 $4,915 $4,906 $4,900 $4,892 $4,B85 $4,877 $4,869 $4,862 $4,884 $4,846 $4,839 $58,570 

B. Investment Expenses 
B. Depreciation (d) $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 S5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $5,374 $64,490 

b. Amortization (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO SO 

&. Other SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO 

9. Toml System Recoverable Expense. (Lines 7 & 6) $32,172 532,131 $32,089 $32,047 532,005 $31,963 $31,922 $31,860 $31,838 $31,798 $31,755 $31,713 $363,311 

,.) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plant name(s), unit(s), or planl o=unl(s). See Form 42-4P, peg.. 34-36. 

(b) The Gross-upfactorfortaxes uses 0.61425, lMlich reflectslhe Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; lhe monthly Equity Compooentof4.6784% Is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillanee Report and reflect. a 10% retum on equity per FPSC OroerNo PSC-12-tl425-PAA-EU. 


'<)The Debt Component is 1.7134% based on Mey2012 ROR Surveillanee Report and reneels a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PM-EU. 


,., Applicable depreciation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, peges 34-36. 


'" Applicable amortization period(s). See Form 42-4P, pages 34-36. 


(ry Dismanllement only applies 10 Solar projects - DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Mertin (39) 


(til For solar projects the retum on investment calculation is o:Jmprised of t:wJ pam: 


Average Net Inveslmenl: See footnotes (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component: Gross-up factor for taxe. use. 0.61425, lMlich reneclslhe Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; Ihe monthly Equity Componenl of 6.16% based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and renecls a 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Componenl: Retum of 2.01%ba.ed on the May 2012 ROR Swveillanee Report and renects 0 10% ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PAA-EU. 


Nole: Totals may nOlodd due 10 rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPREClATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. Investments 

a. expenditures/Additions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. Clearings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Retirements $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2. Plant.ln-ServlceiDepredation Bas. (0) $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 

$5,655 

$164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 $164,719 NIA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $6,720 $7,OOB $7,296 $7,585 $7,673 $6,161 NIA 

4. CWiP· Non Interest Sealing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO NlA 

5. Net Investment (Une. 2 • 3 +4) $157,999 $157?11 $157,422 $157,134 $158,646 $156.557 NlA 

6. Av.rage Net Investment $159,296 $159,008 $156,719 $156,431 $158,143 $157,655 $157,566 $157,278 $156,990 $156,702 $158,413 $156,125 NlA 

7. Rerum on Average Net Investment 
•. Equity Component grossed up for _. (b)(Q) $1,011 $1,009 $1,007 $1,005 $1,003 $1,001 $1,000 $996 $996 $994 $992 $991 $12,007 

b. Debt Component (Une 6x debt rate x 1/12)(<l(Q) $227 $227 $227 $226 $226 $225 $225 $225 $224 $224 $223 $223 $2,702 

S. Investment Expenses 

e. DepredaUon (~ $266 $266 $286 $266 S288 $266 $266 $288 $266 $266 $266 $266 $3,459 

b, Amortization (II) $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement ro $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 SO SO $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expens•• $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. TOlal System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) $1,526 $1,524 $1,522 $1.520 $1,517 $1,515 $1,$13 $1,511 $1,508 $1,506 $1,504 $1,5()2 $18,156 

(., Applicable beginning of period and end of period depredable ba.. by production plant name(s), unll(s), or planl a=unl($). See Fo"" 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


"'The Gross·up factor forlaxes u ..s 0.61425, Wlieh reAeelS the Fedorallncome Tax Rate 0135%; the monthly Equity Componenl of 4.6764% Is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects .10% return on eqully per FPSC Order No PSC.12.Q425-PM·EU. 


~)The Debt Component Is 1.7134% besed on Mey2012 ROO Surveillance Report and reftects a 10% ROE per FPSC Order No. PSC-12-0425-PM·EU. 


(4) Applicable depredation rate or rates. See Form 42-4P, pege. 34-38. 


te) Applicable amomzation period(o). See Fo"" 42-4P, pages 34-38. 


., Di.manUement only applies 11> Solar prqjects· DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Maliin (39) 


'" For solar projects the rerum on Investment calculation is comprised of!>M> perto: 


Average Ne! Investment: See footnotes (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component: Gro....up factor lor laxe. use. 0.61425, Wlich reflect. the Federal Income Tax Rale of 35%; the monthly Equl1y Component of 6.16% based on lhe May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and refleelS a 10% rerum on equity. 


Debt Component: Return of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROO Surveillance Report and reftects a 10'" ROE. Per FPSC Order PSC 12-0425-PM·EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due 11> rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 424P 
ENVIRONMENTAl COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

45 •800 MW Unit ESP 
1. InveS1ments 

•. EJcpendiluresiAddHiOns $5,550,578 $2,789,273 $2,093,272 $1,956,520 $2,105,057 $3,761,280 $7,695,477 $9,752,384 $10,226,443 $11,542,002 $3,065,724 $7,162,099 956,021,089 

b. Cle.rings to Plant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,979,805 $1,610,673 $7,385,294 $0 $0 $49,975,572 

c. Retirements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

2, Plont~n·ServiceIDepreci.tion Base (., $61,517,629 $61,517,629 $61,517,629 $61,517,629 $61,517,629 951,517,629 $61,517,629 951,517,629 $102,497,234 $104,107,907 $111,493,201 $111,493,201 $111,493,201 NIA 

3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation $670,393 $803,681 $936,970 $1,070,268 $1,203,546 $1,336,834 $1,470,122 $1,803,411 $1,761,093 $2,004,916 $2,236,463 $2,460,052 $2,721,621 N/A 

4. CVVlp· Non Im.",,1 Bearing $40,202,365 $43,953,545 $51,680,122 $20,432,681 $29,046,651 $33,505,359 $36,571,063 $43,753,162 N/A 

5. Nellnvestment (Unes 2·3 + 4) 100,383,160 $104,011,152 $111,574,340 $121,149,022 !l131,151,643 lI42,780,077 $145,584,232 $152,524,762 N/A 

6. Av.regs Nellnvestment $89,263,548 $93,300,183 $95,608,167 $97,499,775 $99,397,275 $102,197,156 $107,792,746 $116,361,681 $126,150,332 $136,955,680 $144,172,154 $149,054,497 N/A 

7. Relum on Average Net Investment 

s. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (b)(g) 

b, Debl Component (line 6 x debt ",Ie x 1112) (0"" 
$568,317 

$127,450 

$591,926 

$133,214 

$606,569 

$136,509 

$618,570 

$139,210 

$630,808 

$141,919 

$846,372 

$145,917 

$683,872 

$153,906 

$736,236 

$166,141 

$800,338 

$180,117 

$868,892 

$195,546 

$914,675 

$205,549 

$945,650 

$212,820 

$8,614,025 

$1,938,800 

6. Inve'lment Expense, 

Ill. Depreciation Cd) $133,288 $133,288 $133,288 $133,266 $133,268 $133,288 $133,266 $177,683 $223,822 $233,568 $241,569 $241,569 $2,051,227 

b. Amortization (eo) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. Dismantlement (I) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. Property Expen""s $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

e. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Total Syslem Recove",ble EJcpenses (lines 7 & 8) $827,055 $858,429 $876,367 $691,068 $905,816 $927,577 $971,067 $1,082,080 $1,204,278 $1,298,006 $1,362,092 $1,400,038 $12,803,853 

(.) Applicable beginning of period and end of period depreciable base by production plam name(s), unH(s), or plant accounl(s). See Fonn 424P, pages 34-38. 


(1)) The G"'SlHJP laClOr for laxes uses 0,61425, v.Ilich reflects the Fedorallncome Tax Rata of 35%; the monthty Equity COmponent of 4.6764% is based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Raport and reflects a 10% return on equity per FPSC On:Ier No PSC-12·0425-PAA·EU. 


,,' The Deb! Componem is 1,7134% based on May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10",(, ROE per FPSC On:Ier NO. PSC·12-042S-PAA-EU. 


"" Applicable deprecialion rate or _S. See Form 424P, pages 34-38. 


,.) Appliceble a_lion period(s). See Fonn 424P, peges 34-38. 


(~DJsmanUement only applies 10 Solar projects· DeSoto (37), NASA (38) & Martin (39) 


(0} For solar projects the retum on investment caicuiation is comprised of two parts: 

Average Netlnv.,lment See lootnotes (b) and (c). 


Average Unamortized ITC Balance: 


Equity Component Gross·up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v.Ilich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 6.16% based on Ihe May 2012 ROR Surveillanco Report and reflects. 10% retum on equity. 


Debt Component RelUm of 2.01%based on the May 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% ROE. Per FPSC Orner PSC 12-0425·PAA·EU. 


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

RETURN ON CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, DEPRECIATION AND TAXES 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

1. WorKing Capital Dr(Cr) 

a. 158.100 Allowance Inventory $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

b. 158.200 Allowances Withheld $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. 182.300 Other Regulatory Assets-Losses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

d. 254.900 Other Regulatory liabilities-Gains ($1,200,474) ~$1,154,4261 ~$1,108,3781 ~$1 ,062,3291 ~$1,016,2811 ~$972,7771 ($926,595) ~$880,413) ~$834,2311 ~$788,0491 ~$741,8661 ~$695,6841 ~$649,5021 

2. Total WorKing Capital ($1,200,474) ($1,154,426) ($1,108,378) ($1,062,329) ($1,016,281) ($972,777) ($926,595) ($880,413) ($834,231) ($788,049) ($741,866) ($695,684) ($649,502) 

3. Average Net Working Capital Balance ($1,177,450) ($1,131,402) ($1,085,353) ($1,039,305) ($994,529) ($949,686) ($903,504) ($857,322) ($811,140) ($764,957) ($718,775) ($672,593) 

4. Return on Average Net Working Capital Balance 

8. Equity Component grossed up for taxes (a) ($7,470) ($7,178) ($6,886) ($6,594) ($6,310) ($6,025) ($5,732) ($5,439) ($5,146) ($4,853) ($4,560) ($4,267) 

b. Debt Component (Line 6 x 1.6698% x 1112) 

5. Total Return Component (d) 

6. Expense Dr(Cr) 

a. 411.800 Gains from Dispositions of Allowances ($46,Q48) ($46,048) ($46,048) ($46,048) ($46,718) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) 

b. 411.900 Losses from Dispositions of Allowances $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

c. 509.000 AtloYJance Expense 

7. Net Expense (lines 6a + 6b + 6c){e) ($46,048) ($46,048) ($46,048) ($46,048) ($46,718) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46,182) ($46.182) ($46.182) ($46.182) ($46.182) ($554.186 

8. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 5 + 7) ($55,200) ($54,842) ($54,484) ($54,126) ($54,447) ($53,563) ($53,204) ($52,845) ($52,486) ($52,128) ($51,769) ($51,410) 

a. Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy ($55,200) ($54,842) ($54,484) ($54,126) ($54,447) ($53,563) ($53,204) ($52,845) ($52,486) ($52,128) ($51,769) ($51,410) 

b. Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

9. Energy Jurisdictional Factor 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03236% 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03236% 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03238% 98.03238% 

10. Demand Jurisdictional Factor 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 97.97032% 

11. Retail Energy-Related Recoverable Costs (b) ($54,113) ($53,763) ($53,412) ($53,061) ($53,376) ($52,509) ($52,157) ($51,806) ($51,454) ($51,102) ($50,750) ($50,398) 

12. Retail Demand-Related Recoverable Costs (e) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

13. Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs (lines 11 + 12) 

(a) March 2010 fOl"\Nard, the Gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, v.tIich reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.6764% is based on 2012 ROR Surveillance Report and reflects a 10% retum on equity per FPSC Order No PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI. 

(b) line 8a times line 9 

(e) Line 8b times Line 10 

(d) line 5 is reported on Capital Schedule 

(e) Line 7 is reported on O&M Schedule 

In accordance wth FPSC Order No. PSC-94-0393-FOF-EI, FPL has recorded the gains on sales of emissions allowances as a regulatory liability. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
ANNUAL CAPITAL DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 

Project Function Site/Unit Account 

Depreciation 
Rate} 

Amortization 
Period 

Dec -2012 Dec-2013 

2 - Low NOX Burner Technology 

2 - Low NOX Bumer Technology 

2 - Low NOX Bumer Technology 

2 - Low NOX Bumer Technology 

2 - Low NOX Bumer Technology 

3b - ConUnuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - ConUnuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - ConUnuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - ConUnuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

3b - Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 

4b - Clean Closure Equivalency 

4b - Clean Closure Equivalency 

4b - Clean Closure Equivalency 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of StaUonary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam GeneraUon Plant 

02 - Steam GeneraUon Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam GeneraUon Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other GeneraUon Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

02 - Steam GeneraUon Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

PIEverglades U1 

PtEverglades U2 

Turl<eyPI U1 

Turl<eyP1 U2 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee U1 

Manatee U1 

Manatee U2 

Manatee U2 

Martin Comm 

Martin U1 

Martin U1 

Martin U2 

Martin U2 

PtEverglades Comm 

PtEverglades Comm 

PIEverglades U1 

PIEverglades U2 

PIEverglades U3 

PIEverglades U4 

Scherer U4 

SJRPP-Comm 

SJRPP U1 

SJRPP U2 

TurkeyPt Comm Fsil 

TurkeyPt Comm Fsil 

Turl<eyP1 U1 

Turl<eyP1 U2 

FtLauderdale Comm 

FtLauderdale Comm 

FlLeudernale U4 

FtLauderdale US 

FIMyersGTs 

FIMyers U2 CC 

FlMyers U3CC 

Martin U3 

Martin U4 

Martin U8 

PtEverglades GTs 

PutnamComm 

PutnamComm 

Putnam U1 

Putnam U2 

Santorn U4 

Sanford US 

PtEverglades Comm 

TurkeyPt Comm Fsil 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee U1 

Manatee U2 

MartinComm 

MartinComm 

MartinU1 

PtEverglades Comm 

SJRPP-Comm 

SJRPP-Comm 

TurkeyPt Comm Fsil 

Turl<eyPI U2 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31200 

31200 

34100 

34500 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34100 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

34300 

31100 

31100 

31100 

31200 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31200 

31100 

31100 

31100 

31200 

31100 

31100 

0.00% 

0.00% 

2.50% 

2.50% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.50% 

2.50% 

2.50% 

3.50% 

3.40% 

4.30% 

4.20% 

3.10% 

4.20% 

5.20% 

4.20% 

4.20% 

4.30% 

3.40% 

2.60% 

4.20% 

4.00% 

3.30% 

4.80% 

4.20% 

0.00% 

2.10% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.60% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

0.00% 

2.10% 

2.60% 

2.10% 

2.10% 

$2,689,233 $0 

$2,368,972 $0 

$2,563,376 $2,563,376 

$2,275,222 $2,275,222 

$9,896,803 

$31,859 

$56,430 

$505,974 

$56,333 

$508,552 

$31,632 

$36,811 

$542,175 

$36,845 

$529,518 

$127,911 

$67,788 

$458,061 

$480,322 

$507,658 

$517,303 

$515,653 

$43,193 

$780 

$780 

$59,056 

$37,955 

$545,584 

$504,689 

$58,860 

$34,502 

$462,254 

$473,360 

$0 

$171,024 

$2,283 

$444,950 

$437,552 

$13,693 

$0 

$82,858 

$3,139 

$346,616 

$380,355 

$147,961 

$106,139 

$4,838,598 

$65,859 

$56,430 

$505,974 

$56,333 

$508,552 

$52,632 

$36,611 

$542,175 

$36,845 

$529,518 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$515,653 

$43,193 

$780 

$780 

$59,056 

$101,455 

$545,584 

$504,689 

$56,860 

$34,502 

$508,754 

$519,860 

$18,000 

$225,024 

$51,283 

$457,950 

$450,552 

$13,693 

$34,000 

$82,858 

$3,139 

$393,116 

$426,855 

$183,961 

$142,139 

$41,612 

$3,111,263 

$174,543 

$104,645 

$127,429 

$1,110,450 

$94,329 

$176,339 

$1,132,078 

$42,091 

$2,292 

$87,560 

$42,159 

$9,368,408 $7,766,884 

$19,812 $0 

$21,799 $21,799 

$21,799 

$3,111,263 

$174,543 

$104,845 

$127,429 

$1,110,450 

$94,329 

$176,339 

$0 

$42,091 

$2,292 

$87,560 

$42,159 
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FLORIDA POVVER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
ANNUAL CAPITAL DEPRECIATION SCKEDULE 

ESTIMATED FOR TKE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 

Project Function Site/Unit Account 

Depreciation 
Rate' 

Amortization 
Period 

Dec-2012 Dec- 2013 

5b w Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b ~ Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

50 ~ Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

50 - Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

5b ~ Maintenance of Stationaty Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

7 - Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping to Above Ground 

7 - Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping to Above Ground 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - 011 Spill Clean-up/Response Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-upIResponse Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-uplResponse Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-upIResponse Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-upIResponse Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill Clean-uplResponse Equipment 

8b - Oil Spill CIe..... uplRespon .. Equipment 

10 - Relocate Storm Water Runoff 

10 - Relocate Storm Water Runoff 

12 ~ Scherer Discharge Pipeline 

12 ~ Scherer DiScharge Pipeline 

12 ~ Scherer Discharge Pipeline 

12 - SeIlerer Disch.rge Pipeline 

20 - WastevYater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 

20· Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 

20 - W.st......t.r Disoh.rge Elimination & Reu.e 

20 - Wastewater Disoharge Elimination & Reuse 

21 - St, Lucie Turtle Nets 

2 t - St, Lucie Turtle Net. 

22 - Pipeline Integrity Management 

22 - Pipeline Integrity Management 

22 - Pipeline Integrity Management 

23 ~ spec -Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countenne.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counterme.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 ~ SPCC - Spill Prevention, COntrol & Countermeasures 

23 - spec - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasure. 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counterme.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countenne.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & COunt"""easure. 

23 - spec -Spill Prevention, Control & Count"""easures 

23 - spec -Spill Prevention, Control & Count"""e.sure. 

23 ~ SPCC ~ Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 ~ spec -Spill prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC w Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, COntrol & Countenmeasures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counterme.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counterme.sures 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, COntrol & COunterme.sures 

23· spec -Spill Prevention, COntrol & COuntenme.sure. 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 * Other Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

03 - Nuclear Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

05 - Olher Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

05 - Olher Generation Planl 

05 - Other Generation PI.nt 

08 - General Plant 

03 - Nucle.r Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 w Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation PI.nt 

03 • Nudesr Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Planl 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation PI.nt 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 • Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Plant 

02 - Steam Generation Ptant 

02 ~ Steam Generation Plant 

03 - Nuclear Generation Plant 

03 ~ Nuclear Generation Plant 

03 ~ Nudear Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 ~ Other Generation Plant 

05 ~ Other Generation Plant 

05 - Oiher G.neration Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 - Other Generation Plant 

05 - other Generation Plant 

FILauderdale COmm 

FtLauderdale GTs 

FtMyersGT. 

PlEverglades GT. 

PutoamComm 

StLucie U1 

Amortizable 

Amortizable 

Manatee COmm 

MartinComm 

PtEvergiades COmm 

Amortizable 

Amortizable 

FtLauderdal. Comm 

FtLauderdale U5 

wast County Energy Center Comm 

Other 

StLucle Comm 

Scherer Camm 

Soherer Comm 

Scherer Comm 

Martin Ul 

M.rtin U2 

PlEvergl.d•• Comm 

StLucie COmm 

Manatee Camm 

MartinComm 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee Comm 

Manatee Ul 

Manatee U2 

MartinCorrm 

MartinComm 

PtEvergiades COmm 

PtEvergl.des COmm 

PtEvarglades COmm 

TurkeyPI Comm Fsil 

TurkeyPI COmm Fsil 

SILucie Ul 

StLucie U1 

StLucie U2 

FtLauderdale Comm 

FtLauderd.le Comm 

FtLauderdale Comm 

FtLauderdale GTs 

FtLauderdale GTs 

FtMye" GT. 

FtMy... GTs 

34200 

34200 

34200 

34200 

34200 

32300 

31650 

31670 

31100 

31600 

31100 

34650 

34670 

34100 

34600 

34600 

39000 

32100 

31100 

31200 

31400 

31200 

31200 

31100 

32100 

31100 

31100 

31100 

31200 

31500 

31200 

31200 

31100 

31500 

31100 

31200 

31500 

31100 

31500 

32300 

32400 

32300 

34100 

34200 

34300 

34100 

34200 

34100 

34200 

3.80% 

2,60% 

2.70% 

2,60% 

2,90% 

2,40% 

5-Year 

7-Year 

2,10% 

2.40% 

0.00% 

5~Year 

7-Year 

3.50% 

3,40% 

3,30% 

2,10% 

1,80% 

2.10% 

2,60% 

2,60% 

2.60% 

2.60% 

0,00% 

1,80% 

2,10% 

2,10% 

2,10% 

2,60% 

2,40% 

2.60% 

2,60% 

2,10% 

2,40% 

0,00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

2,10"", 

2,20% 

2.40% 

1.80% 

2,40% 

3.50% 

3.80% 

6,00% 

2,20% 

2,60% 

2,30% 

2,70% 

$898,111 $898,111 

$584,290 $584,290 

$133,479 5133,479 

$2,781,840 52,781,840 

$749,026 $749,026 

$11.351.926 $10,219,848 

$31,030 $31,030 

$31.030 $31,030 

$143,516 $181,516 

$314,015 $227,112 

$46,882 $46,882 

$23,107 $23,107 

$366,102 $0 

$22,458 $13,184 

$5,734 $0 

$358,330 $358,330 

$0 584,500 

$0 $21,000 

$4,413 $4,413 

$1,284,558 

$117,784 $117,794 

$117.784 $117,794 

$524,873 $524,873 

$328,762 $328,762 

$689 $689 

$854.324 

$380,995 

$416,672 

$437,404 

$352,842 

$752,070 

$2,261,238 

$854,324 

$380,995 

$416,672 

$0 

$1,235,070 $797.667 

$352,842 $3,827,666 

$3,827,666 

$802,070 

$2,261,238 

$3,013.308 

$807,719 

$33,272 

$26,325 

$45,750 

$37,431 

$343,785 

$34,755 

$2,967,754 

$159,754 

$7,783 

$92,013 

$13,559 

$1,019,614 

$437,945 

$552,390 

5189,219 

$1,480,169 

$28,250 

$92,727 

$513,250 

$178,936 

$629,983 

$3,063,308 

$807,719 

$33,272 

$26,325 

$45,750 

$37,431 

$343,755 

$34,755 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$92,013 

$13,559 

$1,019,614 

$437,945 

5552,390 

$189,219 

$1,480,169 

$28,250 

$92,727 

$513.250 

$178,936 

$629,983 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
ANNUAL CAPITAL DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 

I I 
Project Function Site/Unit Account 

DepreciationRate I 
Amortization 

Period 

Dec -2012 Dec- 2013 

23 - spec ~ Spill Preven'lOn, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plan! FtMyers GTs 34500 2.20% $12,430 $12,430 

23 ~ SPCC ~ Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plant ftMyers U2 ec 34300 4.20% $49,727 $49,727 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plant FtMyers U3 ec 34500 3.40% $12,430 $12,430 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plant MartinComm 34100 3.50% $61,216 $481,216 

23 - SPCC ~ Spill Prevenlion, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plant Martin U8 34200 3.80% $84,868 $54,868 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counle"""a...re. 05 - Other Generation Plant PtEvergiades GTs 34100 2.20% $454,061 $454,081 

23 - spec - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 05 - Other Generation Plant PtEvergiades GT. 34200 2.60% 51,835,190 $1,835,190 

23 - spec - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermea...res 05 - Other Generation Plant PtEvergiades GT. 34500 2.10% $7,783 $7,783 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermea...res OS - Other Generation Plant PutnamComm 34100 2.60% $148,511 $148,511 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasure. 05 - Other Generalion Planl PutnamComm 34200 2.90% $1,730,935 $1,730,935 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasure. 05 - Other Generation Plant PutnamComm 34500 2.50% $60,747 $60,747 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 06 - Transmission Plant - Electric Other 35200 1.90% $1,058,508 $1,074,506 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Counlermeasures 06 - Transmission Plant - Electric Other 35300 2.60% $177,982 $177,982 

23 - Spec - Spill Prevention, Control & Countenneasul'eS 06 - Transmission Plant - Eledrlc Other 35500 1.80% $65,655 $65,655 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Collntermeasures 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric Other 36100 1.90% $3,026,351 $3,090,353 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric Other 36670 2.00% $79,531 $88,563 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countenneasures 05 - General Plant Other 39000 2.10% $146,691 $148,691 

23 - SPCC - Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures $18,705,021 $16,058,761 

24 - Manatee Rebum 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee U1 31200 2.60% $16,687,067 516,687,067 

24 - Manatee Rebum 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee U2 31200 2.60% $14,483,504 $14,483,504 

24 - Manatee Rebum $31,170,571 $31,170,571 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generalion Plant PtEverglades Ul 31100 4-Vear $298,710 so 
25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 • Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U1 31200 4-Vear $10,404,603 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades Ul 31500 4-Year $2,500,249 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglade. Ul 31600 4-Year 5307,032 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PIEverglades U2 31100 4-Year $154,064 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U2 31200 4-Vear $11,979,735 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U2 31500 4-Year $3,954,582 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U2 31600 4-Year $324,057 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Sleam Generation Plant PtEvergiades U3 31100 4-Year $713,693 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverg/ades U3 31200 4-Year $18,160,534 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PIEverg/ades U3 31500 4-Year $4,304,057 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEvergiades U3 31600 4-Year $528,541 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglade. ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEvergiades U4 31100 4~Year $313,276 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglade. ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generetion Plant PtEvergiades U4 31200 4-Year $20,646,501 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U4 31500 4-Year $6,729,950 SO 

25 - Pt. Everglades ESP Technology 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades U4 31600 4-Year $551,535 $0 

25 - Pt. Everglade. ESP Technology $61,901,169 $0 

26 - UST RemovelRepiacement 08 - General Plant Other 39000 2.10% $115,447 $115,447 

26 - UST RemovelRepiacement $115,447 $115,447 

31 - Clean !>jr Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant ManateeComm 31100 2.10% $102,052 $102,052 

31 - Clean!>jr Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee Ul 31200 2.60% $20,059,060 $20,059,060 

31 - Clean!>jr Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee Ul 31400 2.60% $7,240,728 $7,240,728 

31 - Clean Air Interstete Rule {CAIRJ Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee U2 31200 2.60% $20,461,498 $20,461,498 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manalee U2 31400 2.60% $7,912,982 $7,912,982 

31 ~ Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Martin Comm 31200 2.60% $518,275 $518,275 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant MartinComm 31400 2.60% 5287,258 $287,258 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Martin Ul 31200 2.60% $19,504,077 $19,504,017 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Martin Ul 31400 2.60% $7,794,707 $7,794,707 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Martin U2 31200 2.60% $20,248,975 $20,248,975 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Martin U2 31400 2.60% $7,477,120 $7,477,120 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant Scherer U4 31200 2.60% $348,261,192 $353,562,628 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Sleam Generation Plan! SJRPP Ul 31200 2.60% $27,706,299 $27,706,299 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAl R) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant SJRPP Ul 31500 2.40% $455,148 $455,148 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compii.nce 02 - Steam Generation Plant SJRPP Ul 31600 2.40% $9,136 $9,138 

31 -Clean !>jrlnterstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Sleam Generation Plant SJRPP U2 31200 2.60'';' $26,524,626 $26,524,629 

31 - Clean Air interstate Rule (CAtR) Compliance 02 - Sleam Generation Plant SJRPP U2 31500 2.40% $429,220 $429,220 

31 - Clean!>jr Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant SJRPP U2 31600 2.40% $9,591 $9,591 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 - Other Generation Plant FtLauderdale GTs 34300 2.90% $110,242 $110,242 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 - Other Generation Plant ftMyersGTs 34300 3.10% $57,855 $57,855 

31 - Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 - Other Generation Plant Marlin Comm U3&4 34100 3.50% $763,350 $763,350 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
ANNUAL CAPITAL DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2013 • DECEMBER 2013 

Projeet Function Sile/Unit AC<:QUnt 

Depreciation 
Rate' 

Amortization 
Period 

Dec· 2012 Dec· 2013 

31 - ClEan Air Inle,..lalo Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 ~ Other Generation Plant Martin Comm U3&4 34300 4.30% $244,343 $244,343 

31 - ClEan Air Inle,..lalo Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 ~ Other Generation Plant Martin Comm U3&4 34500 HO% $292,499 $292,499 

31 - Clean Air Inle,..18le Rule (CAIR) Compliance 05 - OIhe' Generalion Plant PlEverglade. GTs 34300 3.40% $107,674 $107,674 

31 - Clean Air Inle,..18le Rule (CAIR) Compliance 07 - Distribution Planl- Electric OIhe' 36500 3.90% $411,775 $411,775 

31- Clean Air Inle,..18le Rule (CAIR) Compliance $518.988,882 $522,290,298 

33 - MATS Projecl 02 • Sleam Generallon Planl Scherer U4 31100 2.10% $81,956 $61,956 

33 - MATS Project 02 ~ Steam Generation Plant Scherer U4 31200 2.60% $106,996,574 $107,965,569 

33 - MATS Projecl 02 • steam Generallon Planl Sch....r U4 31500 2.40% $40,976 $40,976 

33 • MATS Projeet $107.121.508 $108,108,523 

34 • SI Lucie Cooling waler System Inspection & Maintenance 03 - Nuclear Generation Plant SILucieComm 32100 1.60% $0 $3,673,359 

34 • St Lucie Cooling water System Inspection & Maintenance $0 $3.873,359 

35 - Martin Piant Drinking water System Compliance 02 - Steam Generation Plant MartinComm 31100 210% $235,391 $235,391 

35 - Martin Piant Drinking waler Syslem Compliance $235,391 $235.391 

36 • Low.Level Radioactive Waste Storage 03 - Nuclear Generalion Plant stlucie Comm 32100 1.60% $6,454,033 $6,137,033 

36 - Low-Level Radioactive Waste Storage 03 - Nuclear Generation Plant TuJ1<eyPI comm 32100 1.60% $0 $6.634,223 

36 - Low-Level Radioactive W.ste Storage $6,454,033 $16,971,256 

37· OeSolo Nex! Generalion Solar Energy Center 05 - Other Generation Plant Amortizable 34650 5-Vear 521,935 $21,935 

37 • OeSolo Nox! Generalion Solar Energy Center 05 • OIher Generation Plant Amortizable 34670 1-Year 559,592 $59,592 

37 • OeSolo Nex! Generalion Soiar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generation Planl DeSoto SOia, 34000 0.00% $255,507 $255,507 

37· OeSolo Nex! Generation Solar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generation Plant DeSoto SOlar 34100 3.30% $4,502,770 $4,502,770 

37. DeSoto Nex! Generation Solar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generation Plant DeSoto SOlar 34300 3.30% $115,303,900 $115,303,900 

37. DeSoto Nex! Generation Solar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generalion Planl DeSoto Solar 34500 3.30% $26,194,769 $26,204,769 

37 ~ DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 06 w TransmiSSion Plant - Electric Other 35200 1.90% $5,655 $5,655 

37 ~ DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 06 - Trnnsmission Planl· Electric Other 35300 2.60% $520,413 $520,413 

37 - OeSOlo Nex! Generation SOia, Energy Center 06 - Transmission Plant - Electric OIher 35310 2.90% $1,712,305 $1,712,305 

37 - DeSoto Nex! Generation Solar Energy Cenler 06 - Transmission Plant - Electric OIher 35500 3.40% $394,418 $394,416 

37· DeSoto Nex! Generalion Solar Energy Center 06 - Transmission Plant - Electric OIher 35600 3.20% $191,356 $191,356 

37 - DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Cenler 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric OIher 36100 1.90% $606,255 $606,255 

37 - DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Cenler 07 - Distribution Planl· Electric Other 36200 2.60% $2,215.123 $2,215,123 

37· DeSoto Nex! Generation SOia' Energy Center 06 • General Plant Amortizable 39720 7.Year 522,114 $22,114 

37 - CeSoio Nex! Generation SOlar Energy Cenler 06 - General Plant OIher 39220 9.40% $28,426 $26,426 

37 - DeSoto Nex! Generation SOlar Energy Center $152.038.539 $152.046.539 

38 - Space Coasl Nex! Generation SOia, Energy Center 01 - In18ngible Planl AmoI1izable 30300 3O-Year $6,359,027 $6,359,027 

38 - Space CoOSI Nex! GenernUon SOlar Energy Center 05 - Other Generation Plant Amortizable 34630 3-Year $7,272 $6,000 

38 - Space Coasl Nex! Generalion SOlar Energy Center as -Other Generation Piant AmoI1izabie 34650 5-Year $9,438 $9,438 

38 - Space Coast Nex! Generation SOlar Energy Center as -Other Generation Piant AmoI1izable 34670 7-Vear $51,560 $51,560 

38 - Space Coast Nex! GeneraUon SOlar Energy Center 06 - Othe, Generation Pianl Spececoast Solar 34100 3.30% $3,638,726 $3,838,726 

38 • Space Coast Nex! Generalion Solar Energy Center 05 ~ Other Generation Plant Spacecoast Solar 34300 3.30% $51,606,063 $51,606,063 

38 • Space Coast Next Generalion Solar Energy Cente, 05 ~ Other Generation Plant Spacecoast Sola, 34500 3.30% $6,126,699 $6,126,699 

36 • Space Coast Nex! Generalion Sola, Energy Center 05 w Other Generation Plant Spacecoast Solar 34600 3.30% $0 $5,000 

36  Space Coasl Nex! Generalion Solar Energy Cente, 06 - Transmission Plant· Electric OIher 35300 2.60% $139,391 $139,391 

38· Space Coast Nex! Generation sola, Energy Center 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric OIhe, 36100 1.90% $269,799 $269,799 

38 • Space Coasl Nex! Generation Sola, Energy Center 07 - Distribution Planl- Electric OIher 36200 2.60% $2,166,996 $2,166,996 

36 • Space Coasl Nex! Generation Sola, Energy Center 06 - General Planl Amortizable 39720 7·Year $6,351 $6,351 

36  Space Coast Nex! Generation Sola, Energy Cenler 08 - General Planl OIher 39220 9.40% $31,856 $31,856 

38 ~ Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center $70,633.200 $70.636.928 

39 - Martin Next Generation Sola, Energy Center 05 • OIhe, Genoralion Plant Amortizable 34650 5-Year $21,384 $21,364 

39 - Martin Nex! Generation Sola, Energy Center 05 • OIher Generalion Plant Amortizable 34670 7-Vear $4,910 $4,910 

39 - Martin Nex! Generation Sola, Energy Center 05 • OIhe' Generation Plant Martin SOlar 34000 0.00% $216,844 $216,644 

39 - Martin Next Generalion SOia, Energy Cenler 05  Other Generation Plant Martin Solar 34100 3.30% $19,659,164 $19,859,164 

39 - Martin Next Generalion SOlar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generation Plant Martin Solar 34300 3,30% $385,420,310 $393,371,310 

39· Martin Nex! Generation SOlar Energy Cenler 05 - OIher Generation Plant Martin Solar 34500 3.30% $4,059,061 $4,059,061 

39 - Martin Next Generation SOlar Energy Center 05 - OIher Generation Plant Martin SOlar 34600 3.30% $1,299 $1,299 

39 • Martin Next Generation SOia, Energy Cenler 05 - Other Generation Plant Martin U8 34300 4.30% $423,126 $423,126 

39 • Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 06 - Transmission Plant· Eleetric OIher 35500 3.40% $603,692 $603,692 

39 • Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 06 • Transmission Planl- Eleclric Other 35500 3,20"';' $364,159 $364,159 

39 • Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 07 • Distribution Plant - Electric Other 36400 4.10"';' $9,2&2 $9,282 

39 • Martin Next Generation SOia, Energy Center 07 - Distribulion Plant - Electric Other 36660 1.60% $94,476 $94,478 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42-4P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERV CLAUSE 
ANNUAL CAPITAL DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARV 2013 - DECEMBER 2013 

Project Function SilefUnit Account 

Depreciation 
Ralef 

Amortization 
Period 

Dec- 2012 Dec- 2013 

39 - Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 07 - Disllibuhon Plant - Electric OIher 36760 2.60% $2,728 $2,728 

39 ~ Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 08 - General Plant Amortizable 39420 7-Year $18,993 $18,993 

39 - Martin Next GeneraUOIl SOlar Energy Center 08 - General Plant Amortizable 39720 7-Vear $3,204 $3,204 

39 - Martin Nexl Generation Solar Energy Cenler 08 - General Plant Other 39220 9.40% $25,193 $25,193 

39 - Martin Nexi Generation Solar Energy Center 08 - General Plant Other' 39240 11.10% $405,859 $405,859 

39 - Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 08 - General Plant other 39290 3.50% $97,633 $97,633 

39 - Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center $411,631,319 $419,582,319 

41 - Manalee Temporary Healing System 02 - Steam Generanon Plant capaCanaveral Comm 31400 0.70% $4,042,459 $4,042,459 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating Syslem 02 - Steam Generation Plant PtEverglades Comm 31400 2.30% $3,461,414 $3,750,888 

41 - Manalee Temporary Heating System 02 - Steam Generation Plant Riviera Comm 3t400 0.80% $2,605,268 $2,605,268 

41- Manalee Temporary Heating System 06 - Transmission Plant ~ Electric Other 35300 2.60'% $276,404 $276,404 

41 - Manatee Temporary Healing System 07 - Distribution Plant- Electric Other 36100 1.90% $29,991 $29,961 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating System 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric other 36200 2.60% $488,124 $486,124 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating System 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric other 36400 4.10% $226,155 $226,155 

41 • Manatee Temporary Heating System 07 - Disllibution Planl - Electric OIher 36500 3.90% $307,184 $307,184 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating System 07 - Dislribution Plant - Electric other 36680 1.50% $221,326 $221,326 

41 - Manatee Temporary Healing Syslem 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric Other 36780 2.60% $168,995 $166,995 

41 - Manatee T emporaty Heating System 07 - Distribution Plant - Electric other 36910 3.90% $807 $807 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating System 08 - Gene",1 Plant Amortizable 39720 7-Vear $23,187 $23,187 

41 - Manatee Temporary Heating System $11,871,104 $12,140,578 

42 - Turkey POinl Cooling Conal Mon"oring Plan 03 - Nuctear Generation Plant T urkeyPt Comm 32100 1.80% $3,582,753 53,582,753 

42 - Turkey point Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan $3,582,753 $3,582,753 

44 - Martin Plant Bartey Barber SIMImp Iron Mitigation 02 - Steam Generation Plant MartlnComm 31100 2.10% $164,719 5164,719 

44 - Martin Plant Bartey Barber Sv.Iimp Iron Mitigation $164,719 $194,719 

45 - 800 r.tN Unit ESP 02 - Steam Generation Plant ManateeUl 31200 2.60% $0 $49,975,572 

45 - 800 r.tN Unit ESP 02 - Steam Generation Plant Manatee U2 31200 2.60% $61.517,629 581,517,629 

45 - 800 r.tN Unit ESP $61,517,829 $111,493,201 

T0131 $1,511,677,040 $1,800,949,586 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Air Operating Permit Fees - 0 & M 
Project No. 1 

Project Description: 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Public Law 101-549, and Florida Statutes 403.0872, require each major source 

of air pollution to pay an annual license fee. The amount of the fee is based on each source's previous year's emissions. 

It is calculated by multiplying the applicable annual operation license fee factor by the tons of each air pollutant emitted 

by the unit during the previous year and regulated in each unit's air operating permit, up to a total of 4,000 tons per 

pollutant. The major regulated pollutants at the present time are sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

particulate matter. The fee covers units in FPL's service area, as well as Unit 4 of Plant Scherer located in Juliette, 

Georgia, within the Georgia Power Company service area. FPL's share of ownership of that unit is 76.36%. The fees for 

FPL's units are paid to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) generally in February of each year, 

whereas FPL pays its share of the fees for Scherer Unit 4 to Georgia Power Company on a monthly basis. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The monthly fees for 2011 emissions have been paid and continue to be paid in 2012. Year 2011 air operating permit 

fees for the Florida facilities were calculated in January 2012 utilizing 2011 operating information. They were paid to the 

FDEP in February, 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $783,832 or 60.8% lower than previously projected. Lower than projected 

natural gas prices resulted in significantly less oil-fired operation than estimated for the oil-burning units. Air Permit fees 

and payments to the State of Florida are based on actual unit operations and performance. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The monthly fees for 2011 emissions have been paid and continue to be paid in 2012. Year 2011 air operating permit 

fees for the Florida facilities were calculated in January 2012 utilizing 2011 operating information. They were paid to the 

FDEP in February, 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31 , 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $289,000. 
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Fonn42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems (CEMS) • 0 & M 
Project No. 3a 

Project Description: 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Public Law 101-549, established requirements for the monitoring, record 

keeping, and reporting of S02, NOx, CO, Carbon Dioxide (C02/02) emissions, as well as opacity data from affected air 

pollution sources. FPL has 57 units, which are affected and which have installed CEMS to comply with these 

requirements. 


40 CFR Part 75 includes the general requirements for the installation, certification, operation and maintenance of CEMS 

and specific requirements for the monitoring of pollutants and opacity. These Systems continuously extract and analyze 

gaseous samples for each power plant stack and have automated data acquisition and reporting capability. Operation 

and maintenance of these systems in accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 75 is an ongoing activity, which 

follow the Title IV CEMS Quality Assurance Program Manual. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Operation and maintenance of the CEMS continue to be performed according to requirements of the Title IV CEM Quality 

Assurance Program Manual, 40 CFR Parts 60 & 75 regulations and all applicable FAC, as well as local requirements. 

Relative Accuracy Tests and Linearity Tests continue to be performed as scheduled for quality assurance and as needed 

for diagnostic or recertification requirements. QAlQC maintenance continues to be performed on the analyzers to meet 

reliability and availability requirements. CEMS required parts continue to be purchased as needed for repairs and/or 

preventative maintenance. Equipment having met end of life has been replaced as recommended by OEMs. Calibration 

span gases continue to be purchased as needed to meet required daily and QA calibrations. Analysis of fuel oil for sulfur 

content, heat of combustion and carbon continues to be performed per the requirements of 40 CFR Part 75, Appendix D. 

CEMS 24/7 Software Support contract with Babcock & Wilcox / KVB-Enertec (CEMS NETDAHS) continues to be 

maintained to ensure proper functionality as well as the integrity of the CEMS data. Maintenance of the software also 

ensures compliance with current rules or regulations or changes made by the EPA, State and Local Agencies. Training 

on the Operation and Maintenance of the system, as well as ruleiregulation changes continue as needed. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $148,242 or 19.6% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to the following reasons: 


• 	 Fewer oil sample analyses were required than previously projected due to reduced oil combustions as a result 
of lower than projected gas prices. 

• 	 Lower than projected costs for Data Acquisition and Handling System (DAHS) 24/7 software support that 
resulted from vendor discounted unit support fees as the number of total units supported under the contract has 
increased. 

• 	 Lower than projected costs associated with CEMS routine maintenance at Ft. Lauderdale, Putnam, Sanford, Pt. 
Everglades, and Ft. Myers plants due to less run time as a result of lower than projected natural gas prices and 
fewer parts required to be replaced. 

Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

This is an ongoing project. Each reporting period will indude the cost of quality assurance activities, training, spare 

parts, calibration gas, and software support. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $816,398. 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks - O&M 
Project No. Sa 

Project Description: 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC.) Chapter 62-761, previously 17-762, which became effective on March 12, 1991, 

provides standards for the maintenance of stationary above ground fuel storage tank systems. These standards impose 

various implementation schedules for inspections/repairs and upgrades to fuel storage tanks. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Work continued on miscellaneous maintenance of above ground fuel storage tanks and piping systems. All required API 

653 ex1ernal inspections will be completed for this year and all 2012 tank registration fees have been paid. As of 8/6/12, 

all corporate tanks, which were due for internal & ex1ernal API inspections in this reporting period, were inspected with no 

significant mechanical deficiencies or findings to report. Total of two (2) internal and five (5) ex1ernal API inspections 

were conducted in the reporting period. Tank PPE-904's internal liner was replaced and returned to service in March, 

2012. Lastly, Putnam Plant Tank-G had a complete ex1ernal coating completed in the second quarter of 2012. Our 

original plan had a touch-up coating job scheduled but the conditions of the tank required a complete recoating to be 

performed. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 
(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $466,470 or 21.3% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to opportunities to eliminate storage tank work previously projected for 2012. At the time of the original projection 

filing, it was not yet clear whether the Port Everglades plant would be modernized. As a result of the approval of the 

modernization project at the Port Everglades plant, the Fuel Oil Terminal facility will be decommissioned in 2013, and 

therefore the replacement of asphalt storage tank aprons on tanks 801, 802, 807 and 808 at the terminal was not 

performed. Additionally, with the decommissioning planned for Sanford Unit 3 in 201312014, an Alternate Procedure was 

submitted to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) requesting to forego the API-653 internal tank 

inspection on Sanford Plant Units 3A, 38 and light oil tanks scheduled for August 2012 and proceed to decommissioning 

and clean closure in 201312014. Concurrence from the FDEP on our Alternate Procedure is forthcoming. Finally, there 

were lower than projected mechanical repairs resulting from the Martin Fuel Terminal T-12718 Storage Tank API internal 

inspection. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

This is an ongoing project and each reporting period will include ongoing maintenance of above ground fuel storage 

tanks in accordance with FAC. Chapter 62-761. During the fourth quarter of 2012, the API internal inspection of Tank 

TMT-1271A will be accelerated because the plants fuel specifications are changing in 2013 from 1.0% Sulfur to 0.7% 

Sulfur. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $3,588,041. 
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Fonn 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIO~ A~D PROGRESS 


Project Title: Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment - O&M 
Project No. 8a 

Project Description: 

The Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA '90) mandates that all liable parties in the petroleum handling industry file plans by 

August 18, 1993. In these plans, a liable party must identify (among other items) its spill management team, 

organization, resources and training. Within this project, FPL developed the plans for ten power plants, five fuel oil 

terminals, three pipelines, and one corporate plan. Additionally, FPL purchased the mandated response resources and 

provided for mobilization to a worst case discharge at each site. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Plan updates continue to be performed and filed for all sites as required. Routine maintenance of all oil spill equipment 

has continued throughout the year as well as the performance of spill management drills, including deployment drills 

throughout the system. A corporate team deployment drill will also be conducted in November 2012 at our Manatee Fuel 

Oil Terminals. Additionally, several HAZWOPER Training sessions will be conducted for new employees of the site 

initial team that do not currently hold the required HAZWOPER training certification required of an initial responder or 

supervisor. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $190,461 or 89.6% higher than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to the development and deployment of Hazardous Worker Operations Training (HAZWOPER) 40hr, 24hr, 8hr and 

Incident Command Training required for FPL's Oil Spill Response teams to be in compliance with OPA 90 regulations. 

With updates to the facility response plans in the first quarter of 2012, a substantial gap was indentified in the number of 

HAZWOPER trained personnel on the Initial Spill Response teams and Corporate Oil Spill response team. The majority 

of these costs are associated with third party vendors that provide this specialized classroom training. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

This is an ongoing project. Each reporting period will include ongoing maintenance of all oil spill equipment in 

accordance with OPA 90. Additionally, following a formal assessment of the oil spill program, FPL retained a contractor 

to perform the mandated OSRO (oil spill removal organization) function. This contractor also performs required 

maintenance on the oil spill equipment at all of the power plants as well as performs required annual equipment 

deployment drill at these facilities. 


FPL has retained a spill management company to assist in corporate-level responses, improve the Fleet's ability to 

mobilize spill equipment (specifically boats), and continue to certify all oil spill response members in the NIMS mandated 

Incident Command System (ICS). 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $291,863. 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: RCRA Corrective Action - 0 & M 

Project No. 13 


Project Description: 

Under the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (amending the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 

or RCRA), the U.S. EPA has the authority to require hazardous waste treatment facilities to investigate whether there 

have been releases of hazardous waste or constituents from non-regulated units on the facility site. If contamination is 

found to be present at levels that represent a threat to human health or the environment, the facility operator can be 

required to undertake "corrective action" to remediate the contamination. In April 1994, the U.S. EPA advised FPL that it 

intended to initiate RCRA Facility Assessments (RFAs) at FPL's nine former hazardous waste treatment facility sites. 

The RFA is the first step in the RCRA Corrective Action process. At a minimum, FPL will be responding to the agency's 

requests for information concerning the operation of these power plants, their waste streams, their former hazardous 

waste treatment facilities, and their non-regulated Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs). FPL may also conduct 

assessments of human health risks resulting from possible releases from the SWMU's in order to demonstrate that any 

residual contamination does not represent an undue threat to human health or the environment. Other response actions 

could include a voluntary clean-up or compliance with the agency's imposition of the full gamut of RCRA Corrective 

Action requirements, including RCRA Facility Investigation, Corrective Measures Study, and Corrective Measures 

Implementation. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The March 5, 1999 Consent Order for St Lucie Nuclear Plant is amended by the new agreement. with the objective to 

achieve a no further action either with or without controls. Seven contaminated areas at St Lucie Nuclear are included in 

the amended agreement and amended consent order that will require continued monitoring, reporting and ultimate site 

rehabilitation. FPL and the FDEP have the option to defer further assessment and/or remediation until the nuclear plant 

is decommissioned as directed under the authority of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. In July. 2012, the site 

submitted a restrictive covenant document for the area known as the Former Fueling FaCility to the FDEP, which was 

signed by the St Lucie Site Vice President. A final, FDEP approved document is anticipated to be returned by the end of 

September, 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $76,000 or 76% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily due 

to delays in receiving the final approval of the deed restriction package from the FDEP. The work plan for completion 

has been deferred until approval is received. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The new agreement and consent order included requirements for FPL to manage site rehabilitation of several 

contaminated areas at the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant, and provided options for closure of these areas under the RCRA 

program. In support of the amended agreement and amended consent order and in response to FPL's report to FDEP's 

expected impact, FDEP issued a letter to FPL on April 15, 2011, requiring numerous actions. In order to meet the 

conditions of these agreements, FPL recommended that FDEP consider a status change for the contaminated areas 

from "active remediation" to "no further action with controls" as allowed by the RCRA Contaminated Sites Program. The 

final approved site rehabilitation completion order is expected to be received for the Former Fueling Facility by the end of 

2012. A no further action with controls proposal was submitted to the FDEP in February, 2012 for the turbine lube oil and 

transformer sites. 


Project Projection: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $50,000. 
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Fonn42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: NPDES Permit Fees - O&M 
Project No. 14 

Project Description: 

In compliance with State of Florida Rule 62-4.052, FPL is required to pay annual regulatory program and surveillance 

fees for any permits it requires to discharge wastewater to surface waters under the National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System. These fees effect the Florida legislature's intent that the Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection's (FDEP) costs for administering the NPDES program be borne by the regulated parties, as applicable. The 

fees for each permit type are as set forth in the rule, with an effective date of May 1, 1995, for their implementation. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The NPDES permit fees were paid to FDEP for power generation operating plants and nuclear plants. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $40,875 or 35.5% lower than previously prOjected. A reversing entry was 

recorded in February 2012 for 2011 costs associated with the NPDES permitting renewal process that were inadvertently 

charged to the environmental clause. Additionally, a correcting entry was recorded in April 2012 for a chlorination study 

performed at the St. Lucie plant as a result of a permit renewal condition that should have been charged to Project 47 
NPDES Industrial Waste Water Permits in 2011. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The NPDES annual regulatory program and surveillance fees were paid to FDEP for power generation operating plants 

and nuclear plants. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $115,200. 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Waste - O&M 
Project 17a 

Project Description: 

FPL manages ash from heavy oil fired power plants using a wet ash system. Ash from the dust collector and economizer 

is sluiced to surface ash basins. The ash sludge is then pH adjusted to precipitate metals. In order to comply with Florida 

Administrative Code 62-701.300 (10), the ash is then de-watered using a plate/frame filter-press in order to dispose of it 

in a Class I landfill or ship by railcar to a processing facility for beneficial reuse. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Repair to the ash press included a railing repair that was completed in August 2012. Work at Turkey Point is scheduled 

for completion in September 2012 with work at Manatee to follow. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $59,748 or 27.0% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to work at Port Everglades Plant that was originally budgeted in the ECRC that will now be charged to the Port 

Everglades Modernization Project. The work at Port Everglades Plant included site remediation and removal of the ash 

basins. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

This is an ongoing project. The frequency of basin clean out is a function of basin capacity and rate of sludge/ash 

generation. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $161,000. 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & Removal - O&M 
Project No. 19a, 19b, 19c 

Project Description: 
Florida Statute Chapter 376 Pollutant Discharge Prevention and Removal requires that any person discharging a 
pollutant, defined as any commodity made from oil or gas, shall immediately undertake to contain, remove and abate the 
discharge to the satisfaction of the department. Florida Statute Chapter 403 states it is prohibited to cause pollution so 
as to harm or injure human health or welfare, animal, plant, or aquatic life or property. This project includes the 
prevention and removal of pollutant discharges at FPL substations and will prevent further environmental degradation. 

Project Accomplishments: 
(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 
The equipment leak repair and regasketing work continues. The arsenic in soils and/or groundwater continues to be 
addressed at six (6) substations located in Miami-Dade County. All arsenic-impacted soils at these substations are 
anticipated to be completely managed by the end of this year. A groundwater treatment system to clean-up the arsenic
impacted groundwater has been operating successfully at the University and Lawrence Substations. A groundwater 
treatment system is currently being designed for the Coconut Grove and Princeton Substations. A restrictive covenant is 
progressing for the Overtown Substation. The covenant and closure of this substation is expected to be achieved by the 
end of this year. 

Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 


)- 19a. Project expenditures are estimated to be $1,269,224 or 45.0% lower than previously projected. The 
variance is primarily due to manufacturing delays in the delivery of certain transformer components (e.g., 
radiators and bushings) from vendors, which has caused a reduction in the work schedule. These components 
are needed prior to performing transformer regasketing work. The components are expected to be delivered 
early next year. 

)- 19b. Project expenditures are estimated to be $23,091 or 2.3% lower than previously projected. 

)- 19c. No variance expected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

FPL's leak repair and regasketing work activities of oil-filled equipment is progressing. Many transformers require the 

replacement of components (e.g., radiators, bushings) prior to completing the regasketing work. The deliveries of some 

components were delayed due to backorders which resulted in a reduction in our work schedule. However, some 

components have been received, and the regasketing repair work is anticipated to increase toward the end of the year. 

Equipment encapsulation work is planned for two breakers in 2012. However, there are tentative plans that these two 

breakers will be entirely replaced in the near future. Once confirmed, we plan to eliminate this program. Environmental 

remediation work continues at six substations located in Miami-Dade County due to various degrees of arsenic 

contamination. Major remediation work to clean-up the arsenic-impacted groundwater at the University and Lawrence 

Substations has been successfully pursuing. A groundwater treatment system is being designed for the Coconut Grove 

and Princeton Substations. All the remediation work is being conducted under the direction of the Miami-Dade County 

Regulatory and Economic Resources Department. 


Project PrOjections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are: 

)- 19a $1,916,262 

)- 19b $1,221,815 

)- 19c ($560,232) 
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Form 42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: WastewaterlStormwater Discharge Elimination & Reuse - O&M 

Project No. 20 


Project Description: 

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. Section 1342 and 40 CFR 122. FPL is required to obtain NPDES permits for each power plant 

facility. The last permits issued contain requirements to develop and implement a Best Management Practice Pollution 

Prevention Plan (BMP3 Plan) to minimize or eliminate, whenever feasible, the discharge of regulated pollutants, including 

fuel oil and ash, to surface waters. In addition, the 1997 Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria requires FPL to meet 

surface water standards for any wastewater discharges to groundwater at all plants, and the Dade County DERM 

requires the Turkey Point and Cutler plants' wastewater discharges into canals to meet county water quality standards 

found in Section 24-11, Code of Metropolitan Dade County. 


In order to address these requirements, FPL has undertaken a multifaceted project which includes activities such as ash 

basin lining, installation of retention tanks, tank coating, sump construction, installation of pumps, motor, and piping, 

boiler blowdown recovery, site preparation, separation of stormwater and ashwater systems, separation of potable and 

service water systems, and the associated engineering and design work to implement these projects. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The project is on hold due to the Pt. Everglades ESP Project. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The project is on hold due to the Pt. Everglades ESP Project. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31 , 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: St. Lucie Turtle Net - O&M 
Project No. 21 

Project Description: 

FPL is limited in the number of lethal turtle takings permitted at its St. Lucie Power Plant by the Incidental Take 

Statement contained in the Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Biological Opinion, issued to FPL on May 4, 

2001 by the National Marine Fisheries Service ('NMFS"). The number of lethal takings permitted in a given year is 

calculated by taking one percent of the total number of loggerhead and green turtles captured in that year. The 

Incidental Take Statement separately limits the number of lethal takings of Kemp's Ridley turtles to two per year over the 

next ten years, and the number of lethal takings of either hawksbill or leatherback turtles to one of those species every 

two years over the next ten years. An effective 5-inch primary barrier net is vital to limiting the number of lethal turtle 

takes per year. In 2002, the existing net became deformed due to the influxes of jellyfish and algae entering the canal. 

With the Commission approval, a replacement and enhancement of the net system was performed. In 2007, the 

antifoulant and protective coating on the existing 5-inch net deteriorated and was experiencing UV damage. With 

Commission approval, FPL purchased and installed a new 5-inch net in 2009. 


In October 2009, the 5-inch primary barrier net failed due to influxes of algae that entered the canal and created a 

blockage of approximately 80% of the net. The net is currently in a temporary configuration, which has created an 

effective temporary barrier for turtles. The Turtle Net project now requires the engineering, construction and installation 

of a more robust barrier structure that can withstand significant algal events and similar environmental challenges. The 

proposed design would include the removal of the damaged piles and installation of new piles and a support structure to 

effectively secure the net. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Engineers have proposed and are currently designing a more effective barrier structure that will include a method for 

tenSioning the turtle net and the design of a portable lift station. Engineering is also working on a design to improve the 

debris handling capability of the structure in order to provide improved access for maintenance of the net. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Engineering vendor was selected and drawings are to be received by fourth quarter of 2012. Site certification approval 

process is expected to commence during the fourth quarter of 2012. The current net will remain in a temporary 

configuration until the new structure is constructed. Engineering of the structure will continue through 2012. 

Construction activities on the net is planned to begin first quarter 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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Project Title: Pipeline Integrity Management (PIM) - O&M 
Project No. 22 

Project Description: 

FPL is required to develop a written pipeline integrity management program for its hazardous liquid I gas pipelines. This 

program must include the following elements: (1) a process for identifying which pipeline segments could affect a high 

consequence area; (2) a baseline assessment plan; (3) an information analysis that integrates all available information 

about the integrity of the entire pipeline and the consequences of a failure; (4) the criteria for determining remedial 

actions to address integrity issues raised by the assessments and information analysis; (5) a continual process of 

assessment and evaluation of pipeline integrity; (6) the identification of preventive and mitigative measures to protect the 

high consequence area; (7) the methods to measure the program's effectiveness; (8) a process for review of assessment 

results and information analysis by a person qualified to evaluate the results and information; and, (9) record keeping. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

The ongoing integrity assessments were undertaken for the corporate liquid/gas pipelines along with associated 

evaluations and appropriate countermeasures. Smart Pigging of the TMR-30 pipeline was conducted during 402011 with 

confirmatory and remedial repairs on that pipeline being performed in 2012. The low earthen cover on the TMT 16 inch 

pipeline was risk ranked and remedial action has been completed on one (1) known areas of no topsoil coverage in 

March,2012. We intend to address another area of low earthen cover during 4012 - when soil conditions dry and allow 

for proper excavation and earthworks. Further actions are required in 2013 and 2014 to address the remaining higher 

risk locations. Annual Public Awareness Campaign was improved and will be conducted in August. 2012. 

Lastly. upgrades to pipeline block valve control system field devices and telemetry devices (modems) is scheduled for 

4012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $46.708 or 9.8% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily due 

to lower than estimated costs for work completed to remediate an area of low pipeline ground cover along the pipeline at 

Manatee Terminal found during a routine inspection. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Inline inspection projects on FPL's TMR-18 and TMT-16 pipelines will continue on a 5-year interval based on observed 

condition and DOT regulations. Inline inspection of our TMR-30 pipeline will continue on a 3-year interval based on our 

integrity management program. Repairs program to address TMR-30 pipeline's external corrosion at field joints will 

continue into 2014. Pipeline Awareness Program (PAP) public outreach will continue annually. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $293,500. 
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Project Title: SPCC (Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures) - O&M 
Project No. 23 

Project Description: 
The EPA first established the SPCC Program in 1973 when the agency issued the Oil Pollution Prevention Regulation 
(i.e., SPCC rule) to address the oil spill prevention provisions contained in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 
1972 (later amended as the Clean Water Act). The purpose of the regulation was to prevent discharges of oil from 
reaching the navigable waters of the U.S. or adjoining shorelines and to prepare facility personnel to respond to oil spills. 
The SPCC regulation requires certain facilities to prepare and implement SPCC Plans and address oil spill prevention 
requirements including the establishment of procedures, methods, equipment, and other requirements to prevent 
discharges of oil as described above. Specifically, the rule applies to any owner or operator of a non-transportation 
related facility that: 
• Has a combined aboveground oil storage capacity of more than 1,320 gallons, or a total underground oil storage 

capacity exceeding 42,000 gallons (Note: the underground storage capacity does not apply to those tanks subject to 
all of the technical requirements of the federal underground storage tank rule found in 40 CFR 280 or a State 
approved program); and 

• Due to its location, could be reasonably expected to discharge oil in quantities that may be harmful into or upon the 
navigable waters of the United States or adjoining shorelines. 

In January 1988, a large storage tank owned by Ashland Oil Company at a site in western Pennsylvania collapsed, 
releasing approximately 750,000 gallons of diesel fuel to the Monongahela River. Following calls for new tank legislation, 
an EPA task force recommended expanded regulation of aboveground tanks within the framework of existing legislative 
authority. The result was EPA's SPCC rulemaking package, the first phase of which was proposed in 1991. Due to a 
series of agency delays primarily resulting from the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill that required EPA to issue the Facility 
Response Plan rule under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, the final SPCC Rule was not published until July of 2002. A 
deficiency was found at the St, Lucie Unit 2 Diesel Oil Storage Tank and refueling tank areas. In order to meet 
compliance regulations, these areas are required to have secondary containment systems installed. For compliance, it is 
necessary to install oil berms, designed to catch any spilled oil upon delivery, in these areas. 

Project Accomplishments: 
(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 
FPL is continually updating the SPCC plans for 625 substations. The updates are required to maintain compliance when 
oil-filled equipment is relocated, removed, upgraded, or added to the substation. Oil diversionary structures are being 
repaired and new structures are being installed at certain substations. We are currently using alternative oil diversionary 
products such as interlocking plastic sheeting and polymer-filled booms to provide a more effective and long lasting 
means to contain oil releases. Inspections of all substations, which are required by SPCC regulations, are being 
performed on a quarterly basis with the information being captured in a complex database. 

FPL began demolishing an aboveground oil water separator at the Sanford Plant, July 30,2012. Construction will include 
a new oil waster separator and two associated pumps. Project projected completion date is September 1, 2012. FPL is 
continually updating the Facility Response Plans for all electrical power plants and terminals. These updates incorporate 
changes to equipment and containment throughout the year. 

Project Fiscal Expenditures: 
(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 
Project expenditures are estimated to be $180,585 or 18.9% higher than previously projected. The variance is primarily 
due to costs that were reclassified from Capital to O&M. The replacement of Sanford Plant's Oily Water Separator was 
identified as not being a full replacement of the system and therefore, did not meet the capitalization policy. In addition, 
Martin Units 3 and 4 had unplanned repairs to the secondary containment around the diesel storage tank. The 
unplanned repairs included concrete cracks and expansion joint repairs. This variance was partially offset by a decrease 
in the substation oil diversionary structure (i.e., perimeter curbing) repair, which was deferred in order to negotiate new 
contracts with vendors. 

Project Progress Summary: 
(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 
The updating of the 625 substation SPCC plans is ongoing. FPL continues to work on planning and conceptual 
engineering for additional facility upgrades. Additionally, due to the large number of quarterly substation inspection 
reports that are being generated, FPL is continuously using a complex database to manage all SPCC-required 
information. This database has proven to be an efficient and effective method of gathering information to identify 
compliance issues that need to be addressed. FPL continues to explore new automated methods to be proactive in 
maintaining SPCC compliance. FPL is continually updating the Facility Response Plans for all electrical power plants 
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and terminals. These updates incorporate changes to equipment and containment throughout the year to maintain SPCC 
regulation compliance. 

Project Projections: 
(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $931,256. 
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Project Title: Manatee Reburn - O&M 
Project No. 24 

Project Description: 

This project involves installation of reburn technology in Manatee Units 1 and 2. Reburn is an advanced nitrogen oxides 

(NOx) control technology that has been developed for, and applied successfully in, commercial applications to utility and 

large industrial boilers. The process is a proven advanced technology, with applications of a reburn-like flue gas 

incineration technique dating back to the late 1960s, and developments for applications to large coal fired power plants in 

the United States dating back to the early to mid 1980s. 


Reburn is an in-furnace NOx control technology that employs fuel staging in a configuration where a portion of the fuel is 

injected downstrearn of the main combustion zone to create a second combustion zone, called the reburning zone. The 

reburning zone is operated under conditions where NOx from the main combustion zone is converted to elemental 

nitrogen (which makes up 79% of the atmosphere). The basic front wall-fired boiler reburning process divides the 

furnace into three zones. 


In the 1996-97 time period, FPL invested considerable effort evaluating the Manatee Units for the application of reburn 

technology. FPL has recently reviewed the reburn system designs previously proposed for the Manatee units, and 

concluded that a design for either oil or gas reburn would require very similar characteristics. This will require reburn fuel 

injectors to be located at the elevation of the present top row of burners, with reburn injectors on the boiler front and rear 

walls. For the present application the injectors will be required to have a dual fuel (oil and gas) capability. In order to 

provide adequate residence time for the reburn process, it is proposed to locate the reburn overfire air (OFA) ports 

between the boiler wing walls and to angle them slightly to provide better mixing with the boiler flow. Because of the 

complexity of the boiler flow field and the port location, it was determined that OFA booster fans would be required to 

assist the air-fuel mixing and complete the burnout process. Installation of reburn technology for Manatee Units 1 and 2 

offers the potential to reduce NOx emissions through a "pollution prevention" approach that does not require the use of 

reagents, catalysts, and pollution reduction or removal equipment. FDEP and FPL agree that reburn technology is the 

most cost-effective alternative to achieve Significant reductions in NOx emissions from Manatee Units 1 and 2. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December31, 2012) 

The units continue to operate reliably and minor tuning of the process continues. The systems have achieved Significant 

NOx emission reductions. The PMT Reburn O&M ECRC dollars cover all on-going burner and equipment maintenance 

costs associated with the project. Unit 2 Combustion Air Dampers were repaired as a result of damages found during an 

inspection in the spring of 2012. Funding was requested and approved to inspect and repair Unit 1 Combustion Air 

Dampers during the ESP outage starting Fall 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $258,659 or 28.7% higher than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to a shift in work at Manatee Plant from 2011 to 2012 due to changes in the outage schedules that occurred after the 

approval of the 800 MW ESP project. This work includes the replacement of the Unit 1 and 2 Burner Scanners and 

Igniters, Unit 1 and 2 Burner Guide Tube Assemblies and Unit 1 Burner Swirlers. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Unit 1 & Unit 2 are operating as referenced above. Project expenditures are based on runtime and available maintenance 

time. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1. 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $500,000. 
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Project Title: Pt. Everglades ESP Technology - O&M 

Project No. 25 


Project Description: 

The requirements of the Clean Air Act direct the Environmental Protection Agency to develop health-based standards for 

certain "criteria pollutants". i.e. ozone (03), sulfur dioxide (S02), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 

nitrogen oxides (NOx), an lead (Pb). EPA developed standards for the criteria pollutants and regulates the emissions of 

those pollutants from major sources by way of the Title V permit program. Florida has been granted authority from the 

EPA to administer its own Title V program which is at least as stringent as the EPA requirements. Florida is able to issue, 

renew and enforce Title V air operating permits for sources within the state via 403.061 Florida Statutes and Chapter 62
213 FAC., which is administered by the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection ("DEP"). The Title V 

program addresses the six criteria pollutants mentioned earlier, and includes hazardous air pollutants (HAP). The EPA 

sets the limits of emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants through the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT). 

The DEP's Title V permit for FPL Port Everglades plant requires FPL to install and maintain Electrostatic Precipitators at 

all four Port Everglades units to address local concerns and to insure compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality 

Stands and the EPA MACT Standards. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The ESP engineering design for Units 1-4 was completed in 2004. All four units' ESPs were completed between 2005 

and 2007 and are operational (O&M activities started in April 2005 for this project). 


The installation of the new Kirk Key Interlock System for all units (1 &2, and 3&4) was completed in 2011. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $308,749 or 48.2% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to lower than anticipated unit operation on fuel oil as a result of lower than projected natural gas prices. In addition, 

projected costs associated with the ESP overhaul at the Port Everglades plant will not be incurred. As a result of the 

modernization of the facility in 2013, the overhaul will no longer be performed. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Construction on all four ESPs was completed and all four units ESPs are operational. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $24,000. 
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Project Title: UST Replacement/Removal - O&M 
Project No. 26 

Project Description: 
The Florida Administrative Code (FAG) Chapter 62-761.500, dated July 13, 1998, requires the removal or replacement of 
existing Category-A and Category-B storage tank systems with systems meeting the standards of Category-C storage 
tank systems by December 31, 2009. UST Category-A tanks are single-walled tanks or underground single-walled 
piping with no secondary containment that was installed before June 30, 1992. 
UST Category-B tanks are tanks containing pollutants after June 30, 1992 or a hazardous substance after January 1, 
1994 that shall have a secondary containment. Small diameter piping that comes in contact with the soil that is 
connected to a UST shall have secondary containment if installed after December 10. 1990. 
UST and AST Category-C tanks under FAC. 62-761.500 are tanks that shall have some or all of the following; a double 
wall. be made of fiberglass. have exterior coatings that protect the tank from external corrosion. secondary containment 
(e.g .• concrete walls and floor) for the tank and the piping. and overfill protection. 

Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31. 2012) 

There were no activities in 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31. 2012) 

Project expenditures are for 2012 are $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Initial review of the scope of work has been completed. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1. 2013 to December 31. 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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Project Title: Lowest Quality Water Source (LQWS) - O&M 
Project No. 27 

Project Description: 

Section 366.8255 of the Florida Statutes provides for the recovery through the ECRC of "environmental compliance 

costs" which are costs incurred in complying with "environmental rules or regulations." The LOWS Project is required in 

order to comply with permit conditions in the Consumptive Use Permits (CUPs) issued by the St. Johns River Water 

Management District (SJRWMD or the District» for the Sanford Plant. Those permit conditions are intended to preserve 

Florida's groundwater, which is an important environmental resource. The permit conditions therefore "apply to electric 

utilities and are designed to protect the environment" as contemplated by section 366.8255. The SJRWMD adopted a 

policy in 2000 that, upon permit renewal, a user of the District's water is required to use the lowest quality of water that is 

technically, environmentally and economically feasible for its needs. This policy was implemented for the Sanford Plant 

in the current CUPs. For the Sanford facility, Condition 15 of CUP No. 9202, issued in June 2000, requires the lowest 

quality of water to be used that is feasible to meet the needs of the facility. The LOWS project at Sanford Plant is 

currently operational. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The project at the Sanford Plant is currently operational. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $6,768 or 2.1 % lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The project at the Sanford Plant is currently operational. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $329,309. 
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Project Title: CWA 316(b) Phase II Rule - O&M 
Project No: 28 

Project Description: 
The Phase II Rule implements section 316 (b) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) for certain existing power plants that 
employ a cooling water intake structure and that withdraw 50 million gallons per day (MGD) or more of water from rivers, 
streams, lakes, reservoirs, estuaries, oceans or other Waters of the United States (WUS) for cooling purposes. The 
Phase II Rule establishes national requirements applicable to, and that reflect the best technology available (BTA) for the 
location, design, construction and capacity of existing cooling water intake structures (CWIS) to minimize adverse 
environmental impacts. The Phase II Rule has implications at the following FPL facilities: Cape Canaveral, Cutler, Fort 
Myers, Lauderdale, Port Everglades, Riviera, Sanford, Martin, Manatee and S1. Lucie Power Plants. 

A new proposed 316(b) Rule entitled Cooling Water Intake Structures at Existing and Phase I facilities (Existing Facilities 
Rule) was published in the Federal Register on April 20, 2011. A Consent Decree with Riverkeeper required EPA to sign 
the final Existing Facilities Rule by July 27, 2012; however, in July 2012 EPA announced that the deadline had been 
extended for one year. The Existing Facilities Rule, as proposed, will regulate cooling water intake structures from power 
plants and industries that withdraw threshold limits of cooling water from waters of the U.S. The rule requirements are 
designed to reduce adverse environmental impacts that result from the impingement and entrainment of aquatic 
organisms by requiring facilities to install Best Technology Available to reduce the impacts to cooling water intakes. 

The Existing Facilities Rule replaces the previous 316(b) Phase II Rule for Existing Facilities (Phase II Rule), that was 
issued in 2004 and challenged by environmental groups and six northeastern states. The Phase II Rule was 
subsequently remanded to the EPA by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals after aspects concerning cost to benefit 
analysis were ruled upon by the U.S. Supreme Court. 

FPL's current CWA 316(b) Phase II Project was approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-04-0987-PAA-EI, issued 
October 11, 2004. The project included the recovery of costs associated with work required to respond to EPA 
requirements that facilities covered by the Phase II Rule complete and submit Comprehensive Demonstration Studies to 
determine the effect of cooling water intake structures on aquatic life. Additionally, in 2008, Order No. PSC-08-0775
FOF-EI approved the recovery of legal and consulting activities associated with protecting the interests of FPL and its 
customers in the Phase II Rule development. The cost for these activities was projected to be $525,000. To date, 
however, FPL has not had to spend any of this projected amount because we have been able to work within the Utility 
Water Act Group and the Edison Electric Institute to have the Supreme Court rule on the 316 (b) Phase II Rule without 
assistance from outside conSUltants or outside legal counsel retained by FPL. 

Project Accomplishments: 
(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 
In May 2012, EPA secured an additional year to finalize the rule under a modified settlement agreement. The Agency is 
working to finalize the standards by June 27,2013. EPA issued two Notices of Data Availability (NODA) in mid-June that 
described flexibilities EPA is considering as part of the impingement mortality limitations and that described the 
preliminary results of surveys of households' willingness to pay for incremental reductions in fish mortality. This extension 
will allow EPA to complete analysis of data, options and public comments on the NODAs prior to finalizing the rule. On 
July 11, 2012, FPL submitted comments on the NODA to EPA. 

Project Fiscal Expenditures: 
(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 
Project expenditures are estimated to be $1,111,073 or 93.9% lower than previously projected. EPA announced on July 
18,2012 that issuance of the new 316(b) rule would be delayed until July 27,2013 (although this does not preclude EPA 
from issuing it earlier). As a result, it is now anticipated that originally projected 2012 costs for studies will be spent in 
2013. Also, costs for Manatee, Sanford and Putnam plants with closed cooling systems were removed from the budget 
since it is unlikely that the final rule will apply to these plants. Since the rule is not final, these revised estimates are 
subject to change pending the specific documentation and schedule requirements in the final rule. 

Project Progress Summary: 
(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 
The NODA that EPA issued suggests that the agency is considering more flexibility in implementing the proposed 
impingement standards, including relief from the mortality standard and monitoring. FPL provided EPA with positive 
feedback on these aspects. Although an additional year has been granted for rule finalization, EPA may not wait the full 
year to issue the rule. 

Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $264,108. 


PAGE 56 



Fonn42-5P 

FI,ORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: SCR Consumables - O&M 

Project No. 29 


Project Description: 

The Manatee Unit 3 and Martin Unit 8 Expansion Project Final Orders of Certification under the Florida Power Plant 

Siting Act and the PSD Air Construction Permit require the installation of SCRs on each of the plants' four Heat Recovery 

System Generators (HRSG) for the control of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions. The Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection (FDEP) made the determination that the SCR system is considered Best Available Control Technology 

(BACT) for these types of units, with concurrence from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The operation 

of the SCRs will cause FPL to incur O&M costs for certain products that are consumed in the SCRs. These include 

anhydrous ammonia, calibration gases, and equipment wear parts requiring periodic replacement such as controllers, 

ammonia detectors, heaters, pressure relief valves, dilution air blower components, NOX control analyzers and 

components. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The SCR systems are operational on both Manatee Unit 3 and Martin Unit 8. An inspection of the ammonia injection 

system is required in 2012 on Units C and D at a cost of approx. $70,000. This is a required, repetitive inspection to 

determine remaining catalyst life. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $144,143 or 41.2% higher than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to unexpected repairs of the Anhydrous Ammonia tank at the Martin and Manatee plants found during the planned 

inspection required by the plants' risk management plans per the Air Permit Facility-Wide Conditions (FW9) , and by 

regulation under 40 CFR Part 68. The Anhydrous Ammonia tank required repairs to fittings that were showing signs of 

corrosion at several locations on the tank. The ammonia system had to be drained in order to repair the fittings and as a 

result ammonia costs increased. In addition, there were unanticipated costs associated with the inspection of the 

ammonia piping at the Manatee plant. As part of the plants' risk management plans, this inspection will occur every five 

years and will require a piping Non Destructive Examination (NDE) inspection, pipe coating and the removal of pipe 

lagging. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 December 31,2012) 

The SCR systems are operating reliably on both Manatee Unit 3 and Martin Unit 8. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $350,000. 
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Project Title: Hydrobiological Monitoring Program (HBMP) - O&M 
Project No. 30 

Project Description: 

The Hydrobiological Monitoring Program is required by the Water Management District in the Conditions of Certification 

for Manatee Unit 3. The program involves the data collection of river chemistry, flow and vegetation conditions to 

demonstrate that the plant's withdrawals do not impact the environment in and along the river. The Hydrobiological 

Monitoring Program is a 10 year study which started in 2003 during the construction phase of Unit 3 and will be 

completed in 2013. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Continue with river monitoring, calibration, maintenance and data collection. Vegetative mapping, aerial photography 

and mapping will be conducted during the fall of 2011, for reports due in 2013. A Data Summary Report was completed 

in March 2011. In May thru July 2012, additional data was gathered to report effects of the Emergency Diversion 

Schedule (utilized May thru July 2012) on river quality. Data acquisition and analysis, along with a report to SWFWMD is 

required any time the Emergency Diversion Schedule is used. A charge of - $8200 will be incurred for this work in 2012 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

There is no variance. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

This is an ongoing project. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $22,000. 
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Project Title: CAIR - O&M 

Project No. 31 


Project Description: 

In response to the EPA Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), FPL initiated the CAIR Project to implement strategies to 

comply with Annual and Ozone Season NOx and S02 emissions requirements. The CAIR project to date has included 

the Black & Veatch (B&V) study of FPL's control and allowance management options, an engineering study conducted 

by Aptech for the reliable cycling of the 800 MW units, the costs for the operation of SCR's constructed on SJRPP Units 

1 and 2, costs for the operation of the Scrubber and SCR being installed on Scherer Unit 4, and the installation of CEMS 

for the peaking gas turbine units. The 800 MW Cycling Project was added to CAIR after 2006 submittal. Aptech 

Engineering provided engineering services for the first phase of a multi phase scope of work that will assure that the 

operating reliability is maintained in a cycling mode. The study costs to Aptech Engineering have been paid and a 

significant portion of the work has been completed on the Martin and Manatee 800 MW units. Several countermeasures 

that were prioritized and scheduled for implementation in 2008 - 2011. The CEMS installation on the Gas Turbine 

Peaking Units has been completed with ongoing maintenance expenses for their operation. On December 3, 2008 

Georgia EPD promulgated the GA Multi-Pollutant rule requiring installation of SCR and a Scrubber on Scherer Unit 4. 

Recently, on July 6, 2010, EPA proposed the Transport Rule, which will leave requirements to comply with the CAIR 

regulations in place until 2012 when a new program will be implemented to further reduce S02 and NOx emissions from 

fossil power plants. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

800MW Cycling Project - The A and B Boiler Feed Pump recirculation regulators were inspected at Martin 2. Martin has 

removed the isolation valves on the Controlled Extraction, valves on the Mass Blowdown Automation, as well as the 

control valves on the Spray Upgrades. The Water Induction Protection bridal piping was removed at Martin. Manatee 1 

has had these projects installed. Manatee 1 also had the A and B BFP recirculation valves replaced. Three throttle valves 

were shipped off for refurbishment and SPE coating and returned. The Water Treatment Plant lease payments have 

started for both Martin and Manatee. 


St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) 1 &2 SCR construction is in progress. Construction was completed on the Scherer 

FGD and SCR in May 2012. Performance guarantee testing of the SCR was completed in June 2012 and it is now in 

operation. Performance guarantee testing of the FGD is projected to be completed in August 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $1,120,991 or 24.1% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to lower than expected operating expenses of the Scherer Unit 4 Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) and Flue Gas 

Desulfurization (FGD) as a result of a change in the start of the planned duct tie-in outage in 2012. This resulted in the 

final installation and testing of the SCR and FGD to occur later in the year than originally projected which reduced 

expected operating expenses. The SCR completed testing and was placed in service June 14, 2012 and testing of the 

FGD is expected to be completed in August 2012. Ammonia injection costs decreased as a result of less operating 

hours of the SJRPP SCR due to cost efficiencies. In addition, subsequent to FPL's projection of anticipated legal costs 

for challenging the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), on December 23, 2011, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. 

Circuit unexpectedly stayed the CSAPR rule, resulting in lower than projected legal expenses for 2012. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

As part of the 800 MW Cycling project the A and B Boiler Feed Pump recirculation regulators were inspected at Martin 2 

and Manatee 1. Martin 2 and Manatee 1 have removed the isolation valves on the Controlled Extraction, valves on the 

Mass Blow-down Automation, as well as the control valves on the Spray Upgrades. The Water Induction Protection bridal 

piping was removed at Martin 2 and Manatee 1. Lease payments for the water treatment plant additions required at both 

Manatee and Martin have begun. 


FPL's CAIR project at SJRPP U1 & 2 continues with both SCRs in operation. O&M expenses for reagents and 

maintenance will be ongoing. FPL's share of O&M costs associated with the CAIR Scrubber and SCRs at plant Scherer 

started in 2011 as common plant facilities were placed in service. Unit specific O&M expenses for the FGD and SCR 

started in 2012 after construction was completed and will be ongoing. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $8,675,688. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: BART Project - O&M 

Project No. 32 


Project Description: 

Conduct air dispersion modeling to determine the visibility impacts to Federally Mandated Class 1 Areas (National Parks, 

National Wilderness Areas, etc.) from FPL's BART-Eligible units. The Regional Haze Rule, renamed the Clean Air 

Visibility Rule, (CAVR) mandates that certain vintage electric generating units (ca. 1962-1977) install Best Available 

Retrofit Technology (BART) if it is shown, via modeling that a unit causes or contributes to visibility impairment in any 

Class 1 Area. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

As a result of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals vacatur of CAIR and the subsequent determination that compliance with 

CAIR equals BART, FPL was then required to develop 5-factor BART determinations for those sources formerly exempt. 

To comply with the analysis requirements to determine what is the Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) for each 

FPL BART-eligible source, FPL had to assess the following 5-factors: 1) The cost of compliance; 2) The energy and non

air quality environmental impacts of compliance; 3) Any existing pollution control technology in use at the source; 4) The 

remaining useful life of the source, and; 5) The degree of visibility improvement which may reasonably be antiCipated 

from the use of BART. The required visibility modeling and BART determinations were made for Putnam 1 &2, Manatee 

1&2, Martin 1&2 and Turkey Point 1&2. The determinations were submitted to FDEP in 2012 for submittal in the Florida 

Regional Haze SIP to EPA. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $15,900, versus an original estimate of $0. As a result of the Circuit Court's 

vacature of CAIR, Florida's Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP), which relied on EPA's assertion that CAIR 

was equal to BART (Best Available Retrofit Technology), was no longer valid for emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02) and 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) which were part of the Clean Air Visibility Rule (CAVR). Therefore, several of our BART-eligible 

plants that were formerly exempt from BART controls for S02 and NOx (Putnum Units 1 and 2, Turkey Point Units 1 and 

2, Manatee Units 1 and 2, and Martin Units 1 and 2), are now required to develop 5-factor BART determinations and 

conduct visibility modeling to satisfy the BART requirements of CAVR. This was unanticipated until late 2011. The 

additional charges are consultant fees to develop the BART determinations and visibility modeling for the four plants 

identified above. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Submitted BART application for exempt facilities (PCC, PMR, PMT, PPE, PRV) to FDEP on January 31, 2007. BART 

determination for PTF was submitted to the FDEP. FDEP requested additional information on PTF February 26, 2007, 

which necessitated additional consultant modeling support. Response to FDEP with additional information submitted to 

FDEP May 3, 2007. FPL and FDEP successfully negotiated the terms of the Draft BART permit for PTF Units 1 and 2 

with FPL receiving the final permit on April 14, 2009 for installation of new dust collectors in 2012. In 2012 FPL submitted 

a request to modify Turkey Point 1 &2 BART permit on 01/25 to: a) remove the requirement to install new dust collectors, 

b) cease burning fossil fuel in Unit 2, and c) limit Unit 1 to an annual 25% capacity factor equivalent for oil fuel firing from 

December 31, 2013 until the MATS Rule becomes effective or June 1, 2017 whichever comes first. 5-factor BART 

Determinations were developed for PMT 1&2 and PMR 1&2 and submitted to FDEP on May 30, 2012. The PMT BART 

Determination proposed a reduction in fuel oil sulfur from 1.0% to and equivalent 0.7% and the addition of ESPs on Units 

1&2. PMR proposed no changes with the exception of adding ESPs to Units 1&2 which are required under the EPA 

Mercury and Air Toxics Standards rule. We received the final modified BART permit for PTF on July 2nd, which included 

all of our proposed BART elements, including the withdrawal of the requirement to install new dust collectors saving 

approximately $3.7 million .. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: MATS Project - O&M 
Project No. 33 

Project Description: 

The Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) was promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on March 15, 

2005, imposing nation-wide standards of performance for mercury (Hg) emissions from existing and new coal-fired 

electric utility steam generating units. The CAMR is designed to reduce emissions of Hg through implementation of coal

fired generating unit Hg controls. In addition, CAMR requires the installation of Hg Continuous Emission Monitoring 

Systems (HgCEMS) to monitor compliance with the emission requirements. The rule is implemented in two phases with 

an initial compliance date of 2010 for Phase I and the final required reductions of Phase II in 2018. The State of Florida 

has begun the implementation of the requirements for reduction of Hg through rule making process. Plant St. John's 

River Power Park (S.IRPP) Units 1 & 2, in which FPL has 20% ownership shares, are affected units under this rule and 

will require the installation of Hg controls and HgCEMS. Similarly, the State of Georgia has also begun their rule making 

process to implement the federal rule, which will affect FPL's ownership share of Plant Scherer Unit 4, also requiring the 

installation of HgCEMS and Hg controls. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Scherer Unit 4 bag house was placed into service April 4, 2010. The baghouse passed all performance guarantee 

tests in May 2010 and is now in continuous operation. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $48,903 or 1.5% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The FPL CAMR project at Plant Scherer includes FPL's costs from the installation of the baghouse, the mercury sorbant 

injection system with associated controls and material handling equipment, and capital additions to Plant Scherer 

common areas to accommodate sorbant delivery and storage and spent sorbant disposal. Hg controls at Plant Scherer 

were installed on all four units at the plant to comply with the Georgia Multi-Pollutant Rule. Installation of controls requires 

a specific sequence for the construction of the controls and material handling systems. The bag house on Unit 4 was 

installed and placed in-service in April 2010. Ongoing O&M costs associated with the CAMR Compliance project include 

expenses associated with purchase of sorbant used for flue gas Hg removal and disposal of spent sorbant. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 - December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $3,003,000. 
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Project Title: St. Lucie Cooling Water System Inspection and Maintenance - O&M 
Project No. 34 

Project Description: 

The purpose of the proposed SI. Lucie Plant Cooling Water System Inspection and Maintenance Project (the "Project") is 

to inspect and, as necessary, maintain the cooling water system (the "Cooling System") at FPL's SI. Lucie nuclear plant, 

such that it minimizes injuries and/or deaths of endangered species and thus helps FPL to remain in compliance with the 

federal Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 1531, et seq. (the "ESA") The SI. Lucie Plant is an electric 

generating station on Hutchinson Island in St. Lucie County, Florida. The plant consists of two nuclear-fueled units, both 

of which use the Atlantic Ocean as a source of water for once-through condenser cooling. This cooling water is supplied 

to the units via the Cooling System. The St. Lucie Plant cannot operate without the Cooling System. Compliance with 

the ESA is a condition to the operation of the St. Lucie Plant. Inspection and cleaning of the intake pipes is an 

"environmental compliance cost" under section 366.8255, Florida Statutes. The specific "environmental law or 

regulation" requiring inspection and cleaning of the intake pipes are terms and conditions that will be imposed pursuant to 

a Biological Opinion ("BO") that is to be issued by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ("NOAA") 

pursuant to section 7 of the ESA. It is anticipated that NOAA will finalize the BO in late 2012 or early 2013. NOAA sent 

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC") a letter dated December 19, 2006, confirming its intent to issue the BO and 

stating the requirements that will be imposed pursuant to the BO with respect to inspection and cleaning of the intake 

pipes. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Cleaning of the 12' north intake pipe and velocity cap vertical section was completed in 2011. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The cleaning of all three (3) intake pipes and velocity cap vertical sections and the concrete removal at all three (3) 

velocity caps (for the installation of the turtle excluders) was completed in 2011. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Martin Plant Water System - O&M 
Project No. 35 

Project Description: 

The Martin Drinking Water System (DWS) is required to comply with the requirements the Florida Department of 

Environmental regulations rules for drinking water systems. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 

determined the system must be brought into compliance with newly imposed drinking water rules for TIHM 

(trihalomethanes) and HAA5 (Haleo Acetic Acid). The upgrades to the potable water system will cause FPL to incur 

capital costs for major component upgrades to the system in order to comply with the new requirements. These include 

Nano filtration, air stripping, carbon and multimedia filtration. The operation of the potable system will cause FPL to incur 

O&M costs for certain products that are consumed during the water treatment process. These include carbon and 

multimedia bed media and nano filtration media. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The project has been implemented. The agency has inspected and approved system startup and testing. The system 

will continue to run throughout 2011. O&M dollars were expended on filter maintenance and expected until the end of 

2011 and into 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

There is no variance explanation needed. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

O&M dollars were expended on filter maintenance and expected until the end of 201 0 and into 2011. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $20,000. 
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Project Title: Low Level Radioactive Waste - O&M 

Project No. 36 


Project Description: 

The Barnwell, South Carolina radioactive waste disposal facility is the only site of its kind presently available to FPL for 

disposal of Low Level Waste (LLW) such as radioactive spent resins, filters, activated metals, and other highly 

contaminated materials. The Barnwell facility ceased accepting LLW from FPL June 30th, 2008. This project will 

construct a LLW storage facility for class Band C radioactive waste at the St. Lucie Plant (PSL). Turkey Point (PTN) will 

be implementing a similar project; however the PTN project will start later than the PSL project since PTN has some 

limited existing LLW storage capacity. Where practical, this project will be implemented as part of a fleet approach. The 

objective at PSL and PTN is to ensure construction of a LLW storage facility with sufficient capacity to store all LLW B 

and C class waste generated at each plant site over a 5 year period. This will allow continued uninterrupted operation of 

the PSL and PTN nuclear units until an alternate solution becomes available. The LLW on site storage facilities at PSL 

and PTN will also provide a "buffer" storage capacity for LLW even if an alternate solution becomes feasible, should the 

alternate solution be delayed or interrupted at a later date. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Turkey Point LLW Storage Facility project schedule has been created. The Engineering Package has been 

completed and issued for construction. A contractor has been selected and contracts are in the process of being 

created. The construction of the LLW Storage Facility at Turkey Point is planned to commence in September of 2012 

and is expected to be completed by September of 2013. 


The St. Lucie LLW Storage Facility has been placed on hold in 2012 as a result of resources being dedicated to other 

projects. Completion of the Facility will resume in January of 2013 with the installation of the fiber optics for the fire 

detection system, installation of the internal shielding, and the crane rails for the gantry crane. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

No variance is expected. There are no project expenditures projected for 2012. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The construction of the LLW Storage Facility at Turkey Point is planned to commence in September of 2012 and is 

expected to be completed by September of 2013. 


The LLW Project at S1. Lucie has experienced some additional schedule delays due to the competition for resources 

being focused on other projects. This has resulted in delaying the completion of the facility to the 151 quarter 2013. The 

St. Lucie LLW schedule delay has shifted some of the projected 2010 expenditures for the construction work into 2011 

and 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31 , 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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Project Title: DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center - O&M 
Project No. 37 

Project Description: 

The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("DeSoto Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable 

generation project, which on August 4, 2008, the Commission found in Order Number PSC-08-0491-PAA-EI, to be 

eligible for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The DeSoto Solar project is a 25 MW solar 

photovoltaic generating facility which will convert sunlight directly into electric power. The facility will utilize a tracking 

array that is designed to follow the sun as it traverses through the sky. In addition to the tracking array this facility will 

utilize cutting edge solar panel technology. The project will involve the installation of the solar PV panels and tracking 

system and electrical equipment necessary to convert the power from direct current to alternating current and to connect 

the system to the FPL grid. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Through end of June, 2012, Desoto's net energy production was 79,032 MWHs. No major maintenance events during 

this time. The primary accomplishment for the year is the installation of a Low Voltage Ride Through system on each 

inverter. The site is currently transitioning out of the warranty period. Site personnel have initiated a project studying 

panel degradation by using an IV Curve Tracer. Installation of current transformers on the DC inputs to the inverters is 

scheduled to begin during the third quarter of the year. This will give site personnel the ability to detect changes in DC 

generation in the solar array. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $127,739 or 11.5% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to lower than projected costs associated with employee payroll and related expenses, and overheads as a result of 

obtaining more experience in maintaining the Desoto and Space Coast facilities. [t was determined that the site 

personnel at Desoto could also support Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center reducing the payroll costs 

and expenses remaining at Desoto. Additionally, planned technical support payroll and expenses were less than 

projected as a result of less fleet team support. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Desoto achieved Commercial Operation on October 27,2009 and Final Acceptance on April 27, 2010. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $1,127,902. 
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Project Title: Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center - O&M 
Project No. 38 

Project Description: 

The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("Space Coast Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting 

renewable generation project, which on August 4,2008, the Commission found in Order Number PSC-08-0491-PAA-EI, 

to be eligible for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The Space Coast Solar project is a 10 MW 

solar photovoltaic (PV) generating facility which will convert sunlight directly into electric power. The facility will utilize a 

fixed PV array oriented to capture the maximum amount of electricity from the sun over the entire year. The project will 

involve the installation of the solar PV panels and support structures and electrical equipment necessary to convert the 

power from direct current to alternating current and to connect the system to the FPL grid. 


The Space Coast project also includes building a 900 KW solar PV facility at the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) industrial 

area. This 900 KW solar site will be built and operated and maintained by FPL as compensation for the lease of the land 

for the Space Coast Solar Site which is located on KSC property. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Through end of June, 2012, Space Coast's net energy production was 28,525 MWHs. The site operated with no major 

maintenance events. The warranty is still in effect until September 30, 2012. Installation of current transformers on the 

DC inputs to the inverters is scheduled to begin during the third quarter of the year. This will give site personnel the ability 

to detect changes in DC generation in the solar array. 


KSC 1 MW site operated well with no major issues. Through end of June, 2012, net energy production was 2443 MWHs. 

Quarterly Operation and Maintenance reports were submitted to NASA in accordance with Lease Agreement between 

NASA and FPL. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $306,336 or 51.2% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to lower than projected costs associated with employee payroll and related expenses, overheads, and contractor 

services. Two full-time positions included in the original budget will not be filled as maintenance and operations are now 

covered by personnel stationed at the Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. In addition, the new grounds 

maintenance contract was renegotiated at a lower monthly cost and planned technical support was less than projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Space Coast Solar Site achieved commercial operation on April 16, 2010 and Final Acceptance is expected by 

September 30,2010. 


Project Projections: 

{January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013} 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $353,176. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center - O&M 
Project No. 39 

Project Description: 

The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("Martin Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable 

generation project, which on August 4, 2008, the Commission found in Order Number PSC-08-0491-PAA-EI, to be 

eligible for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The Martin Solar project is a 75 MW solar thermal 

steam generating facility which will be integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired 

combined cycle power plant. The steam to be supplied by Martin Solar will be used to supplement the steam currently 

generated by the heat recovery steam generators. The project will involve the installation of parabolic trough solar 

collectors that concentrate solar radiation. The collectors will track the sun to maintain the optimum angle to collect solar 

radiation. The collectors will concentrate the sun's energy on heat collection elements located in the focal line of the 

parabolic reflectors. These heat collection elements contain a heat transfer fluid which is heated by the concentrated 

solar radiation to approximately 750 degrees Fahrenheit. The heat transfer fluid is then circulated to heat exchangers 

that will produce up to 75 MW of steam that will be routed to the existing natural gas-fired combined cycle Unit 8 heat 

recovery steam generators. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Commercial Operation was achieved on December 10,2010. In the first seven months of operation this year, the plant 

generated approximately 63,170 MWH of equivalent steam. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $1,059,615 or 42.7% higher than previously projected. The variance is 

primarily due to higher maintenance costs, employee payroll, and gas usage. The number of solar employees increased 

from 7 to 15 for a total increase of $577,979 annually. The original staffing of 7 employees was based primarily on the 

number required to perform basic outside operations duties, inspection of watch, and minor maintenance. FPL planned 

to determine how much staffing was required after some operational experience and then increase staffing as needed. 

After several months of operation it became apparent that additional staffing was required to perform operational and 

maintenance duties. Four of eight employees were added in November, 2011 and the balance were added in January, 

2012. 


Mirror washing costs have also increased from the original 2012 estimate by $221,000. The original 2012 budget was 

based on washing mirrors every two weeks. FPL learned subsequently that mirror washing must be performed daily in 

order to maintain performance. A more aggressive cleaning schedule began in 2012 and will have an annual estimated 

cost of $459,238. 


Additionally, nitrogen gas usage is greater than planned. Nitrogen gas is used to displace the water that mixes with the 

heat transfer fluid. FPL projects an additional cost of $147,900 for increased gas usage. 


Lastly, the preheater leak repairs began in June 2012 in the amount of $175,000. Additional preheater leaks caused FPL 

to exceed their original maintenance budget. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Commercial Operation was achieved on December 10, 2010. In the first seven months of operation this year, the plant 

generated approximately 63,170 MWH of equivalent steam. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $3,105,612. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program - 0 & M 
Project No. 40 

Project Description: 

The purpose of FPL's proposed Electric Utility Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Program is to implement both the 

reporting and emission reduction requirements established under Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes and to comply with 

the EPA Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule promulgated on October 30, 2009. During the initial implementation of the 

Florida program, electric utilities, major emitters of GHG's, are required to participate in The Climate Registry providing 

historical and current (GHG) emission data to establish the baseline emissions and targets for the required compliance 

reductions to meet the 2017, 2025 and 2050 deadlines. In subsequent years utilities will be required to engage third party 

verification of their reported inventory. To comply with future GHG Cap and Trade programs FPL will need to recover 

GHG emission allowance costs through this project as needed. To achieve the future reduction goals established by the 

executive order, FPL anticipates that additional reductions in its GHG emissions will be required beyond the currently 

planned fossil unit conversions, nuclear u prates , and the addition of new nuclear generating units. The additional 

reductions will likely require a combination of the implementation of carbon sequestration and storage technology and the 

use of verified carbon offset projects. EPA's Mandatory (GHG) Reporting Rule requires electric utilities to record 

emissions of GHGs, primarily C02 from the combustion of fossil fuels, and report actual data in a subsequent year. FPL 

was required to begin reporting GHGs emitted from its fossil generating units annually starting in 2011. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

FPL completed implementation for its GHG Reporting System and successfully reported required facility GHG emissions 

to the EPA prior to the regulatory deadline. The implementation included the installation and use of a GHG reporting 

system and the training of those employees responsible for imputing required data. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $58,500 or 97.5% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to the purchase of a GHG reporting software and user training in 2011 subsequent to submittal of final prOjections for 

2012. FPL implemented the system in 2011 earlier than anticipated to address initial implementation issues with 

sufficient margin prior to the regulatory required reporting deadline. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

FPL has implemented the system and completed one reporting cycle for FPL facilities required to report under the EPA 

Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $8,500. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Manatee Temporary Heating System - O&M 

Project No. 41 


Project Description: 

FPL is subject to specific and continuing legal requirements to provide a warm water refuge for the endangered manatee 

at its Riviera (PRy) and Cape Canaveral Plants (PCC). FPL has undertaken the design, engineering, purchase, and 

installation of a temporary manatee heating system at both PRV and PCC ("the Project"). The Project is required 

pursuant to PRV's and PCC's Manatee Protection Plans (MPP), as part of the State Industrial Wastewater Facility Permit 

Numbers FL0001546, Specific Condition 13, issued on February 16, 1998 and FL0001473, Specific Condition 9, issued 

on August 10,2005, respectively. In order to comply with the respective MPP's, FPL's installation of a temporary 

manatee heating system at PRV and PCC will be implemented to avoid potential adverse impacts to manatees 

congregating at PRV's and PCC's manatee embayment area. Manatees currently gather at the plants during the annual 

period from November 15 to March 31 at PRV and the annual period of October 15 to March 31 at PCC. FPL's 

installation of the Manatee Temporary Heating System at each site must be implemented to provide warm water until the 

site has completed the planned modernization of the existing power generation units and return of warm water flow from 

the generating unit cooling water will be provided by operation of the new units. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Manatee Temporary Heating System at PRV began operations in 042009 and was available throughout the 09/10, 

10/11 and 11112 manatee season. The PCC Manatee Heating System work was completed in September 2010, and the 

unit was available throughout the 201012011 and 201112012 manatee season. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $705,074 or 52.8% less than previously projected. The variance is primarily 

due to lower than expected system operating costs at the Cape Canaveral plant as a result of design enhancements that 

were identified during the previous manatee heating season (October 2010 through March 2011), as well as 

unseasonably warm weather. The intake refuge perimeter design enhancement, primarily the addition of a sheet pile 

wall to minimize the refuge size and open boundary, has improved the capability to maintain the refuge at the required 

68°F and thus minimizing the loss of heated water to the Indian River. In addition to the refuge perimeter enhancement, 

the unseasonably warm weather has resulted in the need to operate the primary heating source less often and no need 

to operate the supplemental heater. As a consequence, FPL has needed less contracted manpower to operate both 

heaters, as well as incurring reduced manatee observer labor costs. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Manatee Temporary Heating System at PRV began operations in 04 2009 and was available throughout the 09/10, 

10/11 and 11112 manatee season. The PCC Manatee Heating System work was completed in September 2010 and the 

unit was available throughout the 201012011 and 201112012 manatee season. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31.2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for January 2013 through December 2013 are $930,000. 
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Project Title: Turkey Point Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan - 0 &M 
Project No. 42 

Project Description: 

Pursuant to Conditions IX and X of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection's (FDEP) Final Order Approving 

Site Certification, filed October 29, 2008, FPL submitted its initial draft of the proposed Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan 

associated with FPL's Turkey Point Uprate Project to the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). This plan 

requires an assessment of baseline conditions to provide information on the vertical and horizontal extent of the 

hypersaline groundwater plume and effect of that plume on ground and surface water quality, if any. Comments, 

concerns and requests for revisions or action items were received from the SFWMD as well as the FDEP. Miami-Dade 

Department of Environmental Resource Management (DERM) has incorporated into the current draft the proposed 

monitoring plan, dated July 16, 2009. 


The TP CCM Plan was finalized by FPL and the agencies on October 14, 2009. The objective of FPL's TP CCM Plan is 

to implement the Conditions of Certification IX and X, which states that "the Revised Plan shall be designed to be in 

concurrence with other existing and ongoing monitoring efforts in the area and shall include but not necessarily be limited 

to surface water, groundwater and water quality monitoring, and ecological monitoring to: delineate the vertical and 

horizontal extent of the hyper-saline plume that originates from the cooling canal system and to characterize the water 

quality including salinity and temperature impacts of this plume for the baseline condition; determine the extent and effect 

of the groundwater plume on surface water quality as a baseline condition; and detect changes in the quantity and quality 

of surface and groundwater over time due to the cooling canal system associated with the Uprate Project. The Revised 

Plan includes installation and monitoring of an appropriate network of wells and surface water stations. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

FPL received the final CCM Plan on October 14, 2009 from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), 

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and Miami-Dade County. The Agencies approved the Quality 

Assurance Project Plan on December 2,2011. The second Semi-Annual Report was submitted on March 28, 2012. The 

Comprehensive Pre-Uprate Monitoring Plan will be submitted on October 31, 2012. The Initial Ecological Condition 

Characterization Report was submitted in June 2012. FPL and the SFWMD conducted two environmental audits each in 

2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are expected to be $1,245,000 or 94.3% higher than previously projected. The variance is due to 

various factors. When the original budget was submitted it was assumed that after the first two years of data collection 

that the sampling and monitoring effort required by the agencies in the Monitoring plan would be reduced by 

approximately 50%. The agencies have not agreed to any of FPL's request to reduce sampling at this time. The 

agencies are requiring very detail analysis of the data collected in the semi-annual and annual reports that are a 

requirement of the Monitoring Plan. The cost of the lab analysis was underestimated, there are only a handful of labs 

that analyze for some of the specialized parameters that FPL is being required to monitor for and they are expensive. 

The time required for management of the consultants required the hiring of a project manager at the Turkey Point Site. 

Additional work such as annual geophysical survey were not anticipate but are being required annually by the agencies. 

All of this work is necessary to comply with the FPL Turkey Point Power Plant Groundwater, Surface Water. and 

Ecological Monitoring Plan and the Quality Assurance Project Plan. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Implementation of the CCM is ongoing and will continue throughout the year. Water Quality data collection continues; 

which consist of daily automated and quarterly water quality analysis in both surface water and groundwater well. 

Ecological and porewater monitoring is ongoing. 
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Project Projections: 
(January 1. 2013 to December 31.2013) 
Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $2,442.000. 
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Project Title: NESHAP Information Collection Request Project (National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants) - 0 & M 
Project No. 43 

Project Description: 

Pursuant to EPA's authority under Section 114 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) , the EPA issued an Information Collection 

Request (ICR) to coal- and oil-fired electric utility steam generating units in January 2010. Four (4) FPL facilities received 

this information request from the EPA and were thus required by law to conduct extensive stack testing and oil sampling 

and analysis on eight (8) units in accordance with an EPA approved protocol. Data from the stack testing and analysis 

and the oil sampling and analysis was required to be quality assured and submitted to the EPA via the EPA Electronic 

Reporting Tool (ERT). EPA had solicited comments and any additional data which would assist them in writing the draft 

and final rules. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

All testing and sampling for the eight (8) units is complete. The final data and analYSis reports for five (5) units are 

complete and have been submitted to the EPA. The final reports for two (2) units were submitted to the EPA on August 

28, 2010, and the final report for the last unit will be submitted to the EPA in early September, 2010. FPL provided 

additional information to EPA on the risk assessment of oil-fired unit acid gasses and emissions of Nickel compounds 

that demonstrated risks below EPA threshold levels. FPL also filed comments with EPA on August 4, 2011 requesting 

that EPA reduce testing and reporting requirements, allow limited use units to operate without additional controls, and to 

not regulate acid gases from oil-fired units. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

No project expenditures are estimated for 2012. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

All testing and sampling for the eight (8) units is complete. The final data and analysis reports for five (5) units are 

complete and have been submitted to the EPA. The final reports for two (2) units was finalized and submitted to the EPA 

August 4, 2010. FPL provided additional data and analysis of residual fuel acid gasses and nickel compound emissions. 

With the close of the comment period on August 4, 2011, FPL does not anticipate any further activities for this project. 


Project PrOjections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are $0. 
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Project Title: Martin Plant Barley Barber Swamp Iron Mitigation Project - 0 & M 
Project No. 44 

Project Description: 

Martin Plant Barley Barber Swamp Iron Mitigation Project was installed in 2011. The capital project included the 

installation of complete siphon systems to mitigate iron discharges in the Barley Barber Swamp. The systems will use 

cooling pond water (low iron) to hydrate the swamp are required by permit. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Capital installation project completed in May 2011. The project is now operational. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $2,150 or 95.6% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The project completed its first official month of operation in June of 2011. All three siphons are in service from the 

cooling pond to the Barley Barber Swamp. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $0. 
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Project Title: 800MW Unit ESP Project - 0 & M 
Project No. 45 

Project Description: 

On March 16, 2011 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a proposed rule that would reduce emissions of 

toxic air pollutants from power plants. Specifically, the proposed toxics rule would reduce emissions of heavy metals, 

including mercury (Hg), arsenic, chromium, and nickel, and acid gases, including hydrogen chloride (HCI) and hydrogen 

fluoride (HF), from new and existing coal- and oil-fired electric utility steam generating units (EGUs). Following the 

publication of the proposed rule, on June 21, 2011 EPA extended the time line for public input by 30 days on the 

proposed rule accepting comments on the proposal until August 4, 2011. The EPA is expected to finalize the air toxic rule 

by November 16, 2011. To comply, FPL will install Electrostatic precipitators on Manatee Units 1 & 2 and Martin Units 1 

&2. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Construction on Manatee 2 commenced in 2011 and was completed in June 2012. Construction on Manatee 1 is 

expected to begin in September 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance of $433,504 is due to O&M expenditures that were not included in the original 2012 projections because the 

final MATS rule had not yet been issued. On December 21,2011, EPA issued the final MATS rule, which has the effect 

of requiring ESPs for the 800 MW oil-fired units. As a result, the revised estimate now includes O&M costs for the 

August 2012 - December 2012 period. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Construction on Manatee 2 commenced in 2011 and was completed in June 2012. Construction on Manatee 1 is 

expected to begin in September 2012 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be 

$1,447,087. 
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Project Title: St. Lucie Cooling Water Discharge Monitoring Project - O&M 

Project No. 46 


Project Description: 

In conjunction with the St. Lucie Plant extended power uprates (EPUs) and a Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection (FDEP) permit modification authorizing a 2 degrees Fahrenheit increase to the plant's discharge temperature 

limitations, the St. Lucie Plant Industrial Wastewater Facility (IWF) Permit requires FPL to perform biological and thermal 

monitoring in the Atlantic Ocean, in the vicinity of FPL's St. Lucie Plant, in accordance with an FDEP Administrative 

Order (AO). The purpose of this monitoring project (biological and thermal monitoring) is to evaluate potential effects of 

the EPUs on the plant's indigenous ocean biological species and to ensure that the St. Lucie Plant remains in 

compliance with Florida environmental permits and regulations applicable to the discharge of heated water to an open 

ocean environment. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Six biological baseline sampling events (four since January 2012) have been performed by Ecological Associates, Inc. 

(EAI), FPL's contractor for implementation of the biological monitoring plan. The baseline sampling results will be 

compared with the sampling results obtained following implementation of both EPUs at the St. Lucie Plant. 


FPL has submitted permits to the appropriate regulatory agencies to install the required thermal monitoring equipment in 

the Atlantic Ocean, in the vicinity of the St. Lucie Plant. The Golder Associates team, FPL's contractor for implementation 

of the thermal monitoring plan, is in the process of procuring, receiving and assembling the thermal monitoring 

components (anchors, buoys, current profilers and temperature loggers). A field reconnaissance has been performed to 

identify the locations, in the vicinity of the plant's discharge pipes, where the maximum surface discharge temperatures 

are observed and where thermal monitors need to be installed to assess plant discharge temperatures. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project expenditures are $576,195 or 57.7% lower than previously projected. The variance is primarily due to reversing 

charges that were inadvertently included in the budget for this project. In addition, original estimates were based on initial 

contract bids. FPL has since received lower than estimated fixed price contracts for portions of the scope of work 

required. Costs were deferred to 2013 due to a shift in the Extended Power Uprate (EPU) outage schedule. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

As required by the AO, FPL submitted a Biological Plan of Study (BPOS) to the FDEP. The FDEP approved the BPOS 

for implementation. To date, the project has completed six of eight scheduled baseline sampling events, and is on 

schedule to perform the remaining two baseline sampling events prior to startup of Unit 2 following its EPU conversion. 

The data collected during each sampling event consists of obtaining general environmental data; water quality data; 

numbers and sizes of fish and shellfish collected by gill net, trawl, and beach seine; numbers of fish eggs and larvae and 

commercially or recreation ally important decapod crustacean larvae collected by plankton net; and, numbers and sizes of 

sea turtles observed. Biological sampling data will be used to assess potential impacts of the EPUs based upon the pre

(baseline) and post-EPU biological monitoring performed. 


As required by the AO, FPL submitted an Ambient Monitoring Report (AMR) and a Heated Water Plan of Study 

(HWPOS) to the FDEP. The ambient monitoring requirements were subsequently subsumed into the HWPOS which was 

approved for implementation by the FDEP. Implementation of the HWPOS remains on schedule for deployment of the 

thermal monitoring eqUipment during the St. Lucie Unit 2 EPU conversion outage. The activities to be performed and the 

data to be collected during execution of the HWPOS includes deploying, retrieving and downloading continuously 

monitored ambient and heated water plume temperatures and ocean currents data for assessment of FPL's modeling 

predictions and compliance with FDEP permits and regulations for discharging heated water to an open ocean 

environment. 
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Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $388,941. 


Post EPU biological sampling is projected to commence in January 2013. Post EPU biological monitoring will be 

performed, for a minimum of two years, following startup of Unit 2 (the EPU has been completed on Unit 1) after its EPU 

conversion as required by the AO and the BPOS. 


The HWPOS is on schedule to be implemented following the startup of St. Lucie Unit 2 (the EPU has been completed on 

Unit 1) following its EPU conversion. Thermal monitoring will be performed, in accordance with the HWPOS, for a 

minimum of two years, following its implementation, as required by the AO and the HWPOS. 
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Project Title: NPDES Permits Project (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) - 0 & M 
Project No. 47 

Project Description: 

The Federal Clean Water Act requires all point source discharges into navigable waters from industrial facilities to obtain 

permits under the NPDES program. See 33 U.S.C. Section 1342. Pursuant to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency's delegation of authority, FDEP implements the NPDES permitting program in Florida. Affected facilities are 

required to apply for renewal of the 5-year-duration NPDES permits prior to their expiration. In April 2009, the FDEP 

amended Rule 62-620.620 (3), FAC. requiring all new or renewed wastewater discharge permits for major facilities, 

including power plants, to contain whole effluent toxicity (WEn limits. Additionally, FDEP has required that facilities 

prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that conforms to Rule 62-620.100 (m), FAC. and 40 CFR 

Part 122.44(k) when the NDPES permits are renewed. The purpose of the SWPPP is to identify possible pollutant 

sources that can affect the water quality of stormwater and to require best management practices (BMPs) that, when 

implemented, will reduce or eliminate any possible pollution impacts to stormwater. FPL had several NPDES permits 

renewed in 2011 and 2012, and all of FPL's NPDES permits will have to be renewed over the next five years. In late 

September of 2012, the St. Lucie Plant received a final NPDES permit which contained a requirement to conduct a total 

residual oxidant plan of study (TROPOS) that will demonstrate that the discharges from the PSL cooling water system 

meet the State's Class III total residual oxidant water quality standard of 0,01 mg/!. FPL has requested that cost for the 

TROPOS be added to this project. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

48a. WET Testing - WET testing has been conducted at PPE, PFL, PFM, and PSL in 2012. PRV, PCC and PCU have 

WET Testing requirements in their NPDES permits but the facilities are not operating so sampling is not required until 

they do operate. 48b - SWPPP Development -the SWPPP for PFM was developed in 2012, however it was written by 

FPL staff so no ECRC costs were incurred .. 48c - TROPOS - A proposed TROPOS has been submitted to FDEP and 

work required by the TROPOS should begin as soon as it is approved by FDEP, which will most likely be in the latter part 

of 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $27,076 or 36.8% higher than previously projected. The variance was primarily 

due to a chlorination study that was required to be conducted by the St. Lucie Plant NPDES permit renewal that was not 

included in the original projections. 


On August 9,2012, FDEP approved the TROPOS and FPL received a revised estimate from a vendor for the completion 

of the TROPOS based on the approved TROPOS. FPL now anticipates spending $59,953 in 2012 on the TROPOS and 

thus a total of $126,677 for 2012 on this project. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

48a -Required WET Testing is being conducted as required by the NPDES permits. 

48b -A SWPPP required for PFM was developed internally by FPL rather than using a conSUltant as anticipated. 

48c - TROPOS has been submitted to FDEP for final approval. Work required by the plan is expected to commence in 

the latter part of 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $113,500. 
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Project Title: Industrial Boiler MACT Project - 0 & M 
Project No. 48 

Project Description: 

40 CFR Part 63 Subpart JJJJJ Final Rule for National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants [HAPS] for Area 

Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilers was published in March 2011. 

On March 21, 2011, EPA published notice that it intended to reconsider the major source rule, as well as the final rule 

establishing emissions standards for Boilers located at area sources. See 76 Fed. Reg. 15266. The area source rule was 

not stayed as the major source rule was and implementation started at the area sources based on the requirements of 

the final rule. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

FPL's Industrial Boiler MACT project changes included the EPA issued no action assurance letters addressing provisions 

of the final rule including initial tune-up requirements for existing industrial, commercial, and institutional boilers (Boilers) 

for both major and area sources. The assurance letters will remain in effect until the earlier of (1) October 1, 2012 or (2) 

the effective date of any final rule on reconsideration of the Boiler NESHAP. Required testing (tuning) for the industrial 

boilers at the FPL area sources were conducted in the July - December 2012 period (August 7,2012). 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $40,453 or 97.6% lower than originally projected. The variance is due to 

changes that were made to the implementation of the final rules which occurred after Commission approval of FPL's 

Industrial Boiler MACT project. On February 7, 2012, EPA issued no action assurance letters which granted extensions 

for boilers at area sources until the earlier of October 1, 2012 or a final rule on the reconsideration of the Industrial Boiler 

MACT. Additionally, EPA proposed reconsideration for area source boilers which would provide an additional year to 

comply with the testing requirements. FPL anticipates lower than originally projected costs for combustion tuning with 

required testing for its industrial boilers at area sources, which will be conducted in the July - December 2012 period 

following previously scheduled unit maintenance outages. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The one time Energy Assessments are due within 3-years of the rule effective date. An appropriate energy assessor will 

be contracted to complete energy assessments in early 2013 for two process heaters. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $1,000. 
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Project Title: Thermal Discharge Standards Project - 0 & M 
Project No. 49 

Project Description: 

FPL power plants with once-through cooling water systems that were built before July 1, 1972, must meet a "narrative" 

thermal standard found in Chapter 62-302.520(1) (a)-(c) FAC. This rule is implemented through the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. See 33 U.S.C. Section 1342. Pursuant to the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency's (EPA) approval, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) implements the 

NPDES permitting program in Florida. Affected facilities are required to apply for renewal of the 5-year-duration NPDES 

permits prior to their expiration. 


Facilities that cannot meet the FDEP narrative standard for thermal discharges may apply for a "variance" (Le. less 

stringent standards) under Section 316(a) of the Federal Clean Water Act. Section 316(a) ensures that thermal effluent 

limitations will assure protection and propagation of balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and 

provides that thermal dischargers can be granted less stringent alternate thermal limits than those imposed by a state 

program if the discharger can demonstrate that the current effluent limitations, based on water quality standards. are 

more stringent than necessary to protect the aquatic organisms in the receiving water body. 


Prior to 2008, 316(a) variance determinations were conducted using guidance from the EPA that was developed in 1977. 

If a variance from the state water quality standard for temperature was previously granted. facilities were not required to 

provide additional information regarding thermal discharges in their renewal application unless changes had been made 

to the thermal loading in the plant discharge. In 2008. the EPA issued additional guidance on this topic and. with the new 

guidance; the EPA has taken a much more active role in granting variances resulting in requests for expanded biological 

and thermal modeling/monitoring studies to justify the variances. 


In addition, many plants that have once-through cooling water systems that discharge heated effluent and were originally 

deemed compliant with Chapter 62-302.520 (1) (a) (c) have been under scrutiny by the FDEP. Oversight of these 

facilities is also implemented via the NPDES permitting process. During recent permit renewals. the FDEP. much like the 

EPA with the 316(a) variances, has taken a more stringent approach to the required demonstration that substantial 

damage to aquatic organisms is not occurring in the receiving water bodies. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Reconnaissance sampling, as well as some baseline sampling, as required by the PCC NPDES permit. was begun in 

early 2012. However, FPL is only seeking recovery for work conducted after it files its petition for Commission approval 

of the project. Work required by the PRV NPDES permit, which consists mainly of Plan of Study development, will begin 

after filing for Commission approval of the project. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $175,000. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31. 2012) 

FPL has begun basic reconnaissance sampling and has submitted the PCC thermal plan of study to the FDEP for final 

approval. Required background sampling will continue in 2012 as well as negotiations with FDEP and EPA Region 4 to 

obtain approval for the Plan of Study that was submitted to FDEP and EPA Region 4, previously. FPL will be submitting 

a proposed Plan of Study for PRV to FDEP by December 2012, as required by the NPDES permit (Le. 18 months prior to 

commercial operation). 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $175,000. 
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Project Title: Steam Electric Guidelines Revised Rule - 0 & M 
Project No. 50 

Project Description: 

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 423, which was promulgated under the authority of the Federal Clean Water 

Act, limits the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters and into publicly owned treatment works by existing and new 

sources of steam electric power plants. The current version of the rule was published in the Federal Register on 

November 19, 1982. On September 15, 2009, the EPA announced that they would undertake rulemaking to revise the 

rule because, "current regulations, which were issued in 1982, have not kept pace with changes that have occurred in the 

electric power industry over the last three decades: In early April 2012, EPA announced that a draft rule will be signed 

by November 20,2012, with a final rule expected by April 28, 2014. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31.2012) 

FPL will be conducting extensive sampling and chemical analyses of the Manatee Plant oil ash and metal cleaning waste 

effluent streams in 2012. However. FPL is only seeking recovery for work conducted after it files its petition for 

Commission approval of the project. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31.2012) 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $5.000. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1.2012 to December 31.2012) 

FPL will be conducting extensive sampling and chemical analyses of the Manatee Plant oil ash and metal cleaning waste 

effluent streams in August 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1.2013 to December 31.2013) 

Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $45.000. 
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Project Title: Gopher Tortoise Relocation Project - O&M 
Project No. 51 

Project Description: 

The Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is a state-designated threatened species. per Rule 68A-27.003(1)(d)3. 

FAC. Gopher tortoises have been creating burrows in the cooling pond embankments at FPL's Martin (PMR). Manatee 

(PMl) and Sanford (PSN) power plants over time. as well as in the oil tank farm embankments at PMR and PMT. 

Gopher tortoise burrows must be inspected and then filled as necessary to ensure the integrity of the embankments. 

Filling burrows means that affected gopher tortoises must be relocated. In 2008. the Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission provided new gopher tortoise guidelines that have changed the permitting process for 

relocations (Le., an authorized gopher tortoise agent is now required to conduct surveys and perform relocations and all 

tortoises now must be sent to a recipient site). 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31. 2012) 

As part of normal plant maintenance. FPL conducts periodic surveys at all three sites to ensure that the integrity of the 

embankments is maintained. In March 2012. surveys were conducted that found gopher tortoise burrows at PMT that 

could compromise the embankments' integrity. In order to fill the burrows at PMT. the gopher tortoises need to be 

relocated by an authorized gopher tortoise agent. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31.2012) 

There has been no cost to date. However. FPL projects that it will begin incurring costs for gopher tortoise relocations in 

September 2012. FPL's O&M cost estimate for the relocations at PMT is $37.500 in 2012. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31.2012) 

FPL will be applying for the permit and plans on relocating the tortoises in September of 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1. 2013 to December 31. 2013) 

As part of normal plant maintenance. FPL conducts periodic surveys at all three sites to ensure that the integrity of the 

embankments is maintained. FPL cannot predict at this time the costs that it will incur for this project beyond 2012. 

However. at this time we estimate that $37.500 of O&M will be spent for all three sites in 2013. 
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Project Title: Numeric Nutrient Criteria - O&M 

Project No. 52 


Project Description: 

The EPA is under a federal court order to implement numeric nutrient criteria (NNC) through NPDES permit renewals for 

the reduction of total nitrogen and total phosphorus discharges and load in Florida freshwaters to comply with the Federal 

Clean Water Act. The FDEP has drafted its own NNC rule and has strongly communicated to the EPA that it prefers to 

implement the state rule. The EPA supports the FDEP in that effort. The EPA has until the January 6, 2013 

implementation date to review and approve the FDEP's proposed NNC rule. Either the EPA or FDEP numeric nutrient 

criteria rule will be implemented through NPDES Industrial Waste Water permit renewals for the reduction of total 

nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) discharges and loading in Florida freshwaters. 


FPL does not anticipate incurring costs for the project in 2012. For 2013, FPL projects to spend $0.442 million for O&M. 

The O&M activities include monthly water sampling (intake and discharge structures) and reporting, biological 

assessments (stream condition index assessment upstream and downstream of the discharges) and reporting, and 

changes to water chemistry. FPL plants that will be subject to the flowing streams (freshwater) numeric nutrient criteria 

are Ft. Myers, Manatee, Martin, Putnam, and Sanford. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The EPA has not implemented their rule or approved the FDEP rule to date. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

None. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

A contractor proposal has been received for the development and execution of water (TN and TP) and biological (Stream 

Condition Index) sampling at the intake and outfall structures at PFM, PPN, PMT, PMR, and PSN. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project O&M expenditures for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to be $442,400. 
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Project Title: Low NOx Burner Technology - Capital 

Project No.2 


Project Description: 

Under Titfe I of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Public Law 101-349, utilities with units located in areas 

designated as "non-attainment" for ozone will be required to reduce NOx emissions by implementing Reasonably 

Available Control Technology (RACT). The Dade, Broward and Palm Beach county areas were classified as "moderate 

non-attainment" by the State of Florida and the EPA. FPL has six units in this affected area that require implementation 

of RACT for NOx emission reductions. 


The Florida DEP designated Low NOx Burner Technology (LNBT) as RACT determining that it meets the requirement to 

reduce NOx emissions. Reductions are achieved by delaying the mixing of the fuel and air at the burner, creating a 

staged combustion process along the length of the flame. NOx formation is reduced because peak flame temperatures 

and availability of oxygen for combustion is reduced in the initial stages. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

All six units are in service and operational. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The variance in depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Dade, Broward and Palm Beach Counties have now been re-designated as "attainment" for ozone with air quality 

maintenance plans. This re-designation still requires that all controls, such as LNBT, placed in effect during the "non

attainment" be maintained. The LNBT burners are installed at all of the six units and design enhancements are 

complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$177,872. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS) - Capital 
Project No. 3b 

Project Description: 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Public Law 101-549, established requirements for the monitoring, record 

keeping, and reporting of S02, NOx, CO, Carbon Dioxide (C02/02) emissions, as well as opacity data from affected air 

pollution sources. FPL has 57 units, which are affected and which have installed CEMS to comply with these 

requirements. 


40 CFR Part 75 includes the general requirements for the installation, certification, operation and maintenance of CEMS 

and specific requirements for the monitoring of pollutants and opacity. These Systems continuously extract and analyze 

gaseous samples for each power plant stack and have automated data acquisition and reporting capability. Operation 

and maintenance of these systems in accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 75 is an ongoing activity, which 

follow the Title IV CEMS Quality Assurance Program Manual. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

This is an ongoing project. No new additions to plants for 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $40,331 or 5.8% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

No new activity for 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$518,983. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Clean Closure Equivalency - Capital 
Project No. 4b 

Project Description: 

In compliance with 40 CFR 270.1 (c)(5) and (6), FPL developed Coeds for nine FPL power plants to demonstrate to the 

U.S. EPA that no hazardous waste or hazardous constituents remain in the soil or water beneath the basins which had 
been used in the past to treat corrosive hazardous waste. The basins, which are still operational as part of the 
wastewater treatment systems at these plants, are no longer used to treat hazardous waste. 

To demonstrate clean closure, soil sampling and ground water monitoring plans, implementation schedules, and related 

reports must be submitted to the EPA. Capital costs are for the installation of monitoring wells (typically four per site) 

necessary to collect ground water samples for analysis. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The variance in depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$1,270. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks - Capital 
Project No. 5b 

Project Description: 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC.) Chapter 62-761, previously 17-762, which became effective on March 12, 1991, 

provides standards for the maintenance of stationary above ground fuel storage tank systems. These standards impose 

various implementation schedules for inspections/repairs and upgrades to fuel storage tanks. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Port Everglades Tank 904 liner replacement project was initiated in 2011 and completed in March, 2012. This 

project was required because the existing tank liner system (Delta Liner) failed. PPE Tank 903 has a similar Delta Liner 

system but has no indications of leaking at this time. This tank has the last Delta Liner in the FPL fleet and we are 

planning to replace that liner during the scheduled for API-653 internal inspection in 2016. If Tank 903 liner fails, we will 

have to accelerate the inspection and replacement at that time. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $14,277 or 1.4% higher than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Port Everglades Tank 904 liner replacement project was initiated in 2011 and completed in March, 2012. No other 

capital tank work is planned until 2016. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$907,131. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping to Above Ground - Capital 
Project No. 7 

Project Description: 

In accordance with criteria contained in Chapter 62-762 of the Florida Administrative Code (FAC.) for storage of 

pollutants, FPL initiated the replacement of underground Turbine Lube Oil piping to above ground installations at the S1. 

Lucie Nuclear Power Plant. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The variance in depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

This project is complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$1,447. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment - Capital 
Project No. 8b 

Project Description: 

The Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA '90) mandates that all liable parties in the petroleum handling industry file plans by 

August 18. 1993. In these plans. a liable party must identify (among other items) its spill management team. 

organization, resources and training. Within this project, FPL developed the plans for ten power plants, five fuel oil 

terminals, three pipelines, and one corporate plan. Additionally, FPL purchased the mandated response resources and 

provided for mobilization to a worst case discharge at each site. 


Project Accomplishments 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31. 2012) 

All equipment is being maintained and replaced as necessary to maintain compliance with regulatory guidelines for 

response readiness. In 2012, we intend to purchase two (2) boom reel trailers as well as to install two (2) fixed boom 

reels at Fort Myers Plant and Lauderdale Plant by end of the year. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31.2012) 

Project depreciation and retum on investment are estimated to be $49,169 or 34.8% higher than originally projected. 

The variance is primarily due to charges related to the Discharge Canal and Intake Canal Oil Spill Hard Booms at the 

Port Everglades plant that were inadvertently charged to the SPCC-Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasures project 

in June 2011. These costs were reclassified to this project in March 2012. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

All deadlines, both state and federal. have been met. Ongoing costs will be annual in nature and will consist of 

equipment upgrades/replacements. 


Project Projections 

(January 1. 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$159,618. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Relocate Storm Water Runoff - Capital 
Project No. 10 

Project Description: 

The new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Permit No. FL0002206 for the St. Lucie plant, 

issued by the United States Environmental Protection Agency contains new effluent discharge limitations for industrial

related storm water from the paint and land utilization building areas. The new requirements became effective on 

January 1. 1994. As a result of these new requirements. the affected areas will be surveyed, graded. excavated and 

paved as necessary to clean and redirect the storm water runoff. The storm water runoff will be collected and discharged 

to existing water catch basins on site. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1. 2012 December 31.2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1. 2012 December 31.2012) 

The variance in depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 December 31, 2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1.2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$7,846. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Scherer Discharge Pipeline- Capital 
Project No. 12 

Project Description: 

On March 16, 1992, pursuant to the provisions of the Georgia Water Control Act, as amended, the Federal Clean Water 

Act, as amended, and the rules and regulations promulgated there under the Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

issued the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for Plant Scherer to Georgia Power 

Company. In addition to the permit, the department issued Administrative Order EPD-WQ-1855, which provided a 

schedule for compliance by April 1, 1994 with the new facility discharge limitations to Berry Creek. As a result of these 

new limitations, and pursuant to the order, Georgia Power Company was required to construct an alternate outfall to 

redirect certain wastewater discharges to the Ocmulgee River. Pursuant to the ownership agreement with Georgia Power 

Company for Scherer Unit 4, FPL is required to pay for its share of construction of the discharge pipeline, which will 

constitute the alternate outfall. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance in depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$52,573. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse - Capital 
Project No. 20 

Project Description: 

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. Section 1342 and 40 CFR 122, FPL is required to obtain NPDES permits for each power plant 

facility. The last permits issued contain requirements to develop and implement a Best Management Practice Pollution 

Prevention Plan (BMP3 Plan) to minimize or eliminate, whenever feasible, the discharge of regulated pollutants, including 

fuel oil and ash, to surface waters. In addition, the 1997 Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria requires FPL to meet 

surface water standards for any wastewater discharges to groundwater at all plants, and the Dade County DERM 

requires the Turkey Point and Cutler plants' wastewater discharges into canals to meet county water quality standards 

found in Section 24-11, Code of Metropolitan Dade County. 


In order to address these requirements, FPL has undertaken a multifaceted project which includes activities such as ash 

basin lining, installation of retention tanks, tank coating, sump construction, installation of pumps, motor, and piping, 

boiler blowdown recovery, site preparation, separation of stormwater and ashwater systems, separation of potable and 

service water systems, and the associated engineering and design work to implement these projects. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $420 or 0.3% higher than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

All activities are complete. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$84,240. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: St. Lucie Turtle Net - Capital 

Project No. 21 


Project Description: 

FPL is limited in the number of lethal turtle takings permitted at its St. Lucie Power Plant by the Incidental Take 

Statement contained in the Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Biological Opinion, issued to FPL on May 4, 

2001 by the National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS"). The number of lethal takings permitted in a given year is 

calculated by taking one percent of the total number of loggerhead and green turtles captured in that year. The 

Incidental Take Statement separately limits the number of lethal takings of Kemp's Ridley turtles to two per year over the 

next ten years, and the number of lethal takings of either hawksbill or leatherback turtles to one of those species every 

two years over the next ten years. An effective 5-inch primary barrier net is vital to limiting the number of lethal turtle 

takes per year. In 2002, the existing net became deformed due to the influxes of jellyfish and algae entering the canal. 

With the Commission approval, a replacement and enhancement of the net system was performed. In 2007, the 

antifoulant and protective coating on the existing 5-inch net deteriorated and was experiencing UV damage. With 

Commission approval, FPL purchased and installed a new 5-inch net in 2009. 


In October 2009, the 5-inch primary barrier net failed due to influxes of algae that entered the canal and created a 

blockage of approximately 80% of the net. The net is currently in a temporary configuration, which has created an 

effective temporary barrier for turtles. The Turtle Net project now requires the engineering, construction and installation 

of a more robust barrier structure that can withstand significant algal events and similar environmental challenges. The 

proposed design would include the removal of the damaged piles and installation of new piles and a support structure to 

effectively secure the net. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Engineers have proposed and are currently designing a more effective barrier structure that will include a method for 

tensioning the turtle net and the design of a portable lift station. Engineering is also working on a design to improve the 

debris handling capability of the structure in order to provide improved access for maintenance of the net. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 - December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $9,483 or 8.1 % lower than originally projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Engineering vendor was selected and drawings are to be received by fourth quarter of 2012. Site certification approval 

process expected to commence during the fourth quarter of 2012. The current net will remain in a temporary 

configuration until the new structure is constructed. Engineering of the structure will continue through 2012. 

Construction activities on the net planned expected to begin first quarter 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$120,414. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Pipeline Integrity Management (PIM) - Capital 

Project No. 22 


Project Description: 

FPL is required to develop a written pipeline integrity management program for its hazardous liquid I gas pipelines. This 

program must include the following elements: (1) a process for identifying which pipeline segments could affect a high 

consequence area; (2) a baseline assessment plan; (3) an information analysis that integrates all available information 

about the integrity of the entire pipeline and the consequences of a failure; (4) the criteria for determining remedial 

actions to address integrity issues raised by the assessments and information analysis; (5) a continual process of 

assessment and evaluation of pipeline integrity; (6) the identification of preventive and mitigative measures to protect the 

high consequence area; (7) the methods to measure the program's effectiveness; (8) a process for review of assessment 

results and information analysis by a person qualified to evaluate the results and information; and, (9) record keeping. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

A pipeline leak detection system for the TMR-30 Pipeline was engineered and major elements purchased during the 

2011 calendar year. Its installation and commission was completed and the system placed in service June 2012. 

Additionally, a pipeline leak detection system for the TMT-16 Pipeline is being designed with installation planned for 

4012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and retum on investment are estimated to be $132 or 0.1 % higher than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Leak detection systems on pipeline are operational on TMR·30 and TMR-18 Pipelines. Addition of leak detection 

system on TMT·16 is expected to be completed 4012. These systems allow us to closely monitor pipeline delivery 

operations and provide for safe shutdown of the transfers if a leak is detected and confirmed. These leak detection 

systems are a pro-active element of our Pipeline Integrity Management program. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31. 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$342,928. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: SPCC (Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures) - Capital 
Project No. 23 

Project Description: 
The EPA first established the SPCC Program in 1973 when the agency issued the Oil Pollution Prevention Regulation 
(Le., SPCC rule) to address the oil spill prevention provisions contained in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 
1972 (later amended as the Clean Water Act). The purpose of the regulation was to prevent discharges of oil from 
reaching the navigable waters of the U.S. or adjoining shorelines and to prepare facility personnel to respond to oil spills. 
The SPCC regulation requires certain facilities to prepare and implement SPCC Plans and address oil spill prevention 
requirements including the establishment of procedures, methods, equipment, and other requirements to prevent 
discharges of oil as described above. Specifically, the rule applies to any owner or operator of a non-transportation 
related facility that: 

• 	 Has a combined aboveground oil storage capacity of more than 1320 gallons, or a total underground oil storage 
capacity exceeding 42,000 gallons (Note: the underground storage capacity does not apply to those tanks 
subject to all of the technical requirements of the federal underground storage tank rule found in 40 CFR 280 or 
a State approved program); and 

• 	 Due to its location, could be reasonably expected to discharge oil in quantities that may be harmful into or upon 
the navigable waters of the United States or adjoining shorelines. 

In January 1988, a large storage tank owned by Ashland Oil Company at a site in western Pennsylvania 
collapsed, releasing approximately 750,000 gallons of diesel fuel to the Monongahela River. Following calls for 
new tank legislation, an EPA task force recommended expanded regulation of aboveground tanks within the 
framework of existing legislative authority. The result was EPA's SPCC rule making package, the first phase of 
which was proposed in 1991. Due to a series of agency delays primarily resulting from the 1989 Exxon Valdez 
oil spill that required EPA to issue the Facility Response Plan rule under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, the final 
SPCC Rule was not published until July of 2002. A deficiency was found at the St, Lucie Unit 2 Diesel Oil 
Storage Tank and refueling tank areas. In order to meet compliance regulations, these areas are required to 
have secondary containment systems installed. For compliance, it is necessary to install oil berms, designed to 
catch any spilled oil upon delivery, in these areas. 

Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

FPL is begun demolishing an aboveground oil water separator at the Sanford Plant, July 30, 2012. Construction will 

include a new oil waster separator and two associated pumps. Project projected completion date September 1, 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $23,395 or 1.2% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

FPL began demolishing an aboveground oil water separator at the Sanford Plant, July 30, 2012. Construction will include 

a new oil waster separator and two associated pumps. Project projected completion date September 1, 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$1,562,026. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Manatee Reburn - Capital 
Project No. 24 

Project Description: 

This project involves installation of reburn technology in Manatee Units 1 and 2. Reburn is an advanced nitrogen oxides 

(NOx) control technology that has been developed for, and applied successfully in, commercial applications to utility and 

large industrial boilers. The process is a proven advanced technology, with applications of a reburn-like flue gas 

incineration technique dating back to the late 1960s, and developments for applications to large coal fired power plants in 

the United States dating back to the early to mid 1980s. 


Reburn is an in-furnace NOx control technology that employs fuel staging in a configuration where a portion of the fuel is 

injected downstream of the main combustion zone to create a second combustion zone, called the reburning zone. The 

reburning zone is operated under conditions where NOx from the main combustion zone is converted to elemental 

nitrogen (which makes up 79% of the atmosphere). The basic front wall-fired boiler reburning process is shown 

conceptually in Figure 1 (see below), and divides the furnace into three zones. 


In the 1996-97 time periods, FPL invested a considerable effort evaluating the Manatee Units for the application of reburn 

technology. FPL has recently reviewed the reburn system designs previously proposed for the Manatee units, and 

concluded that a design for either oil or gas reburn would require very similar characteristics. This will require reburn fuel 

injectors to be located at the elevation of the present top row of burners, with reburn injectors on the boiler front and rear 

walls. For the present application the injectors will be required to have a dual fuel (oil and gas) capability. In order to 

provide adequate residence time for the reburn process, it is proposed to locate the reburn overfire air (OFA) ports 

between the boiler wing walls and to angle them slightly to provide better mixing with the boiler flow. Because of the 

complexity of the boiler flow field and the port location, it was determined that OFA booster fans would be required to 

assist the air-fuel mixing and complete the burnout process. Installation of reburn technology for Manatee Units 1 and 2 

offers the potential to reduce NOx emissions through a "pollution prevention" approach that does not require the use of 

reagents, catalysts, and pollution reduction or removal equipment. FDEP and FPL agree that reburn technology is the 

most cost-effective alternative to achieve significant reductions in NOx emissions from Manatee Units 1 and 2. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Installation of the Unit 1 and Unit 2 equipment is complete, started up and completed process optimization of the new 

systems to ensure minimal emissions. Both units are out of warranty. New permit limits have been accepted by the 

FDEP. The project is continuing to incur on-going operating and maintenance costs. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $11,463 or 0.3% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Unit 1 and 2 both completed. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$3,130,961. 
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Project Title: Pt. Everglades ESP (Electrostatic Percipitators) Technology - Capital 

Project No. 25 


Project Description: 

The requirements of the Clean Air Act direct the Environmental Protection Agency to develop health-based standards for 

certain ·criteria pollutants'. Le. ozone (03), sulfur dioxide (S02), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) , an lead (Pb). EPA developed standards for the criteria pollutants and regulates the emissions of 

those pollutants from major sources by way of the Title V permit program. Florida has been granted authority from the 

EPA to administer its own Title V program which is at least as stringent as the EPA requirements. Florida is able to issue, 

renew and enforce Title V air operating permits for sources within the state via 403.061 Florida Statutes and Chapter 62
213 FAC., which is administered by the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection ("DEP"). The Title V 

program addresses the six criteria pollutants mentioned earlier, and includes hazardous air pollutants (HAP). The EPA 

sets the limits of emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants through the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACn. 

The original Port Everglades Title V permit, issued in 1998, expired in 2003. The renewal permit issued January 1,2004 

expired on December 31, 2008. A renewal permit application has been submitted and is pending DEP review. The 

DEP's Title V permit for FPL Port Everglades plant requires FPL to install and maintain Electrostatic Precipitators at all 

four Port Everglades units to address local concerns and to insure compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality 

Stands and the EPA MACT Standards. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

No Power Generation plant additions occurred. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance in depreCiation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

At this time, all four ESPs (Units 1 through 4) have construction activities completed and are operational. The Units 1-4 

precipitators met all performance guarantees and permit requirements. The Units 1-4 stack emissions were well below 

the new Title V permit requirements of .03 Ib/mmbtu particulate and 20% opacity. Enclosure of ash truck loading bay is 

completed to contain fugitive airborne ash during truck loadings. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$21,326,855. 
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Project Title: UST ReplacementlRemoval- Capital 
Project No. 26 

Project Description: 

The Florida Administrative Code (FAG) Chapter 62-761.500, dated July 13, 1998, requires the removal or replacement of 

existing Category-A and Category-B storage tank systems with systems meeting the standards of Category-C storage 

tank systems by December 31, 2009. UST Category-A tanks are single-walled tanks or underground single-walled 

piping with no secondary containment that was installed before June 30, 1992. 


UST Category-B tanks are tanks containing pollutants after June 30, 1992 or a hazardous substance after January 1, 

1994 that shall have a secondary containment. Small diameter piping that comes in contact with the soil that is 

connected to a UST shall have secondary containment if installed after December 10, 1990. 


UST and AST Category-C tanks under FAC. 62-761.500 are tanks that shall have some or all of the following; a double 

wall, be made of fiberglass, have exterior coatings that protect the tank from external corrosion, secondary containment 

(e.g., concrete walls and floor) for the tank and the piping, and overfill protection. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

There were no activities in 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $474 or 3.9% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Initial review of the scope of work has been completed. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31.2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$10,909. 
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Project Title: CAIR Compliance - Capital 

Project No. 31 


Project Description: 

In response to the EPA Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), FPL initiated the CAIR Project to implement strategies to 

comply with Annual and Ozone Season NOx and S02 emissions requirements. The CAIR project to date has included 

the Black & Veatch (B&V) study of FPL's control and allowance management options, an engineering study conducted 

by Aptech for the reliable cycling of the 800 MW units, the costs for the operation of SCR's constructed on SJRPP Units 

1 and 2, costs for the operation of the Scrubber and SCR being installed on Scherer Unit 4, and the installation of CEMS 

for the peaking gas turbine units. The 800 MW Cycling Project was added to CAIR after 2006 submittal. Aptech 

Engineering provided engineering services for the first phase of a multiphase scope of work that will assure that the 

operating reliability is maintained in a cycling mode. The study costs to Aptech Engineering have been paid and a 

significant portion of the work has been completed on the Martin and Manatee 800 MW units. Several countermeasures 

were prioritized and scheduled for implementation in 2008 - 2011. The CEMS installation on the Gas Turbine Peaking 

Units has been completed with ongoing maintenance expenses for their operation. On December 3, 2008 Georgia EPD 

promulgated the GA Multi-Pollutant rule requiring installation of SCR and a Scrubber on Scherer Unit 4. Recently, on 

July 6,2010, EPA proposed the Transport Rule, which will leave requirements to comply with the CAIR regulations in 

place until 2012 when a new program will be implemented to further reduce So2 and NOx emissions from fossil power 

plants. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January. 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

800MW Cycling - Completed the implementation of the major 800MW cycling countermeasures for Manatee Unit 1 and 

Martin Unit 2 during the first half of 2010. Construction efforts remain in progress to complete the remaining Superheat 

Spray, Extraction and Turbine. 


SJRPP 1&2 SCR's are now in operation and construction was completed on the Scherer FGD and SCR in May 2012. 

Performance guarantee testing of the SCR was completed in June 2012 and it is now in operation. Performance 

guarantee testing of the FGD is projected to be completed in August 2012. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $3,623,938 or 6.1 % lower than previously projected. 

The variance is primarily due to a shift in Scherer Unit 4 FGD costs from 2012 to 2013. Additionally, Scherer Unit 4 SCR 

equipment and contingency costs were lower than originally projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Completed the implementation of the major 800MW cycling countermeasures for Manatee Unit 1 and Martin Unit 2 

during the first half of 2010. Construction efforts remain in progress to complete the remaining Superheat Spray, 

Extraction and Turbine Water Induction Prevention countermeasures for Martin Unit 1 by the end of the year. 

Completion of the Superheat Spray and Extraction countermeasures at Manatee Unit 2 along with Rotor Stress are 

scheduled for 2011. 


FPL's CAIR project at SJRPP U1 & 2 continues with both SCR's in operation. Installation of Scrubbers and SCR's at 

plant Scherer for compliance with CAIR was completed with the SCR now in operation and the FGD projected to 

complete performance guarantee testing in August 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$59,839,942. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: MATS Project - Capital 
Project No. 33 

Project Description: 

The Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) was promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on March 15, 

2005, imposing nation-wide standards of performance for mercury (Hg) emissions from existing and new coal-fired 

electric utility steam generating units. The CAMR is designed to reduce emissions of Hg through implementation of coal

fired generating unit Hg controls. In addition, CAMR requires the installation of Hg Continuous Emission Monitoring 

Systems (HgCEMS) to monitor compliance with the emission requirements. The rule is implemented in two phases with 

an initial compliance date of 2010 for Phase I and the final required reductions of Phase II in 2018. The State of Florida 

has begun the implementation of the requirements for reduction of Hg through rule making process. Plant St. John's 

River Power Park (SJRPP) Units 1 & 2, in which FPL has 20% ownership shares, are affected units under this rule and 

will require the installation of Hg controls and HgCEMS. Similarly, the State of Georgia has also begun their rule making 

process to implement the federal rule, which will affect FPL's ownership share of Plant Scherer Unit 4, also requiring the 

installation of HgCEMS and Hg controls. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The Scherer Unit 4 baghouse was placed into service April 4, 2010 meeting the GA Multi-Pollutant Rule requirements. 

The baghouse passed all performance guarantee tests in May 2010 and is now in continuous operation. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

Project depreciation and return are estimated to be $44,519 or 0.4% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Scherer Unit 4 baghouse was placed into service April 4. 2010. The baghouse passed all performance guarantee 

tests in May 2010. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31 , 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$12,011,159. 
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Project Title: St. Lucie Cooling Water System Inspection and Maintenance - Capital 
Project No. 34 

Project Description: 

The purpose of the proposed S1. Lucie Plant Cooling Water System Inspection and Maintenance Project (the "Project") is 

to inspect and, as necessary, maintain the cooling water system (the "Cooling System") at FPL's St. Lucie nuclear plant, 

such that it minimizes injuries and/or deaths of endangered species and thus helps FPL to remain in compliance with the 

federal Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 1531, et seq. (the "ESA") The St. Lucie Plant is an electric 

generating station on Hutchinson Island in St. Lucie County, Florida. The plant consists of two nuclear-fueled units, both 

of which use the Atlantic Ocean as a source of water for once-through condenser cooling. This cooling water is supplied 

to the units via the Cooling System. The St. Lucie Plant cannot operate without the Cooling System. Compliance with 

the ESA is a condition to the operation of the S1. Lucie Plant. Inspection and cleaning of the intake pipes is an 

"environmental compliance cost" under section 366.8255, Florida Statutes. The specific "environmental law or 

regulation" requiring inspection and cleaning of the intake pipes are terms and conditions that will be imposed pursuant to 

a Siological Opinion ("SO") that is to be issued by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ("NOAA") 

pursuant to section 7 of the ESA. It is anticipated that NOAA will finalize the SO in late 2012 or early 2013. NOAA sent 

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC") a letter dated December 19, 2006, confirming its intent to issue the SO and 

stating the requirements that will be imposed pursuant to the SO with respect to inspection and cleaning of the intake 

pipes. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 thru December 31, 2012) 

Preliminary turtle excluder design documents (drawings and calculations) were completed in the spring of 2010. No work 

on the turtle excluder design package and testing will be performed until we receive the issuance of the Siological 

Opinion. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance in the project depreCiation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The turtle excluder design package documents (drawings and calculations) were started in the spring of 2009. 

Preliminary design documents were completed in spring of 2010. Flow meters to be installed in 2011. Final documents 

and testing anticipated to be completed in 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are $17,946. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Martin Plant Drinking Water System Compliance - Capital 
Project No. 35 

Project Description: 

The Martin Drinking Water System (DWS) is required to comply with the requirements the Florida Department of 

Environmental regulations rules for drinking water systems. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 

determined the system must be brought into compliance with newly imposed drinking water rules for TTHM 

(trihalomethanes) and HAA5 (Haleo Acetic Acid). The upgrades to the potable water system will cause FPL to incur 

capital costs for major component upgrades to the system in order to comply with the new requirements. These include 

Nano filtration, air stripping, carbon and multimedia filtration. The operation of the potable system will cause FPL to incur 

O&M costs for certain products that are consumed during the water treatment process. These include carbon and 

multimedia bed media and nano filtration media. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The system is in service in 2008 and operating as designed. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance in the project depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The installation was approved by FDEP, the capital installation was completed in 2008 and the system is in service. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for the period January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$24,932. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Low Level Radioactive Waste - Capital 
Project No. 36 

Project Description: 

The Barnwell, South Carolina radioactive waste disposal facility is the only site of its kind presently available to FPL for 

disposal of Low Level Waste (LLW) such as radioactive spent resins, filters, activated metals, and other highly 

contaminated materials. The Barnwell facility ceased accepting LLW from FPL June 30th, 2008. This project will 

construct a LLW storage facility for class Band C radioactive waste at the St. Lucie Plant (PSL). Turkey Point (PTN) will 

be implementing a similar project; however the PTN project will start later than the PSL project since PTN has some 

limited existing LLW storage capacity. Where practical, this project will be implemented as part of a fleet approach. The 

objective at PSL and PTN is to ensure construction of a LLW storage facility with sufficient capacity to store all LLW B 

and C class waste generated at each plant site over a 5 year period. This will allow continued uninterrupted operation of 

the PSL and PTN nuclear units until an alternate solution becomes available. The LLW on site storage facilities at PSL 

and PTN will also provide a "buffer" storage capacity for LLW even if an alternate solution becomes feasible, should the 

alternate solution be delayed or interrupted at a later date. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Turkey Point LLW Storage Facility project schedule has been created. The Engineering Package has been 

completed and issued for construction. A contractor has been selected and contracts are in the process of being 

created. The construction of the LLW Storage Facility at Turkey Point is planned to commence in September of 2012 

and is expected to be completed by September of 2013. 


The St. Lucie LLW Storage Facility has been placed on hold in 2012 as a result of resources being dedicated to other 

projects. Completion of the Facility will resume in January of 2013 with the installation of the fiber optics for the fire 

detection system, installation of the internal shielding, and the crane rails for the gantry crane. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $581,545 or 44.6% lower than previously projected. 

The variance is primarily due to a change in the in-service date from March 2012 to December 2013 due to the Turkey 

Point Unit 3 and Unit 4 EPU outages. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The construction of the LLW Storage Facility at Turkey Point is planned to commence in September of 2012 and is 

expected to be completed by September of 2013. 


The LLW Project at St. Lucie has experienced some additional schedule delays due to the competition for resources 

being focused on other projects. This has resulted in delaying the completion of the facility to the 151 quarter 2013. The 

St. Lucie LLW schedule delay has shifted some of the projected 2010 expenditures for the construction work into 2011 

and 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are $744,133. 
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Project Title: DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center - Capital 
Project No. 37 

Project Description: 

The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("DeSoto Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable 

generation project which on August 4, 200B, the Commission found in Order Number PSC-OB-0491-PAA-EI, to be eligible 

for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The DeSoto Solar project is a 25 MW solar photovoltaic 

generating facility which will convert sunlight directly into electric power. The facility will utilize a tracking array that is 

designed to follow the sun as it traverses through the sky. In addition to the tracking array this facility will utilize cutting 

edge solar panel technology. The project will involve the installation of the solar PV panels and tracking system and 

electrical equipment necessary to convert the power from direct current to alternating current and to connect the system 

to the FPL grid. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center achieved Commercial Operation on October 27, 2009. All Engineering and 

Construction "punch list" items have been completed and Final Acceptance was achieved on April 27, 2010. During Q4 

2011 an uninterruptible power supply for each inverter container was installed and software modifications were made to 

provide Low Voltage Ride Through capability which was a requirement to fully satisfy the plant interconnection 

requirements with the transmission system. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project depreciation and return were $103,004 or 0.6% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Desoto achieved Commercial Operation on October 27,2009 and Final Acceptance on April 27, 2010. No plant additions 

are projected this year. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $16,630,525. 


PAGE 103 



Fonn42-5P 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROGRESS 


Project Title: Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center - Capital 
Project No. 38 

Project Description: 

The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("Space Coast Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting 

renewable generation project, which on August 4,2008. the Commission found in Order Number PSC-08-0491-PAA-EI, 

to be eligible for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The Space Coast Solar project is a 10 MW 

solar photovoltaic (PV) generating facility which will convert sunlight directly into electric power. The facility will utilize a 

fixed PV array oriented to capture the maximum amount of electricity from the sun over the entire year. The project will 

involve the installation of the solar PV panels and support structures and electrical equipment necessary to convert the 

power from direct current to alternating current and to connect the system to the FPL grid. 


The Space Coast project also includes building a 900 'rON solar PV facility at the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) industrial 

area. This 900 'rON solar site will be built and operated and maintained by FPL as compensation for the lease of the land 

for the Space Coast Solar Site which is located on KSC property. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31.2012) 

Space Coast Solar Site achieved commercial operation on April 16. 2010 and Final Acceptance occurred on October 13, 

2010. No plant additions are projected this year. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project depreciation and return were $50 or 0.0% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Space Coast Solar Site achieved commercial operation on April 16, 2010 and Final Acceptance occurred on October 13, 

2010. No plant additions are projected this year. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1,2013 to December 31. 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are 

$7,890.598. 
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Project Title: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center - Capital 

Project No. 39 


Project Description: 

The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center ("Martin Solar") project is a zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable 

generation project which on August 4,2008, the Commission found in Order Number PSC-08-0491-PAA-EI, to be eligible 

for recovery through the ECRC pursuant to House Bill 7135. The Martin Solar project is a 75 MW solar thermal steam 

generating facility which will be integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired combined 

cycle power plant. The steam to be supplied by Martin Solar will be used to supplement the steam currently generated 

by the heat recovery steam generators. The project will involve the installation of parabolic trough solar collectors that 

concentrate solar radiation. The collectors will track the sun to maintain the optimum angle to collect solar radiation. The 

collectors will concentrate the sun's energy on heat collection elements located in the focal line of the parabolic 

reflectors. These heat collection elements contain a heat transfer fluid which is heated by the concentrated solar 

radiation to approximately 750 degrees Fahrenheit. The heat transfer fluid is then circulated to heat exchangers that will 

produce up to 75 MW of steam that will be routed to the existing natural gas-fired combined cycle Unit 8 heat recovery 

steam generators. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Commercial Operation of Martin Solar occurred on December 10, 2010. Five (5) plant addition scopes are in progress of 

completion by year end 2012. 


1. 	 Cold Reheat system additions - work on B &C trains are complete; A & D trains are projected to be complete in 
August 2012. 

2. 	 Heat Transfer Fluid Overflow prevention and containment - work is scheduled to begin during Q3 2012. 
3. 	 Dust Suppression and Road Paving - this work scope is projected to be complete in August 2012 
4. 	 Feedwater Recirculation - design and analysis has been completed based upon the current performance 

conditions; no further activity is currently scheduled. 
5. 	 Auxiliary Sky Vents additions B & C trains are complete; A & D trains are projected to be complete in August 

2012. 

Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and return were $432,621 or 0.9% higher than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Commercial Operation of Martin Solar occurred on December 10, 2010. Several plant addition scopes are in progress 

and scheduled for completion by year end 2012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $47,298,902. 
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Project Title: Manatee Temporary Heating System Project - Capital 

Project No. 41 


Project Description: 

FPL is subject to specific and continuing legal requirements to provide a warm water refuge for endangered manatees at 

its Riviera (PRV) , Cape Canaveral (PCC) and Port Everglades (PPE) Plants. FPL has undertaken the design, 

engineering, purchase, and installation of a temporary manatee heating system at PRV, PCC, and PPE ("the Project"). 

The Project is required pursuant to PRV's, PCC's, and PPE's Manatee Protection Plans (MPP), as part of the State 

Industrial Wastewater Facility Permit Numbers FL0001546, Specific Condition 13, issued on February 16, 1998, 

FL0001473, Specific Condition 9, issued on August 10,2005, and FL0001538, Specific Condition 10, issued on July 22, 

2010 respectively. In order to comply with the respective MPP's; FPL's installation of a temporary manatee heating 

system at PRV, PCC, and PPE will be implemented to avoid potential adverse impacts to manatees congregating at 

PRV's, PCC's, and PPE's manatee embayment area. Manatees currently gather at the plants during the annual period 

from November 15 to March 31 at PRV and PPE and the annual period of October 15 to March 31 at PCC. FPL's 

installation of the Manatee Temporary Heating System at each site must be implemented to provide warm water until the 

site has completed the planned modemization of the existing power generation units and return of warm water flow from 

the generating unit cooling water will be provided by operation of the new units. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The Manatee Temporary Heating System at PRV began operations in 042009 and was available throughout the 2009
2012 manatee seasons. The PCC Manatee Temporary Heating System work was completed in September 2010 and 

the unit was available throughout the 2010 2012 manatee seasons. The PPE Manatee Temporary Heating System is 

scheduled to be operational and available January 2013 when the existing Port Everglades Units 1-4 shutdown. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

Project depreciation and return on investment are estimated to be $42,470 or 4.5% lower than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

The PPE Manatee Temporary Hearting System is scheduled to be operational in 042012. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $1,270,783. 
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Project Title: Turkey Point Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan - Capital 
Project No. 42 

Project Description: 

Pursuant to Conditions IX and X of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection's (FDEP) Final Order Approving 

Site Certification, filed October 29, 2008, FPL submitted its initial draft of the proposed Cooling Canal Monitoring Plan 

associated with FPL's Turkey Point Uprate Project to the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). This plan 

requires an assessment of baseline conditions to provide information on the vertical and horizontal extent of the 

hypersaline groundwater plume and effect of that plume on ground and surface water quality, if any. Comments, 

concerns and requests for revisions or action items were received from the SFWMD as well as the FDEP. Miami-Dade 

Department of Environmental Resource Management (DERM) has incorporated into the current draft the proposed 

monitoring plan, dated July 16,2009. 


The TP CCM Plan was finalized by FPL and the agencies on October 14, 2009. The objective of FPL's TP CCM Plan is 

to implement the Conditions of Certification IX and X, which states that "the Revised Plan shall be designed to be in 

concurrence with other existing and ongoing monitoring efforts in the area and shall include but not necessarily be limited 

to surface water, groundwater and water quality monitoring, and ecological monitoring to: delineate the vertical and 

horizontal extent of the hyper-saline plume that originates from the cooling canal system and to characterize the water 

quality including salinity and temperature impacts of this plume for the baseline condition; determine the extent and effect 

of the groundwater plume on surface water quality as a baseline condition; and detect changes in the quantity and quality 

of surface and groundwater over time due to the cooling canal system associated with the Uprate Project. The Revised 

Plan includes installation and monitoring of an appropriate network of wells and surface water stations. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012) 

The wells and monitoring equipment were installed in 2010 for the Cooling Canals at Turkey Point plant, which included 

probes, telemetry, solar panels and associated platforms to support the monitoring equipment. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance in the Project depreciation and return is estimated to be $0. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Drilling, construction of wells and equipment installation was completed in 2010. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $383,311. 
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Project Title: Martin Plant Barley Barber Swamp Iron Mitigation Project - Capital 
Project No. 44 

Project Description: 

Engineer and install a siphon and a new discharge system to tum the existing flow away from the Barley Barber Swamp 

and back into the Martin Plant Cooling Pond. 


Project Accomplishments: 

(January 1. 2012 to December 31,2012) 

A new siphon and discharge system was engineered and installed. The system has been placed into service. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31,2012) 

Project depreciation and retum on investment are estimated to be $1.974 or 11.6% higher than previously projected. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31 , 2012) 

The project installation was engineered and installed. The capital project is in service. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and retum) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $18,168. 
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Project Title: 800MW Unit ESP Project - Capital 

Project No. 45 


Project Description: 

On December 21, 2011, Environmental Protection Agency issued the final Maximum Achievable Control Technology 

(MACT) rule, which has the effect of requiring ESPs for the 800 MW oil-fired units. Specifically, the final MACT rule 

established numerical emission limits for particulate material (PM) as a surrogate for all toxic metals, along with emission 

limits for acid gasses (hydrochloric and hydrofluoric acids). The numerical particulate emission limits require that FPL 

install particulate emission control devices on its Martin and Manatee 800 MW oil-fired units in order to retain its flexibility 

regarding the operation of those units on oil. ESPs are the most cost-effective form of particulate emission control for the 

800 MW oil-fired units. As to the final MACT rule's limits on acid gasses, FPL has the compliance option of limiting the 

moisture content of the oil it bums in those units. To comply, FPL will install Electrostatic Precipitators on Manatee Units 

1 and 2 and Martin Units 1 and 2. 


Project Accom plishments: 

(January 1, 2012 to December 31.2012) 

Work on Manatee Unit 2 commenced on October 3,2011 and Mechanical completion was accomplished on June 12, 

2012. The provisional acceptance was achieved on July 13, 2012. Manatee Unit 1 outage is scheduled to begin 

September 2,2012 with Mechanical completion projected for June 2013. 


Project Fiscal Expenditures: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

The variance of $6.171,976 is due to project depreciation and return on investment that were not included in the original 

2012 projections because the final MATS rule had not yet been issued. 


On December 21, 2011, EPA issued the final MATS rule, which has the effect of requiring ESPs for the 800 MW oil-fired 

units. Consistent with the stipulation in Order No. 11-0083-FOF-EI. FPL transferred the construction costs for the 

Manatee Unit 2 ESP, together with accumulated AFUDC, to ECRC-recoverable accounts as part of its January 2012 

accounting entries. 


Project Progress Summary: 

(January 1,2012 to December 31,2012) 

Work on Manatee Unit 2 commenced on October 3, 2011 and Mechanical completion was accomplished on June 12. 

2012. The provisional acceptance was achieved on July 13, 2012. Manatee Unit 1 outage is scheduled to begin 

September 2,2012 with Mechanical completion projected for June 2013. 


Project Projections: 

(January 1, 2013 to December 31,2013) 

Estimated project fiscal expenditures (depreciation and return) for January 2013 through December 2013 are expected to 

be $12,603,853. 
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63.336% 5,644,824,242 676,512 1,053,416 1.07934640 1.06237778 6,209,411,403 946,060 1,137,000 5.67146% 5.19674% 5.64518% 

69.534% 25,078,522,608 3,653,482 4,117,158 1.07921924 1.06227781 26,640,358,074 3,942,906 4,443,346 203238% 21.65851% 22.06110% 

15.876% 12,578,957 1,971 9,045 1.06584274 1.02956173 12,950,813 2,102 9,647 0.01183% 0,01155% 0.04791l"" 

58.749% 11,310,651,252 1,593,418 1,934,367 1.0m6257 1.06120242 12,002,890,480 1,717,326 2,084,789 10.96302% 9.43333% 10.35092% 

81.465% 2.450,692,797 298,011 343,410 1.06537601 1.05091974 2,575,481,437 317,494 385,581 2.35238% 1.74400% 1.81649% 

76.256% 199,482,765 22,036 29,582 1.02320090 1.01902684 203,278,252 22,547 30,555 0.18567% 0.12385% 0.15171% 

38.587% 97,610,914 13,902 31.050 1.02320090 1.01902664 99,458,122 14,225 31,770 0.09085% 0.07814% 0.15774% 

40.071% 7,613,528 1,284 2,169 1.03677940 1.02958173 7,838,597 1,331 2,249 0.00716% 0.00731% 0.01117"10 

85.747% 3,039,558,994 372,200 404,659 1.08418212 1.05118900 3,195,150,979 396,069 430,631 2.91834% 2.17573% 2.13807% 

82.386% 1,341,477,742 160,202 185,877 1.02320090 1.01902664 1,367,001.556 163,919 190,189 1.24857% 0.90041% 0.94429% 

85.196% 92,698,007 13,393 16,231 1.03677940 1.02956173 85,438,320 13,858 18,827 0.08717% 0.07627% 0.08355% 

49.489% 630,970,753 23,603 145,805 1.07934640 1.06237778 670,329,308 25,476 157,158 0,61226% 0.13994% 0.78029% 

99.349% 70,594,840 8.007 8,112 1.07934840 1.0623m8 74,998,389 8,642 8,755 0.06850% 0.047470/, 0.04347% 

103,200,444,296 11),889,245 18,687,574 109,485,230,069 18,204,888 20,141,090 100.00000% 100.00000% 100.00000% 

NOle: Th.... an! cu<rently no customers taking ••rvice on Schedule. ISST1(D) or ISST1(1). Should any customer begin 

taking .ervice on the•• schedules during th. parlod, theyv.lllba billed using the applicable SST! Factor. 

TotalS may not add due to rounding. 
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FLORIDA PO'IVER & LIGHT COMPANY FORM: 42·7P 
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

CALCULATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE FACTORS 

ESTIMATED FOR THE PERIOD OF: JANUARY 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2013 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

RATE CLASS 

RS1/RSTl 51.45044% 58.40675% 55.76814% 21,669,936 92,746,992 907,515 121,324,444 53,023,166,899 

GS1/GST11W1 ESI 5.67146% 5.19674% 5.64516% 3,050,099 8,252,157 91,864 11,394,121 5,844,824,242 0.00195 

GSD1IGSDT1IHLFTl 24.33238% 21.65851% 22.06110% 13,085,899 34,392,634 359,000 47,837,534 25,078,522,608 0.00191 

OS2 0.01183% 0.01155% 0.04790% 6,362 18,338 179 25,479 12,578,951 0.00203 

GSLD1/GSLDT1ICS1ICST1/HLFT2 10.96302% 9.43333% 10.35092% 5,895,890 14,979,648 168,441 21,043,978 11,310,651,252 0.00166 

GSLD2/GSLDT2/CS2ICST2IHLFT3 2.35236% 1.14400% 1.81649% 1,265,082 2,769.389 29,560 4,064,040 2,450,692,797 0,00166 

GSLD3IGSLDT3ICS3JCST3 0.18561% 0.12385% 0.15111% 08,851 196,6n 2,469 298,082 199,482,165 0.00150 

SSTH 0.09065% 0.07814% 0.15174% 48,859 124,076 2,567 175,502 97,610,914 0.00160 

SST1Dl/SSTl D21SST1D3 0.00116% 0.00731% 0.01111% 3,850 11,612 182 15,644 7,613,528 0.00205 

CILC DlCILC G 2.91834% 2.11513% 2.13801% 1.569,477 3,454,945 34.793 5,059,215 3,039,558,994 0.00166 

CILCT 1.24851% 0.90041% 0.94429% 671,479 1,429,808 15.366 2,116,653 1,341,477,742 0.00158 

MET 0.08111% 0.07621% 0.08355% 46,880 121,119 1,360 169,359 92,698,007 0.00183 

OL1/SL1/PL1 0.61226% 0.13994% 0.78029"10 329,270 222,217 12,698 564,184 630,970,753 0.00089 

SL2, GSCUI 0.06850% 0.04141% 0.04347% 36,840 75,384 707 112,931 70,594,640 0,00160 

Total 53,779,784 158,794,992 1,627,300 214,202,076 103,200,444,298 0.00208 

{., From Form 42.sP, Col 12 

""From Form 42.sP, Colla 

{., From Form 42-6P, Col 14 

("'To".1 Energy $ from Form 42·1 P, Line 5, Column 2 

"'T011II CP Demand $ from Form 42·1 P, Une 5, Column a 

"TOIIII GCP Demand $ from Form 42·1P, Line 5, Column 4 

"'CoI5 + Col 6 +Co11 

(h) Projected KWH sales for the period January 2013 lhrough December 2013. 

roCal8/Col9 

Note: There are currenUy no customers taking service on Schedules ISST1(D) or ISSTI (T). Should any customer begin 

taking service on these schedules during the period, they VIlli be billed using the applicable SSTI Factor, 

Totals may not add due 10 rounding. 
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Form 42-8P 

FLORIDA POWER & LlGHTl'OMPANY I 
COST JU,LUVJ<.Kr' l'J.ATlSiI?Si 

! 

i 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE AND COST RATES PER MAY 2012 EARNINGS SURVEILLANCE REPORT 

Equity @ 10.00% ORDER NO. PSC-12-0425-PAA-EU 

I PRE·TAX 
ADJUSTED : MllJYVINI : W1:.1vHIlOlJ W1:.1~ toL 

RETAIL RATIO COST RATES COST COST 

LONG TERM DEBT 5,649,185,325 29.134% 5.23% 1.52% 1.52% 

SHORT TERM DEBT 4'16 ?40 4(' 2.353% 1.43%i 0.03% 0.03% 

0 0.000% 0.00%] 0.00% 0.00% 

499,755,277 2.577%1 6.00%1 0.15% 0.15,% 
,0';< ;~h R, 46.754%1 10.00%1 4.68% 7.61% 

3,716,119,664 19.1650/. 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 

liN ,h:>IM1:,N TAXCREDITS 

ZERO COST 0 0.000% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
W 1:.lvHlhU COST 3,146,438 0.016% 8.17% 0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 
TOTAL lq ~QIl IlRd IlIO 100.00% 639% 9.33% 

CAJ.ClTLATION OF THE WUliHTJj;VCOST FORLvj 'U'. ,dLE Il" ""Hll'iJj;N" TAX CREDITS (C·ITC)(a) 

I LONG TERM DEBT 
!STOCK 

rOMMON EQUITY 

ITOTAL 

I RATIO 

IDEBT COMl-'uNhN I::>: 

ILONG TERM DEBT 

I SHORT TERM DEBT 
CUSTOMER 1)1:,I'U:;II:S 

ITAX CREDITS ·wnlvHI1:.V 

ITOTAl DEBT 

IEQUITY LVMt"JNhN rs: 

5,649,185,325 

°Q Ilt;< ;~t; ~A< 

14,714,822,170 

1.5246% 

0.0337,% 

0.1547% 

0.0003% 

1.7134% 

IPRI PRRPr, STOCK 0.0000%1 

ICOMMON EQUITY 4.6754%1 

INote: 

I(a) This capital structure applies only to LonvemOle T. t Tax Credit (C·ITC). 

38.39% 5.23% 2.oi% 2.01% 

0.00% 0.00% 0.0'0%. 0.00% 

61.61% 10.00% 6.16% 10.03% 

100,00% 8.17% 12.04% 
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CHAPTER 62-302 

SURFACE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 


62-302.200 Definitions. 
As used in this chapter: 
(1) "Acute l+oxicity" shall mean a concentration greater than one-third (1/3) of the amount lethal to 50 percent 

ofthe test organisms in 96 hours (96 hr LCso) for a species protective ofthe indigenous aquatic community for a 
substance not identified in paragraph 62-302.500(1)( c), F .A.C., or for mixtures of substances, including effluents. 

(2) "Annual ~verage !Flow" is the long-term harmonic mean flow ofthe receiving water, or an equivalent 
flow based on generally accepted scientific procedures in waters for which such a mean cannot be calculated. For 
waters for which flow records have been kept for at least the last three years, "long-term" shall mean the period of 
record. For all other waters, "long-term" shall mean three years (unless the Department finds the data from that 
period not representative ofpresent flow conditions, based on evidence of land use or other changes affecting the 
flow) or the period of records sufficient to show a variation of flow of at least three orders of magnitude, whichever 
period is less. For nontidal portions of rivers and streams, the harmonic mean (Qhm) shall be calculated as 

n 

L+ L+ .. ·+1 
Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Qn 

in which each Q is an individual flow record and n is the total number of records. In lakes and reservoirs, the annual 
average flow shall be based on the hydraulic residence time, which shall be calculated according to generally . 
accepted scientific procedures, using the harmonic mean flows for the inflow sources. In tidal estuaries and coastal 
systems or tidal portions of rivers and streams, the annual average flow shall be determined using methods described 
in EPA publication no. 600/6-85/002b pages 142 - 227, incorporated by reference in paragraph 62-4.246(9)(k), 
F.A.C., or by other generally accepted scientific procedures, using the harmonic mean flow for any freshwater 
inflow. Ifthere are insufficient data to determine the harmonic mean then the harmonic mean shall be estimated by 
methods as set forth in the EPA publication Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control 
(March 1991), incorporated by reference in paragraph 62-4.246(9)(d), F.A.C., or other generally accepted scientific 
procedures. In situations with seasonably variable effluent discharge rates, hold-and-release treatment systems, and 
effluent-dominated sites, annual average flow shall mean modeling techniques that calculate long-term average daily 
concentrations from long-term individual daily flows and concentrations in accordance with generally accepted 
scientific procedures. 

(3) No change. 
(4) "Biological Health Assessment" shall mean one ofthe following aquatic community-based biological 

evaluations: Stream Condition Index (SCI), Lake Vegetation Index (L VI). or Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index. 
ill (4t "Chronic l+oxicity" 
(a) through (b) No change. 

fiil.~ No change. 

ill ~ "Compensation J2P0int for yP-hotosynthetic ~ctivity" shall mean the depth at which one percent ofthe 


light intensity at the surface remains unabsorbed. The light intensities at the surface and subsurface shall be 
measured simultaneously by irradiance meters such as Kahlsico Underwater Irradiameter (Model No. 268 W A 310), 
or other device having a comparable spectral response. 

ililt11 No change. 
moo "Designated .!.lYse" shall mean the present and future most beneficial use ofa body ofwater as 

designated by the Environmental Regulation Commission by means of the Classification system contained in this 
Chapter. 

D.Ql (91 "Dissolved mMetal" shall mean the metal fraction that passes through a 0.45 micron filter. 
OJ} (4:-Q1"Effluent !:bimitation" shall mean any restriction established by the Department on quantities, rates or 

concentrations of chemical, physical, biological or other constituents which are discharged from sources into waters 
ofthe State. 

@ tH-1 "Exceptional ~ologica\ ~&ignificance" shall mean that a waterbody ' ....ater bedy is a part ofan 
ecosystem of unusual value. The exceptional significance may be in unusual species, productivity, divenlity, 
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ecological relationships, ambient water quality, scientific or educational interest, or in other aspects ofthe 
ecosystem's setting or processes. 

!.!1l ~ "Exceptional rRecreationalliSignificance" shall mean unusual value as a resource for outdoor 
recreation activities. Outdoor recreation activities include, but are not limited to, fishing, boating, canoeing, water 
skiing, swimming, scuba diving, or nature observation. The exceptional significance may be in the intensity of 
present recreational usage, in an unusual quality of recreational experience, or in the potential for unusual future 
recreational use or experience. 

D..±) EH1 "Existing yYses" shall mean any actual beneficial use of the waterbody water body on or after 
November 28, 1975 . 

.c.w ft4) "IC25"or "Inhibition Concentration 25%" shall mean the concentration oftoxicant that causes a 25% 
reduction in a biological response such as biomass, growth, fecundity, or reproduction in the test population when 
compared to the control population response. 

(16) "Lake" shall mean, for pw;poses of interpreting the narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62
302.530(47)(b), F.A.C" a lentic fresh waterbody with a relatively long water residence time and an open water area 
that is free from emergent vegetation under typical hvdrologic and climatic conditions. Aquatic plants, as defined in 
subsection 62-340.200(]), F.A.C" may be present in the open water, Lakes do not include springs, wetlands, or 
streams (except portions of streams that exhibit lake-like characteristics, such ali long water residence time, 
increased width. or predominance of biological taxa typically found in non-flowing conditions). 

(17) "Lake Vegetation Index (LVI)" shall mean a Biological Health Assessment that measures lake biological 
health in predominantly freshwaters using aquatic and wetland plants, performed and calculated using the Standard 
Operating Procedures for the LVI in the document titled LVl 1000: Lake Ver:etation Index Methods (DEP-SOP
003/11 LVI 1000) and the methodology in Sampling and Use ofthe Lake Vegetation Index (LVI) for Assessing Lake 
Plant Communities in Florida: A Primer (DEP-SAS-002/11), both dated 10-24-11, which are incorporated by 
reference herein. Copies ofthe documents may be obtained from the Department's internet site at 
http://wv..W.dep.state.fl.uslwater/wqssp/swq-docs.htm or by writing to the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection, Standards and Assessment Section. 2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 6511, Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. 

Ll.JU ~ "Man-induced conditions which cannot be controlled or abated" shall mean conditions that have been 
influenced by human activities, and 

(a) through (b) No change. 
(c) cannot be restored or abated by physical alteration of the waterbody 'Nater Body, or there is no reasonable 

relationship between the economic, social and environmental costs and the benefits of restoration or physical 
alteration. 

!.!.2) tM1 "Naturall?Background" shall mean the condition ofwaters in the absence ofman-induced alterations 
based on the best scientific information available to the Department. The establishment of natural background for an 
altered waterbody may be based upon a similar unaltered waterbody. eHm historical pre-alteration data. 
paleolimnological examination of sediment cores. or examination of geology and soils. When determining natural 
background conditions for a lake. the lake's location and regional characteristics as described and depicted in the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document titled Lake Regions ofFlorida (EPAIR-97/127. dated 1997. U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, National Health and Environmental Effects Research Laboratory. Corvallis, OR), 
which is incorporated by reference herein, shall also be considered. The lake regions in this document are grouped 
according to ambient total phosphorus and total nitrogen concentrations in the following lake zones: 

(a) The TPI phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 65-03, and 65-05. 
(b) The TP2 phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 75-04, 75-09, 75-14, 75-15 and 75-33. 
(c) The TP3 phosphorus zone consists of the USEPA Lake Regions 65-01, 65-02. 75-01,75-03.75-05, 75-11, 

75-12,75-16,75-19.75-20.75-23,75-24,75-27,75-32 and 76-03. 
(d) The TP4 phosphorus zone consists of the USEPA Lake Regions 65-04, 75-02. 75-06. 75-08, 75-10,75-13. 

75-17,75-21. 75-22,75-26.75-29,75-3 L 75-34, 76-01 and 76-02. 
(e) The TP5 phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 75-18,75-25,75-35.75-36 and 76-04. 
CO The TP6 phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 65-06, 75-07, 75-28, 75-30 and 75-37. 
(g) The TNI phosphorus zone consists of the USEPA Lake Region 65-03. 
(h) The TN2 phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 65-05 and 75-04. 
(i) The TN3 phosphorus zone consists (lfthe USEPA Lake Regions 65-01. 65-02, 65-04, 75-01. 75-02, 75-03, 

75-09,75-11, 75·15, 75-20, 75-23. 75-33 and 76-03, 
(j) The TN4 phosphorus zone consists ofthe USEPA Lake Regions 65-06,75-05,75-06,75-10.75-12.75-13, 

75-14,75-16,75-17.75-18.75-19,75-21, 75-22. 75-24, 75-26, 75-27 and 75-29, 75-31, 75·32. 75-34 and 76-02. 

http://wv..W.dep.state.fl.uslwater/wqssp/swq-docs
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(k) The TN5 phosphorus zone consists of the USEPA Lake Regions 75-07.75-08. 75·25. 75·28. 75-30, 75·35. 
75·36.75·37,76·01 and 76-04. 
The Lake Regions document may be obtained from the Department's internet site at 
hup:llwww.dep.state.fl.uslwater/wQssp/swg-docs.htm or bv writing to the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection. Standards and Assessment Section. 2600 Blair Stone Road. MS 6511. Tallahassee. FL 32399-2400. 

(20) fl:-+t "Nuisance ~pecies" shall mean species of flora or fauna whose noxious characteristics or presence in 
sufficient number, biomass, or areal extent may reasonably be expected to prevent, or unreasonably interfere with, a 
designated use of those waters. 

aD tH4 "Nursery ~ea ofilndigenous ~uatic Ihife" shall mean any bed of the following aquatic plants, 
either in monoculture or mixed: Halodule wrightii, Halophila spp., Potamogeton spp. (pondweed), Ruppia maritima 
(widgeon-grass), Sagittaria spp. (arrowhead), Syringodium filiforme (manatee-grass), Thalassia testudinum (turtle 
grass), or Vallisneria spp. (eel-grass), or any area used by the early-life stages, larvae and post· larvae, ofaquatic life 
during the period of rapid growth and development into the juvenile states. 

(22) "Nutrient" shall mean total nitrogen (TN). total phosphorus (TP). or their organic or inorganic forms. 
(23) "Nutrient response variable" shall mean a biological variable. such as chlorophyll a. biomass. or structure 

ofthe phytoplankton. periphyton or vascular plant community. that responds to nutrient load or concentration in a 
predictable and measurable manner. For purposes of interpreting paragra,ph 62·302.530(47)(b), F.A.C., dissolved 
oxygen (DO) shall also be considered a nutrient response variable int is demonstrated for the waterbody that DO 
conditions result in biological imbalance and the DO responds to a nutrient load or concentration in a predictable 
and measurable manner. 

(24) "Nutrient Threshold" shall mean a concentration of nutrients that applies to a Nutrient Watershed Region 
and is derived from a statistical distribution ofdata from reference or benchmark sites. Nutrient Thresholds are only 
applied to streams as specified in paragraph 62-302.53H2)(c), F.A.C. 

(25) ''Nutrient Watershed Region" shall mean a drainage area over which the nutrient thresholds in paragraph 
62·302.531(2)(c). F.A.C., allply. 

(a) The Panhandle West region consists of the Perdido Bay Watershed. Pensacola Bay Watershed, 
Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed. SI. Andrew Bay Watershed. and Apalachicola Bay Watershed. 

(b) The Panhandle East region consists of the Apalachee Bay Watershed, and EconfinaiSteinhatchee Coastal 
Drainage Area 

(c) The North Central region consists of the Suwannee River Watershed and the "stream to sink" region in 
Alachua. Marion and Levy Counties that is affected by the Hawthorne Formation. 

(d) The West Central region consists ofthe Peace. Myakka. Hillsborough. Alafia. Manatee. Little Manatee 
River Watersheds. SarasotaiLemon Bay Watershed and small, direct Tampa Bay tributary watersheds south of the 
Hillsborough River Watershed. 

(e) The Peninsula region consists ofthe Waccasassa Coastal Drainage Area. Withlacoochee Coastal Drainage 
Area. CrystallPithlachascotee Coastal Drainage Area. small. direct Tampa Bay tributary watersheds west of the 
Hillsborough River Watershed, small. direct Charlotte Harbor tributary watersheds south of the Peace River 
Watershed. Caloosahatchee River Watershed. Estero Bay Watershed. Imperial River Watershed. Kissimmee 
RiverlLake Okeechobee Drainage Area. Loxahatchee/St. Lucie Watershed. Indian River Watershed. DaytonaiSt. 
Augustine Coastal Drainage Area. St. John's River Watershed. Nassau Coastal Drainage Area. and S1. Mary's River 
Watershed. 

(0 The South Florida region consists of those areas south of the Peninsula region. such as the Cocohatchee 
River Watershed. Nallies Bay Watershed. Rookery Bay Watershed. Ten Thousand Islands Watershed. Lake Worth 
Lagoon Watershed. Southeast Coast - Biscayne Bay Watershed. Everglades Watershed. Florida Bay Watershed. and 
the Florida Keys. 
A map ofthe Nutrient Watershed Regions. dated October 17, 2011. is incorporated by reference herein and may be 
obtained from the Department's internet site at hup:llwww.dell.state.fl.uslwater/wgssWswg·docs.htm or by writing 
to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Standards and Assessment Section. 2600 Blair Stone Road. 
MS 6511. Tallahassee, FL 32399·2400. 

(19) through (21) renumber (26) through (28) No change. 
(29) ~ "Predominantly tp.resh 1YWaters" shall mean surface waters in which the chloride concentration tlHhe 

5W'faee is less than 1,500 milligrams per liter or specific conductance is less than 4.580 y.mhoslcm. 
(30) f2Jt "Predominantly mMarine 1YWaters" shall mean surface waters in which the chloride concentration at 

the sl:lffaee is greater than or equal to 1,500 milligrams per liter or specific conductance is greater than or eQual to 
4,580 y.mhoslcm. 
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(24) through (26) renumber (31) through (33) No change . 
.Q1} ~ "Special Waters" shall mean water bodies designated in accordance with Rule 62-302.700, F.A.C., by 

the Environmental Regulation Commission for inclusion in the Special Waters Category of Outstanding Florida 
Waters, as contained in Rule 62-302.700, F.A.C. A Special Water may include all or part of any waterbody W!l:ftw. 
bedy. 

(35) "Spring vent" shall mean a location where groundwater flows out of a natural. discernable opening in the 
ground onto the land surface or into a predominantlv fresh surface water. 

(36) "Stream" shall mean. for purposes of internreting the narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62
302.530(47)(b). F.A.C., under paragraph 62-302.531 (2)(c), F .A.C., a predominantly fresh surface waterbody with 
perennial flow in a defined channel with banks during typical climatic and hydrologic conditions for its region 
within the state. During periods of drought, portions ofa stream channel mav exhibit a dry bed, but wetted pools are 
typically still present during these conditions. Streams do not include: 

(a) non-perennial water segments where fluctuating hydrologic conditions, including periods of desiccation, 
typically result in the dominance of wetland and/or terrestrial taxa (and corresponding reduction in obligate fluvial 
or lotic taxa). wetlands, el' portions of streams that exhibit lake characteristics (e.g., long water residence time, 
increased width, or predominance of biological taxa typically found in non-flowing conditions) or tidally influenced 
segments that fluctuate between predominantly marine and predominantly fresh waters during typical climatic and 
hydrologic conditions; or 

(b) ditches, canals and other convevances, or segments ofconveyances, that are man-made, or predominantly 
channelized or predominantly phYsically altered and; 

I. are primarily used for water management purposes, such as flood protection, storm water management. 
irrigation, or water supplv; and 

2. have marginal or poor stream habitat or habitat components, such as a lack ofhabitat or substrate that is 
biologically limited, because the conveyance has cross sections that are predominantly trapezoidal. has armored 
banks. or is maintained primarily for water conveyance. 

(37) "Stream Condition Index (SCI)" shall mean a Biological Health Assessment that measures stream 
biological health in predominantly fresh waters using benthic macro invertebrates, performed and calculated using the 
Standard Operating Procedures for the SCI in the document titled SCI 1000: Stream Condition Index Methods 
(DEP-SOP-003/11 SCI 1000) and the methodology in Sampling and Use ofthe Stream Condition Index (SCI) tor 
Assessing Flowing Waters: A Primer (DEP-SAS-001/Il). both dated 10-24-11. which are incorporated by reference 
herein. Copies ofthe documents may be obtained from the Department's internet site at 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wqssplswq-docs.htm or by writing to the Florida Department ofEnvironmental 
Protection. Standards and Assessment Section. 2600 Blair Stone Road. MS 6511, Tallaha.<;see. FL 32399·2400. For 
water guality standards purposes. the Stream Condition Index shall not apply in the South Florida Nutrient 
Watershed Region. 

Q.[} ~ "Surface ~:Water" means water upon the surface of the earth, whether contained in bounds created 
naturally or artificially or diffused. Water from natural springs shall be classified as surface water when it exits from 
the spring onto the earth's surface. 

(39) "Total Maximum Daily Load" (TMDL) for an impaired waterbodv or waterbody segment shall mean the 
sum of the individual wasteload allocations for point sources and the load allocations for nonpoint sources and 
natural background. Prior to determining individual wasteload allocations and load allocations. the maximum 
amount of a pollutant that a waterbody or water segment can assimilate from all sources without exceeding water 
quality standards must first be calculated. A TMDL shall include either an implicit or explicit margin of safety and 
a consideration of seasonal variations. 

(40) R-9j "Total r&ecoverable mMetal" shall mean the concentration of metal in an unfiltered sample following 
treatment with hot dilute mineral acid. 

(!U ~ No change. 
(42) ~ "Water quality standards" shall mean standards composed ofdesignated present and future most 

beneficial uses (classification of waters), the numerical and narrative criteria, including Site Specific Alternative 
Criteria. applied to the specific water uses or classification, the Florida anti-degradation policy, and the moderating 
provisions. such as variances. mixing zone rule provisions. or exemptions. eeflttMflee ifl this rule &fie ifl Chllfltef' 62 
4, adepteel pef'stlaflt te ChllflteF 403, F.8. 

811 ~ No change. 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wqssplswq-docs.htm
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(44) ~ "Zone ofmMixing" or 'ImMixing ~me" shall mean a volume of surface water containing the point or 
area of discharge and within which an opportunity for the mixture ofwastes with receiving surface waters has been 
afforded. . 

Rulemaking Authority 403.06\,403.062,403.087,403.504,403.704,403.804,403.805 FS. Law Implemented 403.021,403.03\, 
403.061,403.062,403.085,403.086,403.087, 403.088,403.502,403.802 FS. History - New 05-29-90, Amended 2-13-92, 
Formerly 17-302.200, Amended 1-23-95, 5-15-02, 4-2-08, .......::_:11 

62-302.530 Table: Surface Water Quality Criteria. 
The following table contains both numeric and narrative surface water quality criteria to be applied except within 
zones ofmixing. The left-hand column of the Table is a list of constituents for which a surface water criterion exists. 
The headings for the water quality classifications are found at the top of the Table, and the classification descriptions 
for the headings are specified in subsection 62-302.400(1), F.A.C. Applicable criteria lie within the Table. The 
individual criteria should be read in conjunction with other provisions in water quality standards, including Rule 62
302.500, F.A.C. The criteria contained in Rule 62-302.500, F.A.C., also apply to all waters unless alternative or 
more stringent criteria are specified in Rule 62-302.530, F.A.C. Unless otherwise stated, all criteria express the 
maximum not to be exceeded at any time. In some cases, there are separate or additional limits, which apply 
independently of the maximum not to be exceeded at any time. For example, annual average (denoted as "annual 
avg." in the Table) means the maximum concentration at average annual flow conditions (see subsection 62
302.200(2), F.A.C.). Numeric interpretations of the narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62-302.530 (47)(b), 
F.A.C., shall be expressed as spatial averages and applied over a spatial area consistent with their derivation. In 
applying the water quality standards, the Department shall take into account the variability occurring in nature and 
shall recognize the statistical variability inherent in sampling and testing procedures. The Department's assessment 
methodology, set forth in Chapter 62-303, F .A.c., accounts for such natural and statistical variability when used to 
assess ambient waters pursuant to sections 305(b) and 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

(l) through (70) No change. 

Rulemaking Authority 403.061,403.062,403.087,403.504,403.704,403.804 FS. Law Implemented 403.021, 403.061, 403.087, 
403.088,403.141,403.161,403.182,403.502,403.702, 403.708 FS. History-New 1-28-90, Formerly 17-3.065, Amended 2-13
92,6-17-92, Formerly 17-302.540, 17-302.550, 17-302.560, 17-302.570, 17-302.580, Amended 4-25-93, Formerly 17-302.530, 
Amended 1-23-95, 1-15-96,5-15-02,7-19-04,12-7-06, 8-5-1O........:....:!. 

62-302.531 Numeric Inter,pretations ofNarrative Nutrient Criteria. 
(I) The narrative water quality criteria for nutrients in paragraphs 62-302.530{4 7)(a) and (b). F.A.C., applies to 

all Class I. Class II, and Class III waters. 
(2) The narrative water quality criterion for nutrients in paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b). F.A.C .. shall be 

numerically inter,preted for both nutrients and nutrient response variables in a hierarchical manner as follows: 
Ca) Where a site specific numeric inter,pretation of the criterion in paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b)' FAC.. has 

been established by the Department. this numeric inter,pretation shall be the primary interpretation. Ifthere are 
multiple inter,pretations ofthe narrative criterion for a waterbody. the most recent internretation established by the 
Department shall apply. A list ofthe site specific numeric internretations ofparagraph 62-302.530(47)(b), F.A.C., 
may be obtained from the Department's internet site at http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wqssp/swq-docs.htm or by 
writing to the Florida Department ofEnvironmental Protection, Standards and Assessment Section, 2600 Blair Stone 
Road, MS 6511. Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. 

1. The primaI)' site specific inter,pretations are as follows: 
a. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) adQpted under Chapter 62-304, F.A.C., that internret the narrative 

water quality criterion for nutrients.}n paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b), F.A.C .. for one or more nutrients or nutrient 
response variables: 

b. Site specific alternative criteria (SSAC) for one or more nutrients or nutrient response variables as established 
under Rule 62-302.800, F.A.c': 

c. EstuaI)'-specific numeric inter,pretations ofthe narrative nutrient criterion established in Rule 62-302.532, 
F.A.C.: or 

d. Other site specific inter,pretations for one or more nutrients or nutrient response variables that are formally 
established by rule or final order by the Department. such as a Reasonable Assurance Demonstration pursuant to 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wqssp/swq-docs.htm
http:403.021,403.03
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Rule 62-303.600, F.A.C., or Level II Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations (WQBEL) established pursuant to 
Rule 62-650.500. F.A.C. To be recognized as the applicable site specific numeric interpretation of the narrative 
nutrient criterion. the interpretation must establish the total allowable load or ambient concentration for at least one 
nutrient that results in attainment of the applicable nutrient response variable that represents achievement of the 
narrative nutrient criterion for the waterbodv. A site specific interpretation is also allowable where there are 
documented adverse biological effects using one or more Biological Health Assessments. if information on 
chlorophyll a levels. algal mats or blooms. nuisance macrophyte growth, and changes in algal species composition 
indicate there are no imbalances in flora and a stressor identification study demonstrates that the adverse biological 
effects are not <lue to nutrients. 

2. For the primary site specific interpretations in subparagraph 62-302.531 (2)(a)l .. F.A.C.. the notice of 
ruiemaking or other public notice shal! state that the Department is establishing a site specific interpretation for the 
receiving waterbody, and offer an opportunity for a public meeting and public comment. 

(b) If site specific numeric interpretations. as described in paragraph 62-302.53l(2)(a), F.A.C" above, have not 
been established for a waterbody. but there is an established. quantifiable cause-and-effect relationship between one 
or more nutrients and nutrient response variables linked to a value that protects against an imbalance in the natural 
populations of the aquatic flora or fauna, then the numeric values for the nutrients or nutrient response variables, set 
forth in this paragraph (2)(b), shall be the applicable interpretations. Absent a numeric intetpretation as established 
in paragraph 62-302.53 I(2)(a), F.A.C" site specific numeric interpretations are established as follows: 

1. For lakes, the applicable numeric interpretations ofthe narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62
302.530(47)(b), F.A.C .. for chlorophyll a are shown in the table below. The applicable interpretations for TN and 
TP will vary on an annual basis. depending on the availability of chlorophyll a data and the concentrations of 
nutrients and chlorophyll a in the lake. as described below. The applicable numeric interpretations for TN, TP, and 
chlorophyll a shall not be exceeded more than once in anv consecutive three year period. 

a. If there are sufficient data to calculate the annual geometric mean chlorophyll a and the mean does not 
exceed the chlorophyll a value for the lake type in the table below. then the TN and TP numeric interpretations for 
that calendar year shall be the annual geometric means of lake TN and TP samples, subject to the minimum and 
maximum limits in the table below. However. for lakes with color> 40 PCU in the West Central Nutrient 
Watershed Region. the maximum TP limit shall be the 0.49 mglL TP streams threshold for the region; or 

b. Ifthere are insufficient data to calculate the annual geometric mean chlorophyll a for a given year or the 
annual geometric mean chlorophyll a exceeds the values in the table below for the lake type. then the applicable 
numeric interpretations for TN and TP shall be the minimum values in the table below. 

Long Term Annual Minimum calculated numeric Maximum calculated numeric 
Geometric M~an Geom~tric Mean interpretation interpretation 
Lake Color and Chloro);!hyll a Annual 

Geometric 
Annual 
Geometric 

Annual 
Geometric 

Annual 
GeometricAlkalinity 

Mean Total Mean Total Mean Total Mean Total 
Phosohorus Nitrogen Phosohorus Nitrogen 

Platinum 
y 20um efT 1.27 mgfL 0.16 mgfL1 2.23 mm 

< 40 Platinum 
Cobalt Units and > 2!lJ!gi1 0.03 mglL 1.05 mg/L 0.09 mgLLl 1.91 mgIL 
20 mm CaCO. 
< 40 Platinum 
Cobalt Units and < ~ 0.01 mg/L O.~I mgLL 0.03 mgLLI 0.93 mgLL 
20 mm CaCO. 

1. For lakes WIth color> 40 PCU In the West Central Nutrient Watershed RegIOn, the maximum TP lImit shall 
be the 0.49 mglL TP streams threshold for the region. 

c. For the );!Yrpose of sub);!aragraph 62-302.53 ](2)(bH .. F .A.C .. color shall be assessed as true color and shall be 
free from turbidity. Lake color and alkalinity shall be the long-term geometric mean, based on a minimum of ten 
data );!oints over at least three years with at least one data point in each year, If insufficient alkalinity data are 

http:62-302.53
http:62-302.53
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available, long-term geometric mean specific conductance values shall be used. with a value of <1 00 micromhos/cm 
used to estimate the 20 mg/L CaC03 alkalinity concentration until such time that alkalinity data are available. 

2. For spring vents, the applicable numeric interpretation of the narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62
302.530(47)(b). FAC.. is 0.35 mg/L ofnitrate-nitrite (N03 +NO;J as an annual geometric mean, not to be 
exceeded more than once in any three calendar year period. 

ec) For streams. if a site specific interpretation pursuant to paragraph 62-302.531 (2)(a) or (2)(b), F.A.C .. has not 
been established, biological information shall be used to interpret the narrative nutrient criterion in combination with 
Nutrient Thresholds. The narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b). F.A.C., shall be interoreted as 
being achieved in a stream segment where information on chlorophyll a levels. algal mats or blooms. nuisance 
macrophyte growth. and changes in algal species composition indicates there are no imbalances in .t1ora or fauna. 
and either: 

1. the average score of at least two temporally independent SCls performed at representative locations and times 
is 40 or higher. with neither of the two most recent SCI scores less than 35, or 

2. the nutrient thresholds set forth in the table below are achieved. 

Nutrient Watershed Region Total Phosphorus 
Nutrient Threshold1 

Total Nitrogen Nutrient 
Threshold l 

Panhandle West 0.06mgjL 0.67 mgjl 
Panhandle East 0.18 mgjl 1.03 m~/L 

. North Central 0.30 mgJL 1.87 m-.Jdl 
i Peninsular 0.12 m!?:/l 1.54 m!!/l 

West Central 0.49 m!?:/L 1.65 mgjl 
South Florida No numeric nutrient 

threshold. The narrative 
criterion in paragraph 62

No numeric nutrient 
threshold. The narrative 
criterion in paragrauh 62

302.530(47)(b), FAC., 302.530(4Z)(b). FAC., 
lYill.I~ .rumIies. 

These values are annual geometrIc mean concentratIOns not to be exceeded more than once 
in any three calendar year period. 

(3) Except for data used to establish historical chlorophyll a levels, chlorophyll a data assessed under this 
Chapter shall be measured according to the DEP document titled"Applicability of Chlorophyll a Methods" CDEP
SAS-002/10), dated October 24.2011, which is incorporated by reference herein. Copies of the chlorophyll a 
document may be obtained from the Department's internet site at http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wgssp/swg
docs.htm or by writing to the Florida Department ofEnyironmental Protection. Standards and Assessment Section, 
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 6511. Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. ChlorophYll a data collected after [effective date] 
shall be corrected for or free from the interference ofphaeophytin. 

(4) The loading ofnutrients from a waterbody shall be limited as necessarY to provide for the attainment and 
maintenance of water quality standards in downstream waters. 

(5) To qualify as temporally independent samples, each SCI shall be conducted at least three months apart. 
SCIs collected at the same location less than three months apart shall be considered one sample, with the mean value 
used to reuresent the sampling ueriod. 

(6) To calculate an annual geometric mean for TN, TP, or chlorophyll a, there shall be at least four temporally
independent samples per year with at least one sample taken between May 1 and September 30 and at least one 
sample taken during the other months ofthe calendar year. To be treated as temporally-independent. samples must 
be taken at least one week apart. 

(7) The numeric interpretation of the narrative nutrient criterion shall be applied oyer a spatial area consistent 
with its derivation. 

(al For numeric interpretations based on paragraph 62-302.531 (2)(a), F AC., the spatial application of the 
numeric interpretation is as defined in the associated order or rule. 

(b) For lakes covered under subparagraph 62-302.531 (2)(b)l .. F.A.C" the numeric interpretation shall be 
applied as a lake-wide or lake segment-wide average. 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wgssp/swg


Docket No. 120007-EI 
Chapter 62-302 F .A.C., Surface Water Quality Standards 

(FDEP Proposed) 
RRL-9, Page 8 of13 

(c) For spring vents covered under subparagraph 62-302.531 (2)(b)2 .. F .A.C .. the numeric intemretation shall be 
applied in the surface water at or above the spring vent 

(d) For streams covered under paragraph 62-302.531(2)( c), F.A.C .. the spatial application of the numeric 
intemretation shall be determined by relative stream homogeneity and shall be applied to waterbody segments or 
aggregations ofsegments as determined by the site-specific considerations. 

(8) Load-based or percent reduction-based nutrient TMDLs or Level II Water Quality Based Effluent 
Limitations (WQBELs) pursuant to Chapter 62-650. F.A.C., do not need to be converted into concentration-based 
nutrient TMDLs or WQBELs to be used as the basis for the numeric intemretation of the narrative criterion. For 
percent reduction-based nutrient TMDLs, the associated allowable load or concentration is the numeric 
intemretation ofthe narrative criterion for the waterbody. 

(9) The Commission adopts rules 62-302.200(4), .200(16)-{17), .200(22)-(25), .200(35)-(37), .200(39), 62
302.531, and 62-302.532(3). F.A.C .. to ensure, as a matter of policy, that nutrient pollution is addressed in Florida in 
an integrated. comprehensive and consistent manner. Accordingly. these rules shall be effective only if EPA 
approves these rules in their entirety, concludes rulemaking that removes federal numeric nutrient criteria in 
response to the approval, and determines. in accordance with 33 U.S.c. § 1313(c)(3), that these rules sufficiently 
address EPA's January 14.2009 determination. Ifanv provision of these rules is determined to be invalid bv EPA 
or in anv administrative or judicial proceeding. then the entirety of these rules shall not be implemented. 

Rulemaking Authority 403.061. 403.062, 403.087, 403.504, 403.704,403.804 FS. Law Implemented 403.021. 403.061. 403.067, 
403.087,403.088,403.141, 403.161. 403.182, 403.502, 403.702, 403.708 FS. Histo!), - New - -11. 

62-302.532 Estuary-Specific Numeric Intemretations of the Narrative Nutrient Criterion. 
(1) Estuary-specific numeric interpretations ofthe narrative nutrient criterion in paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b). 

F.A.C., are in the table below. The concentration-based estuary interpretations are open water, area-wide averages. 
The interpretations expressed as load per million cubic meters of freshwater inflow are the total load of that nutrient 
to the estuary divided by the total volume of freshwater inflow to that estuary. 

(a) Clearwater Harbor/St. 
Joseph Sound 

Annual totals for nutrients and annual arithmetic means for 

Total Phosphorus Total Nitrogen Chlorophyll a 

chlorophyll a, not to be exceeded more than once in a three. year 
· period. Nutrient and nutrient response values do not apply to 

tidally influenced areas that fluctuate between predominantly 
• marine and predominantly fresh waters during typical climatic and 

1. Qld Tampa Bay 
, h drolo ic conditions. 

0.23 tons/million l.08-tons/million 9.3 b!:gLL 
• cubic meters 	of cubic meters of 

water water 
2. Hillsborough Bay 1.28 tons/million 1.62 tons/million 15.0 b!:gLL 

cubic meters of cubic meters of 
water water 

3. Middle Tampa Bay 0.24 tons/million 1.24 tons/million 8.5 b!:gLL 
cubit: meter~ Qf cubic melSlrs of 
water water 

4. Lower Tampa Bay 0.14 tons/million 0.97 tons/million 5.1 IJ,gLL 
cubic meters of cubic meters of 

i 
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5. Boca Ciega North 

6. Boca Cis;ga South 

7. Terra Ceia Bay 

8. Manatee River EstuarY 

(c) Sarasota Bay 

1. Palma Sola Bav 
2. Sarasota BaX 

3. Roberts Bav 
4. Little Sarasota Bav 
5. Blackburn Bav 
(d) Charlotte HarborlEstero 

Il!U'. 

1. Dona and Roberts Bav 
2. UODer Lemon Bav 
3. Lower Lemon Bav 
4. Charlotte Harbor Proner 

~ 
8. Matlacha Pass 
9.Estero BaX (including Tidal 
Imoerial River) 
(e) Tidal Cocohatchee 
RiverITen Thousand Islands 

~. 
3. Rookery BavIMarco Island 
4. Naples Bay 
5. Inner Gulf Shelf 
6. Middle Gulf Shelf 
7. Outer Gulf Shelf 
8. Blackwater River 
9. Coastal Transition Zone 

water ~ ! 

0.18 tons/million 1.54 tons/million 8.3 ugIL 
Icubic ms;ters of cubic meters of 

water water i 

0.06 tons/million 0.97 tons/million 6.3 ugIL 
cubic meters of cubic meters of 

Iwater water 
I 0.14 tons/million 1.10 tons/million 8.7 ugIL ! 

cubic meters of cubic meters of 
water water 

. 0.37 tons/million 1.80 tons/million 8.8 y.gIL 
• cubic meters of cubic meters of 

water water 
Annual geometric mean values for nutrients and annual arithmetic 
means for chloro12hXIl a, not to be exceeded more than once in a 
three xear Qeriod. Nutrient and nutrient resnonse values do no! 
aImlX to tidally influenced areas that fluctuate between 
nredominantlx marine and nredominantlv fresh waters during 

i 

~.
0.26 mm 11.8 um 
0.19 mgIL See naragranh 62 6.1 ugIL 

302.532(3)(i). 
~ 

0.23 mm 0.54 mg/L 11.0 um 
0.21 mm 0.60 mll/L 10.4 ullll 
0.21 mm 0.43 mm 8.2 um 
Annual arithmetic mean values for nutrients and annual arithmetiC 
means for chlorQnhxlll!, not to be exceeded more than once in a 
three year l1eriod. Nutrient and nutrient resl10nse values do not 
al1n1y to tidallx influenced areas that fluctuate between 
I1redominantly marine and I1redominantlx fresh waters during 
tvoical climatic and hydrologic conditions. 
0.18 mll/L ·0.42 mgll 4.9 um 
0.26 mm 0.56 m!l!L 8.9 um I 
0.17 mm 0.62 mm 6.1 um 
0.19 mg/l 0.67 mg/L 6.1 um ! 

0.06 mm f\ <:''7 IT. 6.5 um 
• 

0.07 mm ~0.56 melL 3.5 um 
0.31 m2ll 1.02 m!l!L 11.7 um i 

0.08 mm 0.58mJdl 6.1 ugIL 
0.07 mg/L 0.63 mgiL 5.9 y.gIL I 

Annual geometric means that shall not be exceeded more than once ! 

0.057 mg/L I 0.47 mg/L 5.8 u!l!L 
0.032 m!l!l 0.25 mll/L 3.1 u!l!l 
0.046 m!l!L 0.30 mg/L 4.9 u!l!l 
0.045 mgIL t= 4.3 u!l!L 
0.018 mgll 1.6 u!l!l 
0.016 m!l!L 0.26 mg/L 1.4 ugll 
0.013 m!l!l 

1061 m; 1.0 ug/l 
0.053 mgll 4.1 um 
0.034 mgll 3.9 ugll 
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10. GulfIslands 
11. Inner Waterwav 
12. Mangrove Rivers 

T 

14. Shark River Mouth 
15. Whitewater Bav 
(:t) Florida Bay 

1. Central Florida Bav 

~daBav 
5. Southern Florida Bav 
6. Western Florida Bav 
(g) Florida Keys 

lID'. 
2. Backshelf 
3. Lower Keys 
4. Marauesas 
5. Middle Keys 
6. Oceanside 
'7 T T • . 17. 

S 

(h) Biscayne Bay 

1. Card Sound 
2. Manatee Bay - Barnes 
Sound 

4. North Central Outer-Bay 
5. Northern North Bay 

7. South Central Mid-Bay 
8. South Central Outer-Bay 
9. Southern North Bay 

0.038 m{!/l 0.44 mgfl 3.4 ugfl 
0.033 mgfl 0.69 m{!/L 5.2 U{!/l 
0.021 mm 0.71 midL 3.7 ugfl 
0.024 mgfl 0.52 midL 3.0 ugfl I 

0.022 mJdl 0.75 mgfl 2.2 ugfl 
0.026 mm 0.82mg/l 4.1 U{!/l 
Annual geometric means that :;!hall not be exceeded more than once ! 

in a three year Deriod 
0.019 mm 0.99 mm 2.2 um 
0.045 mm 1.29mm 9.3 um 
0.007 mm 0.65 mm 0.4 ugfl 
0.010 m{!/l 0.68 m{!/l 0.8 ugfl 
0.009 mill 0.64 mill 0.8 U{!/l 
0.015 mill 0.37 m{!/L 1.4 um 
Annual geometric means that shall not be exceeded more than once 
in a three year Deriod 
0.009 mill 0.25mm 0.3 um 
0.011 m{!/l 0.23 mQ/L 0.7 um 
0.008 mill 0.21 mQ/L 0.3 uill 
0.008 mill 0.21 mQ/L 0.6 um 
0.007 mm 0.22 mg/L 0.3 um 
0.007 mQ/L 0.17 m!!iL 0.3 ug/l 
0.007 mm 0.18 mQ/L 0.2 ug/l 
Annual geometric means that shall not be exceeded more than once 
in a three year oeriod 
0.008mm 0.33mm 0.5 um 
0.007 mglL 0.58 mglL 0.4 uglL 

0.007 m!!/L 0.31 m{!/l 0.5 u{!/L 
0;008 mill 0.28 midL 0.7 ug/l 
0.012 mill 0.30mQ/L 1.7uQ/L 
0.007mm 0.48mm 0.4 um 
0.007 mg/l 0.35 m!2/l 0.2 um 
0.006 mm 0.24 mQ/L 0.2 uill 
O.OIOmg/L 0.29 mQ/L l.lugfl 

m Sarasota Bay For TN. the annual geometric mean target is calculated from monthly arithmetic 
mean color by region and season. Annual geometric means that shall not be 
exceeded more than once in a three year period. The Sarasota Bay regions are 
defined as north (Manatee County) and south (Sarasota County). The wet season 
for Sarasota Bay is defined as July through October and the dry season is defined 
as all other months of the year. The seasonal region targets are calculated using 
monthly color data and shall be calculated as follows: 

I NWrLn[(l3.35-fO.32*CNJ)J3.58] 
• @t=Ln[(10.39-(0.32*CNJV3.58j 
SWFLn[(8.51-(0.32"'CS~ 

m=Ln[(5.55-(O.32*CSJ)l3.581 

Where, 
•fl.lf.t is the TN target for lh month calculated for the north region during the wet 

season 
~ , TN .Jh mnnth (",,1, £" nn...h· . dryI 

http:NWrLn[(l3.35-fO.32*CNJ)J3.58
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season 
~the TN target for lh month calculated for the south region during the wet 
season 
~the TN target for lh month calculated for the south region during the dry 
season 
~the arithmetic mean color during the ilb month within the north region 
~ is the arithmetic mean color during the ilb month within the south region 

The annual TN target is calculated as the geometric mean of all monthly regional 
and season targets as follows: 

Nutrient and nutrient response values do not apply to tidally influenced areas that 
fluctuate between predominantly marine and predominantly fresh waters during 
tyoical climatic and hvdrolollic conditions. 

(j) Clam Bay No more than 10 percent of the individual Total Phosphorus (TP) or Total 
(Collier County) Nitrogen (TN) measurements shall exceed the respective TP Upper Limit or TN 

Uoner Limit. 
i TP Upper Limit (mg/L) = e( -106256- TN Upper Limit (mg/L) = 2.3601 
I 0 000032846S'Conductjyjtv (uS» I 0.0000268325*Conductivity (uS) 

(2) Estuarine and marine areas are delineated in the eight maps ofthe Florida Marine Nutrient Regions, all 
dated October 19, 2011, which are incorporated by reference. Copies of these maps may be obtained from the 
Department's internet site at htto://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wgssp/swg-docs.htm or by writing to the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection, Standards and Assessment Section. 2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 6511, 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. 

(3) The Department shall establish by rule or final order estuary specific numeric interpretations of the 
narrative nutrient criteria for TN and TP for Perdido Bay, Pensacola Bay (including Escambia Bay), St. Andrews 
Bay, Choctawhatchee Bay, and Apalachicola Bay by June 30, 2013, subject to the provisions ofChapter 120, F.S. 
The Department shall establish by rule or final order the estuary specific numeric interpretation of the narrative 
nutrient criteria for TN and TP for the remaining estuaries by June 30, 2015, subiect to the provisions of Chapter 
120, F.S. 

Rulemaking Authority 403.061. 403.062, 403.087. 403.504, 403.704, 403.804 FS. Law Imolemented 403.021. 403.061. 403.087, 
403.088,403.141. 403.161. 403.182, 403.502, 403.702, 403.708 FS. History - New - -11. 

62-302.800 Site Specific' Alternative Criteria. 
(l) Type I Site Specific Alternative Criteria: A waterbodv water bedy, or portion thereof, may not meet a 

particular ambient water quality criterion specified for its classification, due to natural background conditions or 
man-induced conditions which cannot be controlled or abated. In such circumstances, and upon petition by an 
affected person or upon the initiation by the Department, the Secretary may establish a site specific alternative water 
quality criterion when an affirmative demonstration is made that an alternative criterion is more appropriate for a 
specified portion ofwaters of the state. Public notice and an opportunity for public hearing shall be provided prior to 
issuing any order establishing alternative criteria. 

(a) The affirmative demonstration required by this section shall mean a documented showing that the proposed 
alternative criteria would exist due to natural background conditions or man-induced conditions which cannot be 
controlled or abated. Such demonstration shall be based upon relevant factors which include: 

1. A description ofthe physical nature of the specified waterbodv water bedy and the water pollution sources 
affecting the criterion to be altered. 

2. through 4. No change. 
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(b) No change. 
(2) Type II Site Specific Alternative Criteria: In accordance with the procedures set forth below, affected 

persons may petition the Department, or the Department may initiate rulemaking. to adopt an alternative water 
quality criterion for a specific waterbody water body, or portion thereof, on the basis of site-specific reasons other 
than those set forth above in subsection 62-302.800(1), F.A.C. The Department shall process any such petition as 
follows: 

(a) through (c)l. No change. 
2. In making the demonstration required by this paragraph (c), the petition shall include an assessment of 

aquatic toxicity, except on a showing that no such assessment is relevant to the particular criterion. The assessment 
ofaquatic toxicity shall show that physical and chemical conditions at the site alter the toxicity or bioavailability of 
the compound in question and shall meet the requirements and follow the Indicator Species procedure set forth in 
Water Quality Standards Handbook (December 1983), a publication ofthe United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, incorporated here by reference. If, however, the Indicator Species Procedure is not applicable to the 
proposed site-specific alternative criterion, the petitioner may propose another generally accepted scientific method 
or procedure to demonstrate with equal assurance that the alternative criterion will protect the aquatic life designated 
use of the waterbody water aody. 

3. through 7. No change. 
(d) The provisions of this subsection do not apply to criteria contained in Rule 62·302.500, F.A.C., or criteria 

that apply to: 
1. Biological Integrity (subsection 62-302.530(0). F.A.C.). 
2. B.O.D. (subsection 62-302.530(1 I). F.A.C.). 

". NHtriel'lts. 

b. ~ Odor (subsections 62-302.500(1), 62-302.530(21). 62-302.530(48), and paragraphs 62-302.530 (49)(b) and 

62-302.530(52)(a), F.A.C.). 
1:. ~ Oils and Greases (subsection 62-302.530(49). F.A.C.). 
~ 6. Radioactive Substances (subsection 62-302.530(57). F.A.C.). 
!b +: Substances in concentrations that injure, are chronically toxic to, or produce adverse physiological or 

behavioral response in humans, animals, or plants (subsection 62-302.530(61), F.A.C.). 
1.. 8-: Substances. other than nutrients, in concentrations that result in the dominance of nuisance species 

(subsection 62-302.200(20), F.A.C.). 
.8.,. 9., Total Dissolved Gases (subsection 62-302.530(66). F.A.C.t 
2,."M No change. 
(e) through (t) No change. 
(3) Type III Site Specific Alternative Criteria (SSAC) for Nutrients: Upon petition by an affected person or 

upon initiation by the Department. the Department shall establish. by Secretarial Order. site specific numeric 
nutrient criteria when an affirmative demonstration is made that the proposed criteria achieve the narrative nutrient 
criteria in paragraph 62-302.530(47)(b). F.A.C .. and are protective of downstream waters. Public notice and an 
opportunity for public hearing shall be provided prior to adopting any order establishing alternative criteria under 
this subsection. 

(a) The Department shall establish a Type III SSAC if all of the following conditions are met: 
1. The petitioner demonstrates that the waterbody achieves the narrative nutrient criteria in paragraph 62

302.530(47)(b), F.A.C. 
a. For streams, such a demonstration shall reguire: 
i. information on chlorophyll a levels. algal mats or blooms, nuisance macrophyte growth. and changes in algal 

species composition indicating that there is not an imbalance in flora. and 
ii. at least two temporally independent SCIs. conducted at a minimum oftwo spatially-independent stations 

representative ofthe waterbodv or water segment for which a SSAC is reguested. with an average score of 40 or 
higher. with neither Qfthe two most recent SCI scores less than 35. 

b, For lakes. such a demonstration shall reguire: 
i. information on chlorophyll a levels. algal mats or blooms indicating that there is not an imbalance in flora or 

fauna, and 
it at least two temporally independent L VIs, with an average score of43 or above. 
c. SCIs and L VIs collected at the same location less than three months apart shall be considered to be one 

sample. with the mean value used to represent the sampling period. SCIs and L VIs shall be conducted during the 
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water guality sampling period described in subparagraph 62-302.800(3)(a)2, F.A.C, There shall be a minimum of 
two assessments per station or lake, with at least one assessment conducted during the final year. 

2. The petitioner provides sufficient data to characterize water guality conditions, including temporal variability, 
that are representative ofthe biological data used to sJ.U?port the SSAC. The water guality data shall be collected in 
the same waterbody segment as the biological monitoring stations and at a freguency and duration consistent with 
the study design concepts described in the document titled Development o(Type III Site Specific Alternative Criteria 
(SSAC) for Nutrients (DEP-SAS-004/1 n, dated October 24,2011, which is incoIporated by reference herein. 
Copies of this document may be obtained from the Department's internet site at 
http://\\''WW.dep.state.fl.uslwater/wgssp/swg-docs.htm or by writing to the Florida Department ofEnvironmental 
Protection, Standards and Assessment Section, 2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 6511. Tallahassee. FL 32399-2400. 
Water guality data associated with extreme climatic conditions. such as floods. droughts. and hurricanes, shall be 
excluded from the analysis. 

3. Demonstration of downstream protection by one of the following methods: 
a. Downstream waters are attaining water guality standards related to nutrient conditions pursuant to Chapter 

62-303. F.A.C.; or 
b. If the downstream waters do not attain water guality standards related to nutrient conditions: 
i. The nutrients delivered by the waterbody subject to the Type III SSAC meet the allocations of a downstream 

TMDL;or 
ii. The nutrients delivered by the waterbody are shown to provide for the attainment and maintenance ofwater 

guality standards in downstream waters. 
(b) The SSAC shall be established at a level representative of nutrient loads or concentrations that have been 

demonstrated to be protective ofthe designated use by maintaining balanced. natural popUlations of aguatic flora 
and fauna, This demonstration shall take into account natural variability by using statistical methods appropriate to 
the data set, as described in Development ofTWe III Site Specific Alternative Criteria (SSAc) for Nutrients (DEP
SAS-004/1 1). 

(3) through (4) renumber (4) through (5) No change. 
® ~ Type II sSite specific alternative criteria apply to the water bodies, or portions of the water bodies, listed 

below. For dissolved oxygen site specific alternative criteria, normal daily and seasonal fluctuations above the 
levels listed in the table below shall be maintained. For site specific alternative criteria with seasonal limits, the 
generally applicable criteria in Rule 62-302.530. F.A.C., apply at other times of the year. 

(a) through (d) No change. 

Rulemaking Authority 403.061, 403.062, 403.087, 403.504, 403.704, 403.804, 403.805 FS. Law Implemented 403.021, 403.061, 
403.087,403.088,403.141,403.161,403.502 FS. History-Formerly 17-3.05(4), Amended 3-1-79, 10-2-80,2-1-83, Formerly 17
3.031, Amended 6-17-92, Formerly 17-302.800, Amended 5-15-02, 1-9-06,6-28-06,12-7-06, 8-5-07, 8-5-10~. 

http://\\''WW.dep.state.fl.uslwater/wgssp/swg-docs.htm
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[EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0596; FRL-9228-7) 

RIN 204G-AF11 

Water Quality Standards for the State 
of Florida's Lakes and Flowing Waters 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA or Agency) is 
promulgating numeric water quality 
criteria for nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution to protect aquatic life in lakes, 
flowing waters, and springs within the 
State of Florida. These criteria apply to 
Florida waters that are designated as 
Class I or Class III waters in order to 
implement the State's narrative nutrient 
provision at Subsection 62-302
530(47)(b), Florida Administrative Code 
(F.A.C.). which provides that "[iJn no 

case shall nutrient concentrations of a 

body of water be altered so as to cause 

an imbalance in natural populations of 

aquatic flora or fauna. " 

DATES: This final rule is effective March 
6,2012, except for 40 eFR 131.43(e), 

. which is effective February 4, 2011. 
ADDRESSES: An electronic version of the 
public docket is available through EPA's 
electronic public docket and comment 
system. EPA Dockets. You may use EPA 
Dockets at http://www.regulations.gov to 
view public comments, access the index 
listing of the contents of the official 
public docket, and to access those 
documents in the public docket that are 
available electronically. For additional 
information about EPA's public docket, 
visit the EPA Docket Center homepage 
athttp://www.epa.gov/epahome/ 
docketslrtm. Although listed in the 
index, some information is not publicly 
available, i.e., Confidential Business 
Information (CBI) or other information 
whose disclosure is restricted by statute. 
Certain other material, such as copyright 
material. is not placed on the Internet 
and will be publicly available only in 
hard copy form. Publicly available 
docket materials are available either 
electronically in http:// 
www.regu]ations.govor in hard copy at 
the Docket Facility. The Office of Water 
(OW) Docket Center is open from 8:30 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m .• Monday through 
Friday, excluding legal holidays. The 
OW Docket Center telephone number is 
202-566-1744 and the Docket address is 
OW Docket, EPA West. Room 3334, 
1301 Constitution Ave., NW.. 
Washington, DC 20004. The Public 

Reading Room is open from 8:30 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 

excluding legal holidays. The telephone 

number for the Public Reading Room is 

(202) 566-1744. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 

information concerning this rulemaking, 

contact Danielle Salvaterra, U.S. EPA 

Headquarters, Office of Water, 

Mailcode: 4305T. 1200 Pennsylvania 

Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20460; 

telephone number: 202-564-1649; fax 

number: 202-566-9981; e-mail address: 

salvaterro.danielle®epa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
supplementary information section is 
organized as follows: 

Table of Contents 

I. General Information 
A. Executive Summary 
B. Which water bodies are affected by this 

rule? 
C. What entities may be affected by this 

rule? 
D. How can I get copies of this document 

and other related information? 
n. Background 

A. NitrogenlPhosphorus Pollution 
B. Statutory and Regulatory Background 
C. Water Quality Criteria 
D. EPA Determination Regarding Florida 

and EPA's Rulemaking 
m. Numeric Criteria for StrelllIlB, Lakes. and 

Springs in the State of Florida 
A. General Information 
B. Numeric Criteria for the State of 


Florida's Streams 

C. Numeric Criteria for the State of 
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D. Numeric Criterion for the State of 


Florida's Springs 

E. Applicability of Criteria When Final 

IV. Under what conditions will federal 
standards be withdrawn? 

V. Alternative Regulatory Approaches and 
Implementation Mechanisms 

A. Designating Uses 
B. Variances 
C. Site-Specific Alternative Criteria 
D. Compliance Schedules 
E. Proposed Restoration Water Quality 

Standard 
VI. Economic Analysis 
VII. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews 

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

B. Paperwork Reduction Act 
C. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
E. Executive Order 13132 (Federalism) 
F. Executive Order 13175 (Consultation 

and Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments) 

G. Executive Order 13045 (protection of 
Children From Environmental Health 
and Safety Risks) 

H. Executive Order 13211 (Actions That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or UseJ 

I. National Technology Transfer 

Advancement Act of 1995 


J. Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions 
To Address Environmental Justice in 

Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations) 

K. Congressional Review Act 

I. General Information 

A. Executive Summary 

Florida is known for its abundant and 
aesthetically beautiful natural resources, 
in particular its water resources. 
Florida's water resources are very 
important to its economy, for example, 
its $6.5 billion fishing industry.1 
However, nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution has contributed to severe 
water quality degradation in the State of 
Florida. Based upon waters assessed 
and reported by the Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in 
its 2008 Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment for Florida, approximately 
1,049 miles of rivers and streams (about 
5% oftotalassessed streams), 349,248 
acres of lakes (about 23% oftotal 
assessed lakes), and 902 square miles of 
estuaries (about 24% oftotal assessed 
estuaries) are known to be impaired for 
nutrients by the State,:' 

The information presented in FDEP's 
latest water quality assessment report, 
the 2010 Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment for Florida, documents 
increased identification of assessed 
waters that are impaired due to 
nutrients. In the FDEP 2010 Integrated 
Water Quality Assessment for Florida, 
approximately 1,918 miles ohivers and 
streams (about 8% of assessed river and 
stream miles), 378,435 acres oflakes 
(about 26% of assessed lake acres), and 
569 square miles of estuaries 3 (about 
21% of assessed square miles of 
estuaries) 4 are identified as impaired by 

1 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission. 2010. The economic impact of 
freshwater jiBhing in Florida. http:// 
lVWIv.myflVc.comIGONSERVATIONIConservation 
_ ValuoofCanservation_EconFreshwat8Fbnpact.htm. 
Accessed August 2010. 

l Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP). 2008. I.utegrB.l.ed Water Quality Assessment 
for Florida, 2008 305(b) Repori and 303(dYUst 
Update. 

3 The estimated miles for estuaries were 
recalculated in 2010. FDEP used revised GIS 
techniques to calculate mileages and corrected 
estuary waterbody descriptions by removing land 
drainage araBS Ihat.had been included In some 
descriptions. which reduced the estimates of total 
estuarine water area for Florida waters generally, "" 
wall as for some of the estuary classifications in tha 
2010 report. 

'For the lntegrated Water Quality Assessment for 
Florida: 2010 305(b) Report and 303{d) Ust Update. 
Florida asseSlled about 3,637 additional miles of 
streams, about 24.833 fewer acres oflak8l\. and 
about 1.065 feW1iU" square miles of estuaries than the 
2008lntegrated Report. I.u addition, Florida 
reevaluated the WBID segment boundaries usJ.ug 
"improved GIS techniques' for mapp/.ug. The most 
significant result of the major change in mapping 
was the reduction of assessed estuarine area from 
3,726 to 2.661 square mil.... The net result to the 
Impaired waters for estuaries I!l that the percent of 

http:mapp/.ug
http:I.utegrB.l.ed
http:salvaterro.danielle�epa.gov
www.regu]ations.govor
http:http://www.regulations.gov
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nutrients.s The challenge of nitrogen/ 
phosphorus pollution has been an 
ongoing focus for FDEP. Over the past 
decade or more, FDEP reports that it has 
spent over 20 million dollars collecting 
and analyzing data related to 
concentrations and impacts of nitrogen/ 
phosphorus pollution in the State.6 

Despite FDEP's intensive efforts to 
diagnose and evaluate nitrogen/ 
phosphorus pollution, substantial and 
widespread water quality degradation 
from nitrogen/phosphorus over
enrichment has continued and remains 
a significant problem. 

On January 14, 2009, EPA determined 
under Clean Water Act (CWA) section 
303 (c)(4)(B) that new or revised water 
quality standards (WQS) in the form of 
numeric water quality criteria are 
necessary to protect the designated uses 
from nitrogen/phospho tion 
that Florida has set for its ass I and 
Class III waters. The Agency considered 
(1) the State's documented unique and 
threatened ecosystems, (2) the large 
number of impaired waters due to 
existing nitrogen/phosphorus pollution, 
and (3] the challenge associated with 
growing nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
associated with expanding urbanization, 
continued agricultural development, 
and a significantly increasing 
population that the U.S. Census 
estimates is expected to grow over 75% 
between 2000 and 2030.7 EPA also 
reviewed the State's regulatory 
accountability system, which represents 
a synthesis of both technology-based 
standards and point source control 
authority, as well as authority to 
establish enforceable controls for 
nonpoint source activities. 

A significant challenge faced by 
Florida's water quality program is its 
dependence and current reliance upon 
an approach involving resource
intensive and time-consuming site-by
site data collection and analysis to 
interpret non-numeric narrative criteria. 
This approach is used to make water 
quality impairment determinations 
under CWA section 303(d), to set 
appropriately protective numeric 
nitrogen and phosphorus pollution 
targets to guide restoration of impaired 
waters, and to establish numeric 

assessed estuaries Impaired relJlll.ins about the same 
in 2008 (24%) as in 2010 (21%~ 

• FDEP. 2010. Integrated Water Quailty 
Assessment for Florida: 2010 305(b) Report and 
303(d) Us! Update. 

• FDEP. 2009. Florida Numeric Nutrient Criteria 
History and Status. http://www.dep.stare.fl.usl 
water!wq.splnutrienisldocslfl-nnc-summoIY
1 00109.pdf. Accessed September 2010. 

7 U.S. Census Bureau, Population llivislon, 
Interim State Population hojections, 2005. http:// 
wlVw.censlJIJ.gav!popuJatlon!projectlonsl 

SummaryTabAl·pdf· 


nitrogen and phosphorus goals to ensure 
effective protection and maintenance of 
non-impaired waters. EPA determined 
that Florida's reliance on a case-by-case 
interpretation of its narrative criterion 
in implementing an otherwise 
comprehensive water quality framework 
of enforceable accountability 
mechanisms was insufficient to ensure 
protection of applicable designated uses 
under Subsection 62-302.530(47)(b), 
F.A.C.. which. as noted above, provides 
"(i]n no case shall nutrient 
concentrations of a body of water be 
altered so as to cause an imbalance in 
natural populations of aquatic flora or 
fauna." 

In accordance with the terms of EPA's 
January 14,2009 determination, an 
August 2009 Consent Decree, and June 
7, 2010 and October 27, 2010 revisions 
to that Consent Decree. which are 
discussed in more detail in Section II.D, 
EPA is promulgating and establishing 
final numeric criteria for lakes and 
springs throughout Florida, and flowing 
waters (e.g" rivers, streams, canals, etc,) 
located outside of the South Florida 
Region.s 

Regerding numeric criteria for 
streams, the Agency conducted a 
detailed technical evaluation of the 
substantial amount of sampling, 
monitoring and associated water quality 
analytic data available on Florida 
streams together with a significant 
amount of related scientific analysis. 
EPA concluded that reliance on a 
reference-based methodology was a 
strong and scientifically sound 
approach for deriving numeric criteria, 
in the form of total nitrogen (TN) and 
total phosphorus (TP) concentration 
values for flowing waters including 
streams and rivers. This information is 
presented in more detail in Section m.B 
below. 

For lakes, EPA is promulgating a 
classification approach using color and 
alkalinity based upon substantial data 
that show that lake color and alkalinity 
are important predictors of the degree to 
which TN and TP concentrations result 
in a biological response such as elevated 
chlorophyll a levels. EPA found that 
correlations between nitrogenl 
phosphorus and biological response 
parameters in the different types of 

• For purpose. of th.io rule, EPA has distinguished 
South Florida as those areas south of Lake 
Okeechobee and the Caloosahatchee River 
walarshed to the west of Lake Okeechohee and the 
St. Lucie watershed to the east ofLake Okeechobee, 
hereinafter refBtled to as the South Florida Region. 
Numeric criteria applicable to flowing walers in the 
South Florida Region will be addressed in the 
second phase ofEPA's rulemaking regarding the 
establishment of estuarine and coastal numeric 
criteria. (Please refer to Section l.B for a discussion 
of the water bodies affected by thls rule). 

lakes in Florida were specific, 
significant, and documentable, and 
when considered in combination with 
additional lines of evidence, support a 
stressor-response approach to criteria 
development for Florida's lakes. EPA's 
results show a significant relationship 
between concentrations of nitrogen and 
phosphorus in lakes and algal growth. 
The Agency is also promulgsting an 
accompanying supplementary analytical 
approach that the State can use to adjust 
TN and TP criteria within a certain 
range for individual lakes where 
sufficient data on long-term ambient 
chlorophyll a, TN, and TP levels are 
available to demonstrate that protective 
chlorophyll a criterion for a specific 
lake will still be maintained and 
attainment of the designated use will be 
assured. This information is presented 
in more detail in Section II1.C below. 

EPA also evaluated what downstream 
protection criteria for streams that flow 
into lakes is necessary for assuring the 
protection of downstream lake water 
quality pursuant to the provisions of 40 
CFR 130.10(b), which requires that 
water quality standards (WQS) must 
provide for the attainment and 
maintenance of the WQS of downstream 
waters. EPA examined a variety of lake 
modeling techniques and data to ensure 
protection of aquatic life in downstream 
lakes that have streams flowing into 
them. Accordingly, this final rule 
includes a tiered approach to adjust 
instream TP and TN criteria for flowing 
waters to ensure protection of 
downstream lakes. This apEloariU is 
detailed in Section III.C(2)(fl below.s 

Regarding numeric criteria for 
springs, EPA is promulgating a 
nitrate+nitrite criterion for springs 
based on stressor-response relationships 
that are based on laboratory data and 
field evaluations that document the 
response of nuisance 10 algae and 
periphyton growth to nitrata+nitrite 
concentrations in springs. This criterion 
is explained in more detail in Section 
m.Dbelow. 

Finally, EPA is promulgating in this 
notice an approach to authorize and 
allow derivation of Federal site-specific 
alternative criteria (SSAC) based upon 
EPA review and approval of applicant 
submissions of scientifically defensible 

• As provided by the terms of the June 7. 201 0 
amended Consant Decree. downstream protection 
values for estuaries and coastal walers will be 
addressed in the context of the second phase of this 
rulemaking process. 

10Nuisance algae Is best characterized by 
Subsection 62-302.200(17), F.A.C.: "Nuisance 
Species" shall mean species of flora or fauna whose 
noxious characteristics or presence In suffici611t 
number,.bioIlUlBs. or areal extent may reasonably be 
expected to prevent, or unreasonably interfere with. 
a designated use of thOlle waters. 

http://www.dep.stare.fl.usl
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recalculations that meet the 
requirements of CWA section 303[c) and 
EPA's implementing regulations at 40 
CFR part 131. Total maximum daily 
load (TMDL) targets submitted to EPA 
for consideration as new or revised 
WQS would be reviewed Under this 
SSAC process. This approach is 
discussed in more detail in Section V.C 
below. 

Throughout the development of this 
rulemaking, EPA has emphasized the 
importance of sound science and 
widespread input in developing 
numeric criteria. Stakeholders have 
reiterated that numeric criteria must be 
Scientifically sound. As demonstrated 
by the extent and detail of scientific 
analysis explained below. EPA 
continues to strongly agree. Under the 
CWA and EPA's implementing 
regulations, numeric criteria must 
protect the designated use of a 
waterbody (as well as ensure protection 
of downstream uses) and must be based 
on sound scientific rationale. (See CWA 
section 303(c); 40 CFR 131.H).In 
Florida, EPA relied upon its published 
criteria development methodologies 11 

and a substantial body of scientific 
analysis. documentation. and 
evaluation, much of it provided to EPA 
by FDEP. As discussed in more detail 
below. EPA believes that the final 
criteria in this rule meet requirements 
for designated use and downstream 
WQS protection under the CWA and 
that they are clearly based on sound and 
substantial data and analyses. 

B. Which water bodies are affected by 
this rule? 

The criteria in this final rulemaking 
apply to a group of inland waters of the 
United States within Florida. 
Specifically, as defined below, these 
criteria apply to lakes and springs 
throughout Florida, and flowing waters 
(e.g., rivers, streams, canals, etc.) located 
outside of the South Florida Region. For 
purposes of this rule, EPA has 
distinguished South Florida as those 
areas south of Lake Okeechobee and the 
Caloosahatchee River watershed to the 
west of Lake Okeechobee and the St. 
Lucie watershed to the east of Lake 

11 USEPA. ZOOOa. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Lakes and Reserviors. EPA-8ZZ
B-OO-O01. U.S. Environnumlal Protection Agency. 
Office of Water, Washington, DC. USEPA. 2000b. 
NurrJent Criteria Technical GuidanCB Manual: 
Riven and Streams. EPA-8Z2-B-0IHl02. U.S. 
Environmental P!otection Agency. Office of Water. 
Washington. DC. 

Okeechobee, hereinafter referred to as 
the South Florida Region. In this 
section, EPA defines the water bodies 
affected by this rule with respect to the 
Clean Water Act, Florida Administrative 
Code, and geographic scope in Florida. 
Because this regulation applies to 
inland waters. EPA defines fresh water 
as it applies to the affected water bodies. 

The CWA requires adoption of WQS 
for "navigable waters.» CWA section 
303(c)(2)(A). The CWA defines 
"navigable waters" to mean "the waters 
of the United States, including the 
territorial seas." CWA section 502(7). 
Whether a particular waterbody is a 
water of the United States is a 
waterbody-specific determination. Every 
waterbody that is a water of the United 
States requires WQS under the CWA. 
EPA is not aware of any waters of the 
United States in Florida that are 
currently exempted from the State's 
WQS. For any privately-owned water in 
Florida that is a water of the United 
States. the applicable numeric criteria 
for those types of waters would apply. 
This rule does not apply to waters for 
which the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians 
or Seminole Tribe of Indians has 
obtained Treatment in the Same Manner 
as a State status for Sections 303 and 
401 of the CWA. pursuant to Section 
518 of the CWA. 

EPA's final rule defines "lakes and 
flowing waters" (a phrase that includes 
lakas. streams, and springs) to mean 
inland surface waters that have bean 
classified as Class I (potable Water 
Supplies) or Class III [Recreation, 
Propagation and Maintenance of a 
Healthy, Well-Balanced Population of 
Fish and Wildlife) water bodies 
pursuant to Section 62-302.400, F.A.C., 
which are predominantly fresh waters, 
excluding wetlands. Class I and Class III 
surface waters share water quality 
criteria established to "protect recreation 
and the propagation and maintenance of 
a healthy, well-balanced population of 
fish and wildlife" pursuant to 
Subsection 62-302.400(4), F.A.C.12 

Ceographically, the regulation applies 
to all lakes and springs throughout 
Florida. EPA is not finalizing numeric 
criteria for Florida's streams or canals in 
south Florida at this time. As noted 

12 Class I waters also include an applicable nitrate 
limit of 10 mglL and nitrile limit of 1 mglL for the 
protection of human health in drinldng water 
supplies. The nitrate limit applies at the entry point 
to the distribution aystem (i.8., after any treatment); 
see Chapter 62-550. F.A.C .• for additional details. 

above. EPA has distinguished South 
Florida as those areas south of Lake 
Okeechobee and the Caloosahatchee 
River watershed to the west of Lake 
Okeechobee and the St. Lucie watershed 
to the east of Lake Okeechobee. 
hereinafter referred to as the South 
Florida Region. The Agency will 
propose criteria for south Florida 
flowing waters in conjunction with 
criteria for Florida's estuarine and 
coastal waters by November 14, 2011. 

Consistent with Section 62-302.200, 
F.A.C.. EPA's final rule defines 
"predominantly fresh waters" to mean 
surface waters in which the chloride 
concentration at the surface is less than 
1,500 milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
Consistent with Section 62-302.200, 
F.A.C., EPA's final rule defines "surface 
water" to mean "water upon the surface 
of the earth. whether contained in 
bounds created naturally, artificially, or 
diffused. Water from natural springs 
shall be classified as surface water when 
it exits from the spring onto the earth·s 
surface.· In this rulemaking. EPA is 
promulgating numeric criteria for the 
following waterbody types: lakes, 
streams, and springs. EPA's final rule 
also includes definitions for each of 
these waters. "Lake" means a slow
moving or standing body of freshwater 
that occupies an inland basin that is not 
a stream, spring, or wetland. "Stream" 
means a free-flOWing, predominantly 
fresh surface water in a defined channel, 
and includes rivers, creeks, branches, 
canals, freshwater sloughs, and other 
similar water bodies. "Spring" means a 
site at which ground water flows 
through a natural opening in the ground 
onto the land surface or into a body of 
surface water. Consistent with Section 
62-312.020, F.A.C., "canal" means a 
trench, the bottom of which is normally 
covered by water with the upper edges . 
of its two sides normally above water. 

C. What entities may be affected by this 
rule? 

Citizens concerned with water quality 
in Florida may be interested in this 
rulemaking. Entities discharging 
nitrogen or phosphorus to lakes and 
flowing waters of Florida could be 
indirectly affected by this rulemaking 
because WQS are used in determining 
National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
limits. Categories and entities that may 
ultimately be affected include: 

http:F.A.C.12
http:131.H).In
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Category 

Industry ............................................ 
Municipalities ................................... 
Stormwater Management Districts.. 

Examples of potentially affected entities 

Industries discharging pollutants to lakes and flowing waters In the State of Florida. 

Publicly-owned treatment works discharging pollutants to lakes and flOWing waters In the State of Florida. 

Entities responsible for managing stormwater runoff In Florida. 


This table ~s not intended to be 
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide 
for entities that may be directly or 
indirectly affected by this action. This 
table lists the types of entities of which 
EPA is now aware that potentially could 
be affected by this action. Other types of 
entities not listed in the table, such as 
nonpoint source contributors to 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution in 
Florida's waters may be affected through 
implementation of Florida's water 
quality standards program (i.e., through 
Basin Management Action Plans 
(BMAPs». Any parties or entities 
conducting activities within watersheds 
of the Florida waters covered by this 
rule, or who rely on, depend upon, 
influence, or contribute to the water 
quality of the lakes and flowing waters 
of Florida, may be affected by this rule. 
To determine whether your facility or 
activities may be affected by this action, 
you should carefully examine the 
language in 40 CFR 131.43, which is the 
final rule. If you have questions 
regarding the applicability of this action 
to a particular entity, consult the person 
listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section. 

D. How can I get copies ofthis 

document and other related 

information? 


1. Docket. EPA has established an 
official public docket for this action 
under Docket rd. No. EPA-HQ-OW
2009-0596, The official public docket 
consists of the document specifically 
referenced in this action, any public 
comments received, and other 
information related to this action. 
Although a part of the official docket, 
the public docket does not include CBI 
or other information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. The official public 
docket is the collection ofmaterials that 
is available for public viewing at the 
OW Docket, EPA West. Room 3334. 
1301 Constitution Ave., NW., 
Washington, DC 20004. This Docket 
Facility is open from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 
p,m., Monday through Friday, excluding 
legal holidays. The Docket telephone 
number is 202-566-2426. A reasonable 

. fee will be charged for copies. 
2. Electronic Access. You may access 

this Federal Register document 
electronically through the EPA Internet 
under the "Federal Register" listings at 
http://www.epa,gov/fedrgstr/. 

An electronic version of the public 
docket is available through EPA's 
electronic public docket and comment 
system, EPA Dockets. You may use EPA 
Dockets at http://www,regulations.govto 
view public comments, access the index 
listing of the contents of the official 
public docket, and to access those 
documents in the public docket that are 
available electronically. For additional 
information about EPA's public docket, 
visit the EPA Docket Center homepage 
at http://www.epa.gov/epahome/ 
dockets.htm. Although not all docket 
materials may be available 
electronically, you may still access any 
of the publicly available docket 
materials through the Docket Facility 
identified in Section I.C(1). 

n. Background 

A. NitrogenlPhosphorus Pollution 

1, What is nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution? 

Excess loading of nitrogen and 
phosphorus compounds,13 is one oftha 
most prevalent causes of water quality 
impairment in the United States. 
Nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
problems have been recognized for some 
time in the U.S., for example a 1969 
report by the National Academy of 
Sciences 14 notes "[t]he pollution 
problem is critical because of increased 
population, industrial growth, 
intensification of agricultural 
production, river-basin development, 
recreational use of waters. and domestic 
and industrial exploitation of shore 
properties. Accelerated eutrophication 
causes changes in plant and animal 
life-changes that often interfere with 
use of water, detract from natural 
beauty. and reduce property values." 
Inputs of nitrogen and phosphorus lead 
to over-enrichment in many of the 
Nation's waters and constitute a 

13 To be used by living organisms, nitrogen g85 
must be fixed into its reactive forms: for pl!IDts. 
either nitrate or ammonia (Boyd. C.E. 1979, Water 
Quality in Warmwater Flsh Ponds. Auburn 
University: Alabama Agricultural Experiment 
Station. Auburn. AL). Eutrophication I. defined as 
the natural or artificial addition of nitrogen/ 
phosphorllll to bodies of water!IDd to the ef£eclll of 
added nitrogen/phosphorus (National Academy of 
Sciences (U.S.). 1969. Eutrophication: CaUS8S. 
Consequences. Correctives. National Academy of· 
Sciences. WasbhIgton. DC.) 

14 National Academy of Sciences (U.S.). 1969, 
Eutrophication: Causes, Consequences, Correctives. 
National Academy of Sciences, Weshington, DC. 

widespread, persistent, and growing 
problem. Nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution in fresh water systems can 
significantly impact aquatic life and 
long-term ecosystem health, diversity, 
and balance. More specifically, high 
nitrogen and phosphorus loadings result 
in harmful algal blooms (HABs), 
reduced spawning grounds and nursery 
habitats, fish kills, and oxygen-starved 
hypoxic or "dead" zones. Public health 
concerns related to nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution include impaired surface and 
groundwater drinking water sources 
from high levels of nitrates. possible 
formation of disinfection byproducts in 
drinking water, and increased exposure 
to toxic microbes such as 
cyanobacteria. IS 16 Degradation of water 
bodies from nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution can result in economic 
consequences. For example, given that 
fresh and salt water fishing in Florida 
are significant recreational and tourist 
attractions generating over six billion 
dollars annually,1.7 changes in Florida's 
waters that degrade water quality to the 
point that sport fishing populations ere 
affected. will also affect this important 
part of Florida'S economy. Elevated 
nitrogen/phosphorus levels can occur 
locally in a stream or groundwater, or 
can accumulate much further 
downstream leading to degraded lakes, 
reservoirs, and estuaries where fish and 
aquatic life can no longer survive. 

Excess nitrogen/phosphorus in water 
bodies comes from many sources, which 
can be grouped into five major 
categories: [1) Urban stormwater 
runoff-sources associated with urban 
land use and development, (2) 
municipal and industrial waste water 
discharges. (3) row crop agriculture, (4) 
livestock production. end (5) 
atmospheric deposition from the 
production of nitrogen oxides in electric 

15 Villanueva. C,M, et 01.• 2006. Bladder Cancer 
and Exposure to Water Disiofection By-Produclll 
through lngestion. Bathing. Showering. and 
Swimming in Pools. American Journal of 
Epidemiology 165(2):148-158. 

16 USEPA. 2009, Whot 1s in Our Dr1nking Water? 
United States Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office of Rasaarch and D!JVelopment. http:// 
WWlv.iJpa.gov/ext:rmurl/resl1arch/process/ 
drinkingwater,html, Accessed December 2009. 

17 Florida Fish and Wlldllfe Conservation 
Commission. 2010. The economic impact at 
freshwater fishing in Florida. http://www.mytwe. 
com/CONSERVATJON/ConservatJon_ Valueof 
Conservation_EconFreshwaterlmpact.htm. 
Accessed August 2010, 

http://www.mytwe
http://www.epa.gov/epahome
http://www,regulations.govto
http://www.epa,gov/fedrgstr
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power generation and internal 
combustion engines. These sources 
contribute significant loadings of 
nitrogen and phosphorus to surface 
waters, causing major impacts to aquatic 
ecosystems and significant imbalances 
in the natural populations of flora and 
fauna. IS 19 

2. Adverse Impacts of Nitrogen/ 
Phosphorus Pollution on Aquatic Life. 
Human Health, and the Economy 

Fish, shellfish, and wildlife require 
clean water for survival. Changes in the 
environment resulting from elevated 
nitrogen/phosphorus levels (such as 
algal blooms. toxins from harmful algal 
blooms, and hypoxia/anoxia) can cause 
a variety of effects. The causal pathways 
that lead from human activities to 
excess nutrients to impacts on 
designated uses in lakes and streams are 
well established in the scientific 
literature (e.g., Streams: Stocmer and 
Shortreed 1976, Stockner and Shortreed 
1978, Elwood et al. 1981, Horner et al. 
1983. Bothwell 1985, Peterson et a1. 
1985, Moss et al. 1989, Dodds and 
Gudder 1992, Rosemond et al. 1993, 
Bowling and Baker 1996, Bourassa and 
Cattaneo 1998, Francoeur 2001, Biggs 
2000, Rosemond et al, 2001, Rosemond 
et al. 2002, Slavik et al. 2004, Cross et 
al. 2006, Mulholland and Webster 2010; 
Lakes: Vollenweider 1968. NAB 1969, 
Schindler et al. 1973, Schindler 1974, 
Vollenweider 1976, Carlson 1977, Paerl 
1988, Elser et al. 1990, Smith et a1. 
1999, Downing et a1. 2001, Smith et a1. 
2006, Elser et al. 2007).20 

10 National Research Council. 2000. Clean coastal 
waters: Understanding and redUcing the effects of 
nutrient pollution. National Academies Press, 
Washington, DC; Howarth. R.W .• A. Sharpley. and 
D. Walker. 2002. Sources of nutrient pollution to 
coastal waters in the United States: Implications for 
achieving coastal water quality goals. Estuaries 
25(4b):65!Hl76: Smith. V.H. 2003. Eutrophication 
of freshwater and coastal marine ecosystems. 
Environmental Science and Pollution Researoh 
10(2J:126-139: Dodds. W.K" W.W. Bouska. J.L. 
Eltzmann, T.J. Pilger. K.L. Pitt•• A.J. Riley. J.T. 
Schloe.ser. and D.J. Thornbrugh. 2009. 
Eutrophication of U.S. freshwaters: Analysis of 
potentlal economic damage •• Environmental 
Science and TeoImology43(1):12-19. 

'·Steta-EPA Nutrient Innovation:! Task Group. 
2009. An Urgent Call to Action: Report of the State
EPA Nutrfent Innovations Task Group. 

•• For Streams: 
Stacher, J.G .. and K.R.S. Shortreed. 1976. 

Autotrophic production in Carnation Creek. a 
coastal rainforest stroom on Vancouver I.lll.lld, 
British Columhia. Journal of the Fisheries Research 
Board of Canada 33:1553-1563.: 

Stoclmer. J.G .• and K.R.S. Shortreed. 197B. 
Enhancement of autotrophic production by nutrient 
addition in a coastal rainforest stream on Vancouver 
Island Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of 
Canada 35:26;-34,: 

Elwood. J.W., J.D. Newbold. A.F. Trimble, and 
R.W. Stark. 1981. The lJm1ting role of phosphorus 
in a woodland stream ecosystem: effect. of P 

When excessive nitrogen/phosphorus 
loads change a waterbody's algae and 
plant species, the change in habitat and 
available food resources can induce 
changes affecting 'an entire food chain. 
Algal blooms block sunlight that 
submerged grasses need to grow, leading 
to a decline of submerged aquatic 
vegetation beds and decreased habitat 
for juvenile organisms. Algal blooms 
can also increase turbidity and impair 
the ability of fish and' other aquatic life 

enrichment on leaf decomposition and primary 
producers. Ecology 62:146-158.; 

Horner. R.R" E.B. Welch. and R.B. Veanstr •. 
1983. Development of nuisance perlphytic algae in 
laboratory streams in relation to enrichment and 
velocity. Pages 121-134 in R,G. Wetzel (editor). 
PerJphyton offreshwaterecosystems. Dr. W. Junk 
PubUshers. The Hague. The Netherlands.; 

Bothwell. M.L. 1985. Phosphorus lJm1tetion of 
lotic periphyton growth rates: an intersite 
comparison using continuous-flow troughs 
(Thompson River system. British Columbia). 
Umnology and Oceanography 30:527-542.; 

Peterson. B.J .. J.E. Hobble, A.E. Hershey, M.A. 
Lock. T.E. Ford. J.R. Vestal. V.L. McKInley, M.A.J. 
Hullar,M.C. Miller.R.M. Ventullo. and G.S. Volk. 
1965. Transformatlon of a tundra river from 
heterotrophy to autotrophy by addition of 
phosphorus. Science 229:1383-1386.; 

Moss, B.. r. Hooker. H. Balls, and K. Manson. 
1989. Phytoplankton distribution in a temperate 
floodplain lake and river system. I. Hydrology. 
nutrient sources and phytoplankton biomass. 
Journal ofPlankton Research 11:813-835.; 

Dodds. W.K.• Blld D.A. Gudder. 1992. The ecology 
of Cladophora. Journal ofPhycology 28:415-427.; 
Rosemond, A. D., P. J. Mulholland. and J. W. 
Elwood. 1993. Top-down and bottom-up control of 
stream perlpbyton: Effects of nutrients and 
herbiVores. Ecology 74:1264-1260.: 

Bowling. L.C•• and P.D. Baker. 1996. Major 
cyanobacterial bloom in the Barwen-Darling River, 
Australia. in 1991, Blld underlying limnological 
conditions. Marioe and Freshwater Research 47: 
643-857.; 

BOillll••a. N .• and A. Cattaneo. 1998. Control of 
periphyton biomass in Laurentian streams 
[Quebec}. Journal of the North American 
BenthoJogicoI Society 17:42tl-429.; 

Francoeur, S.N, 2001. Meta-lUlalysis oflolic 
nutrient amendment experiments: detecting and 
quantifying subtle responses. Journal of the North 
American Benthological Society 20:358-368.; 

Biggs. B.J.F. 2000. Eutrophlcation of streams and 
rivers: dissolved nutrient-chlorophyll relationships 
for Benthic algae. Journal of the North American 
Benthological Society 19:17-31.; 

Rosemond. A.D .. C.M. Pringle. A. Ramirez, end 
M.J. Paul. 2001. A test of top-down and bottom.up 
control in a detritus-based food web. Ecology 82: 
2271l-2293.; 

Rosemond, A.D •• C.M. Pringle, A. Remirez. M.J. 
Paul. and J.r.. Meyer. 2002. Landscape variation in 
phosphorus concentration and effects on detritus
based tropical streams. Limnology and 
Oceanography47:276-289.; 

Slavik, K.• B.J. Peterson. L.A. Deegan. W.B. 
Bowden, A.E. Hershey, and J.E. Hobbie. 2004. Long
term responses of the KuparukRiver ecosystem to 
phosphortUI fertilization. Ecology 85:931l--954.; 

Cross. W.F .• J.B. Wallace, A.D. Rosemond. and 
S.L. Eggart. 2006. Whole·system nutrient 
enrichment Increases .econdery production in a 
detritus-baaed ecoy8lem. Ecology 87:1556-1565.; 

Mulholland. P.J. and J.R. Webster. 2010. Nutrient 
dynamics in streams and the role of}-NABS. 
Journal of the North Amedcan Benthological 
Society 29:100-117.; 

to find food.ai Algae can also damage or 
clog the gills of fish and invertebrates.22 

Excessive algal blooms (those that use 
oxygen for respiration during periods 
without sunlight) can lead to diurnal 
shifts in a waterbody's production and 
consumption of dissolved oxygen (DO) 
resulting in reduced DO levels that are 
sufficiently low to harm or kill 
important recreational species such as 
largemouth bass. 

Excessive algal growth also 
contributes to increased oxygen 
consumption associated with 
decomposition (e.g. decaying vegetative 
matter), in many instances reducing 

For Lakes: 
Vollenweider, R.A. 1968. Scientific 

Fundamentals of the Eutrophication of Lakes and 
Flowiog Waters, With Partlcuiar Rcjel"tilnce to 
Nitrogen and Phosphorus as Faciors in 
Eutrophication (Tech Rep DASICSl68.27. DECO. 
Paris).; 

National Academy of Science. 1969. 
Eutrophication: Causes. Consequences. Correctives. 
National Academy of Science. Washington. DC.; 

Sr:hlndler D.W., H. Kling. R.V. Schmidt, J. 
Prokopowlch. V.E. Frost. R.A. Reid, and M. Capel. 
1973. Eutrophication of Lake 227 by addition of 
phosphate and nitrate: The second. third. and 
fourth years of enrichment 1970, 1971. and 1972. 
Journal of the Fishery Research Board of Canada 
30:1415-1440.; 

Schindler D.W. 1974. Eutrophication and 
recovery in expenmentallskes: Implications for 
lake management. Science 184:897-899.; 

Vollenweider, R.A. 1976. Advances io Defining 
Gritical Loading Levels for Phosphorus in Lake 
Eutrophication. Memode dell1stituto Italiano d! 
ldroblologia 33:53-83.; 

Carlson R.E. 1977. A trophic State index for lakes. 
Umnologyand Oceanography22:361-369.; 

Peerl. H. W. 1988. Nuisance phytoplankton 
blooms in coastal, estuarine, and inland watera. 
Limnology and Oceanography 33:823-847.; 

Elser, J.J .• E.R. Marzolf. and C,R. Goldman. 1990. 
Phosphorus and nitrogen lJm1tation of 
phytoplankton growlh in the freshwater. of North 
America: a review and critique of experimental 
enrichments. Canadian Journal ofFisheries and 
Aquatic Science 47:1468-1477.; 

Smith. V.H.• G,D. Tilman. and J.e. Nekola. 1999. 
Eutrophication: impacts of excess nutrient inputs 
on freshwater, marine. and terrestrial ecosystems. 
Environmental Pollution 100:171l-196.: 

Downing. J.A .• S.B. Watson. and E. McCauley. 
2001. Predicting cyanohecteria dominance in lakes, 
Canadian JOU1'OO1 ofFisheries and Aquatic Sciences 
58:1905-1908.; 

Smith. V.H.• S.B. Joys. and R.W. Howarth. 2006. 
Eutrophication of freshwater and marine 
ecosystems. Umnology and Oceanography 51:351
355.; 

Elser. J.J.. M.E.S. Brackan, E.E. Cleland. D.S. 
Gruner. W.S. Harpole. H. Hillebrand. J.T. Ngal. E.W. 
Seabloom. J.B. Shurin, and J.E. Smith. 2007. Global 
analysis of nitrogen and phosphorus limitetion of 
primary production in freshwater. marine. and 

. terrestrial ecosystems. Ecology Letters 10:1135
1142. 

U Hauxwen, J .. C. Jacoby. T. Frazer. and J. 
Stevely. 2001. Nutrients and Florida's Coastal 
Waters: Florida Sea Grant Report No. SGRB-55. 
Florida Sea Grant College Progra;m. University of 
Florida, Gainesvllle. FL. 

,. NOAA. 2009. Harmful Algal Blooms: Current 
Programs Overview. National OceaulC end 
Atmospheric Administretion. http://wlVw.cop.noaa. 
gov/stressorslextremeeventslhabldsfaoIt.aspx. 
Accessed December 2009. 
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oxygen to levels below that needed for 
aquatic life to survive and flourish.23 24 

Mobile species, such as adult fish, can 
sometimes survive by moving to areas 
with more oxygen. However, migration 
to avoid hypoxia depends on species 
mobility, availability of suitable habitat, 
and adequate environmental cues for 
migration. Less mobile or immobile 
species, such as mussels, cannot move 
to avoid low oxygen and are often killed 
during hypoxic events.25 While certain 
mature aquatic animals can tolerate a 
range of dissolved oxygen levels that 
occur in the water, younger life stages 
of species like fish and shellfish often 
require higher levels of oxygen to 
survive.as Sustained low levels of 
dissolved oxygen cause a severe 
decrease in the amount of aquatic life in 
hypoxic zones and affect the ability of 
aquatic organisms to find necessary food 
and habitat. 

In freshwater, HABs including, for 
example, blue-green algae from the 
phylum of bacteria called 
cyanobacteria,27 can produce toxins that 
have been implicated as the cause of a 
number offish and bird mortalities.28 

These toxins have also been tied to the 
death of pets and livestock that may be 
exposed through drinking contaminated 
water or grooming themselves after 
bodily exposure.2S Many other States, 
and countries for that matter, are 
experiencing problems with algal 

"NOAA. 2009. Harmful Algal Blooms: Current 
Programs Overview. National Oceanic and 
Abnospheric Administration. http:// 
www.cop.noaa.govlslressorslex1remooV8ntslhobl 
default.aspx. Accessed December 2009. 

'·USGS. 2009. Hypoxia. U.S. Geological Survey. 
http://toxics.usgs.govldejJnitlons/hypoxia.html. 
Acc9Ssed December 2009. 

••ESA. 2009. Hypoxia. Ecological Society 01 
America. http://www.esa,org/eduCGtion_diversityl 
pdfDocsihypoxia.pdf. Accessed December 2009. 

20 USEP A. 11186. Ambient Water Quality Criteria 
for Dissolved Oxygen Freshwuter Aquatic Life. 
EPA-80o-R-8Q-906. Environmental Protection 

Agency. Office of Water, Washington DC. 


"CDC. 2010. Facts abaut cyanobactoria and 

cyanobacterial harmftll olgol blooms. Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention. http:// 

www.cdc.govlhablcyanobacterialfacts.htm. 

Accessed August 2010. 


28 Ibeliogs. Bas W. lind Karl E. Havens. 2008 

. Chapter 32: Cyanobacterial toxins: a quolitative 

meta-analysis ofconcentrations, dosage and effects 
in freshwater. estuarine and marine biota. In 
Cyanobacterial Harmful Algal Blooms: State of the 
Science and Research Needs. From the Monograph 
of the September 6-10. 2005lntemationel 
Symposium on Cyanobacterial Harmful Algal 
Blooms (lSOC-HAB) in Durham. NC. http:// 
\flvw.epa.gov!cyano_habs_SJIIIlPosiumlmonogrophl 
Ch32.pdf. Accessed August 19. 2010. 

""WHO!. 2008•. HAB Impacts on Wildlife, Woods 
Hole Ocaanograpblc Institution. http:// 
www.what.edulredtidelpage.do?pid--9682. 
Accessed December 2009. 

blooms. 3D Ohio on September 3, 2010,31 
for example, listed eight water bodies as 
"Bloom Advisory," 32 six water bodies as 
"Toxin Advisory," 33 and two waters as 
''No Contact Advisory." 34 Species of 
cyanobacteria associated with 
freshwater algal blooms include: 
Microcystis aeruginosa, Anabaena 
circinalis, Anabaena flos-aquae. 
Aphanizomenon flos-aquae, and 
Cylindrospermopsis raciborskii. The 
toxins from cyanobacterial harmful algal 
blooms can produce neurotoxins (affect 
the nervous system), hepatotoxins 
(affect the liver), produce 
lipopolysaccharides that affect the 
gastrointestinal system. and some are 
tumor promoters.35 A recent study 
showed that at least one type of 
cyanobacteria has been linked to cancer 
and tumor growth in enimals.36 

Cyanobacteria toxins can also pass 
through normal drinking water 
treatment processes and pose an 
increased risk to humans or animals.3 ? 

Health and recreational use impacts to 
humans result directly from exposure to 
elevated nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
levels and indirectly from the 
subsequent waterbody changes that 
occur from increased nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution (such as algal 
blooms and toxins). Direct impacts 
include effects to human health through 
potentially contaminated drinking 
water. Indirect impacts include 

30 FDEP. 2010. Blue Green Algae Frequently 
Asked Questions. http;llwwlV.dep.state.f1.uslwater/ 
bgalgaelfaq.htm. Accessed August 2010. 

'lOblo DNR. 2010. News Relol18e September 3, 
2010. http://WIV'W,epa.state.oh.m/portuls/47/IU'/ 
2010IseptemberI9..Jsamplillgtesults.pdf. Accessed 
September 2010, 

a. Defined as: Ceutionery advisory to avoid 
contact with any elgae. Ohio DNR. 2010. News 
Release September 3, 2010. http:// 
www.epa.state.oh.uslportulsI47InrI20101 
september/9·3samplingresu/ts.pdf. Accessed 
September 2010. 

33 Defined 118: Avoid contact with any algee and 
direct contect with water. Oblo DNR. 2010. News 
Release September 3. 2010. http:// 
Ivww.epa.state.oh.uslportulsI471IU'120101 
september/9·3samplingresults.pdf. Accessed 
September 2010. 

..Defined as: Avoid any and all contact with or 
ingestion of the lake water. This includes the 
launching of any watercraft on the lake, Ohio DNR. 
2010. News Release September 3, 2010. http:// 
WWlv.epa.state.oh.uslportalsl47InrI2010/ 
september/9-3sampIingresults.pdf. Accessed 
September 2010. 

'5 CDC. 2010. Facts about cyanobacteria and 
cyanobacterial hatmful algal blooms. Centers for 
Diseaso Control and Prevention, http:// 
www.cdc.govlhablcyanobacterialfacts.htm. 
Accessed August 2010. 

•• Falconer. I.R.. and A.R. Humpage. 2005. Health 
Risk Assessment of Cyanooacterial (Blue-green 
Algal) Toxins in Drinking Water. International 
JomnW ofResearch and Public Health 2(1): 43-50. 

'7CarmIchael. W.W. 2000. Assessment ofBlue· 
Green Algol Toxins in Rawand Finished Drinking 
Water. AWWA Research Foundation. Denver, CO. 

restrictions on recreation (such as 
boating and swimming). Algal blooms 
can prevent opportunities to swim and 
engage in other types of recreation. In 
areas where recreation is determined to 
be unsafe because of algal blooms. 
warning signs are often posted to 
discourage human use of the waters. 

Nitrate in drinking water can cause 
serious health problems for humans,38 
especially infants. EPA developed a 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 
10 mglL for nitrate in drinking water.39 
In the 2010 USGS National Water
Quality Assessment Program report, 
nitrate was found to be the most 
frequently detected nutrient in streams 
at concentrations greater than 10 mglL. 
The report also found that 
concentrations of nitrate greater than the 
MCL of 10 mglL were more prevalent 
and widespread in groundwater used for 
drinking water than in streams.40 

Florida has adopted EPA's 
recommendations for the nitrate MCL in 
Florida's regulated drinking water 
systems and a 10 mg/L criteria for 
nitrate in Class I waters. FDEP shares 
EPA's concern regarding blue-baby 
syndrome as can be seen in information 
FDEP l'eports on its drinking water 
information for the public: "Nitrate is 
used in fertilizer and is found in sewage 
and wastes from human andJ or farm 
animals and generally gets into drinking 
water from those activities. Excessive 
levels of nitrate in drinking water have 
caused serious illness and sometimes 
death in infants less than six months of 
age 41 ' * * EPA has sat the drinking 
water standard at 10 parts per million 
(ppm) [or 10 mglLJ for nitrate to protect 

3"8 For mora information, refer to Manusaram. 
Deena M., Lorraine C. Backer, and Deborah M. :Moll 
2006. A Review of Nitrates In Drinking Water: 
Maternal Exposme and Adverse Reproductive and 
Developmental Outcomes. Environmental Health 
Perspect. 114(3): 320-327. 

3·USEPA. 2007. Nitrates and NItrites: TEACH 
Chemical Slllllmary. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. http://www,epa.govlteachlchem_summl 
Nltrat". _summary.pdf. Accessed December 2009. 

OODubrovsky,N.M .. Burow. K.R., Clerk, G.M., 
Gronberg, J.M .. Hamilton P.A.• Hitt, K.J •• Mueller. 
D,K" Munn. M.D., Nolan. B.T., Puckett, 1..1.. Rupert, 
MG.• Short. T.M.• Spahr, N.E.• Sprague, L.A .. and 
Wilber. W.G. 2010. ThequalltyofoW'Nation's 
waters-Nutrients in the Natlon's streams and 
groundwater, 1992-2004: U.S. Geological Sw:vey 
Circular 1350. 174p. Available electronically at: 
http://water.usgs.govlnawqolnutrientsipubsl 
circ135Q, 

41 The serious illness in infants Is Gamed became 
nittate Is converted to ulttite in the body. Nitrite 
interferes with the oxygen cerry:lng capacity of the 
cblld's blood. This is an acute disease in that 
symptoms can develop rapidly in infants. In most 
cases, health deteriorates over a period of days. 
Symptoms include shortness of breath and blueness 
of the skin. (source: FDEP. 2010. Drinking Water: 
Inorganic Contaminants. Florida Deperbnent of 
Environmental Protection. http:// 
www.dep.state·fi·uslwaterldrinJdngwaterl 
inor&..con.htm. Acce.sed September 2010.) 

www.dep.state�fi�uslwaterldrinJdngwaterl
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http:streams.40
http:water.39
www.cdc.govlhablcyanobacterialfacts.htm
www.epa.state.oh.uslportulsI47InrI20101
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http:enimals.36
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against the risk of these adverse 
effects 42 * * * Drinking water that 
meets the EPA standard is associated 
with little to none of this risk and is 
considered safe with respect to 
nitrate."43 

Human health can also be impacted 
by disinfection byproducts formed 
when disinfectants (such as chlorine) 
used to treat drinking water react with 
organic carbon (from the algae in source 
waters). Some disinfection byproducts 
have been linked to rectal, bladder. and 
colon cancers; reproductive health risks; 
and liver. kidney, and central nervous 
system problems.44 45 

Economic losses from algal blooms 
and harmful algal blooms can include 
increased costs for drinking water 
treatment. reduced property values for 
streams and lakefront areas, commercial 
fishery losses. and lost revenue from 
recreational fishing, boating trips, and 
other tourism-related businesses. 

In terms of increased costs for 
drinking water treatment, for example. 
in 1991, Des Moines (Iowa) Water 
Works constructed a $4 million ion 
exchange facility to remove nitrate from 
its drinking water supply. This facility 
was designed to be used an average of 
35-40 days per year to remove excess 
nitrate levels at a cost of nearly $3000 
per day.46 

Fremont, Ohio (a city of 
approximately 20.000) has experienced 
high levels ofnitrate from its source. the 
Sandusky River, resulting in numerous 
drinking water use advisories. An 
estimated $15 million will be needed to 
build a reservoir (and associated piping) 
that will allow for selective withdrawal 
from the river to avoid elevated levels 

..EPA has also set a drInking water standaxd for 
nitrite at 1 mglL. To allow for the fact that the 
toxicity of nitrate and nitrite are additive. EPA has 
also establlshed a &tandHId for the sum of nitrate 
and nitrite at 10 mglL. (source: FDEP. 2010. 
Drinldng Water: Inorganic Contaminants. Flonda 
Department of Environmental ProtecUon. http:// 
www.dep .• tate.f1.uslwaterldrinkingwatlIr/ 
lnorJLpon.htm. Accessed September 2010.) 

'3 FDEP. 2010. Drinldng Water: Inorganic 
Contaminants. Florida Department of 
Environmental ProtecUon. http:// 
www.dep.9/.ate.f1.uslwaterldrinkingtYaterl 
lnol'g_coD,htm. Accessed September 2010, 

••USEPA. 2009, National Primary Dr1nldng Water 
Regulations. Contaminants. U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. Aces.sed http://www.epo.gov/ 
safewaterlh{acts.html. December 2009. .s National Primary DrinkIng Weter Regulations: 
Stage 2 Disinfectants and DisinfecUon Byproducts 
Rula. 40CFRperts 9.141. alid 142. U.S. 
Environmental ProtecUon Agency. FR 71:2 Oanua:ry 
4. 2006). pp. 387-493. Available electronically at: 
http://www.epa,gov/fedrgstr/EPA-WATER/2006/ 
January!Day-041tv03.htm. Accessed December 
2009. 

...Jones. C.S •• D. Hill. and G. Brand. 2001. Use a 
multifaceted approach to manage high sourcewater 
nitrate. Opj1ow June pp. 20--22. 

of nitrate, as well as to provide 
storage.47 

In regulating allowable levels of 
chlorophyll a in Oklahoma drinking 
water reservoirs, the Oklahoma Water 
Resources Board estimated that the 
long-term cost savings in drinking water 
treatment for 86 systems would range 
between $106 million and $615 million 
if such regulations were implemented.48 

3. Nitrogen/Phosphorus Pollution in 
Florida 

Florida's flat topography causes water 
to move slowly over the landscape, 
allowing ample opportunity for nitrogen 
and phosphorus to dissolve and 
eutrophication responses to develop. 
Florida's warm and wet, yet sunny, 
climate further contributes to increased 
run-off and ideal temperatures for 
subsequent eutrophication responses ..<9 

As outlined in the EPA January 2009 
determination and the January 2010 
proposal, water quality degradation 
resulting from excess nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings is a documented 
and significant environmental issue in 
Florida. FDEP notes in its 2008 
Integrated Water Quality Assessment 
that nutrient pollution poses several 
challenges in Florida. For example. the 
FDEP 2008 Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment notes: ''the close connection 
between surface and ground water, in 
combination with the pressures of 
continued population growth. 
accompanying development, and 
extensive agricultural operations. 
present Florida with a unique set of 
challenges for managing both water 
quality and quantity in the future. After 
trending downwerd for 20 years, 
beginning in 2000 phosphorus levels 
again began moving upward, likely due 
to the cumulative impacts of nonpoint 
source pollution associated with 
increased population and development. 
Increasing pollution from urban 
stormwater and agricultural activities is 
having other significant effects. In many 
springs across the State, for example. 
nitrate levels have increased 
dramatically (twofold to threefold) over 
the past 20 years, reflecting the close 
link between surface and ground 
water." 50 To clarify current nitrogen! 

"Taft. Jim. Association ofStete Drinking Water 
Administrators (ASDW A). 2009. Personal 
Communication. 

48 Moershel. Philip. Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board (OWRB) and Mark DeriBchweller. Oklahoma 
Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ). 
2009. Personal Communication. 

•• Perry. W. B. 2008. Everglades restoration and 
water quality challenges In south Florida. 
Ecotoxicology 11:569--578. 

"" FDEP. 2008. Integrated Water Quality 

Assessment for Florida: 2008 305(b) Report and 

303(d) Ust Update. 


phosphorus pollution conditions in 
Florida, EPA analyzed recent STORET 
data pulled from Florida's Impaired 
Waters Ru1e (IWR)'51 (which are the 
data" Florida uses to create its integrated 
reports) and found increasing levels of 
nitrogen and phosphorus compounds in 
Florida waters over the past 12 years 
(1996-2008). Florida's IWR STORET 
data indicates that levels of total 
nitrogen have increased from a State
wide average of 1.06 mg/L in 1996 to 
1.27 mglL in 2008 and total phosphorus 
levels have increased from an average of 
0.108 mg/L in 1996 to 0.151 mg/L in 
2008. 

The combination of the factors 
reported by FDEP and listed above 
(including population increase, climate, 
stormwater runoff, agriculture, and 
topography) has contributed to 
significant nitrogenlphosphorns effects 
to Florida's waters.52 For example, 
newspapers in Florida regularly report 
about impacts associated with nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution; recent examples 
include reports of algal blooms and fish 
kills in the St Johns River 53 and reports 
of white foam associated with algal 
blooms lining parts of the St. Johns 
River.54 Spring releases of water from 
Lake Okeechobee into the St Lucie 
Canal, necessitated by high lake levels 
due to rainfall, resulted in reports of 
floating mats of toxic Micracystis 
aeruginosa that prompted Martin and St 
Lucie county health departments to 
issue warilings to the public. 55 

The 2008 Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment lists nutrients as the fourth 
major source of impairment for rivers 
and streams in Florida (altar dissolved 
oxygen, mercury in fish, and fecal 
coliformsj. For lakes and estuaries, 
nutrients are ranked first and second, 
respectively. These same rankings are 
also confirmed in FDEP's latest 2010 
Integrated Water Quality Assessment. 

51 IWR Run 40. Updated through February 2010. 
52 FDEP. 2008. Integrated Water Quality 

Assessment for Floridlll 2008 305(b) Report and 
303(d) Ust Update. 

•• Patterson, S. 2010, July 23. St John's River 
Looks Sick. Florida Times Union. http:// 
jacksonviJ1e.com/nmV'S/metroI2010·0'l-23Istorylst
johns-looks-slck-ne1son-says. Accessed Septamber 
2010. 

54 Patterson. S. 2010, July 21. Foam Gn St. John's 
River Churns Up Environmentallnterest. Florida 
Times Union. http://jacksonville.com/newslmetro/ 
201D-07-21!story/j'aam:st.johns-chums
environmental"'luestions. Accessed October 2010. 

55 Killer. E. 2010. Juna 10. BJue-green Algae 
Found Floating Near Palm City as I.a.k:l'! Okeechobee 
Releases Continue. Treasme Coast Times. http:// 
WWlv.tcpa!m.comlnews!2010!jun/10Iblue-green. 
algae-{aund-f100.ting-nea:r-palm-city-ol. Accessed 
October 2010. 
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According to FDEP's 2008lntegrated 
Water Quality Assessment, 56 

approximately 1,049 miles ofrivers and 
streams, 349,248 acres of lakes, and 902 
square miles of estuaries are impaired 
by nutrients in the State. To put this in 
context and as noted above, 
approximately 5% of the total assessed 
river and stream miles, 23% of the total 
assessed lake acres, and 24% of the total 
assessed square miles of estuaries are 
impaired for nutrients according to the 
2008 Integrated Report.57 In recent 
published listings of impairments for 
2010, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection lists nutrient 
impairments in 1,918 stream miles 
(about 8% of the total assessed stream 
miles), 378,435 lake acres (about 26% of 
total assessed lake acres), and 569 
square miles of estuaries (about 21% of 
total assessed estuarine square milesJ.58 

Compared to FDEP's 2008 Integrated 
Water Quality Assessment, the 2010 
Integrated Water Quality Assessment 
shows an increase in nutrient 
impairments for rivers and streams 
(from approximately 1000 miles to 1918 
milesJ and lakes (from approximately 
350,000 lake acres to 378,435 lake 
acres). While the square miles of 
estuaries identified as impaired by 
nutrients decreased from 2008 to 2010 
(from approximately 900 to 569 square 
miles), the 2010 Integrated Water 
Quality Assessment notes that all square 
miles of estuaries in the report were 
decreased based on improved GIS 
techniques and corrected waterbody 
descriptions.59 Consequently, the 
decrease in estuarine square miles 
identified as impaired by nutrients in 
2010 does not necessarily reflect a 
corresponding decrease in nitrogen/ 
phosphorus pollution affecting Florida's 
estuarine water bodies. 

FDEP has expressed concern about 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution in 
Florida surface waters,60 in addition to 

5. FDEP. 2008. Integrated Water quality 
Assessment for Florida: 2008 305(b) Report and 
303(d) List Update. 

"'FDIlP. 2008. Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment for Florida: 2008 305(bl Report and 
303(d) List Update. 

··FDIlP. 2010. Integrated Watm Quality 
Assessment for FlorIda: 2010 30s(b} Report and 
303(d) LIst Update. 

'8FDIlP. 2010. Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment for Florida: 2010 305(b) Report and 
303(d) Li.t Update. 

8. "While significant progress has bean made in 
reducing nutrient loads from point soutce. and 
from neW development. nutrlent loading and the 
resulting hannful algal blooms continue to be an 
issue. The occurrence of blue-green algae is natural 
and has occurred throughout history; however, algal 
blooms caused by nutrient loading from ferUlizor 
use. together with a growing population and tbe 
resulting increase in residantiallandacapas, are an 
ongoing concem." FDEP. 2010. Integrated Water 

concerns about freshwater harmful algal 
blooms and the potential for adverse 
human health impacts as noted in 
FDEP's 2008 Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment.51 This concern is 
underscored by a toxic blue-green algae 
bloom that occurred north of the 
Franklin Lock on the Caloosahatchee 
River in mid-June 2008. The Olga Water 
Treatment Plant, which obtains its 
source water from the Caloosahatchee 
and provides drinking water for 30,000 
people, was forced to temporarily shut 
down as a result of this bloom.62 

There has also been an increase in the 
level of pollutants, especially nitrate, in 
groundwater over the past decades.83 

The Florida Geological Survey 
concluded that "The presence of nitrate 
and the other nitrogenous compounds 
in ground water, is not considered in 
Florida to be a result of interaction of 
aquifer system water with surrounding 
rock materials, Nitrate in ground water 
is a result of specific land uses." 64 

Historically, nitrate+nitrite 
concentrations in Florida's spring 
discharges were estimated to have been 
around 0.05 mglL or less, which is 
sufficiently low to restrict growth of 
algae and vegetation under "natural" 
conditions.85 Of 125 spring vents 
sampled by the Florida Geological 
Survey in 2001-2002, 42% had 
nitrate+nitrite concentrations exceeding 
0.50 mg/L and 24% had concentrations 
greater than 1.0 mglL.e6 In the same 

Quality A••""sment for Florida: 2010 305(b) Report 
and 303(d) List Update. 

., "Freshwater harmful algal blooms (HABs) are 
increasing In frequency, duration, and magnitude 
and therefore may be a significant threat to surface 
drinking water resoutces and recreational areas. 
Abundant populations ofblu6-green algae, some of 
them potentially toxigenic, have been found 
statewide In numerous lakes and rivers. In addition, 
measured concenlrations of cyanotoxins-a few of 
them of above the suggested gUideline levels-have 
been reported in finiahed water from some drinking 
water facilities." FDIlP. 200a, Integrated Water 
Quality Assessment for Florida: 2008 305(b) Report 
and 303(d) List Update. 

Bl Peltier, M. zooa. Group flIes suit to enforce EPA 
water standards. Naples News. http:// 
n8lvs.aruoosahatchee.org/docs/ 
NaplesN8Ws_08D717.htm, Accessed August 2010. 

""Scott, T.M., G,H. Means, R,P, Maegan,R.C. 
Means, S.B. Upchurch, RE. Copeland. j. Jones, T. 
Roberts, and A. Willet. 2004. Springs ofFlorida. 
Bulletin No. 66, Florida Geological Survey, 
Tallahassee, FL. 677 pp. 

•• FL Geological Survey. 199Z. Special 
Publication No. 34, Florida's Ground Water Quality 
Monitoring Program, (nltrat6-pp 31Hl). 

·'Maddox, G.L., J.M. Lloyd, T.M. Scott, S.B. 
UpchurchandR. Copeland. 1002. Florida's 
GroUlldwater Quality Monitoring Program
Background HydrochemiStry. Florida Geological 
Survey Special Publication No. 34, Tallahassee, FL. 

"Scott, T.M.. G.H.l:vfeans, RP. Meegen, R.C. 
MellIlS, S.B. Upchurch. R.E. Copeland, J. Jones. T. 
Roberts, and A, Willet. 2004. Springs ofFlorida. 
Bulletin No. 66. Florida Geological Survey. 
Tallalu",see, FL. 877 pp, 

study, mean nitrate+nitrite levels in 13 
first-order springs were observed to 
have increased from 0.05 mg/L to 0.9 
mg/L between 1970 and 2002. Overall, 
data suggest that nitrate+nitrite 
concentrations in many spring 
discharges have increased by an order of 
magnitude or a factor of 10 over the past 
50 years, with the level of increase 
closely correlated with anthropogenic 
activity and land use changes within the 
karst regions of Florida where springs 
most often occur.S7 

Nitrates are found in ground water 
end wells in Florida, ranging from the 
detection limit of 0.02 mglL to over 20 
mg/L. Monitoring of Florida Public 
Water Supplies from 2004-2009 
indicates that exceedances of nitrate 
maximum contaminant levels (MGL) 
(which are measured at the entry point 
of the distribution system and represent 
treated drinking water from a supplier) 
reported by drinking water plants in 
Florida ranged from 34-40 annually, 
during this period.s8 

About 10% of Florida residents 
receive their drinking water from a 
private well or small public source not 
inventoried under public supply.fi9 A 
study in the late 1980s conducted by 
Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (FDACSJ and FDEP, 
analyzed 3,949 shallow drinking water 
wells for nitrate.7071 Nitrate was 
detected in 2,483 (63%) wells, with 584 
wells (15%J above the MCL of 10 mg/ 
L. Of the 584 wells that exceeded the 
MCL, 519 were located in Lake, Polk, 

.7Katz, B.G., H.D, Homsby, J.F. Bohlke and M.F_ 
Molaay. 1999. Sources and chronologyofnitrate 
contrnninatioI! in spring lVater, SUWU1l1lBB River 
Basin, Florida. Watar-Rasources Investigations 
Report 99-4252. U,S. Geological Su:rvey, 
Tallahassee, FL. Available electronically at: http://
fl. water.usgs.gov/PDFJiles/wri99_4252Jal2.pdf. 

Scott. T.M .. G.H. Means. R.P. Meegan. R.C, 
Means. S.B, Upchurch, R,E. Copeland, j. jones, T. 
Roberts, and A. Willet. 2004. Springs ofFlorida, 
Bulletin No. 66. FlorIda Geological Survey, 
Tallahassee, FL. 677 pp. 

••FDIlP. 2009. Chemical Data for 2004, 2DD5, 
2006,20072008, and 2009. Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. http:// 
lVIVW.dep.state·fl·us/water/drinkinglVater/ 
chemdata.ntm. Accessed January 2010. 

a9Marella, RJ.. 2009. Water Withdmwals, Use, 
and Trends in Florida, 2005. Scientific 
investigations Report 2009--5125. U.S. Geological 
Survey. Raston, VA. 

711 Southern Regional Water Program. 2010 . 
Drinking Water and Human Health in Florida. 
http://srIVqis.tamll.edu/florida/program
lnformationlflorida-torget-themes/drinklng-lVater
and-human-heolth.aspx. Accessed january 2010. 

?l T.A. Obreza and K.T. Morgan. 2008. Nutrition 
ofFlorida Citrus Trees 15 months after publication 
of the final rule. except for the Federal site-specific 
alternative criteria (SSAC) procedure in secllon 
131.43(e) of the rule which will go into effect 60 
days after publication. 2nd ed. SL 253. University 
ofFlorlda.lFAS ExtensIon. hffp,//edis.Jfas.ufl.edul 
pdffiJes/SSISS47800.pdf. Accessed September 
2010. 
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and Highland counties located in 
Central Florida. Results of monitoring 
conducted between 1999 and 2003 in a 
network of wells in that area indicated 
that of the 31 monitoring wells, 90% 
exceeded the nitrate drinking-water 
standard of 10 mg/L one or more 
times.12 73 FDEP monitored this same 
area (the VISA monitoring network) in 
1990,1993, and 1996, analyzing 
samples from 15-17 wells each cycle 
and reported median concentrations 
ranging from 17 to 20 mg/L nitrate. 
depending on the year. 74 Some areas of 
Florida tend to be more susceptible to 
groundwater impacts from nitrogen 
pollution. especially those that have 
sandy soils, have high hydraulic 
conductivity. and have overlying land 
uses that are subject to applications of 
fertilizers and animal or human 
wastes.7S For example, USGS reports 
that in Highland county, highly 
developed suburban and agricultural 
arees tend to have levels of nitrates in 
the surficial grouodwater that approach 
and can exceed the State primary 
drinking water standard of 10 mg/L for 
public water systems. Other areas in . 
Highland county that are less developed 
tend to have much lower levels of 
nitrates in the surficial grouodwater, 
often below detection levels. 

The Floridian aquifer system is one of 
the largest sources of ground water in 
the U.S., and serves as a primary source 
of drinking water in Northern Florida. 
The Upper Floridian aquifer is 
unconfined or semiconfined in areas in 
Northern Florida, but is also confmed 
by the overlying surficial aquifer system 
which is used for water supply. Wells 
in unconfined areas of the Upper 
Floridian aquifer tested in northern 
Florida had nitrate levels higher than 1 
mg/L in 40% of wells; 17% of samples 
from the semiconfined area had nitrate 
levels above 1 mglL. In both aquifer 
systems this indicates the widespread 
impact of nitrate on groundwater quality 

nT.A. Obreza and K.T. Morgan. 2008. Nutrition 
ofFlorIda Citrus Trees. 2nd ed. St 253. University 
of Florida, IFAS Extension. http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu! 
pdffiles/SSISS478()().pdf. Acce.sed September 
2010. 

73 USGS. 2009. November. Overview of 
Agricultural Chemicals: Pesticides and Niuate. 
http://fl. water.usgs.govILake _Wales _Ridga/htrnll 
overvJew_01_agricbemicals.html. Accessad 
September 2010. 

,.FDEP. 199B. Ground Water Quality and 
Agricultural Land Use in the Polk County Very 
Intense Study Area (VISA). Florida Department of 
Environmental Protectloll, Division of Water 
Facilities. http://wlVw.dep.state.f1.us/water/ 
monitoringldocs/facts/fs9802.pdf. Accessed 
September 2010. 

1S USGS. 2010. Hydrogeology and Groundwater 
Quality ofHighlands County. FL. Scientific 
Investigations Report 2010-5097. U.S. GeolOgical 
Survey. Reston, VA. 

in this area.76 77 This baseline sampling 
indicates a pattern of widespread nitrate 
occurrence in the Upper Floridian 
aquifer from two decades ago. A portion 
of these early samples exceeded 10 mg! 
L nitrate (25 of the 726 samples taken 
from this unconfined or semi-confined 
aquifer; 50 of the 421 water samples 
from the surficial aquifer). 

Growing population trends in Florida 
contribute to the significant challenge of 
addressing nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution in Florida. Historically. the 
State has experienced a rapidly 
expanding population. Significantly 
growing demographics are considered to 
be a strong predictor of nitrogen/ 
phosphorus loading and associated 
effects because of increases in 
stormwater runoff from increased 
impervious surfaces and increased 
wastewater treatment flows both of 
which typically contain some level of 
nitrogen/phosphorus.78 Florida is 
currently the fourth most populous 
State in the nation, with an estimated 16 
million people. 79 The U.S. Census 
bureau predicts the Florida population 
will exceed 26 million people by 2030, 
making Florida the third most populous 
State in the U.S.80 

B. Statutory and Regulatory Background 
Section 303(c) of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 

1313(c)) directs States to adopt WQS for 
their navigable waters. Section 
303(c)(2)(A) and EPA's implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR part 131 require, 
among other things. that State WQS 
include the designated use or uses to be 
made of the waters and criteria that 
protect those uses. EPA regulations at 40 
CFR 131.11(a)(1) provide that States 
shall "adopt those water quality criteria 
that protect the designated use" and that 
such criteria "must be based on sound 
scientific rationale and must contain 
sufficient parameters or constituents to· 
protect the designated use," As noted 

,. Berndt, M.P .. 1996. Ground-water quality 
assessment of the Ceorgja-Florida Coastal Plaln 
study Unit-Analysis ofavailable information on 
nutrients, 1972-92. Water-Resources Investigations 
Report 95-4039, U.S. Geological Survey, 
Tallahassee. FL. 

?? Berndt. Marian P•• 1993. NaUonal Wate". 
QualityAssessment Program-Preliminary 
assessment ofnitrote distribution in ground water 
in the Geargia.Florida Coastal Plain Study Unit, 
1972-90. Open-File Report 93-478. U.S. Geological 
Survey. 

'"National Research Council. Committee on 
Reducing Stormwater Discharge Contributions to 
Water Pollution. 2008. Urban Stol7Ilwater 
Monog6IIlent in the United States. National 
Academies Pre... Washington. DC. 

'·U.S. Census Bureau. 2009. 2008 Population 
EstLmatas Ranked by Stata. http:// 
fact/inder.census.gov. Accessed JiUluaxy 2010. 

80 U.S. Census Bureau. 2009. 2008 Population 
Estimates Ranked by State. http:// 
factftnder.crmsus.gov. Accessed January 2010. 

above. 40 CFR 130.10(b) provides that 
"[i]n designating uses of a waterbody 
and the appropriate criteria for those 
uses, the State shall take into 
consideration the water quality 
standards of downstream waters and 
ensure that its water quality standards 
provide for the attainment and 
maintenance .of the water quality 
standards of downstream waters." 

States are also required to review their 
WQS at least once every three years and. 
if appropriate, revise or adopt new 
standards. (See CWA section 303(c)(1)]. 
Any new or revised WQS must be 
submitted to EPA for review and 
approval or disapproval. (See CWA 
section 303(c)(2}(A)), FInally, CWA 
section 303(c)(4)(B) authorizes the 
Administrator to determine, even in the 
absence of a State submission, that a 
new or revised standerd is needed to 
meet CWA requirements. The criteria 
finalized in this rulemaking translate 
Florida's narrative nutrient provision at 
Subsection 62-302-530(47)(b). F.A.C., 
into numeric values that apply to lakes 
and springs throughout Florida and 
flowing waters outside of the South 
Florida Region,a1 

C. Water Quality Criteria 

Under CW A section 304(a), EPA 
periodically publishes criteria 
recommendations (guidance) for use by 
States in setting water quality criteria 
for particular parameters to protect 
recreational and aquatic life uses of 
waters. Where EPA has published 
recommended criteria, States have the 
option of adopting water quality criteria 
based on EPA's CWA section 304(a) 
criteria guidance, section 304(a) criteria 
guidance modified to reflect site
specific conditions, or other 
scientifically defensible methods. (See 
40 CF'R 131,11(b)(1)). For nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution, EPA has 
published under CWA section 304(a) a 
series of peer-reviewed, national 
technical approaches and methods 
regarding the development of numeric 
criteria for lakes and reservoirs.82 rivers 
and streams,83 and estuaries and coastal 
marine waters.84 

8' The criteria finalized In this rulemaklng do not 
address or translate Florida's narrative nutrient 
provision at Subsection 62-302.530(47)(aJ. F.A.C. 
Subsection 62-302.530(41)(8), F.A.C"r&main.ln 
plac" Ill! an applicable WQS for CWA purposes. 

s. USEPA. 2000a. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Gaidance Manuol: Lakes and Reservoirs. EPA-822
B-OO-<lOl. U.S. BnvltonmentBl Protection Agency, 
Offies ofWater, Washington. DC. 

83 USEPA. 2000b. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Rivers and Streams. EPA-4l22
B-OO-<l02. U.S. EnvltanmentBl Protection Agency, 
Office ofWater, Washington, DC. 

.. USEPA. 2001. Nutrient Criteria Technical 

Manual: Estuarine and Coastal Marine Waters. 


http:F.A.C"r&main.ln
http:waters.84
http:factftnder.crmsus.gov
http:fact/inder.census.gov
http:nitrogen/phosphorus.78
http://wlVw.dep.state.f1.us/water
http://fl
http:http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu
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EPA based the methodologies used to 
develop numeric criteria for Florida in 
this regulation on its published 
guidance on developing criteria that 
identifies three general approaches for 
criteria setting. The three types of 
empirical analyses provide distinctly 
different, independently and 
scientifically defensible, approaches for 
deriving nutrient criteria from field 
data: (1) Reference condition approach 
derives candidate criteria from 
observations collected in reference 
waterbodies, (2) mechanistic modeling 
approach represents ecological systems 
using equations that represent 
ecological processes and parameters for 
these equations that can be calibrated 
empirically from site-specific data, and 
(3) empirical nutrient stressor-response 
modeling is used when data are 
available to accurately estimate a 
relationship between nutrient 
concentrations and a response measure 
that is directly or indirectly related to a 
designated use of the waterbody (e.g., a 
biological index or recreational use 
measure). Then, nutrient concentrations 
that are protective of designated uses 
can be derived from the estimated 
relationship).B5 Each of these three 
analytical approaches is appropriate for 
deriving scientifically defensible 
numeric nutrient criteria when applied 
with consideration of method-specific 
data needs and available data. In 
addition to these empir' proaches, 
consideration of establi , 
published) nutrient response thresholds 
is also an acceptable approach for 
deriving criteria. Be. 

For lakes, EPA used a stressor
response approach to link nitrogenJ 
phosphorus concentrations to 
predictions of corresponding 
chlorophyll a concentrations. EPA used 
a reference-based approach for streams. 
relying on a comprehensive screening 
methodology to identify least-disturbed 

EPA-1l22-B-Ol-G03. u.s. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Water, W8Ilhington. DC. 

..USIlPA. 2000 •. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Lakes and Reservoirs. EP A-1l22
B-OO--001. u.s. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

USEPA. 2000b. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Riwrs and Sfreams. EPA-1l22
B-GO--O02. u.S. Environmental Protactlon Agency, 
Office of Water. W8Ilhington, DC. 

USEPA. 2001. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Estuarine and Coastal Marine 
Waters. EPA-822-B-Gl-G03. U.s. Envirorunental 
Protection Agency. OffIce of Water. Washington. 
DC. 

USIlPA. 2008. Nutrient Criteria Technical 

Guidance Manual: Wetlands. EPA-822-B-08-001. 

u.s. Environmental Prataction Agency. OffIce of 
Water, Washlngton, DC. 

M USEPA. 20008. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Lakes and ReservoJ",. EPA-8Z2
B-{)Q--001. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

streams as reference streams. For 
springs, EPA used algal or nitrogenl 
phosphorus thresholds developed under 
laboratory conditions and stressor
response relationships from several field 
studies of algal growth in springs. For 
each type of water body, EPA carefully 
considered the available data and 
evaluated several lines of evidence to 
derive scientifically sound approaches 
(as noted above) for developing the final 
numeric criteria. 

Based on comments received from the 
Scientific Advisory Board (SAB). EPA 
has modified a draft methodology 
guidance document on using stressor
response relationships for deriving 
numeric criteria, which is available as a 
final technical guidance document.s7 In 
addition. the reference-based and algal 
or nitrogenJphosphorus threshold 
approaches have been pear reviewed 
and have been available for many years. 

As mentioned above, the criteria 
fInalized in this rulemaking translate 
Florida's narrative nutrient provision at 
Subsection 62-302.530(47)(b), F.A.C" 
("[iln no case shall nutrient 
concentrations of a body of water be 
altered so as to cause an imbalance in 
natural populations of aquatic flora or 
fauna") into numeric values that apply 
to lakes and springs throughout the 
State and flowing waters outside of the 
South Florida Region. EPA believes that 
numeric criteria will expedite and 
facilitate the effective implementation of 
Florida's existing point and non-point 
source water quality programs in terms 
of timely water quality assessments, 
TMDL development, NPDES permit 
issuance and. where needed, Basin 
Management Action Plans (EMAPa) to 
address nitrogen/phosphorus pollution. 
EPA notes that Subsection 62
302.530(47)(a), F.A.C. ("[tlhe discharge 
of nutrients shall continue to be limited 
as needed to prevent violations of other 
standards contained in this chapter, 
Man-induced nutrient enrichment (total 
nitrogen or total phosphorus) shall be 
considered degradation in relation to 
the provisions of Sections 62-302.300, 
62-302.700, and 62-4.242, F.A.C.") 
could result in more stringent nitrogenl 
phosphorus limits. where necessary to 
protect other applicable WQS in 
Florida. 

D. EPA Determination Regarding 
. Florida and EPA's Rulemaking 

On January 14,2009, EPA determined 
under CWA section 303(c)(4)(B) that 
new or revised WQS in the form of 

·'USEPA. 2010. Using Stressor-Response 
Relationships to Derive Numeric Nutrient Criteria. 
EP A-1lZIl--S-10-G01. U.S. EnviroIlIlllmtal Protact:lOll 
Agancy, OffIce of Water, Washington,DC. 

numeric water quality criteria for 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution are 
necessary to meet the requirements of 
the CWA in the State of Florida. As 
noted above, the portion of Florida's 
currently applicable narrative criterion 
translated by this final rule provides. in 
part, that "in no case shall nutrient 
concentrations of a body of water be 
altered so as to cause an imbalance in 
natural populations of aquatic flora or 
fauna." (See Subsection 62
302.530(47)(b), F.A.C.). EPA determined 
that Florida's narrative criterion alone 
was insufficient to ensure protection of 
applicable designated uses. The 
determination recognized that Florida 
has a comprehensive regulatory and 
non-regulatory administrative water 
quality program to address nitrogenl 
phosphorus pollution through a water 
quality strategy of assessments, non
attainment listing and determinations, 
TMDL development, and National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit regulations; individual 
watershed management plans through 
the State's BMAPs; advanced 
wastewater treatment technology-based 
requirements under the 1990 Grizzle
Figg Act; together with rules to limit 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution in 
geographically specific areas like the 
Indian River Lagoon System, the 
Everglades Protection Area, and Wekiva 
Springs. However, the determination 
noted that despite Florida's existing 
regulatory and non-regulatory water 
quality framework and the State's 
intensive efforts to diagnose nitrogenJ 
phosphorus pollution and address it on 
a time-consuming and resource
intensive case-by-case basis, substantial 
water quality degradation from 
nitrogenlphosphorus over-enrichment 
remains a significant challenge in the 
State and conditions are likely to 
worsen with continued population 
growth and land-use changes, 

Overall. the combined impacts of 
urban and agricultural activities, along 
with Florida's physical features and 
important and unique aquatic 
ecosystems, made it clear that the 
current reliance on the narrative 
criterion alone and a resource-intensive, 
site-specific implementation approach, 
and the resulting delays that it entails, 
do not ensure protection of applicable 
designated uses for the many State 
waters that either have been listed as 
impaired and reqnire loadings 
reductions or those that are high quality 
and require protection from future 
degradation. EPA concluded that 
numeric criteria for nitrogenJ 
phosphorus pollution will enable the 
State to take necessary action to protect 

http:document.s7
http:relationship).B5
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the designated uses in a timely manner 
that will ensure protection of the 
designated use. The resource-intensive 
efforts to interpret the State's narrative 
criterion contribute to substantial delays 
in implementing the criterion and, 
therefore. undercut the State's ability to 
provide the needed protections for 
applicable designated uses. EPA, 
therefore, determined that numeric 
criteria for nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution are necessary for the State of 
Florida to meet the CWA requirement to 
have criteria that protect applicable 
designated uses. EPA determined that 
numeric water quality criteria would 
strengthen the foundation for 
identifying impaired waters, 
establishing TMDLs, and deriving water 
quality-based effluent limits in NPDES 
permits, thus providing the necessary 
protection for the State's designated 
uses in its waters. In addition, numeric 
criteria will support the State's ability to 
effectively partner with point and 
nonpoint sources to control nitrogen/ 
phosphorus pollution, thus further 
providing the necessary protection for 
the designated uses of the State's water 
bodies. EPA's determination is available 
at the following Web site: http:// 
www.epa.gov/waterscience/standards/ 
rules/fl-determination.htm. 

While Florida continues to work to 
implement its watershed management 
program, the impairments for nutrient 
pollution are increasing as evidenced by 
the 2008 and 2010 Integrated Water 
Quality Assessment for Florida report 
results, and the tools to correct the 
impairments (TMDLs and BMAPs) are 
not being completed at a pace to keep 
up. Numeric criteria can be used as a 
defmitive monitoring tool to identify 
impaired waters and as an endpoint for 
TMDLs to establish allowable loads 
necessary to correct impairments. Wl:ien 
developing TMDLs, as it does when 
determining reasonable potential and 
deriving limits in the permitting 
context, Florida translates the narrative 
criterion into a numeric target that the 
State determines is necessary to meet its 
narrative criterion and protect 
applicable designated uses. This process 
involves a site-specific analysis to 
determine the nitrogen and phosphorus 
concentrations that would "cause an 
imbalance in natural populations of 
aquatic flora or fauna" in a particular 
water. 

When deriving NPDES water quality
based permit limits, Florida initially 
conducts a site-specific analysis to 
determine whether a proposed 
discharge has the reasonable potential to 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
its narrative water quality criterion. The 
absence of numeric criteria make this 

"reasonable potential" analysis more 
complex, data-intensive, and protracted. 
Following a reasonable potential 
analysis, the State then evaluates what 
levels of nitrogen and phosphorus 
would "cause an imbalance in natural 
populations of aquatic flora or fauna" 
and translates those levels into numeric 
"targets" for the receiving water and any 
other affected waters. Determining on a 
State-wide, water-by-water basis the 
levels of nitrogen and phosphorus that 
would "cause an imbalance in natural 
populations of aquatic flora or fauna" is 
a difficult, lengthy, and data-intensive 
undertaking. This work involves 
performing detailed location-specific 
analyses of the receiving water. If the 
State has not already completed this 
analysis for a particular waterbody, it 
can be very difficult to accurately 
determine in the context and timeframe 
of the NPDES permitting process. For 
example, in some cases, site-specific 
data may take several years to collect 
and, therefore, may not be available for 
a particular waterbody at the time of 
permitting issuance or re-issuance. 

The January 14, 2009 determination 
stated EPA's intent to propose numeric 
criteria for lakes and flowing waters in 
Florida within 12 months of the January 
14, 2009 determination, and for 
estuarine and coastal waters within 24 
months of the determination. On August 
19,2009. EPA entered into a Consent 
Decree with Florida Wildlife Federation, 
Sierra Club, Conservancy of Southwest 
Florida, Environmental Confederation of 
Southwest Florida, and St. Johns 
Riverkeeper, committing to the schedule 
stated in EPA's January 14. 2009 
determination to propose numeric 
criteria for lakes and flowing waters in 
Florida by January 14, 2010, and for 
Florida's estuarine and coastal waters by 
January 14, 2011. The Consent Decree 
also required that final rules be issued 
by October 15, 2010 for lakes and 
flowing waters, and by October 15, 2011 
for estuerine and coastal waters. FDEP, 
independently from EPA. initiated its 
own State rulemaking process in the 
spring/summer of 2009 to adopt 
nutrient water quality standards 
protective of Florida's lakes and flowing 
waters. FDEP held several public 
workshops on its draft numeric criteria 
for lakes and flowing waters. In October 
2009, however, FDEP decided not to 
bring the draft criteria before the Florida 
Environmental Regulation Commission, 
as had been previously scheduled. 

Pursuant to the Consent Decree, EPA's 
Administrator signed the proposed 
numeric criteria for Florida's lakes and 
flowing waters on January 14. 2010. 
which was published in the Federal 
Register on January 26,2010. EPA 

conducted a 90-day public comment 
period for this rule that closed on April 
28, 2010. During this period, EPA also 
conducted 13 public hearing sessions in 
6 cities in Florida. EPA received over 
22,000 public comments from a variety 
of sources, including environmental 
groups, muniCipal wastewater 
associations, industry, State agencies, 
local governments, agricultural groups, 
and private citizens. The comments 
addressed a wide range of issues, 
including technical analyses, policy 
issues, economic costs, and 
implementation concerns. In this notice, 
EPA explains the inland waters final 
rule and provides a summary of major 
comments and the Agency's response in 
the sections that describe each of the 
provisions of the final rule. EPA has 
prepared a detailed "Comment Response 
Document," which includes responses 
to the comments contributed during the 
public hearing sessions, as well as those 
submitted in writing on the proposed 
rule, and is located in the docket for this 
rule. 

On June 7. 2010, EPA and Plaintiffs 
filed a joint notice with the Court 
extending the deadlines for 
promulgating numeric criteria for 
Florida's estuaries and coastal waters, 
flowing waters in south Florida 
(including canals), and the downstream 
protection values for flowing waters into 
estuaries and coastal waters. The new 
deadlines are November 14,2011 for 
proposing this second phase of criteria, 
and August 15,2012 for publishing a 
final rule for these three categories. This 
will allow EPA time to hold a public 
peer review by EPA's Scientific 
Advisory Board (SAB) of the scientific 
methodologies for estuarine and coastal 
criteria, flowing waters in south Florida, 

. and downstream protection values for 
estuaries and coastal waters. 

Based upon comments and new data 
and information received during the 
public comment phase of the Tanuary 
2010 proposed rule, on Augnst 3, 2010 
EPA published a supplemental notice of 
data availability and request for 
comment related to the Agency's 
January 26, 2010 notice of proposed 
rulemaking. In its supplemental notice, 
EPA solicited comment on a revised 
regionalization approach for streams, 
additional information and analysis on 
least-disturbed sites as part of a 
modified benchmark distribution 
approach, and additional options for 
developing downstream protection 
values (DPVs) for lakes. EPA did not 
solicit additional comment on any other 
provisions of the January 2010 proposal. 
EPA received 71 public comments from 
a variety of sources, including local and 
State governments, industry, and 

www.epa.gov/waterscience/standards
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environmental groups. As mentioned 
above, EPA provides a summary of 
major comments and the Agency's 
response in the sections that describe 
each of the provisions of the final rule. 
Responses to comments submitted 
during the public comment period 
associated with the supplemental notice 
are also included in EPA's detailed 
"Comment Response Document," 
located in the docket for this rule. 

On October a, 2010, EPA filed an 
unopposed motion with the Court 
requesting that the deadline for signing 
the final rule be extended to November 
14, 2010. The Court granted EPA's 
motion on October 27, 2010. EPA used 
this additionaltime to review and 
confirm that all comments were fully 
considered. 

In accordance with the January 14, 
2009 determination, the August 19, 
2009 Consent Decree, and the June 7, 
2010 and October 27,2010 revisions to 
that Consent Decree, in this final notice 
EPA is promulgating final numeric 
criteria for streams, lakes, and springs in 
the State of Florida.BB 

III. Numeric Criteria for Streams, 
Lakes, and Springs in the State of 
Florida 

A. General Information 
For this final rule, EPA derived 

numeric criteria for streams, lakes and 
springs to implement Florida 
Subsection 62-302.530(47)(b), F.A.C.89 
This final rule also includes 
downstream protection values (DPVs) to 
ensure the attainment and maintenance 
ofthe WQS for downstream lakes. 
Derivation of these criteria is based 
upon an extensive amount of Florida
specific data. EPA has carefully 
considered numerous comments from a 
range of stakeholders and has worked in 
close collaboration with FDEP technical 
and scientific experts to analyze, 
evaluate, and interpret these Florida
specific data in deriving scientifically 
sound numeric criteria for this final 
rulemaking. 

To support derivation of the final 
streams criteria, EPA screened and 
evaluated water chemistry data from 

•• For purposes of this rule. EPA haa 
distinguished South Florida as those areas south of 
Lake Okeechobee and the Caloosahetchee River 
watershed to the west of we Okeechobee and the 
SI. Lucie watershed to the east of we Okeechobee, 
hereinafter referred to as the South Florida Region. 
Numeric criteria applicable to flOWing waters in the 
South Florida Region will be addressed in the 
second phase of EPA's rulemaking regarding the 
establishment of estuarine and coastal numeric 
criteria. (Please refer to Section J.B for a discussion 
of the water bodies affected by this rule). 

•• In no case shall nutrient concentrations of a 
body of water be altered so as to cause ao imbalaoce 
in natural populations of aquatic flora or fauna. 

more than 11,000 samples from over 
6,000 sites statewide. EPA also 
evaluated biological data consisting of 
more than 2,000 samples from over 
1,100 streams. To support derivation of 
the final lakes criteria, EPA screened 
and evaluated relevant lake data, which 
consisted of over 17,000 samples from 
more than 1,500 lakes statewide. 
Finally, for the final springs criterion, 
EPA evaluated and relied on scientific 
information and analyses from more 
than 40 studies including historical 
accounts, laboratory scale dosing 
studies and field surveys. 

In deriving these final numeric 
values, the EPA met and consulted with 
FDEP expert scientific and technical 
staff on numerous occasions as part of 
an ongoing collaborative process. EPA 
carefully considered and evaluated the 
technical approaches and scientific 
analysis that FDEP presented as part of 
its July 2009 draft numeric criteria,gO as 
well as its numerous comments on 
different aspects of this rule. The 
Agency also received and carefully 
considered substantial stakeholder 
input from 13 public hearings in 6 
Florida cities. Finally, EPA reviewed 
and evaluated further analysis and 
information included in more than 
22,000 comments on the January 2010 
proposal and an additional 71 
comments on the August 2010 
supplemental notice. 

EPA has created a technical support 
document that provides detailed 
information regarding the 
methodologies discussed herein and the 
derivation of the final criteria. This 
document is entitled "Technical 
Support Document for EPA's Final Rule 
for Numeric Criteria for Nitrogen/ 
Phosphorus Pollution in Florida's 
Inland Surface Fresh Waters" ("EPA 
Final Rule TSD for Florida's Inland 
Waters" or "TSD") and is part of the 
record and supporting documentation 
for this final rule. As part of its review 
of additional technical and scientific 
information, EPA has documented its 
consideration of key comments and 
issues received from a wide range of 
interested parties during the rulemaking 
process. This analysis and consideration 
is included as part of a comment 
response document entitled "Response 
to Comments-EPA's Numeric Criteria 
for Nitrogen/Phosphorus Pollution in 
the State of Florida's Lakes and Flowing 

90 FDEP. 2009. Draft Technical Support 
Document: Development of Numeric Nutrient 
Criteria for Florida's Lakes and Streams. Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection. Standards 
aod Assessment Section. AVallable electronically at: 
http://wwlV.dep.state·fl·uslwaterlwqssplnutrjentsl 
docsltsd nutrient crit.docx. Accessed October 
2010. - 

Waters" that is also part of the record 
and supporting documentation for this 
final rule. 

This section of the preamble describes 
EPA's final numeric criteria for Florida's 
streams (III.B), lakes (III.C), and springs 
(m.D), with the associated 
methodologies EPA employed to derive 
them. Each subsection includes the final 
numeric criteria (magnitude, duration, 
and frequency) and background 
information and supporting analyses. 
Section III.E discusses the applicability 
and implementation of these final 
criteria. 

As discussed, the scientific basis for 
the derivation of the applicable criteria 
for streams, lakes and springs in this 
final rule is outlined below and 
explained in more detail in the 
Technical Support Document 
accompanying this rulemaking. The 
final criteria and related provisions in 
this rule reflect a detailed consideration 
and full utilization of the best available 
science, data, literature, and analysis 
related to the specific circumstances 
and contexts for deriving numeric 
criteria in the State of Florida. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the 
substantial quantity and quality of 
available data in Florida, Florida's 
regional hydrologic, biological, and land 
use characteristics, and the biological 
responses in Florida's surface water 
systems. 

B. Numeric Criteria for the State of 
Florida's Streams 

(1) Final Rule 

EPA is promulgating numeric criteria 
for TN and TP in five geographically 
distinct watershed regions of Florida's 
streams classified as Class lor m waters 
under Florida law (Section 62-302.400, 
F.A.C.). 

TABLE B-1-EPA's NUMERIC 

CRITERIA FOR FLORIDA STREAMS 


Instream protection 
Nutrient watershed value criteria 

region TN 
(mg/L) • 

TP 
(mg/L) • 

Panhandle West a ..... 0.67 0.06 
Panhandle East b .... .. 1.03 0.18 
North Central C ......... . 1.87 0.30 
West Central d .......... . 1.65 0.49 
Peninsula· ............... . 1.54 0.12 

Watersheds pertaining to each Nutrient Wa
tershed Region (NWR) were based principally 
on the NOAA coastal, estuarine, and fluvial 
drainage areas with modifications to the 
NOAA drainage areas in the West Central and 
Peninsula Regions that account for unique wa
tershed geologies. For more detailed Informa
tion on reglonalizatlon and which WBIDs per
tain to each NWR, see the Technical Support
Document. 

http://wwlV.dep.state�fl�uslwaterlwqssplnutrjentsl
http:F.A.C.89
http:Florida.BB
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.. Panhandle West region Includes: Perdido 
Bay Watershed, Pensacola Bay Watershed, 
Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed, St. Andrew 
Bay Watershed, Apalachicola Bay Watershed. 

b Panhandle East region includes: 
Apalachee Bay Watershed, and Econflnal 
Steinhatchee Coastal Drainage Area. 

e North Central region includes the Suwan
nee River Watershed. 

dWest Central regIon Includes: Peace, 
Myakka, Hillsborough, Alalia, Manatee, Little 
Manatee River Watersheds, and smail, direct 
Tampa Bay tributary watersheds south of the 
Hillsborough River Watershed. 

e Peninsula regIon includes: Waccasassa 
Coastal Drainage Area, Wllhlacoochee Coast
al Drainage Area, CrystaVPlthlachascotee
Coastal Drainage Area, small. direct Tampa
Bay tributary watersheds west of the 
Hillsborough River Watershed, Sarasota B!'Iy
Watershed, small, direct Charlotte Harbor tnb
utary watersheds south 01 the Peace River 
Watershed, Caloosahatchee River Watershed, 
Estero Bay Watershed, KISsimmee RiverlLake 
Okeechobee Drainage Area, Loxahatchee/SI.
lucie Watershed, Indian River Watershed, 
DaytonaiSt. Augustine Coastal Drainage Area, 
St. John's River Watershed, Nassau Coastal 
Drainage Area, and SI. Mary's River Water
shed. 

• For a given waterbody, the annual geo
metric mean of TN or TP concentrations shall 
not exceed the appUcable criterion concentra
tion more than once in a three-year pertod. 

(2) Background and Analysis 

(a) Methodology for Stream 
Classification 

In January 2010, EPA proposed to 
classify Florida's streams into four 
regions (referred to in the proposed rule 
as ''Nutrient Watershed Regions") for 
application of TN and TP criteria. ~his 
proposal was based upon the premIse 
that streams Within each of these 
regions (panhandle, Bone Valley, 
Peninsula and North Central) reflect 
similar geographical characteristics. 
inel . rus-rich soils, 
nitr s concentrations 
and nitrogen to phosphorus ratios. To 
classify these four regions, EPA began 
by considering the watershed 
boundaries of downstream estuaries and 
coastal waters in recognition of the 
hydrology of Florida's flowing waters 
and the importance of protecting 
downstream water quality. This is 
consistent with a watershed approach to 
water quality management, which EPA 
encourages to integrate and coordinate 
efforts within a watershed in order to 
most effectively and efficiently protect 
our nation's waterresources.91 EPA than 
classified Florida's streams based upon 
a consideration of the natural factors 
that contribute to variability in nutrient 
concentrations in streams (e.g., geology. 
soil composition). In the State of 
Florida, these natural factors are mainly 

., u.s. EPA. 2008. Handbook for Developing 
Watershed Plans to Restore and Protect Our Waters. 
EPA 841-B-{l8-002. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

associated with phosphorus. EPA's 
proposal reflected a conclusion that 
these natural factors could best be 
represented by separa~ the . 
watersheds in the State mto four regIOns 
and then using the least-disturbed sites 
within those regions to differentiate 
between the expected natural 
concentrations of TN and TP. 

EPA received comments suggesting 
that the proposed stream regionalization 
be amended to more accurately account 
for naturally·high phosphorus soils in 
the northern Panhandle, west of the 
proposed North Central region. 
Specifically, EPA was asked to consider 
the westward extent of the Hawthorn 
Group, a phosphorus-rich geological 
formation that can influence stream 
phosphorus concentrations. At 
proposal. EPA had taken the Hawthorn 
Group into account when it proposed 
two distinct stream regions to the east 
and south of the panhandle region: the 
North Central and the West Central 
(formerly called the Bone Valley at 
proposal). Following proposal and in 
response to these comments, ~A . 
revisited its review of underlymg sods 
and geology in the Panhandle, itself, 
and the relationship of those geological 
characteristics to observed patterns in 
phosphorus concentrations in streams. 
EPA further considered how well such 
a revised regionalization explained 
observed variability in TP 
concentrations relative to the proposed 
regionalization. EPA concluded that a 
revised regional classification 
subdividing the proposed Panhandle 
region into a western and eastern 
section accurately reflected phosphate 
contributions from the underlying 
geologic formations that are reflected in 
the expected instream phosphorus 
concentrations. As discussed in the 
August 2010 supplemental notice, EPA 
has used the revised Panhandle regions 
for TN criteria to assure consistency and 
clarity in applicability decisions and . 
implementation. This approach 
addresses the concerns of commenters 
that regionalization is an important 
consideration in developing stream 
criteria. EPA provided a supplemental 
notice and solicitation of comment in 
August 2010 on this potential change to 
the Panhandle region. In this final rule. 
EPA has thus taken into account the 
portion of the Hawthorn Group that lies 
in the eastern portion of the Panhandle 
region and has delineated the 
Panhandle region along watershed 
boundaries into East and West portions 
divided by the eastern edge of the 
Apalachicola River watershed (or 
alternatively, the western edge of the 
Suwannee River watershed), For more 

information regarding the EPA's 
consideration of alternstive approachas 
for classification, please see the TSD 
and response to comments. 

EPA also received comment that the 
original West Central region (referred to 
as the Bone Valley in the proposed rule) 
was too broad and incorporated 
watersheds that were not influenced by 
underlying Hawthorn Group geology, 
especially small, direct coastal drainage 
watersheds along the western and 
southern boundaries. EPA reexamined 
the watershed delineations of the West 
Central and Peninsula regions based on 
information in thes_e comments and 
concluded that the comments were 
technically correct. EPA also provided a 
supplemental notice and solicitation of 
comment on this potential change to the 
West Central and Peninsula regions. In 
this final rule, EPA has refined the 
boundary delineations accordingly, The 
result for the West Central region was a 
modified boundary that shifts small, 
direct Tampa Bay tributary watersheds 
west of the Hillsborough River 
Watershed; small, direct Charlotte 
Harbor tributary watersheds south of the 
Peace River Watershed; and the entire 
Sarasota Bay Watershed from the West 
Central (Bone Valley) to the Peninsula 
region. EPA believes these adjustments 
to the West Central and Peninsula 
stream region boundaries more 
accurately reflect the watershed 
boundaries and better reflect natural 
differences in underlying geological 
formations and expected stream 
chemistry. 

In summary. EPA is fInalizing 
numeric stream criteria for TN and TP 
for five separate Nutrient Watershed 
Regions (NWR): Panhandle West, 
Panhandle East, North Central, West 
Central and Peninsula (north of Lake 
Okeechobee, including the 
Caloosahatchee River Watershed to the 
west and the St. Lucie Watershed to the 
east). For a map of these regions, refer 
to "Technical Support Document for 
U.S. EPA's Final Rule for Numeric 
Criteria for Nitrogen/Phosphorus 
Pollution in Florida's Inland Surface 
Fresh Waters" (Chapter 1: Derivation of 
EPA's Numeric Criteria for Streams) 
included in the docket as part of the 
record for this final rule. 

[b) Methodology for Calculating 
Instream Protective TN and TP Values 

In the January 2010 proposal, EPA 
used a reference condition approach to 
derive numeric criteria that relied on 
the identification of biologically healthy 
sites that were unimpaired by nitrogen 
or phosphorus: EPA identified these 
sites from FDEP's streams data set, 
selecting sites where Stream Condition 

http:waterresources.91
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Index (SCI) scores were 40 and higher. 
The SCI is a multi-metric index of 
benthic macroinvertebrate community 
composition and taxonomic data 
developed by FDEP to assess. the 
biological health of Florida's streams.92 

An SCI score> 40 has been determined 
to be indicative of biologically healthy 
conditions based on an expert workshop 
and analyses performed by both FDEP 
and EPA, Please refer to the EPA's 
January 2010 proposal and the final TSD 
accompanying this final rule for more 
information on the SCI and the selection 
of the SCI value of 40 as an appropriate 
threshold to identify biologically 
healthy sites. 

EPA further screened these sites by 
cross-referencing them with Florida's 
2008 CWA section 303(d) list and 
excluded sites in waterbody 
identification numbers (WEIDs) with 
identified nutrient impairments or 
dissolved oxygen impairments. EPA 
grouped the remaining sites (hereinafter 
.referred to as "SCI sites") according to 
the four proposed Nutrient Watershed 
Regions (Panhandle, North Central, 
West Central (referred to as Bone Valley 
at proposal), and Peninsula). For each 
NWR, EPA compiled data (TN and TP 
concentrations). EPA then calculated 
the average concentration at each site 
using all available samples. The 
resulting site average concentrations 
represent the distribution of nitrogenl 
phosphorus concentrations for each 
region, EPA found that while these sites 
were determined to be biologically 
healthy, the proposed SCI approach 
does not include information that can be 
directly related to an evaluation of least 
anthropogenic ally-impacted conditions 
(e.g., a measure ofland use surrounding 
a reference site), which can be used as 
a factor in identifying a minimally
impacted reference population for 
criteria development. For these reasons, 
EPA concluded the 75th percentile of 
the distribution of site average values 
was an appropriate threshold to use in 
the SCI approach for criteria derivation. 

EPA requested comment on basing the 
TN and TP criteria for the Nutrient 
Watershed Regions on the SCI approach. 
The Agency also requested comment on 
an alternative approach that utilizes 
benchmark sites identified by FDEP. 
EPA received comments supporting the 
benchmark reference condition 
approach and the selection of the 90th 
percentile (generally) for deriving the 

.2 The SCI method was developed and calibrated 
by FDEP. See Fore Itt al. 2007. Development and 
Telitlng ofBiomonitoring Tools for 
Macrolnvert.brotes in Florida Streams (Stream 
Condition index and BioRecon). Final prepared for 
the Florida Department of Bnvironmental 
Protection. Tallahassee. FL. 

TN and TP criteria. The criteria in this 
final rule are based on a further 
evaluation and more rigorous screening 
of the benchmark data set of reference 
sites using the population of least
disturbed benchmark sites developed by 
FDEP and further refined by EPA as 
discussed in the August 2010 
supplemental notice. EPA concluded 
that the revised benchmark approach is 
an appropriate reference condition 
approach for deriving stream criteria 
because it utilizes a quantitative 
assessment of potential human 
disturbance through the use of 
surrounding land cover analysis of 
stream corridor and watershed land 
development indices that provide an 
added dimension to the benchmark 
approach not considered in EPA's 
proposed SCI site approach. EPA is 
finalizing stream criteria for most NWRs 
based on the benchmark approach with 
the addition of supplemental data 
screening steps to ensure that an 
evaluation ofbenchmark sites utilizes 
best available information representing 
reference conditions related to least
disturbed as well as and biologically 
healthy streams in the State. For this 
reason, EPA found the benchmark 
reference condition approach to be a 
compelling basis to support numeric 
criteria for Florida's streams more 
closely associated with least-disturbed 
sites. For the West Central region only, 
EPA is finalizing stream criteria based 
on SCI sites because the benchmark 
approach resulted in the identification 
of only one WBlD as being least
disturbed. EPA found the SCI sites 
provide a more compelling basis to 
support numeric criteria in that region 
because more date are available at more 
sites that have been identified as 
biologically healthy, which provide a 
broader representation of nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations within this 
region. 

For this final rule, EPA is using the 
large amount of high-quality scientific 
data available on TN and TP 
concentrations with corresponding 
information on land use and human 
disturbance for a .vide variety of stream 
types as part of a reference condition 
approach to derive numeric criteria for 
Florida's streams. EPA used avallable 
data that are quantitative measures of 
land use. indicators of human 
disturbance, and site-specific 
evaluations of biological condition 
using a multi-metric biological index to 
identify a population of least -disturbed 
benchmark locations (benchmark sites). 
EPA used associated measurements of 
TN and TP concentrations from the 
benchmark sites and SCI sites (in the 

case of the West Central region) as the 
basis for deriving the final numeric 
criteria for streams. 

The reference condition approach 
used in this final rule for streams 
consist of three steps: (1) Defining the 
reference population, (2) calculating a 
distribution of values. and (3) 
determining appropriate thresholds. For 
the first step as discussed above, EPA 
used the least-distUrbed benchmark 
reference condition approach initially 
developed by FDEP to define the 
reference condition population, this 
approach starts with a query of FDEP's 
data in the STORET 93 (STOrage and 
RETrieval) and GWIS (Generalized 
Water Information System) databases 
and identified sites with data that met 
quality assurance standards.94 Sites 
with data were then evaluated by FDEP 
to assess the level of human disturbance 
in the vicinity of the site using the 
Landscape Development Intensity Index 
(LDI) 95 to analyze a 100 meter distence 
of land on both sides of and 10 
kilometers upstream of each stream site 
(i.e., corridor LDI). Sites with stream 
corridor LDI scores less than or equal to 
two 96 were considered sites with 
relatively low potential human 
disturbance. The group of sites with LDI 
scores less than or equal to two were 
further reviewed and inspected by FDEP 
based on site visits and aerial 
photography to assess the degree of 
potential human impact. Based on this 
review, sites that FDEP determined had 
potential human impact were removed. 
Sites with mean nitrate concentrations 
greater than 0.35 mglL. a concentration 
identified by several lines of evidence to 
result in the growth of excessive algae 
in laboratory studies and extensive field 
evaluations of spring and clear stream 
sites in Florida 97 were also removed. 
Following proposal and in response to 
additional comments and information, 
EPA further evaluated the benchmark 
sites and screened out additional sites 
with identified nutrient impairments or 
dissolved oxygen impairments 
according to Florida's 2006 CWA 
section 303(d) list. EPA also removed 
sites that have available watershed LDI 
scores greater than three as this reflects 
a higher level ofhuman disturbance on 

oaFL STORET can be found at: http:// 
IVww.df1j1.state.f1.uslWATERISTORETIINDEX.HTM. 

..Quality assurance review conducted by FDEP 
and detailed In EPA's accompanying Technical 
Support Documant. 

..Brown, M.T.. and M.B. Vivas. 2005. Landscape 
Development Intensity fudex. Envt/'OlIJTIental 
Monitoring ond Assessment 101: 289-309. 

..Brown. M.T .• and M.B. Vivas. 2005. Landscape 
Development futensity fudex. Emril'Ollmental 
Monitoring and AS$8S!11n8nt 101: Z89-309. 

978ee the springs criterion discussion below. 

http:standards.94
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a watershed basis.98 Finally, EPA 
removed benchmark sites that have 
available Stream Condition Index {SCn 
scores less than 40. These additional 
screens provide greater confidence that 
the remaining sites are both least
disturbed and biologically healthy. The 
benchmark approach resulted in the 
identification of only one WBlD as least
disturbed within the West Central 
region. For this reason, EPA is utilizing 
the SCI sites identified at proposal to 
define the reference population for the 
West Central region in this final rule. 
EPA grouped the remaining sites 
(hereinafter referred to as "reference 
sites'1 according to its Nutrient 
Watershed Regions (Panhandle West, 
Panhandle East, North Central, West 
Central, and Peninsula). For each NWR, 
EPA compiled data (TN and TP 
concentrations) from the reference sites. 

The second step in deriving instream 
protection values was to calculate the 
distribution of nitrogen/phosphorus 
values of benchmark sites within each 
region. EPA calculated the geometric 
mean of the annual geometric mean of 
nitrogen/phosphorus concentrations for 
each WBID within which reference sites 
occurred. EPA provided notice and 
solicited comment on calculating 
streams criteria on the basis of WBIDs 
in the August 2010 supplemental notice. 
All samples from reference sites within 
those WBIDs were used to calculate the 
annual geometric mean. The geometric 
mean of this annual geometric mean for 
each WBID is utilized so that each 
WBID represents one average 
concentration in the distribution of 
concentrations for each NWR. 
Geometric means were used for all 
averages because concentrations were 
log-normally distributed. 

The third step in deriving instream 
protection values was to determine 
appropriate thresholds from these 
distributions to support balanced 
natural populations of aquatic flora and 
fauna. The upper end of the distribution 
(the 90th percentile) is appropriate if 
there is confidence that the distribution 
reflects minimally-impacted reference 
conditions and can be shown to be 
supportive of designated uses (i.e., 
balanced natural populations of aquatic 
flora and fauna).as EPA concluded that 

..The threshold value for waterlihed LDI 1. higher 
than the threshold value for the corridor LDI 
hecause hllllllUl disturbance In the watershed is 
known to more wealdy lnfluence in-alfeam 
nitrogen/phosphorus concentrations than human 
disturbance in the stream corridor (Pete:rjohn, W.T. 
and D. 1.. Correll. 1984. Nutrient dynamics in an 
agricultural watershed: Observations on the role of 
a riparian lorest. Ecology 65: 146&-1475). 

··USEPA. 2008. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Galdance Manual: Wetlands. EPA-622-'fl-.o1HlOl. 

the benchmark data set and the resulting 
benchmark distributions of TN and TP 
were based on substantial evidence of 
least-disturbed reference conditions 
after the additional quality assurance 
screens applied by EPA. This analysis 
provides EPA with the confidence that 
the benchmark sites are least-disturbed 
sites and with the additional screens 
applied by the Agency provide a basis 
for the use of the 90th percentile of 
values from this population to establish 
the final rule criteria. It is appropriate 
to use the 90th percentile for the 
benchmark distribution because the 
least-disturbed sites identified in 
Florida that are used to derive the 
critaria more closely approximate 
minimally-impacted conditions. loo For 
the West Central region, where reference 
sites are identified using the SCI 
approach, there is less confidence that 
these sites are least-disturbed and 
represent minimally-impacted 
conditions. As mentioned above, this is 
because this approach does not rely on 
a quantitative assessment of potential 
human disturbance through the use of 
surrounding land cover analysis of 
stream corridor and watershed land 
development indices. Therefore, EPA is 
finalizing the stream criteria in the West 
Central region using the 75th percentile 
values of the distribution from the SCI 
sites.10l 

EPA's approach in this final rule 
results in numeric criteria that are 
protective of a balanced natural 
population of aquatic flora and fauna in 
Florida's streams. EPA has determined, 
however, that these instream values may 
not always ensure the attainment and 
maintenance of WQS in downstream 
lakes and that more stringent criteria 
may be necessary to assure compliance 
with 40 CFR 131.10(b). Therefore, EPA 
is finalizing an approach in this rule for 
deriving TN and TP values for streams 
to ensure the attainment and 
maintenance of WQS in downstream 

U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency, Office of 
Water. Washington. DC. 

l.aThe 90th percentile is selected so that 
nitrogen/phosphorus concentrations that are above 
the criterion value have a low probsbility « 10%) 
ofbelng observed in sites that are &!mllax to 
benchmark sites. 

101 USBPA. 2000b. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: RivalS and Streams. EPA-622
~0-002. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Office of Water. Washington. DC. 

These percentage. were lnltially proposed by 
FDEP. See FDEP. 2009. Draft Technical Support 
Document: Development ofNumeric Nutrient 
Criteria far Florida's Lakes and Streams. Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection, Standards 
and Assessment Section. Available electronically at: 
http://www.dep.state.p.lls/wnter/wqssp/nutrients/ 

docs/tsd nutrient crit.docx. Acc....ed October 

2010. - 

lakes. 102 This approach is discussed in 
Section IlI.C(2)(f). 

. (c) Duration and Frequency 
Aquatic life water quality criteria 

contain three components: Magnitude, 
duration, and frequency. For the 
numeric TN and TP criteria for streams. 
the derivation of the criterion
magnitude values is described above 
and these values are provided in the 
table in Section 1lI.B(1). The duration 
component of the~e stream criteria is 
specified in footnote a of Table B-1 as 
an annual geometric mean. EPA is 
finalizing the proposed frequency 
component as a no-more-than-one-in
three-years excursion frequency for the 
annual geometric mean criteria for 
streams. These duration and frequency 
components of the criteria are consistent 
with the data set used to derive these 
criteria, which applied distributional 
statistics to measures of annual 
geometric mean values from multiple 
years ofrecord. EPA has determined 
that this frequency of excursions will 
not result in unacceptable effects on 
aquatic life as it will allow the stream 
ecosystem anough time to recover from 
occasionally elevated levels of nitrogen/ 
phosphorus in the stream.103 104105 

These selected duration and frequency 
components recognize that hydrological 
variability (e.g., high and low flows) 
will produce variability in nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations, and that 
individual measurements may at times 
be greater than the criteria magnitude 
concentrations without causing 
unacceptable effects to aquatic 
organisms and their uses. Furthermore, 
the frequency and duration components 
balance the representation of underlying 
data and analyses based on the central 
tendency of many years of data with the 
need to exercise some caution to ensure 
that streams have sufficient time to 
process individual years of elevated 
nitrogen and phosphorus levels and 

la, EPA will propose and request comment on the 
comparable issue for deriving TN and TP value. for 
streams to erulUre the attalnment and maintenance 
of WQS in downstream estuaries as part of the 
coastal and estuarine waters rule on November 14. 
2011. 

IO'USEPA. 1985. Guidelines far Der/vtng 
Numeric National Waler Quality Criteria far the 
Protection ofAquatic Organisms and Their Uses. 
EPA PB85-227049. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Office oiResBarch and Development, 
Environmental Research Laboratories. 

1""Hutchens. J. J .. K. Chung. and J. B. Wallace. 
1998. Temporal variability of stream 
macroinvertebrate abundance and biomass 
following pesticide disturbance. Journal ofthe 
North American Benthological Society 17:518-534. 

lOS Wallace, J.B. D. S.Vogel. and T.F. Cuffney. 
1985, Recovery of a headwater stream from an 
insecticide lnduced community disturbance. 
Journal of North American Benthological Society 5: 
115-126. 

http://www.dep.state.p.lls/wnter/wqssp/nutrients
http:fauna).as
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avoid the possibility of cumulative and 
chronic effects (i.e., the no-more-than
one-in-three-year component). More 
information on this specific topic is 
provided in EPA's Final Rule TSD for 
Florida's Inland Waters, Chapter 1: 
Methodology for Deriving U.S. EPA's 
Criteria for Streams located in the 
record for this fmal rule. 

d. Reference Condition Approach 
In deriving the final criteria for 

streams, EPA has relied on a reference 
condition approach, which has been 
well documented. peer reviewed. and 
developed in a number of different 
contexts.l06107 lOS l09 llO In the case of 
Florida, this approach is supported by a 
substantial Florida-specific database of 
high quality information. sound 
scientific analysis and extensive 
technical evaluation. 

EPA received comments regarding the 
scientific defensibility of the reference 
condition approach, using either the 
benchmark sites or the SCI sites. Many 
commenters observed that such 
approaches do not mechanistically link 
biological effects to nitrogen/ 
phosphorus levels and therefore assert 
that EPA cannot scientifically justify 
numeric criteria without an observed 
biological effect. EPA views the 
reference condition approach as 
scientifically appropriate to derive the 
necessary numeric criteria in Florida 
streams. Reference conditions provide 
the appropriate benchmark against 
which to determine the nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations present 
when the designated use is being met. 
When the natural background 
concentrations of specific parameters 
can be defined by identifying reference 
conditions at anthropogenically
undisturbed sites, then the 
concentrations at these sites can be 
considered as sufficient to support the 
aquatic life expected to occur naturally 

106 USEPA. 2OO0a. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance ,'danual: Lakes and ReselValrs. EPA-a22
B-oO-OOl. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office of Water. Washington. DC. 

107USBPA. 200ob. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Rivers and Streams. EPA-a22
B-oO-002. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

108 Stodda:rd. ,. 1... D. P. Larsen. C. P. Hawkins, 
R. K. John80n, andR. H. Norris. 2006. Setting 
expectations for the ecological condition of streams: 
the concept of reference condition. Ecological 
Applications 16:1267-1276. 

lO-Herlihy. A. T.• S. G. Paulsan.). VanSickle. J. 
L. Stodda:rd. C. P. Hawkins. L. L. Yuan. 2006. 
Striving for consistency in Ii national assessment: 
the challenges of applying a reference·condition 
approach at a continental scale. Journal of the North 
American Benthological Society 27:6SD-a77. 

110 U.S. BPA. 2001. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Manual: BstuBrlne and Coestal MarJne Waters. 
Office of Water. Washington, DC. EPA-a22-B-01
003. 

at that site.ttt Also, setting criteria 
based on the conditions observed in 
reference condition sites reflects both 
the stated goal of the Clean Water Act 
and EPA's National Nutrient Strategy 
that calls for States, including Florida, 
to take protective and preventative steps 
in managing nitrogan/phosphorus 
pollution to maintain the chemical, 
physical and biological integrity of the 
Nation's waters before adverse 
biological and/or ecological effects are 
observed.112 

The effects of TN and TP on an 
aquatic ecosystem are well understood 
and documented. There is a substantial 
and compelling scientific basis for the 
conclusion that excess TN and TP will 
have adverse effects on streams113 114 
llS 116117 1lS 119120 121122123 124 125 126127. 

"' Davies, T,T.• USEPA. 1997. November 5. 
Memorandum to Water Management Division 
Directors. Regions 1-10. and State and Tribal Water 
Quality Management on 
Establishing Site Specl titeria 
Equal to Natural Back 

11. USIlPA. 1998. National Stmtegy for the 
Development ofRegional Nutrient Criteria. EPA 
822-R-9a....o02. U.S. EnviIonmental Protection 
Agency. Office of Water. WashJngton, DC; Grubbs. 
G.• USEPA. 2001. November 14. Memorandum to 
D!:rectors of State Water Programs. Directors of 
Great Water Body Programs. D!:rectors of 
Authorized Tribal Water Quality Standards 
Programs and State and Interstate Water Pollution 
Control Admirustralors on Development and 
Adoption ofNutrlent Criteria into Water Quality 
Standards.; Grumbles. B.H .. USEPA. 2007. May 
25.MBIl1orandum to Directors of State Water 
Programs. D!:rectors of Great Water Body Programs. 
D!:rectors of Authorized Tribal Water Quality 
Standards Programs and Stale and Jnterstete Water 
Pollution Control AdmJni.stratols on Nutrient 
Pollutlon and Numeric Water Quality Standards. 

113 Biggs. B.J.F. 2000. Eutrophication of streams 
and rivers: dissolved nutrient-chlorophyll 
relationships for benthic algae. Journal of the North 
American Benthological Society 19:17-31 

11< Bothwell. ML. 1985. Phosphorus limitation of 
lotic periphyton growth rates: an Jntemte 
comparison using continuous-flow troughs 
(Thompson River system. British Columbia). 
Llmnalogy and Oceanography 30:527-542 

'10 Bour..sa. N•• and A. Cattaneo. 1996. Control 
ofperiphyton biomaa8in Laurentian streams 
(Quebec). Journal of the North American 
Benthological Society 17:42Cl-429 

"BBowling. L.C .. and P.D. Baker. 199B. Major 
cyanobacterial bloom In the Barwon-Darling River, 
Australia. In 1991. and underlying limnological 
conditions. Marine and Freshwater Research 47: 
643-a57 

l17Cros•• W. F.• J. B. Wallace. A. D. Rosemond, 
and S. L. Eggert. 2006. Whole-system nutrient 
enrichment Jncreases secondary production In a 
detrilus-besed ecosystem. Ecology 87: 1556-1565 

"8Dodds. W.K.. and D.A. Gudder. 1992. The 
ecology of Cladophora.. Journal ofPhycology 
28:415-427 

u9Elwood. ).W., J.D. Newbold. A.F. Trimble. and 
R.W. Stark. 1981. The limiting role of phosphorus 
In a woodland stream ecosystem: effects of P 
enrichment on leaf decomposition and· primary 
producers. Ecology62:146-156 

12oF.tancoeur. SN. 2001. Meta·analysis oUotic 
nutrient amendment experlmtmts: detecting and 
quantifying subtle responses. Journal ofthe North 
American Benthological Society 20: 356-368 

As discussed in Section IT above, excess 
nitrogen/phosphorus in streams, like 
other aquatic ecosystems, increase 
vegetative growth (plants and algae), 
and change the assemblage of plant and 
algal species present In the system. 
These changes can affect the organisms 
that are consumers of algae and plants 
by altering the balance of food resources 
available to different trophic levels. For 
example. excess nitrogen/phosphorus 
promotes the growth of opportunistic 
and short-lived plant species that die 
quickly leaving more dead vegetative 
material available for consumption by 
lower tropic levels. Additionally, excess 
nitrogen/phosphorus can promote the 
growth of less palatable nuisance algae 
species that results in less food available 
for filter feeders. These changes can also 
alter the habitat structure by covering 
the stream or river bed with periphyton 
(attached algae) rather than submerged 
aquatic plants, or clogging the water 
column with phytoplankton (floating 
algae). In addition, excess nitrogen/ 
phosphorus can lead to the production 
of algal toxins that can be toxic to fish, 
invertebrates, and humans. Chemical 
characteristics of the water, such as pH 
and concentrations of dissolved oxygen 
(DO), can also be affected by excess 
nitrogen/phosphorus leading to low DO 
conditions and hypoxia; Each of these 
changes can, in turn, lead to other 
changes in the stream community and, 
ultimately, to changes in the stream 
ecology that supports the overall 
function of the linked aquatic 
ecosystem. 

121 Moss. B .• I. Hooker. H. Balls. and K. Manson. 
1989. Phytoplankton distribution In a temperate 
floodplain lake and river system. 1. Hydrology. 
nutrlent soureas and phytoplankton biomass. 
Journal ofPlankton Research 11: 813-835 

'''Mulholland,P.). andJ.R. Webster. 2010. 
Nutrient dynamics In streBlIlS and the role ofJ
NABS. Journal of the North American Banthological 
Society 29: 100-117 

123 Peterson. B.).. ).E. Hobble. A.E. Hershey. M.A. 
Lock. T.E. Ford. J.R. Vestal, V.L. McKinley. M.A.). 
Hullar. MC. Miller, R.M. Ventullo. and G. S. Yolk. 
1985. Transfonnation of a tUlldra river from 
heterotrophy to autotrophy by addition of 
phosphorus. Science 229:1383-1386 

124 Rosemond. A. D.• P. J. Mulholland. and J. W. 
Elwood. 1993. TOp-down and bottom-up control of 
stream periphyton: Effects ofnutrients and 
herbivores. Ecology 74: 1264-1280 

n'Rosemond, A. D .. C. M. Pringle. A. Ramlre2. 
and MJ. Paul. 2001. A test oftop-down and bottom
up control In a detritus-based food web. Ecology 62: 
2279-2293 

usRosamond. A. D., C. M Pringle. A. Ram!ron. 
M). Paul. and J. 1.. Meyer. 2002. Landscape 
variation in phosphorus conCllntration and effects 
on detritus-based tropical streams. LUnnology and 
Oceanography 47: 27.6-269. 

127 Slavik. K.. B. J. Peterson, 1.. A. Deegan. W. B. 
Bowden. A. E. Harshey. J. E. Hobbie. 2004. Long
tann response. of the Kuperul: River ecoaystem to 
phosphorus fertilization. EcaJogy 85: 939-954. 
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C. Numeric Criteria for the State of 	 classes of Florida's lakes, classified as 
Florida's Lakes 	 Class I or TIl waters under Florida law 

(Section 62-302.400, F.A.C.): (1) Final Rule 

EPA is promulgating numeric criteria 
for chlorophyll a, TN'and TP in three 

TABLE C-17-EPA's NUMERIC CRITERIA FOR FLORIDA LAKES 

Lake color· and alkalinity 

Colored Lakes" , ....... , ............................ , ......... , ....................... ,', .." ................................. . 


Clear Lakes, High Alkallnityd ............................... , ......................................................... . 


Clear Lakes, Low Alkalinity" ................................................................. , ....................... .. 


Chl-a 
(mgll)b* 

0.020 

0.020 

0.006 

TN (mgll) TP (mg/L) 

1.27 0.05 
[0.05-0.16)[1.27-2.23) 

1.05 0.03 
[1.05-1,91] [0.03-0.09) 

0.010.51 
[0.51-0.93) [0.01-0.03] 

• Platinum Cobalt Units (PCU) assessed as true color free from turbidity. 

b Chlorophyll a Is defined as corrected chlorophyll, or the concentration of chlorophyll a remaining after the chlorophyll degradation product,


phaeophytin a, has been subtracted from the uncorrected chlorophyll a measurement. 
cLong·term Color:> 40 Platinum Cobalt Units (PCU). 

d Long-term Color!> 40 PCU and Alkalinity:> 20 mglL CaCO!. 

a Long-term Color!> 40 PCU and Alkalinity :s; 20 mglL CaCOJ • 


• For a given waterbody, the annual geometric mean 01 chlorophyll a, TN or TP concentrations shall not exceed the applicable criterion con
centration more than once In a three-year period. 

For each class of water defined by 
color and alkalinity. the applicable 
criteria are the values in bold for 
chlorophyll a, TN and TP, The criteria 
framework provides flexibility for FDEP 
to derive lake'specific, modified TN and 
TP criteria if the annual geometric mean 
chlorophyll a concentration is less than 
the criterion for an individual lake in 
each of the three immediately preceding 
years. In such a case, the corresponding 
criteria for TN andlor TP may be 
modified to reflect maintenance of 
ambient conditions within the range 
specified in the parenthetical below 
each baseline TN and TP criteria printed 
in bold in Table C-l above, Modified 
criteria for TN andlor TP must be based 
on data from at least the immediately 
preceding three years 128 in a particular 
lake. Modified TN andlor TP criteria 
may not be greater than the higher value 
specified in the range. Modified TN 
and/or TP criteria for a lake also may 
not be above criteria applicable to 
streams to which a lake discharges in 
order to ensure the attainment and 
maintenance of downstream water 
quality standards. 

Utilization of the range flexibility in 
the numeric lake criteria in this final 
rule requires that the ambient 
calculation for modified TN and TP 
criteria be based on: (1) The 
immediately preceding three-year 

128Th. previous thr.e years of data are required 
Ill! a basis for modlf;y:ing TN and TP critaria and 
must meetFDEP's data quality assurance objectives. 
Additional historical deta may be used to augment 
the three years of data characterizing the lake'. 
annual and inter-annual variability. Only historical 
data containing data for all three parameters can be 
used and the data must meet FDEP's data quality 
assmance objectives. 

record of observation for each 
parametar,12.S (2) representative 
sampling during each year (at least one 
sample in May-September and at least 
one sample in October-April), and (3) a 
minimum of 4 samples from each year. 
Requiring at least 1hree years of data 
accounts for year-to-year hydrological 
variability. ensures longar.term stable 
conditions. and appropriately accounts 
for anomalous conditions in any given 
year that could lead to erroneous 
conclusions regarding the true 
relationship between nitrogenl 
phosphorus and chlorophyll a levels in 
a lake. Representative samples from 
each year minimize the effects of 
seasonal variations in nitrogen! 
phosphorus and chlorophyll a 
concentrations, Finally, the minimum 
sample size of 4 samples per year allows 
estimates of reliable geometric means 
while still maintaining a representative 
sample of lakes, The State shall notify 
EPA Region 4 and provide the 
supporting record within 30 days of 
determination of modified lake critaria. 

To ensure attainment of applicable 
downstream lake criteria, this final rule 
provides a tiered approach for adjusting 
instream criteria presented in section 
m.B,(l) above for those streams that 
flow into lakes,1.30 Where site-specific 
data on lake characteristics are 

ta. As noted above, if more than three years of 
data are avallable for each parameter, then more 
data can be used. 

n" Approximately 30% of Florida Ial:as are fed by 
streams to which this DPV analysis would apply 
(Schiffer. Donna M, 1998, Hydrology ofCentral 
Florida Lake_A Primer. U.S. Geological Survey in 
cooperation with S}WMD and SFWMD: Circular 
1137). 

available, the final rule provides a 
modeling approach for the calculation 
of downstream lake protection values 
that relies upon the use of the 
BATI!TUB mode1.13i In circumstances 
where sufficient site-specific lake data 
are readily available and either EPA or 
FDEP determine that another 
SCientifically defensible model is more 
appropriate (e.g., the Watar Quality 
Analysis Simulation Program, or 
WASP). the modeling approach 
accommodates use of a scientifically 
defensible alternative, In the absence of 
models, other approaches for ensuring 
protection of downstream lakes are 
provided and described further below. 

(2) Background and Analysis 

(a) Methodology for Lake Classification 

In the January 2010 proposal, EPA 
used color and alkalinity to classify 
Florida's lakes based on snbstantial data 
demonstrating that these charactaristics 
influence the response of lakes to 
increased nitrogenlphosphorus and the 
expected background chlorophyll a 
concentration, Many of Florida's lakes 
contain dissolved organic matter 
leached from surface vegetation that 

131 Kennedy, R.H. 1995. Application of the 
SATHTUS model to Selacted Southeastern 
Reservoirs. Technical Report EL-95-14, U,S, Army 
Engineer Waferways Experiment Slation, Vicksburg; 
MS.: Walker, W.W., 1985. Empirical Methods for 
Predicting Eutrophication in Impoundments; Report 
3, Phase Hi Model Refinements, Technical Report 
E-81-9, U.S. Army Engineer Waterway. 
Experiment Station. Vicksburg, MS.: Walker. W.W" 
1987, Empiricol Method. for Predicting 
Eutrophication in Impoundments; Report 4, Phase 
m: Applications Manual. Technical Report E-B1-9, 
U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, 
Vicksburg, MS. 

http:lakes,1.30
http:0.01-0.03
http:0.51-0.93
http:0.03-0.09
http:1.27-2.23
http:0.05-0.16
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colors the water. More color in a lake 
limits light penetration within the water 
column, which in turn limits algal 
growth. Thus, in lakes with colored 
water, higher levels of nitrogen! 
phosphorus may occur without 
exceeding the chlorophyll a criteria 
concentrations. EPA evaluated 
relationships among TN. TP. and 
chlorophyll a concentration data. and 
found that lake color influenced these 
relationships. More specifically, EPA 
found the correlations between 
nitrogen!phosphorus and chlorophyll a 
concentrations to be stronger and less 
variable when lakes were categorized 
into two distinct groups based on a 
color threshold of 40 PCU. with clear 
lakes demonstrating more algal growth 
with increased nitrogen!phosphorus. as 
would be predicted by the increased 
light penetration. This threshold is 
consistent with the distinction between 
clear and colored lakes long observed in 
Florida.~32 

Within the clear lakes category. color 
is not the dominant controlling factor in 
algal growth. For these clear lakes, EPA 
proposed the use of alkalinity as an 
additional distinguishing characteristic. 
Alkalinity and pH increase when water 
is in contact with carbonate rocks, such 
as limestone. or limestone-derived soil 
in the State ofFlorida. Limestone is also 
a natural source of phosphorus, and 
thus, in Florida, lakes that are higher in 
alkalinity are often associated with 
naturally elevated TP levels. The 
alkalinity (measured as GaCOJ 
concentration) of Florida clear lakes 
ranges from zero to over 200 mglL. EPA 
proposed classifying clear Florida lakes 
into acidic and alkaline classes based on 
an alkalinity threshold of 50 mg/L 
GaCO), and solicited comment on 
whether a 20 mglL CaCO) threshold 
would be more appropriate. EPA 
received comments noting that that the 
lower alkalinity classification threshold 
would be more representative of 
naturally oligotrophic conditions by 
creating a class of lakes with very low 
alkalinity and correspondingly low 
chlorophyll a concentrations. After 
reviewing available lake data, EPA 
found that clear lakes below 20 mg/L 
CaCO] were more similar to one another 
in terms of naturally expected 
chlorophyll a, TN, and TP 
concentrations than clear lakes below 50 
mg/L GaC03• Thus, EPA concluded that 
an alkalinity threshold of 20 mg/L 
CaCOl was an appropriate threshold for 
classifying clear lakes and EPA is 

13. Shannon, E.E.. and P.L. Brazonik. 1972. 
Umnological characteristics of north and central 
Florida lakes. Limnology and OctIanography 11(1), 
97-110. 

finalizing the lower alkalinity threshold 
in this rule. More information on this 
specific topic is provided in EPA's 
Finals TSD for Florida's Inland Waters. 
Chapter 2: Methodology for Deriving 
U.S. EPA's Criteria for Lakes located in 
the record for this final rule. 

EPA also proposed the use of specific 
conductance as a surrogate for 
alkalinity. EPA received comments that 
conductivity was not an accurate 
surrogate measure for alkalinity. EPA 
evaluated the association between 
specific conductivity and alkalinity and 
concluded that alkalinity is a preferred 
parameter for lake classification because 
it is a more direct measure of the 
presence of carbonate rocks, such as 
limestone that are associated with 
natural elevated phosphorus levels. 
Changes in specific conductivity can be 
attributed to changes in alkalinity, but 
in many cases may be caused by 
increases in the concentrations of other 
compounds that originate from human 
activities. Thus, EPA has concluded that 
alkalinity is a more reliable indicator for 
characterizing natural background 
conditions for Florida lakes. 

A number of comments suggested 
EPA consider a system that delineates 
47 lake regions and a system that 
classifies lakes as a continuous function 
of both alkalinity and color. As 
discussed in more detail in the TSD 
supporting this final rule, EPA 
evaluated each of these alternative 
classification approaches, and found 
that they did not improve the predictive 
accuracy of biological responses to 
nitrogen/phosphorus over EPA's 
classification, nor result in a practical 
system that can be implemented by 
FDEP. For example, in the case of the 47 
lake fegion appI·oach. insufficient data 
are available to derive numeric criteria 
across all of the 47 regions and in the 
case of the continuous function 
approach there is a reliance on an 
assumption that TN and TP are always 
co-limiting that is not always true.133 

A number of commentel'S suggested 
that lake-specific criteria would be more 
appropriate than the three broad classes 
that EPA proposed. The substantial data 
available in the record for this final rule 
supports the conclusion that many of 
Florida's lakes share similar physical. 
chemical. and geological characteristics, 
which in turn justifies, based on sound 
scientific evidence, broad classification 
of Florida lakes. EPA concluded, based 
on the substantial data and associated 
analysis explained above, that color and 

l33Guildford. S. J. and R. E. HBcky. 2000. Total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus. and nutrient limitation 
in takas and oceans: Is there a common 
relationship? Umnology and Oceanography 45: 
1213-1223. 

alkalinity afe primary distinguishing 
factors in Florida lakes with respect to 
nitrogen/phosphorus dynamics and the 
associated biological response. With 
respect to consideration of site-specific 
information that goes beyond the 
detailed sit8-8pecific sampling and 
monitoring analysis already 
discussed.134 the numeric lake criteria 
in this final rule are established within 
a flexible regulatory framework that 
allows adjustment of TN, TP, andior 
chlorophyll a criteria based on 
additional lake-specific data. This 
framework prOVides an opportunity to 
derive lake-specific criteria similar to 
the manner suggested in public 
comment. where lake-specific data and 
information are available. while 
ensuring that numeric criteria are in 
place to protect all of Florida's lakes, 
Further site-specific flexiblli ty is 
provided in this final rule through the 
derivation of alternative criteria by a 
Federal Site Specific Adjusted Criteria 
(SSAC) process discussed in more detail 
below in Section V.C. 

In this final rule, EPA is dividing 
Florida's lakes into three classes: (1) 
Colored Lakes >40 Platinum Cobalt 
Units (PCU), (2) Clear. High Alkalinity 
Lakes (::::40 PCU with alkalinity >20 mgt 
L calcium carbonate (GaCO))), and (3) 
Clear, Low Alkalinity Lakes ($40 PCU 
with alkalinity '::::20 mglL CaC03). These 
two parameters, color and alkalinity. 
both affect lake productivity and plant 
biomass, as measured by chlorophyll a. 
For more information re ing these 
classes, please refer to A's Final Rule 
TSD for Florida's Inland Waters, 
Chapter 2: Methodology for Deriving 
U.S. EPA's Criteria for Lakes. 

(b) Methodology for Chlorophyll a 
Criteria 

EPA proposed the use of chlorophyll 
a concentration as an indicator of a 
healthy biological condition, supportive 
of natural balanced populations of 
aquatic flora and fauna in each of the 
classes of Florida's lakes. Excess algal 
growth is 'associated with degradation in 
aquatic life, and chlorophyll a levels are 
a measure of algal growth. To derive the 
proposed chlorophyll a concentrations 
that would be protective of natural 
balanced populations of aquatic flora 
and fauna in Florida's lakes, EPA 
utilized the expected trophic stetus of 
the lake, based on internationally 
accepted lake use classifications.13s 

134 Technical Support Document for EPA's Final 
Rule for Numeric Nutrient CrIteria for Nltrogenl 
PhospllOTUS Pollution In Florida's Inland Surface 
Fresh Waters. 

"'OECD.1982. Eutrophication ofWaters. 
MOnitorIng, Assessment and Control. Organisation 

Continued 
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As discussed in more detail at 
proposal, lakes can be classified into 
one of three trophic State categories (i.e., 
oligotrophic, mesotrophic, 
eutrophic).138 EPA concluded at 
proposal that healthy colored lakes and 
clear, high alkalinity lakes should 
maintain a mesotrophic status, because 
they receive significant natural 
nitrogen/phosphorus input and still 
support a healthy diversity of aquatic 
life in warm, productive climates such 
as Florida. For these two categories of 
lakes, EPA proposed a chlorophyll a 
criterion of 0.020 mg/L to support 
balanced natural populations of aquatic 
life flora and fauna. At concentrations 
above 0.020 mg/L chlorophyll a, the 
trophic status of the lake is more likely 
to become eutrophic and the additional 
chlorophyll a will reduce water clarity, 
negatively affecting native submerged 
macrophytes, and the invertebrate and 
fish communities that depend on them. 
Commenters suggested that this 
threshold is overly protective of 
naturally eutrophic lakes in the State. 
For those lakes that may currently be 
naturally eutrophic, this final rule 
contains a formal SSAC process to 
revise these criteria for this unique type 
of lake. For more information on the 
SSAC process, please refer to Section 
V.C of this final rule. 

In contrast, clear, low alkalinity lakes 
in Florida do not receive natural 
nitrogen/phosphorus input from 
underlying geological formations in the 
watershed and thus. they support less 
algal growth and have lower. chlorophyll 
a levels than colored or clear, high 
alkalinity lakes. EPA concluded at 
proposal that these lakes should 
maintain an oligotrophic status to 
support balanced natural populations of 
aquatic flora and fauna. EPA proposed 
a chlorophyll a criterion of 0.006 mg/L 
in clear, low alkalinity lakes to support 
balanced natural populations of aquatic 
life flora and fauna. At concentrations 
above 0.006 mg/L chlorophyll a, the 
trophic status of the lake is more likely 
to become mesotrophic and the 
additional chlorophyll a will reduce 
water clarity, negatively affecting native 
submerged macrophytes, and the 
invertebrate and flsh communities that 
depend on them. Commenters suggested 
that this chlorophyll a concentration 
may not be appropriate for clear lakes 

for Economic DaVBiopm8l1t and Co.operation. 
Paris, France. 

"6 Trophic state describes the nitrogen! 
phosphorus lavels and algal stata of an aquatic 
systam: Oligotrophic (low nilIogen/phosphorus and 
algal productivity). me"otrophic (moderate 
nitrogen/phosphorus and algal productivIty). and 
eutrophic (high nitrogen/phosphorus and algal 
productivity). 

with alkalinity less than 50 mglL. As 
explained in more detail above, in this 
final rule EPA concluded that 20 mglL 
is an appropriate threshold between low 
and high alkalinity lakes. Thus, lakes 
with alkalinity greater than 20 mg/L will 
have a chlorophyll a criterion that is 
applicable to clear. high alkalinity lakes. 
Based on the revision of the alkalinity 
threshold to 20 mglL. EPA reviewed the 
available chlorophyll a data for clear, 
low alkalinity lakes and found that the 
majority of lakes have chlorophyll Q 

concentrations less than 0.006 mgIL 
reflective of oligotrophic conditions 
which leads EPA to conclude that this 
chlorophyll Q concentration will serve 
to maintain the trophic status of these 
lakes. 

In this final rule, EPA is promulgating 
chlorophyll Q criteria of 0.020 mglL in 
colored lakes and clear, high alkalinity 
lakes and a chlorophyll a criterion of 
0.006 mglL in clear, low alkalinity lakes 
as an indicator of a healthy biological 
condition, supportive of natural 
balanced populations of aquatic flora 
and fauna in these classes of Florida's 
lakes. For more information regarding 
these chlorophyll a criteria. please refer 
to EPA's Final Rule TSD for Florida's 
Inland Waters, Chapter 2: Methodology 
for Deriving U.S. EPA's Criteria for 
Lakes. 

(c) Methodology for Total Nitrogen (TN) 
and Total Phosphorus (TP) Criteria in 
Lakes 

EPA proposed TN and TP criteria for 
each of the classes of lakes described in 
Section m.C(2)(a) based on the response 
of chlorophyll a to increases in TN and 
TP for clear and colored lakes in 
Florida. These responses were 
quantitatively estimated with linear 
regressions. Each data point used in 
estimating the statistical relationships 
was the geometric mean of samples 
taken over the course of a year in a 
particular Florida lake. Statistical 
analyses of these relationships showed 
that the chlorophyll Q responses to 
changes in TN and TP differed for 
colored versus clear lakes, as would be 
expected, because color blocks light 
penetration in the water column and 
limits algal growth. These analyses also 
showed that chlorophyll a responds to 
changes in TN and TP in high and low 
alkalinity clear lakes similarly, as would 
be expected, because alkalinity does not 
affect light penetration. These 
relationships were used to derive TN 
and TP criteria that would maintain 
chlorophyll a concentrations at desired 
levels known to be supportive of 
balanced natural populations of aquatic 
flora and fauna as discussed above. 
These analyses are explained in more 

detail in EPA's Final Rule TSD for 
Florida's Inland Waters, Chapter 2: 
Methodology for Deriving U.S. EPA's 
Criteria for Lakes included in the record 
for this final rule. 

EPA proposed baseline TN and TP 
criteria based on the 75th percentile of 
the predicted distribution of chlorophyll 
a concentrations, given a TN or TP 
concentration. Commenters suggested 
alternative approaches for deriving TN 
and TP criteria. including using either 
the mean predicted chlorophyll a 
concentration, using the 25th percentile 
of the predicted distribution of 
chlorophyll a concentrations, and using 
an additional criterion based on a higher 
percentile that is associated with a 
different exceedance frequency. EPA 
considered these alternative approaches 
and concluded that calculating the TN 
and TP criteria as a baseline 
concentration with an associated 
concentration range was a more flexible 
approach than a single value approach 
manifested as the TN and TP 
concentration associated with a specific 
chlorophyll a concentration. Thus. the 
approach included in this final rule 
takes into account the natural variability 
observed in different classes of lakes 
(i.e., colored or clear] in a way that a 
single value approach based on the 
regression line or the lower value of the 
50th percentile prediction interval does 
not. 

In this final rule, the TN and TP 
criteria are based on linear regressions 
(i.e., best-flt lines) predicting the annual 
geometric mean chlorophyll a 
concentration as a function of the 
annual geometric mean TN or TP. 
Baseline TN and TP criteria are 
calculated as the point at which the 
75th percentile of the predicted 
distribution of chlorophyll a 
concentrations from the regression 
relationship is equivalent to the 
chlorophyll a criterion for the 
appropriate lake class. The range of 
values in the predicted distribution of 
chlorophyll a concentrations arises from 
small differences in the nitrogen/ 
phosphorus-chlorophyll Q relationships 
across different lakes and variability in 
these relationships between years in the 
same lake. Hence, TN and TP criteria 
are based on the 75th percentile that 
will be protective at the majority of 
lakes and in the majority of years. 

The predicted distribution of 
chlorophyll a concentrations for lakes 
differs inherently from the distribution 
of TN and TP concentrations calculated 
from reference sites for criteria for 
Florida streams [Section IIl.B(2)(b)). In 
the case of the criteria for Florida 
streams for most NWRs, benchmark 
sites represent a population of least
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disturbed sites and the criteria based on 
the 90th percentile of nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations from these 
sites are selected to characterize the 
upper bound of nitrogen/phosphorus 
concentrations that one would expect 
from such sites. Criteria for Florida 
lakes rely on a predictive relationship 
between nitrogen/phosphorus and 
chlorophyll a concentrations. and the 
75th percentile is selected from the 
distribution of chlorophyll a 
concentrations predicted for specific 
concentrations of TN and TP. As 
discussed above. besing criteria on this 
percentile provides a means of 
accounting for variability in chlorophyll 
a concentrations predicted for a given 
TN and TP concentration. In short, the 
percentile for the streams criteria is 
selected to ensure that nitrogen/ 
phosphorus concentrations in all 
streams are at least as low as those 
observed in reference streams, whereas 
the percentile for the lakes criteria is 
selected such that concentrations 
appropriately account for variability in 
the relationships between nitrogen/ 
phosphorus and chlorophyll 0 
concentrations. 

(d] Duration and Frequency 
Aquatic life water quality criteria 

include magnitude, duration, and 
frequency components. For the 
chlorophyll G, TN. and TP criteria for 
lakes. the criterion-magnitude values. 
expressed as a concentration, are 
provided in Table C-l in bold. The 
criterion-duration of this magnitude is 
specified in a footnote to this Table as 
an annual geometric mean. EPA is 
fmalizing the criterion-frequency as a 
no-more-than -once-in-three-years 
excursion frequency of the annual 
geometric mean criteria for lakes. The 
duration component of the criteria is 
based on annual geometric means to be 
consistent with the data set used to 
derive these criteria, which applied 
stressor-response relationships based on 
annual geometric means for individual 
years at individual lakes. These selected 
duration and frequency components 
recognize that hydrological variability 
(e.g., high and low flows) will produce 
variability in nitrogen and phosphorus 
concentrations. and that individual 
measurements may at times be greater 
than the criterion-magnitude 
concentrations without causing 
unacceptable effects to aquatic 
organisms and their uses. Furthermore. 
they balance the representation of the 
central tendency of the predicted 
rellaticlns]l1ip between TN or TP and 
chloroph G based from many years of 
data with the need to exercise some 
caution to ensure that lakes have 

sufficient time to process individual 
years of elevated nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations and avoid 
the possibility of cumulative and 
chronic effects (i.e., the no-more-than
one-in-three-year component). 
Additionally, because nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution is best managed 
on a watershed basis, this is the same 
frequency and duration used in the final 
streams criteria. More information on 
this specific topic is provided in EPA's 
Final Rule TSD for Florida's Inland 
Waters. Chapter 2: Methodology for 
Deriving U.S. EPA's Criteria for Lakes 
located in the record for this final rule. 

(e) Application of Lake-Specific. 
Ambient Condition-Based Modified TN 
and TP Criteria 

EPA proposed an accompanying 
approach that the State could use to 
adjust TN and TP criteria for a 
particuler lake within a certain range 
where sufficient data on long-term 
ambient chlorophyll 0, TN and TP 
levels are available to demonstrate that 
protective chlorophyll a criterion for a 
specific lake will still be maintained 
and a balance of natural populations of 
aquatic'flora and fauna will be 
supported. This approach allows for 
readily available site-specific data to be 
taken into account in the expression of 
TN and TP criteria. while still ensuring 
support of balanced natural populations 
of aquatic flora and fauna by 
maintaining the associated chlororhyll 
G level at or below the chloraphyl a 
criterion level. The scientific premise 
for the lake-speCific ambient calculation 
provision for modified TN andlor TP 
criteria is that if ambient lake data show 
that a lake's chlorophyll 0 levels are at 
or below the established criteria (i.e., 
magnitude) for at least the last three 
years and its TN andlor TP levels are 
within the lower and upper bounds, 
then those ambient levels of TN and TP 
represent conditions that will continue 
to support the specified chlorophyll a 
response level. The lower bound of the 
range is based on the TN/TP values that 
correspond to the 75th percentile of the 
predicted chlorophyll a distribution and 
the upper bound of the range is based 
on the TN/TP values that correspond to 
the 25th percentile of the same 
predicted distribution. The use of the 
25th and 75th percentiles accounts for 
the majority of variability that may 
occur around the central tendency of the 
predicted relationship between TN or 
TP and chlorophyll o. 

This final rule provides that FDEP 
must establish and document these 
modified criteria in a manner that 
clearly recognizes their status as the 
applicable criteria for a particular lake. 

To this end. FDEP must submit a letter 
to EPA Region 4 formally documenting 
the use of modified criteria as the 
applicable criteria for particular lakes. 
This final rule allows for a one-time 
adjustment without a requirement that 
FDEP go through a formal SSAC 
process. EPA believes that such 
modified TN and TP criteria do not 
need to go through the SSAC process 
because the conditions under which 
theyara applicable are clearly stated in 
this final rule and data requirements are 
clearly laid out so that the outcome is 
clear, consistent. transparent, and 
reproducible. By providing a specific 
process for deriving modified criteria 
within the WQS rule itself •.each 
individual outcome of this process is an 
effective WQS for CWA purposes and 
does not need separate adoption by 
FDEP or approval by EPA. For more 
information on the SSAC process, 
please refer to Section V.C oftMs final 
rule. 

Application of the ambient 
calculation provision has implications 
for assessment and permitting because 
the outcome of applying this provision 
is to establish alternate numeric TN 
andlor TP values as the applicable lake 
criteria. For accountability and tracking 
purposes, the State must document the 
result of the ambient calculation for any 
given lake. Once modified criteria are 
established under this approach. they 
remain the applicable criteria for the 
long-term for purposes of implementing 
the State's water quality program until 
they are subsequently modified either 
through the Federal SSAC process or 
State revision to the applicable WQS, 
which has been approved by EPA 
pursuant to CWA section 303(c). 

This site-specific lake criteria 
adjustment provision is subject to the 
downstream protection requirements 
more broadly discussed below. Thus in 
a comparable manner this final rule 
provides that calculated TN and/or TP 
values in a lake that discharges to a 
stream may not exceed criteria 
applicable to the stream to which a lake 
discharges. 

(fj Downstream Protection of Lakes 
In developing the proposed stream 

criteria, EPA also evaluated their , 
effectiveness for assuring the protection 
of downstream lake water quality 
standards pursuant to the provisions of 
40 CFR 130.10(b), which requires that 
WQS must provide for the attainment 
and maintenance of the WQS of 
downstream waters.137 EPA's criteria for 

137 EPA will_ass the effectiveness of final 
stream crlmrla for assuriDg the promotion of 

Continued 
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lakes are, in some cases, more stringent 
than the final criteria for streams that 
flow into the lakes, and thus the 
instream criteria may not be stringent 
enough to ensure protection ofWQS in 
certain downstream lakes, As a result, 
EPA proposed application of the 
Vollenweider equation to ensure that 
the TP criteria in streams are protective 
of downstream lakes, and requested 
comment on alternative approaches 
such as the BATHTUB model and 
whether there should be an allowance 
for use of other models that are 
demonstrated to be protective and 
scientifically defensible. 

The proposed use ofthe Vollenweider 
model equation to ensure the protection 
of downstream lakes requires input of 
two lake-specific characteristics: the 
fraction of inflow due to stream flow 
and the hydraulic retention time. EPA 
provided alternative preset values for 
percent contribution from stream flow 
and hydraulic retention time that could 
be used in those instances where lake
specific input values are not readily 
available. EPA's January 2010 proposed 
rule discussed the flexibility for the 
State to use site-specific inputs to the 
Vollenweider equation for these two 
parameters, as long as the State 
determines that such inputs are 
appropriate and documents the site
specific values. Some commenters 
stated that the Vollenweider equation is 
overly simplistic and does not include 
the necessary factors to account for 
physical, hydrologic, chemical, and 
biological processes necessary to 
determine protective criteria. Several 
commenters also suggested the need for 
TN values to protect downstream lakes 
that are nitrogen-limited (such as many 
of the lakes in the phosphorus-rich areas 
of the State). Comments included a 
recommendation to use models that can 
better represent site-specific conditions, 
such as BATHTUB. 

EPA's August 2010 Supplemental 
Notice of Data Availability and Request 
for Comment requested additional 
comment on using the BATHTUB model 
in place of the Vollenweider equation 
for deriving both TP and TN criteria to 
protect downstream lakes, allowing the 
use of alternative models under certain 
circumstances, and providing for an 
alternative approach to protect 
downstream lakes when limited data are 
available that would use the lake criteria 
themselves as criteria for upstream 
waters flowing into the lake. 

downstream estuaries in a sepatale rulemaking that 
focuses on estuarine and coast.l waters to be 
proposed by November 14. 2011 and !lnal:lzed. by 
August 15, 2012. 

In the final rule, protection of 
downstream lakes is accomplished 
through establishment of a downstream 
protection value (DPV). The applicable 
criteria for streams that flow into 
downstream lakes include both the 
instream criteria for TN and TP and the 
DPV, which is a concentration or 
loading value at the point of entry into 
a lake that results in attainment of the 
lake criteria. EPA selected the 'point of 
entry into the lake. also referred to as 
the "pour point," as the location to 
measure water quality because the lake 
responds to the input from the pour 
point and all contributions from the 
stream network above this point in a 
watershed affect the water quality at the 
pour point. When a DPV is exceeded at 
the pour point, the waters that 
collectively comprise the network of 
streams in the watershed above that 
pour point are considered to not attain 
the DPV for purposes of section 303(d) 
of the Clean Water Act. The State may 
identify these impaired waters as a 
group rather than individually. 

It is appropriate to express the DPV as 
either a load or concentration (load 
divided by flow) because both are 
expressions of the amount ofTN and TP 
that are delivered to the downstream 
water. In an expression of load, the 
amount is expressed directly as mass 
per time (e.g., pounds per year), whereas 
a concentration expresses the amount in 
terms of the mass contained in a 
particular volume of water (e.g., 
milligrams per liter). Either expression 
may be used for assessment and source 
control allocation purposes. Calculating 
a DPV as a load will require modeling 
or other technical information, such as 
a TMDL, that accounts for both the 
volume of the rec ater and the 
flow contributed e pour 
point A DPV expressed as a 
concentration may be based on a model 
or TMDL or may reflect a TN or TP level 
that corresponds to a TN, TP, or 
chlorophyll a concentration that 
protects the lake. 

Contributions of TN and! or TP from 
sources in stream tributaries upstream 
of the point of entry are accountable to 
the DPV because the water quality in the 
stream tributaries must result in 
attainment of the DPV at the pour point 
into the lake. The spatial allocation of 
load within the watershed is an 
important accounting step to ensure that 
the DPV is achieved at the point of entry 
into the lake. How the watershed load 
is allocated may differ based on 
watershed characteristics and existing 
sources (e.g., areas that are more 
susceptible to physical loss of nitrogen; 
location of towns, farms, and 
dischargers), so long as the DPV is met 

at the point of entry into the 
downstream lake. Where additional 
information is available, watershed 
modeling could be used to develop 
allocations that reflect hydrologic 
variability and other water quality 
considerations. For protection of the 
downstream lake, what is important is 
an accounting for nutrient loadings on 
a watershed scale that results in meeting 
the DPV at the point of entry into the 
downstream lake. 

The final rule provides that additional 
DPVs may be established in upstream 
locations to represent sub-allocations of 
the total allowable loading or 
concentration. Such sub-allocations may 
be useful where there are differences in 
hydl'Ological conditions andlor sources 
of TN andlor TP in different parts of the 
watershed. The rule specifies that DPVs 
apply to stream tributaries up to the 
point of reaching a waterbody that is not 
a stream as defined in the role (e.g., up 
to reaching another lake in a "nested" or 
chain of lakes situation). The rule also 
includes an option, however, to 
establish a DPV to account for a larger 
watershed area in a modeling context. 
Establishing DPVs that apply to a larger 
watershed may be useful to address a 
situation where the water that is furthest 
downstream in a watershed is also the 
water that is most sensitive to nitrogenl 
phosphorus pollution. That situation 
may require a more equitable 
distribution, across the larger 
watershed, of the load that protects the 
most sensitive waterbody. 

Where multiple tributaries enter a 
lake, the total allowable loading to the 
lake may be distributed among the 
tributaries for purposes ofDPV 
calculation in any manner that results in 
meeting the total allowable loading for 
the lake, remembering that those 
tributaries are also subject to the 
instream protection value astablished 
for the tributaries. 

Where sufficient data and information 
are available, DPVs may be established 
through application of the BATHTUB 
model. BATHTUB applies empirical 
models to morphometrically complex 
lakes and reservoirs. The model 
performs steady-state water and nutrient 
balance calculations, uses spatially 
segmented hydraulic networks, and 
accounts for advective and diffusive 
transport of nutrients. When properly 
calibrated and applied, BATHTUB 
predicts nutrient-related water quality 
conditions such as TP, TN, and 
chlorophyll a concentrations, 
transparency, and hypolimnetic oxygen 
depletion rates. The model ('.an apply to 
a variety of lake sizes, shapes and 
transport characteristics. A high degree 
of flexibility Is available for specifying 
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model segm,ents as well as multiple 
influent streams. Because water quality 
conditions are calculated using 
relationships derived from data specific 
to each lake, BATHTUB accounts for 
differences between lakes, such as the 
rate of intemalloading of phosphorus 
from bottom sediments. The above 
descriptive information is summarized 
from available technical references that 
also describe the model and its 
applications in greater detail. 138 139 140 

EPA believes BATHTUB is appropriate 
for DPV calculations because BATHTUB 
can represent a number of site-specific 
variables that may influence nutrient 
responses and can estimate both TN and 
TP concentrations at the pour points to 
protect the receiving lake. BATHTUB 
has been previously used for lake water 
quality management purposes, such as 
the development of TMDLs in States, 
including Florida. This model was 
selected because it does not have 
extensive data requirements. yet it 
provides for the capability to be 
calibrated based on observed site
specific lake data and it provides for 
reliable estimates that will ensure the 
protection of downstream lakes. 

EPA's final rule also specifically 
authorizes FDEP or EPA to use a model 
other than BATHTUB when either FDEP 
or EPA determines that it would be 
appropriate to use another scientifica.lly 
defensible modeling approach that 
results in the protection of downstream 
lakes. While BATHTUB is a peer
reviewed and versatile model. there are 
other models that, when appropriately 
calibrated and applied, can offer 
additional capability to address 
complax situations with an even greater 
degree of site-specificity. Adopted and 
approved TMDLs may contain sufficient 
information to support derivation of a 
DPV when the TMDL is based on 
relevant data, defensible science. and 
accurate analysis. 

As discussed in more detail in the 
Agency's August 2010 Supplemental 
Notice of Data Availability and Request 
for Comment on this issue, one example 
of an alternative model that FDEP or 
EPA might consider using for 

'''Walker, W.W., 1981. Empirical Methods for 
Predicting Eutrophication in Impoundments: Report 
1, Phase I: Data Base Development. Technical 
Report E-81-9. U.S. Army Englnear Waterways 
Experiment Station, Vicksburg, MS. 

"·Walker. W.W., 1982. EmpJrJaal Methods for 
Predicting Eutrophicalion In Impoundments; lIsport 
Z, Phase II: Model Testing. Technical Report E-81
9. U.S. Army Englnoor Waterways Experiment 
Station, Vicksburg, MS. 

14UWalker, W.W .. 1999. SimplifiedProc8duresfor 
Eutrophication Assessment and Prediction: User 
Manual; Instruction Report W-96-2. U.S. Army 
Corps ofEngineers Waterways Experiment Stalion, 
Vicksburg, MS. 

particularly complax site-specific 
conditions is the Water Quality Analysis 
Simulation Program (WASP) model. 
This model allows users to conduct 
detailed simulations of water quality 
responses to natural and manmade 
pollutant inputs. WASP is a dynamic 
compartment-modeling program for 
aquatic systems, including both the 
water column and the underlying 
benthos. WASP allows the user to 
simulate systems in 1,2, or 3 
dimensions. and a variety of pollutant 
types. The model can represent time 
varying processes of advection, 
dispersion, point and diffuse mass 
loading, and boundary exchange. WASP 
also can be linked with hydrodynamic 
and sediment transport models that can 
provide flows, depths, velocities, 
temperature, salinity and sediment 
fluxes. The above summary information 
as well as additional technical 
information may be found at http:// 
www.epa.gov/athens/wwqtsc/html/ 
wasp.html. Like BATHTUB, WASP has 
also been previously used for lake water 
quality management purposes, such as 
TMDLs, nationally and in the State of 
Florida. This model is different from 
BATHTUB because it does have 
extensive data requirements that allow 
for the capability to be finely calibrated 
based on observed site-specific lake 
data, but is similar to BATHTUB in that 
it also provides for reliable estimates 
that will ensure the protection of 
downstream lakes. 

EPA is finalizing a provision in this 
section of the rule for situations where 
data are not readily available to derive 
TN and/or TP DPVs using BATHTUB or 
another scientifically defensible model. 
In that situation, the rule describes how 
DPVs are determined where the 
downstream lake is attaining the lake 
criteria and where the downstream lake 
'is either not assessed or is impaired. 

Where sufficient information is not 
available to derive TN and/or TP DPVs 
using BATHTUB or another 
scientifically defensible technical model 
and the lake attains the applicable 
criteria, the DPVs would be the 
associated ambient instream levels of 
TN and/or TP at the pOint of entry into 
the lake. As long as the TN and TP 
concentrations necessary to support a 
balanced natural population of aquatic 
flora and fauna in the downstream lake 
are maintained in the inflow from 
streams, this approach will provide 
adequate protection of downstream 
lakes and would be used as the 
applicable DPVs in the absence of 
readily available data to support 
derivation of TN and TP DPVs using 
BATHTUB or another scientifically 

defensible technical model such as 
WASP. 

EPA's final rule provides that when 
the DPV is based on the ambient 
condition associated with attainment of 
criteria in the downstream lake, 
degradation in water quality from those 
established levels would be considered 
impairment, unless the State or EPA 
revises the DPV using a modeling 
approach or TMDL to show that higher 
levels of nutrient contribution from the 
tributaries would still result in 
attainment of applicable lake criteria. 
This provision is not intended to limit 
growth and/or development in the 
watershed, nor intended to maintain 
current conditions regardless of further 
analysis. Rather this provision is 
intended to ensure that WQS are not 
only restored when found to be 
impaired, but are in fact maintained 
when found to be attained, consistent 
with the goals of the Clean Water Act. 
Higher levels of TN andJor TP may be 
allowed in such watersheds where it is 
demonstrated that such higher levels 
will fully protect the lake's WQS. 

Where sufficient information is not 
available to derive TN and/or TP DPVs 
using BATHTUB or enother 
scientifically defensible technical model 
and the lake does not attain the 
applicable TN, TP, and/or chlorophyll a 
criteria or is un-assessed, lake criteria 
values for TN and/or TP are to be used 
as the DPVs. EPA believes that this 
approach is protective because the TN 
and TP concentrations entering the lake 
are unlikely to need to be lower than the 
criterion concentration necessary to be 
protective of the lake itself. 

(g) Stressor-Response Approach 
In deriving the final criteria for lakes, 

EPA has relied on a stressor-response 
approach which has been well 
documented and developed in a number 
of different contexts.141142 143 Stressor
response approaches estimate the 
relationship between nitrogen/ 
phosphorus concentrations and a 
response measure that is either directly 
or indirectly related to the designated 
use (in this case, chlorophyll a as a 
measure of attaining a balanced natural 
population of aquatic flora and fauna). 
Then, concentrations that support the 

,.. USEPA. 20008. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: Lakes and neservoirs. EPA-822
B--oO-OOl. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

, ..USEPA. 2000b. Nutrient Criteria TechnJcal 
Guidance Manual: Rivers and Streams. EPA-B22
B--oO-O02. U.S. EnvlronntBDtal Protection Agency, 
Office of Water. Washington. DC. 

t<. USEP A. 2003. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
GuidanceManual: Wetlands. EPA-822-B-OO--oOl. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of 

Water. Washington. DC. 


www.epa.gov/athens/wwqtsc/html
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designated use can be derived from the 

estimated relationship, In the case of 

Florida, the usa of this approach is 

supported by a substantial Florida

specific database of high quality 

information, sound scientific analysis 

and technical evaluation. 


The effects of nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution are manifested in lakes in a 
variety of ways and are well
documented.14414S 14·6 147 A common 
effect of nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
in lakes is the over-stimulation of algal 
growth resulting in algal blooms, which 
can cause changes in algal and animal 
assemblages due to adverse changes in 

, important water quality parameters 
necessary to support aquatic life. Algal 
blooms can decrease water clarity and 
aesthetics, which in turn can affect the 
suitability of a lake for primary (e.g., 
swimming) and secondary (e.g" boating) 
contact recreation. Algal blooms can 
adversely affect drinking water supplies 
by releasing toxins, interfering with 
disinfection processes, or requiring 
additional treatment. Algal blooms can 
adversely affect biological process by 
decreasing light availability to 
submerged aquatic vegetation (which 
serves as habitat for aquatic life), 
degrading food quality and quantity for 
other aquatic life, and increasing the 
rate of oxygen consumption. 

D. Numeric Criterion for the State of 

Florida's Springs 


[1} Final Rule 
EPA defines "spring" as a site at 

which ground water flows through a 
natural opening in the ground onto the 
land surface or into a body of surface 
water. This definition is drawn from the 
U.S. Geological Survey, Circular 
1137,148 This definition is not intended 
to include streams that flow in a defined 
channel that have some groundwater 
basoflow component. EPA recognized 
that groundwater-surface water 
interactions in Florida are complex and 
that FDEP will need to make 8ite

.specific determinations about whether 

'" Lee, G,F., W. Rest, R.A, Jones, 1978, 
Eutrophlcatlon of water bodies: lnsights for an age
old problem. Environmtmtal Science and 
TtlCMology 12: 9OO-90B. 

,.. CRrlson R.E. 1977. A trophic state index for 

lake •. limnology and Oceanagraphy 22:361-369. 


".Smith, V.H .. G.D. Tilman, and J.C. Nakola. 
1999. Eutrophlcatlon: Impacts of excess nutrient 
inputs on freshwater, marine, and terrestrial 
ecosystems. Environmental Pollution 100: 179-195. 

,., Smith. V.H., S.B. Joye, and R.W. Howarth. 
2006. Eutrophication oi freshwater and ma:rine 
ecosystems. Limnology and Oceanography 51:351
355. 

148Schiffer, Donna M. 199B. Hydrology of Central 
Florida Lakes-A PJ'imer, U.S. Geological SUJ.WY in 
cooperation with SJWMD and SFWMD: Circular 
1137. 

water is subject to the stream criteria or 
the springs criterion. EPA is 
promulgating the numeric criterion for 
nitrate+nitrite for Florida's springs 
classified as Class I or III waters under 
Florida law (Section 62-302.400, 
F.A.C.): 
The applicable nitrate (NO, -) + Nitrite 

(N02 -) is 0.35 mg/L as an annual 
geometric mean, not to be exceeded 
more than once in a three-year period 

(2) Background and Analysis 

(a) Derivation of Nitrate + Nitrite 
Criterion 

In its January proposal, EPA propesed 
a nitrate+nitrite criterion of 0.35 mg/L 
for springs and clear streams that would 
support balanced natural populations of 
aquatic flora and fauna in springs. EPA 
proposed criteria for nitrate+nitrite 
because one of most significant factors 
causing adverse changes in spring 
ecosystems is the pollution of 
groundwater, principally with 
nitrate+nitrite, resulting from human 
lend use changes, cultural practices. and 
significant population growth. 149 150 

EPA based its proposed criterion on 
multiple lines of stressor-response 
evidence, which included controlled, 
laboratory-scale experimental data and 
analysis offield-based data. EPA's first 
line of evidence is stressor-response 
data from controlled laboratory 
experiments, which studied the growth 
response of algae in springs to different 
concentrations of nitrate+nitrite. EPA 
found in its review of comprehensive 
surveys 151152 and a study 153 of 29 

...·Katz, B,G., H.D. Hornsby. J.F. Bohlke and M,F. 
Mokray. 1999. SOUIr;es and chronology ofnitmte 
contamination in spring water, Suwannee River 
Basin, Florida. Water-Resources Investigations 
Report 99--4252. U.S. Geological Survey, 
TallahliBsee, FL. Available electronically at: http:// 
fl,water.usgs.gov/PDF Jileslwri99_4252_katz.pdf. 

..0 Brown M.T., K. Chlnners Reiss. M.J. Cohen. 
J.M. Evans. P,W. Inglett. K. Sharma Inglett, K. 
Ramesh Reddy. T.K, Fraze. C.A. Jacoby, E.J. Phlips, 
R.L. Knight, s'K. Nolestron, R.G. Hamann, and K.A. 

MCKee. 2008. Summary and Synthesis of the 

A vai/able Literature an the Effects of Nutrients an 

Spring Organisms and Systems, University of 

Florida, Gainesville. Florid .. Avallable 

electronically at: http://www.dep.state.j/.us/springs/ 

l'8porls/files/UF_5pringsNutrients_Report.pdf. 

Acee"sod October 2010. 


101 Pinow.b, A., R.J. Stevenson. J.O. Sickman. A. 
Albertln, and M. Anderson, 2007 •• Integrated 
interpretation of survey for determining nutrient 
thresholds for macroalgae In Florida Springs: 
Macroa/gal rolalianships to water, sediment and 
macroolgae nutrients, diatom indicators and land 
use. Florida Department oflln'l'lrownental 
Protection, Tallahassee. FL. 

'.2Stevenson. R.J.. A, PInow.b, and Y.K. Wang. 
2004. Ecological Condition ofAlgae and Nutrients 
in Florida Sprill8s. Florida Deparbnenl of 
llnvironmental Protection. Tallah!lllsea. FL. 

lS'Plnowska, A., R.J. Stevenson, J.O. Sickman. A. 
Albertin, and M, Anderson. 2007b, Integrated 
interpretation ofsU1vey and experimental 

Florida springs at over 150 sampling 
sites, conducted on behalf of FDEP over 
three years, that two nuisance algal taxa, 
the cyanobacterium Lyngbya wollei and 
the macroalgae Vaucheria sp., were the 
most commonly occurring taxa. The 
authors of the study conducted 
controlled laboratory experiments, 
which tested the growth response of 
Lyngbya wollei and Vaucheria sp. to 
different doses of nitrate+nitrite. They 
found that Lyngbya wollei and 
Vaucheria sp. growth rates increased in 
response to increased doses of 
nitrate+nitrite and that most oftheir 
highest growth rates were reached at 
and above 0.23 mg/L nitrate+nitrite. 
EPA interpreted the results from these 
studies as strong empirical evidence of 
a stressor-response relationship between 
nuisance algae and nitrate+nitrite and 
further indicated specific concentrations 
above which undesirable growth of 
nuisance algal may be likely to occur. 

In addition to the laboratory-based 
experimental evidence, EPA reviewed 
information compiled by FDEP in its 
assessment of limits to restore springs 
and protect them from excess algal 
growth. 154 IS5 The second line of 
evidence was hased on data collected 
from in-situ algal monitoring and long
term field surveys in rivers FDEP 
considered to exhibit similar aquatic 
conditions to springs (e.g., algal 
communities. water darity, and 
proportion of flow coming from a 
spring). EPA found additional stressor
response evidence in an enalysis 156 

based on over 200 algal samples 
collected from 13 different algal 
monitoring stations along the 
Suwannee, Santa Fe, and Withlacoochee 
Rivers from 1990 to 1998. The analysis 
examined algal growth response over a 
range of nitrate+nitrite concentration. 
Results indicated a sharp increase in 

approoch88 for de:termining nutrient thresholds for 
macroalgoe in FlorIda Springs: Laboratory 
ro<p8riments and disturbance study. Florida 
Department oiEnvlronmental Protection, 
Tallahassee, FL. 

164 Gao, X, 2008. Nutrient TMDLs for the Wekiva 
River (WBIDs 2956, 2956A. and 2956C) and Rock 
Springs Run (WBm 2967). ~'Iorld" Department of 
Environmental Protection, Division oiWoter 
Resource Management, Tallahassee, FL. 

,., Hallas, J.F, and W. Magley. 200B. Nutrient and 
Dissolved Oxygen TMDL for the SUW<1nnee River, 
Santa Fe River. Manatee Springs (3422R), Fanning 
Springs (34225). Branford Sprill8 (3422/), Ruth 
Sprill8 (3422L). Troy Spring (3422T), Rayal Spring 
(3432UJ. and FalmQuth Spring (3422Z). Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection. Buraau of 
Watershed Management, Tallahaosee, FL. 

, •• Niu, X,-F. 2007. Appendix B. Change PoInt 
Analysis of the Suwannee River Algal Data. In Gao, 
X. 2008. Nutrient TMDLs for the Wekiva River 
(WBIDs 2956, 295M. and 2956C) and Rack Springs 
Run (WBID 2967), Florida Department of 
llnviroIUllental Protection, Division of Water 
Resource Management, Tallahassee, FL. 

http://www.dep.state.j/.us/springs
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algal abundance and biomass above 0.4 
mg/L nitrate + nitrite. 

EPA concluded the two different lines 
of stressor-response evidence point to a 
nitrate+nitrite concentration of 0,35 mgt 
L that would prevent excess algal 
growth and be supportive of balanced 
natural populations of aquatic flora and 
fauna in Florida springs. This 
concentration is higher than that 
observed in laboratory-scale 
experiments that may not be closely 
representative ofreference spring sites 
in Florida. but lower than the 
concentration that was associated with 
changes in the balance of natural 
populations of aquatic flora and fauna 
observed in an analysis of field data. 
EPA believes a nitrate+nitrite criterion 
set at 0.35 mg/L represents an 
appropriate and reasonable balance of 
the scientific evidence. 

EPA received a number of comments 
regarding EP Ns proposed criterion for 
springs. including concerns that the 
biological responses observed in the 
field were not representative of all 
springs in Florida. EPA disagrees with 
these commenters who suggested that 
the observed effects in the field are not 
sufficient evidence to support numeric 
criteria derivation in springs, The algal 
taxa. Lyngbya sp. and Vaucheria sp.• are 
representative taxa found in Florida 
springs. In fact. Lyngbya and Vaucheria 
are the most commonly observed 
macroalgae in Florida springs. IS? Thus. 
the Agency considers the biological 
responses of these representative taxa 
observed in the field and in laboratory 
experiments to be ecologically 
meaningful and indicative of an adverse 
biological response to elevated 
nitrate+nitrite concentrations above 0.35 
mg/L. 

EPA also received comment that the 
proposed nitrate+nitrite criterion was 
inappropriately applied to all clear 
streams within the State. After 
considering these comments. EPA 
concluded that clear streams are more 
appropriately addressed as part of the 
regionalized reference approach that is 
supported by a broader range of stream 
monitoring data as discussed above. 
Therefore, EPA has decided not to 
finalize the springs nitrate+nitrite 
criterion in clear streams because EPA 
considers the numeric criteria it is 
finalizing in this rule for streams in the 
five NWRs, which includes clear 
streams. to be adequately protective and 
scientifically dafensible. These systems 
will also be protected from excess 

107 Stevenson. R.J.• A. pmowska. and Y.K. Wang. 
2004. Ecological Condition ofAlgae and Nutrionts 
in Florida Springs. Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. Tallahas •••• FL. 

nitrogen from groundwater by the 
nitrate+nitrite criteria applicable in the 
springs that fiow into them; thus. 
additional nitrate+nitrite criteria are not 
needed. 

In this final rule, EPA is finalizing 
nitrate+nitrite criterion for springs with 
a magnitude of 0.35 mg/L. For more 
information regarding the springs 
criterion, please refer to EPA's Final 
Rule TSD for Florida's Inland Waters. 
Chapter 3: Methodology for Deriving 
U.S. EPA's Criteria for Springs located 

in the record for this final rule. 


(b) Duration and Frequency 

EPA proposed a nitrate+nitrite 
criterion duration as an annual 
geometric mean with a criterion 
frequency of not to be exceeded more 
than once in three years. EPA also took 
comment on alternative durations, such 
as a monthly geometric mean, and 
alternative frequencies. such as a not to 
be exceeded more than 10% of the time. 
EPA considered that the times cales of 

. the algal responses in the laboratory 
experiments (i.e., 21 to 28 days) might 
support a shorter duration over which 
biological response to nitrate+nitrite 
could occur. However, EPA found in its 
review of springs data and information 
that nitrate concentrations can be 
variable from month to month. and this 
intra-annual variability was not 
necessarily associated with impairment 
of the designated use. Therefore. to 
account for intra-annual variability. EPA 
chose to express the nitrate+nitrite 
criterion for springs on an annual basis. 
Comments included a suggestion to 
express the frequency component of the 
criterion as "not to be exceeded during 
a three year period as a three year 
average." However. EPA is concerned 
that cumulative effects of exposure may 
manifest themselves in shorter periods 
of time than three years. This is because 
springs tend to be clear which provides 
the opportunity for fast growing 
nuisance algal species to quickly utilize 
the excess nitrogen. When nuisance 
algae species grow prolifically. they 
outcompete and replace native 
submerged aquatic vegetation. Thus, 
more frequent exceedances of the 
criterion-magnitude will not support a 
balanced natural population of aquatic 
flora and fauna in springs because 
submerged aquatic vegetation can be 
lost quickly from the. effects of 
nitrate+nitrite pollution. but can take 
many years, if not decades, to 
recover.1S8 For these reasons, EPA is 

''"Duarte, C.M. 11195. Submmged equatic 
vegetation in relation to differen t nutrient regimes. 
OpheJia: International Journal ofMarine Biology 41: 
37-112. 

finalizing the proposed duration and 
frequency of an annual geometric mean 
not to be exceeded more than once in 
three years. 

E. Applicability ofCriteria When Final 

(1) Final Rule 
This final rule is effective 15 months 

after publication in the Federal 
Register, except for the Federal site
specific alternative criteria (SSAC) 
provision of section 131.43(e), which is 
effective 60 days after publication in the 
Federal Register. This rule will apply in 
addition to any other existing CWA
effective criteria for Class I or Class III 
waters already adopted and submitted 
to EPA by the State (and for those 
adopted and submitted to EPA after May 
30,2000. approved by EPA). FDEP 
establishes its designated uses through a 
system of classes and Florida waters are 
designated into one of several different 
classes. Class III waters provide for 
healthy aquatic life and safe recreational 
use. Class I waters include all the 
protection of designated uses provided 
for Class III waters, and also include 
protection for designated uses related to 
drinking water supply. See Section 62
302.400. F.A.C. Class I and III waters, 
together with Class II waters that are 
designated for shellfish propagation or 
harvesting, comprise the set of Florida 
waters that are assigned designated uses 
that include the goals articulated in 
Section 101(a)(2) of the CWA (i.e. 
protection and propagation of fish. 
shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in 
and on the water).159 Class II waters will 
be covered under EPA's forthcoming 
rulemaking efforts for estuarine and 
coastal waters. EPA is promulgating 
numeric criteria for lakes and flowing 
waters. consistent with the terms of the 
Agency's Consent Decree. that Florida 
has designated as Class I or Class III. 

In terms of finall1.l1e language. EPA 
bas removed regulatory provisions at 40 
CFR 131.43(c)(2)(iii) and 131.43(c)(4)
(6) because these criteria (criteria for 
protection of downstream estuarine 
waters. flowing waters in the South 
Florida Region. and estuaries and 
coastal waters) will be included with 
the Agency's 2011 proposed rulemaking 
for estuarine and coastal waters. For 
water bodies designated as Class I and 
Class III predominately fresh waters. 
EPA's final numeric criteria will be 
applicable CWA water quality criteria 
for purposes of implementing CWA 
programs. including permitting under 
the NPDES program, as well as 

'"·Because FL c1asslflcations are cumulative. 

Class I water. include protections for aquatic life 

IIl1d recraation,ln addition to protecting drinldng 

water supply use. 
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monitoring. assessments, and listing of 
impaired waters based on applicable 
CWA WQS and establishment of 
TMDLs. 

In this final rule, the Agency has also 
deleted proposed regulatory provisions 
at 40 CFR 131.43(d)(2)(iHiii) on mixing 
zones, design flow, and listing impaired 
waters. EPA notes that the final criteria 
in this rule are subject to Florida's 
general rules of applicability in the 
same way and to the same extent as are 
other State-adopted andlor Federally
promulgated criteria for Florida waters. 
(See 40 CFR 131.43(d)(2)). States have 
discretion to adopt policies generally 
affecting the application and 
implementation ofWQS. (See 40 CFR 
131.13). There are many applications of 
criteria in Florida's water quality 
programs. Therefore. EPA beHeves that 
it is not necessary for purposes of this 
final rule to enumerate each of them, 
nor is it necessary to restate any 
otherwise applicable requirements. This 
broad reference to general rules of 
applicability provides sufficient 
coverage and has been used without 
further elaboration in EPA's most recent 
criteria promulgation applicable to State 
waters.16D The Agency is also concerned 
that addressing some applications in 
this final regulations and not others may 
create unnecessary and unintended 
questions. confusion, and uncertainty 
about the overall application of 
Florida's general rules. 

(2) Summary of Major Comments 
Regarding application of criteria, 

several commenters asked EPA to 
provide more detail on how waters 
would be monitored. whether EPA 
would use the rotating basin approach 
that FDEP uses. how EPA would enforce 
the criteria, and how specific entities 
would be affected, In response. EPA 
points out that WQS generally, and 
EPA's rule specifically, do not specify 
how to achieve those WQS. As 
discussed above, the State of Florida 
will determine how best to meet these 
Federal numeric criteria in a way that 
most effectively meets the needs of its 
citizens and environment. FDEP is the 
prim81'Y agency responsible for 
implementing CWA programs in the 
State of Florida. As such. EPA defers to 
FDEP in administering applicable CWA 
programs consistent with the CWA and 
EPA's implementing regulations. EPA 
has worked closely with the State to 
address nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
problems in Florida. EPA will continue 
to collaborate with FDEP as the State 
implements EPA's Federally
promulgated numeric criteria. 

100 See 40 CPR 131.41(d)(2}. 

Several commenters asserted that 
Florida would not be able to implement 
EPA's Federally-promulgated numeric 
criteria without first adopting the 
criteria into State law. EPA does not 
believe that, in order to implement 
EPA's Federally-promulgated numeric 
criteria, FDEP is required to adopt EPA's 
rule into State law. EPA's numeric 
criteria for Florida's lakes and flowing 
waters will be effective for CWA 
purposes 15 months after publication of 
the final criterili' in the Federal Register 
and will apply in addition to any other 
existing CWA-effective criteria for Class 
I or Class TIl waters already adopted by 
the State and submitted to EPA (and for 
those adopted after May 30, 2000, 
adopted and submitted by FDEP and 
approved by EPA). FDEP retains the 
authority to move forward with its own 
rulemaking process at any time to 
establish State numeric criteria and to 
submit such criteria to EPA for review 
and approval under section 303(c) of the 
CWA. If FDEP does not adopt State 
numeric criteria, the Department retains 
its current authority to implement 
Federally promulgated criteria through 
the State's narrative or "free from" 
criteria. FDEP's General Counsel has 
confirmed. in a 2005 letter to EPA that 
the State's water quality criteria 
regulations for surface waters. set out at 
Section 62-302.500. FAC., provide 
authority for the Department to address 
and implement EPA promulgated 
criteria in CWA programs.161 

Several commenters suggested that 
EPA incorporate water quality t81'gets 
from adopted and approved TMDLs as 
site-specific criteria (SSAC) for specific 
waters in lieu of the more broadly 
applicable criteria promulgated by EPA. 
These commenters asserted that the 
TMDL values better reflect site-specific 
needs and were already serving as the 
basis for many pollutant reduction 
actions, including Basin Management 
Action Plans (BMAPs). Commenters 
expressed concern that actions to 
implement the TMDLs would be 
curtailed or delayed because of the 
uncertainty whether additional 
reductions might be required, and that 
both the Federal SSAC process 
(described in Section V.C of this notice) 
and use attainability analysis (UAA)I 
variance process would be too 
burdensome and time-consuming to be 
effective alternatives. Simil81'ly, some 
commenters requested that specific 
restoration projects be exempted from 
EPA's criteria or that EPA amploy a 

1&1 FDEP. 2005. J9.lluary 5. "Petition to Withdraw 
Florida's NPDES Authority of March 19.2004 
ResponsQ to EPA LaHer ofDecembar 8,2004." Latter 
from George Munson, General Counsel. 

process for delaying application of the 
criteria where a water is under study. 

EPA's position is that EPA-established 
or approved TMDLs may provide 
sufficient information to support a site
specific alternative criterion, but that 
such a demonstration should be made 
after considering and taking into 
account any new relevant information 
available, including but not limited to 
the substantial analysis and data 
considered and made a part of the 
record for this final rule. For this reason, 
EPA considers the Federal SSAC 
procedure to be the appropriate 
mechanism for determining whether 
any specific TMDL t81'get should be 
adopted as a SSAC. For restoration 
projects or waters under study, a State
issued v81'iance may also be an 
appropriate vehicle for regulatory 
flexibility . 

Several commenters requested 
clarification regarding the effect of 
EPA's Federally-promulgated numeric 
criteria on existing T'MDLs. A TMDL is 
established at levels necessary to attain 
and maintain "applicable narrative and 
numerical water quality stand81'ds." (See 
40 CFR 130.7(c)(1)). A TMDL addressing 
a narrative WQS requires translating the 
narrative WQC into a numeric water 
quality t81'get (e.g., a concentration). 
TMDLs are not implemented directly 
but through other programs such as 
NPDES permitting and non-point SOUrce 
programs. For example. a NPDES 
permitting authority must ensure at the 
time of permit issuance that WQBELs 
81'e consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements of any available wasteload 
allocation (WLA) for that disch81'ge 
contained in a TMDL, as well as derive 
from and comply with all applicable 
WQS. (See 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(A) 
and (Bl). 

Some existing TMDLs translate the 
same portion of Florida's narrative 
criterion, Subsection 62-302.530(47)(b), 
F.A.C.. as EPA has translated to derive 
its numeric criteria, e.g. no imbalance in 
natural populations of aquatic flora and 
fauna. The permitting authority must 
ensure that any permit issuance or re
issuance include WQBELs that 81'e as 
stringent as necessary to meet the 
promulgated numeric criteria, pursuant 
to CWA section 301(b)(1)(C) and 40 CFR 
122.44(d)(1). These existing TMDLs will 
likely include information that is 
relevant and helpful in evaluating 
necessary discharge limitations, such as 
consideration of other sources of the 
pollutant and hydrodynamics of the 
waterbody. EPA recommends that 
existing TMDLs that 81'e based on 
translation of Subsection 62
302.520(47)(b), F,A.C. ("no imbalance in 
natural population of aquatic flora and 
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fauna"), undergo a two-part evaluation. 
The first step is to assess whether the 
waterbody is still, in fact, water quality
limited (impaired) using the new 
numeric WQC. If the waterbody is still 
water quality-limited, then a second 
evaluation should be conducted to 
determine whether the existing TMDL 
based on the narrative is sufficient to 
meet the new numeric criterion. and in 
turn. whether or not it may be 
appropriate to revise the TMDL, The 
State may also wish to pursue 
submitting the TMDL water quality 
target derived by translating the 
narrative for determination as a Federal 
SSAC. 

Other existing TMnLs translate 
another part of Florida's narrative 
nutrient criterion, Subsection 62
302.530(47)(a) F,A.C. This provision 
provides that nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution shall be limited so as to 
prevent violation of another Florida 
WQS. Where a TMDL water quality 
target was developed as a translation of 
this part of Florida's narrative nutrient 
criterion (for example, that amount of 
nitrogen/phosphorus that would not 
cause excursions of Florida's dissolved 
oxygen WQS), the appropriate WQBEL 
is the more stringent result of applying 
the TMDL WLA or the promulgated 
numeric criteria. 

It is important to keep in mind that no 
TMDL will be rescinded or invalidated 
as a result of this final rule, nor does 
this final rule have the effect of 
withdrawing any prior EPA approval of 
a TMDL in Florida. Neither the CWA 
nor EPA regulations require TMDLs to 
be completed or revised within any 
specific time period after a change in 
water quality standards occurs. TMDLs 
are typically reviewed as part of States' 
ongoing water quality assessment 
programs. Florida may review TMDLs at 
its discretion based on the State's 
priorities, resources, and most recent 
assessments. NPDES permits are subject 
to five-year permit cycles, and in certain 
circumstances are administratively 
continued beyond five years. In 
practice, States often prioritize their 
administrative workload in permits. 
This prioritization could be coordinated 
with TMDLreview. 

EPA-established or approved TMDLs 
may provide sufficient information to 
support a site-specific alternative 
criterion (SSAC). The SSAC path is one 
that local governments or businesses 
may want to pursue where they desire 
assurance that the TMDL will become 
the applicable numeric criteria in 
advance of the State's review of the 
TMDL or where substantial investments 
in pollution controls are predicated on 
water quality based effluent limits, and 

local governments or businesses need 
long-term planning certainty before 
making these investments. The 
demonstrations supporting SSAC 
requests for TMDLs should reflect any 
new relevant information that has 
become available since the TMDL was 
developed, Including but not limited to 
the substantial analysis and data 
considered and made a part of the 
record for this final rule. For this reason, 
EPA considers the Federal SSAC 
procedure to be the appropriate 
mechanism for determining whether 
any specific TMDL target should replace 
the otherwise applicable numeric 
criteria in this final rule. EPA will work 
cooperatively with entities requesting 
SSAC to expedite consideration of 
TMDL targets and associated TN andlor 
TP levels as Federal SSAC for purposes 
of this final rule. As explained in the 
preamble to the final rule, EPA has 
delayed the effective date of its numeric 
criteria for 15 months. EPA encourages 
any entity wishing to have EPA adopt a 
particular TMDL target as a SSAC to 
submit such TMDL to EPA for 
consideration as a SSAC as soon as 
possible during these 15 months. When 
submitting such requests to EPA, such 
entity must copy FDEP so that FDEP 
may provide any comments it has to 
EPA. EPA would then review the SSAC 
application and prepare the SSAC for 
public notice once this final rule takes 
effect. FolIo is process, the TMDL 
target, if scienti By and technically 
justified, could replace the otherwise 
applicable numeric criteria within a 
very short period of time after this final 
rule takes effect. Following any such 
establishment of site-specific numeric 
criteria, the State of Florida may review 
and/or revise the TMDL at its discretion 
based on the changed criteria and the 
State's priorities, resources, and most 
recent assessments. EPA is still required 
to approve any changes to a previously 
approved TMDL. 

EPA is extending the effective date of 
this rule, with the exception of the site
specific alternative criteria provision for 
reasons discussed below, for 15 months 
to allow time for the Agency to work 
with stakeholders and FDEP on 
important implementation issues and to 
help the public and all affected parties 
better understand the final criteria and 
the bases for those criteria. EPA 
solicited comment on the rule's 
proposed effective date in the preamble 
to the proposed rule (75 FR 42!6 
Oanuary 26, 2010)) and received many 
comments requesting that EPA delay the 
effective date of the final criteria. A 
range of commenters suggested delayed 
effective dates from several months to 

several years, including linking the 
effective date of this rule with the 
forthcoming estuaries and coastal waters 
rule to allow closer coordination of the 
related parts of the two rule makings. 
EPA does not agree with some 
commenters that such an extensive 
delay is necessary. However. EPA does 
believe. as discussed below, that these 
criteria present a unique opportunity for 
substantial nitrogen and phosphorus 
loadings reductions in the State that 
would be greatly facilitated and 
expedited by strongly coordinated and 
well-informed stakeholder engagement. 
planning, and support before a rule of 
this significance and broad scope begins 
to take effect and be implemented 
through the State's regulatory programs. 

EPA believes that it is critical, before 
the rule becomes effective, to engage 
and support, in full partnership with 
FDEP, the general public, stakeholders, 
local governments, and sectors of the 
regulated community across the State in 
a process of public outreach, education, 
discussion, and constructive planning. 
EPA solicited comment on the proposed 
rule in January 2010 and has carefully 
considered those comments, which 
numbered more than 22,000, in 
developing the final rule. However. the 
nature of rule development has kept 
EPA from publicly discussing the 
contents of the final rule until the rule 
development process, itself, was 
complete. An investment in outreach, 
information, coordination, technical 
assistance and planning follOwing this 
action may result in far more effective, 
expeditious. and ultimately effective 
implementation of appropriate and 
badly needed nutrient pollution 
reduction measures leading to public 
health and environmental 
improvements, the goals of this rule, 
EPA recognizes that in order for FDEP 
to effectively implement the final 
criteria for nutrients, it needs to plan 
how to best address the criteria in State 
programs such as the permits, 
waterbody assessment and listing, and 
TMDL programs. The State may need to 
develop implementation plans and 
guidance for affected State regulatory 
programs, train employees. /:Ind educate 
the public and regulated communities. 
EPA will work with FDEP as a partner 
over the next 15 months as FDEP takes 
the steps necessary to implement the 
new standards in an orderly manner. 
Moreover, EPA believes it would be 
useful and beneficial to have 
discussions with State and local 
officials, organizations of interested 
parties, and with the ganeral public to 
explain the final rule, the bases for that 
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rule, and respond to implementation 
questions and concerns. 

Several stakeholder groups have 
provided, comments about particular 
implementation issues that will require 
time to address before effective 
implementation ofthe final rule can be 
achieved. Florida has a unique local 
government administration structure 
that includes county, muniCipal, and 
special districts, all which have 
overlapping authorities with respect to 
managing water resources. The special 
districts provide water resource 
management oversight of flood control 
and water supply services. These 
multiple layers of government 
authorities will require time to 
coordinate responsibilities. An 
additional concern for local 
governments is their budgeting process. 
Most local governments operate on a 
fiscal year cycle of October to 
September; thus they have recently 
begun a new fiscal year. These local 
governments engage in multi-year 
budget planning and have already begun 
laying the budget foundations for up to 
five successive years. EPA recognizes 
that Florida's agricultural community 
has implemented a variety of best 
management practices (BMPs) that are 
effective at reducing nitrogen and 
phosphorus pollution from farms. 
However, Florida's agriculture industry 
is composed of a large number of small 
farms (about 17,000) that have average 
annual sales ofless than $10,000 each, 
and most do not receive any form of 
government assistance.162 EPA 
anticipates that the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service and the University 
of Fioridallnstitute of Food and 
Agricultural Sciences Extension will 
need time to educate those not currently 
enrolled in nutrient management and 
BMP programs to control nutrient 
runoff. 

A delayed effective date of 15 months 
for the criteria will also provide time for 
interested parties to pursue site- 'fic 
alternative criteria (SSAC) for a ven 
waterbody. EPA's final rule and 
associated preamble describe the 
process by which any entity may seek 

182 NASS. 2009a. 2007 Census of agriculture 
Florida State and county data. Volume 1. 
Geographic Area Series. Part 9. AC-{]7-A-9. 
Updated December 2009. National Agricultural 
Statls!1c. Service, U,S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington. DC. http://lI'ww.agcensus.usda.gov/ 
Publicailons/2007/Ful(Reporl/ 
VoluIDs_1._Chapter_1_State_Lsvel/Florida/flv1,pdf 
(retrieved July 15.2010). 

NASS. 2009. 2009 State agriculture ovsrview
Florida. U.S. Departmont of Agriculture. National 
Agricultural Statistics Service. Washington, DC, 
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by-Stato/ 
AIL OveN/SlY/ AgOveNJew_ FL.pdf (ratr1evad June 
17.2010). 

a SSAC. A decision to seek a SSAC 
could not be made, however, until 
interested parties know what the 
applicable criteria would be. The 
Federal SSAC portion of the rule, 
§ 131.43(e), goes into effect 60 days after 
publication of this rule to allow this 
important work to proceed in advance 
of the effective date for the remaining 
provisions of the rule. During the 15 
months before the criteria become 
effective, parties may evaluate the final 
criterie, decide whether they want to 
seek a SSAC, and, if so, submit their 
SSAC application materials to EPA, 
copying FDEP, EPA could then review 
the application, and ifcomplete, public 
notice the application and technical 
support document pursuant to the SSAC 
provision in the final rule. If, after 
reviewing public comment, EPA 
believes that the SSAC application 
meets the requirements of this rule, EPA 
could determine that such SSAC apply 
to the specific waterbody in lieu of the 
criteria in the final rule, even before the 
criteria in the final rule become effective 
due to the earlier effective date of the 
SSAC provision. 

EPA believes that the 15-month 
period of time between publication in 
the Federal Register and the effective 
date of the criteria will ultimately result 
in attainment of the criteria in an overall 
shorter period of time. As EPA 
frequently points out in its guidance 
and training materials, criteria are not 
"self-implementing", that is, it takes 
knowledgeable and experienced 
professionals to effectively and properly 
employ the criteria in monitoring and 
assessment programs, permit limit 
derivation and expression, nonpoint 
source (NPS) control strategies, and 
other program applications. Without 
time to develop procedures, there is the 
risk of ineffective implementation that 
will not meet the underlying objective 
of this action-to restore and protect 
Florida's waters from harm caused by 
nitrogen and phosphorus pollution. 
Well designed and mapped out NPS 
control strategies, in particular. will be 
critical to gain stakeholder trust and 
participation. 

EPA wishes to actively engage in 
partnership with FDEP to support 
FDEPs implementation of these new 
standards, for example by considering 
applications for site-specific alternative 
criteria. After careful consideration of 
time requirements for critical steps, 
along with recognition of important 
planning and accounting mechanisms 
such as fiscal years, and local and 
county meeting and planning cycles, 
EPA has determined that a 15-month 
time period is both reasonable and will 
allow time for important 

implementation activities to take place. 
This 15-month period will allow for a 
four-month education and outreach 
rollout to cover the major interest 
sectors and geographic locations 
throughout the State ofFlorida; a three
month period of training and guidance 
concurrent with data synthesis and 
analysis to support potential SSAC 
development; a two-month public 
comment and response period to allow 
development of effective guidance. 
training and possible workshops to run 
concurrent with SSAC submittals; a 
three-month period for finalizing 
guidance materials along with 
development ohollout strategies (e.g.• 
for NPS control) concurrent with notice 
and comment of SSAC; and finally a 3
month period for statewide education 
and training on guidance and 
contingency planning. In short, the 15 
months before the criteria become 
effective will ensure' application of 
programs to achieve criteria in a manner 
that makes the most efficient use of 
limited resources and gains the broadest 
possible support for timely and effective 
action upon reaching the effective date 
of the criteria. 

IV, Under what conditions will Federal 
standards be withdrawn? 

Under the CWA, Congress gave States 
primary responsibility for developing 
and adopting WQS for their navigable 
waters. (See CWA section 303(a)-(c)). 
Although EPA is promulgating numeric 
criteria for lakes and springs throughout 
Florida and flowing waters outside the 
South Florida Region, Florida continues 
to have the option to adopt and submit 
to EPA numeric criteria for the State's 
Class I and Class III waters consistent 
with CWA section 303(c) and 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR part 
131. 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 131.21(c), EPA's 
promulgated WQS are applicable WQS 
for purposes of the CWA until EPA 
withdraws those Federally-promulgated 
WQS. Withdrawing the Federal 
standards for the State of Florida would 
require rulemaking by EPA pursuant to 
the requirements of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.551 et seq.). EPA 
would undertake such a rulemaking to 
withdraw the Federal criteria if and 
when Florida adopts and EPA approves 
numeric criteria that fully meet the 
requirements of section 303(c) of the 
CWA and EPA's implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR part 131. 

http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by-Stato
http:http://lI'ww.agcensus.usda.gov
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V. Alternative Regulatory Approaches 
and Implementation MechanismB 

A. Designating Uses 

(1) Background and Analysis 
Under CWA section 303(c). States 

shall adopt designated uses after taking 
"into consideration the use and value of 
water for public water supplies, 
protection and propagation of fish, 
shellfish, and wildlife, recreation in and 
on the water, agricultural. industrial and 
other purposes including navigation." 
Designated uses "shall be such as to 
protect the public health,or welfare, 
enhance the quality of water and serve 
the purposes of(the CWAJ." (See CWA 
section 303(e)(2)(A)). EPA's regulation 
at 40 CFR 131.3(£) defines "designated 
uses" as "those uses specified in water 
quality standards for each waterbody or 
segment whether or not they are being 
attained." A "use" is a particular 
function of, or activity in, waters of the 
United States that requires a specific 
level of water quality to support it. In 
other words, designated uses are a 
State's concise statements of its 
management objectives and 
expectations for each of the individual 
surface waters under its jurisdiction. 

In the context of designating uses, 
States often work with stakeholders to 
identify a collective goal for their waters 
that the State intends to strive for as it 
manages water quality. States may 
evaluate the attainability of these goals 
and expectations to ensure they have 
deSignated appropriate uses. (See 40 
CFR 131.10(g)). Consistent with CWA 
sections 101(a)(2) and 303(c)(2)(A), 
EPA's implementing regulations specify 
that States adopt designated uses that 
provide water quality for the protection 
and propagation of fish, shellfish, and 
wildlife and for recreation in and on the 
water, wherever attainable. (See 40 CFR 
131.10). Where States do not designate 
those uses, or remove those uses, they 
must demonstrate that such uses are not 
attainable consistent with the use 
attainability analysis (UAA) provisions 
of 40 CFR 131.10, specifically 131.10(g). 
States may determine, based on a UAA, 
that attaining a designated use is not 
feasible and p to change 
the use to som attainable. 
This action to change a designated use 
must be completed in accordance with 
EPA regulations. (See 40 CFR 131.10(g) 
and (hll. In implementing these 
regulations, EPA allows grouping waters 
together in a watershed in a single UAA, 
provided that there is site-specific 
information to show how each 
individual water fits into the group in 
the context of any single UAA and how 
each individual water meets the 

applicable requirements of 40 CFR 
131.10(g). 

EPA's final numeric criteria for lakes 
and flowing waters apply to those 
waters designated by FDEP as Class I 
{potable Water Supplies) or Class IU 
(Recreation, Propagation and 
Maintenance of a Healthy, Well
Balanced Population of Fish and 
WildJife). If Florida removes either the 
Class I andlor Class III designated use 
for any particular waterbody ultimately 
affected by this rule, and EPA finds that 
removal to be consistent with CWA 
section 303(c) and regulations at 40 CFR 
part 131, then the Federally
promulgated numeric criteria would not 
apply to that waterbody because it 
would no longer be designated Class I 
or III. Instead. any criteria associated 
with the newly deSignated use would 
apply to that waterbody. 

(2) Summary of Major Comments 

Many commenters took the 
opportunity to emphasize the need to 
adhere to the regulations governing the 
process of modifying or removing a 
designated use. Some commenters 
suggested that the process to change a 
designated use is extremely difficult. 
EPA's experience is that UAAs may 
range from simple to complex, 
depending on a variety of factors, such 
as the type of waterbody involved, the 
size of the segment, the use being 
changed, the relative degree of change 
proposed for the designated use, the 
presence of unique ecological habitats, 
and the level ofpublic interest! 
involvement in the designated use 
decision. EPA agrees that, while a UAA 
is being conducted, the current 
designated use and corresponding 
criteria remain in place. In the case of 
Florida's Class I and Class III flowing 
waters and lakes, EPA's promulgated 
numeric criteria will remain the 
~pplic~ble WQS for CWA purposes, 
mcluding assessments, listings, TMDL 
development and the issuance of 
NPDES permits. unless and until the 
State adopts revised designated uses 
(with different associated criteria) that 
are submitted to and approved by EPA 
under CWA section 303(e). 

B. Variances 

(1) Final Rule 
For purposes of this rule, EPA is 

promulgating criteria that apply to use 
designations that Florida has already 
established. EPA believes that the State 
has sufficient authority to use its 
currently EPA-approved variance 
procedures with respect to a temporary 
modification of its Class lor Class III 
uses as it pertains to any Federally-

promulgated criteria. For this reason 
EPA did not propose and is not • 
promulgating an alternative Federal 
variance procedure. 

(2) Background and Analysis 

A variance is a temporary 
modification to the designated use and 
associated water quality criteria that 
would otherwise apply to the receiving 
water. 163 Variances constitute new or 
revised WQS subject to the substantive 
req~irements appHcableto removing a 
deSIgnated use. l64 Thus, a variance is 
based on the same factors, set out at 40 
CFR 131.10(g), that are required to 
revise a designated use through a UAA. 
Typically, variances are time-limited 
(e.g., three to five years), but renewable. 
Temporarily modifying the designated 
use for a particular waterbody through 
a ,variance process allows a State to limit 
the applicability of a specific criterion 
to that water and to identify an 
alternative designated use and 
associated criteria to be met during the 
term of the variance. A variance should 
be used instead of removal of a use 
where the State believes the standard 
can be attained at some point in the 
future. By maintaining the designated 
use for all other criteria and dischargers. 
and by specifying a point in the future 
when the designated use will be fully 
applicable in all respects, the State 
ensures that further progress will be 
made in improving water quality and 
attaining the standard. A variance may 
be written to address a specified 
geographic area, a specified pollutant or 
pollutants, and/or a d pollutant 
source. All other Ie WQS not 
specifically modified by the variance 
would remain applicable (e.g., any other 
criteria adopted to protect the 
designated use). State variance 
procedures, as part of State WQS, must 
be consistent with the substantive 
requirements of 40 CFR part 131. Each 
variance, as a revised WQS, must be 
submitted to EPA for review pursuant to 
CWA section 303(c). A variance allows, 
among other things. NPDES permits to 
?e written such that reasonable progress 
IS made 165 toward attaining the 
underlying standards for affected waters 
without violating section 402(a)(l) of the 
Act, which requires that NPDES permits 

,.a Water Quality Standards RegulaJion. 46 CPR 
part 131: AdvlUlce notice of proposed ru1em.aki:ng. 
USEPA FR 63:129 Ouly 7,1998). p. 36741-36606. 

t ••ht re Bethlehem Steel Corporation. General 
Counsel Opln!on No. 58. March 2Q. 1977 (1977 WL 
28245 (E.P.A. G.C.)). 

,., USEPA. 1994. Wat.... Quality Standards 
Handbook; Second Edition. EPA-s23-B--94-005a. 
U.S. Environmental Protect/on Agency Office of 
Water. Wasllington. DC. • 
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must meet the applicable WQS. (See 
CWA section 301(b)(1)(C». 

(3) Summary of Major Comments 
In response to comments, EPA agrees 

that variances could be adopted on a 
multiple-discharger basis and can be 
renewed so long as the State and EPA 
conclude that such variances are 
consistent with the CWA and 
implementing regulations. In this 
regard, EPA allows grouping waters 
together in a watershed in a single 
variance application, provided that 
there is site-specific information to 
show how each individual water fits 
into the group in the context' of any 
single variance and how each individual 
water meets the applicable requirements 
of 40 CFR 131.10(g). EPA disagrees that 
Florida law, at 403.201(2), F.S., 
prohibits the State from issuing 
variances for waters affected by the 
Federally-promulgated numeric criteria. 
Florida law at 403.201(2), F.S., provides 
that a variance may not be granted that 
would result in State requirements that 
are less stringent than a comparable 
Federal provision or requirement. As 
discussed above, a variance is a 
temporary modification to the 
designated use and thus to the 
associated water quality criteria that 
would otherwise apply to the receiving 
water. EPA's Federal rule, however, 
does not promulgate or revise any 
Florida designated uses. EPA's criteria 
are intended to protect the Class I and 
Class ill designated uses that Florida 
already has in place. EPA's criteria do 
not apply where and when the use is 
something other than Class I or Class ill, 
as would be the case for a variance. 
Rather, Florida would establish 
alternative criteria associated with the 
variance. Any variance would constitute 
a new or revised WQS subject to EPA 
review and approval pursuant to section 
303(c) of the CWA. 

C. Site-Specific Alternative Criteria 

(1) Final Rule 
EPA believes that there is benefit in 

establishing a specific procedure in the 
Federal rule for EPA adoption of Federal 
site-specific alternative criteria (SSAC) 
for the numeric chlorophyll a, TN, TP, 
and nitrate+nitrite criteria in this rule. 
In this rulemaking, EPA is promulgating 
a procedure whereby the Regional 
Administrator, Region 4, may establish 
a SSAC after providing for public 
comment on the proposed SSAC and the 
supporting documentation. (See 40 CFR 
131.43(e)). This procedure allows any 
entity, including the State. to submit a 
proposed Federal SSAC directly to EPA 
for the Agency's review and assessment 

as to whether an adjustment to the 
applicable Federal numeric criteria is 
appropriate and warranted. The Federal 
SSAC process is separate and distinct 
from the State's SSAC processes in its 
WQS. 

The Federal SSAC procedure allows 
EPA to determine that a revised site
specific chlorophyll a, TN, TP, or nitrate 
+ nitrite numeric criterion should apply 
in lieu of the generally applicable 
criteria promulgated in this final rnle 
where that SSAC is demonstrated to be 
protective of the applicable designated 
users). The promulgated procedme 
provides that EPA will solicit public 
comment on its determination. Because 
EPA's rule establishes this procedure, 
implementation of this procedure does 
not require withdrawal of Federally
promulgated criteria for affected water 
bodies for the Federal SSAC to be 
effective for pmposes of the CWA. EPA 
has promulgated similar procedures for 
EPA granting of variances and SSACs in 
other Federally-promulgated WQS.166 

EPA is aware of concerns expressed 
by some commenters that a waterbody 
may exceed the numeric criteria in this 
rule and still meet Florida's designated 
uses related to recreation, public health, 
and the propagation and maintenance of 
a healthy, well-balanced population of 
fish and wildlife. EPA recognizes that 
there may be certain situations where 
additional, new, or more specific data 
related to the local conditions or biology 
of a particular waterbody may well 
support an alternate site-specific 
numeric criteria which may 
appropriately be more (or less) stringent 
than the criteria in this final rule in 
order to ensure maintenance of instream 
designated uses and protection of 
downstream waters. EPA believes that 
the SSAC process is an appropriate 
mechanism to address such situations 
and is committed to acting on Federal 
SSAC applications intended to address 
such situations as expeditiously as 
possible. 

The process for obtaining a Federal 
SSAC includes the following steps. 
First, an entity seeking a SSAC compiles 
the supporting data, conducts the 
analyses, develops the expression ofthe 
criterion, and prepares the supporting 
documentation demonstrating that 
alternative numeric criteria are 
protective of the applicable designated 
use. The "entity" may be the State, a city 
or county, a municipal or industrial 
discharger. a consulting firm acting on 
a behalf of a client, or any other 
individual or organization. The entity 

,•• See 4e eFR 131.33(a)(3). 40 eFR 131.34(C). 40 
CFR 131.36(c)(3)(lIi), 40 CFR 131,38(c)(2)(v). 40 
CFR 131.40(0). 

requesting the SSAC bears the bmden of 
demonstrating that any proposed SSAC 
meets the requirements of the CWA and 
EPA's implementing regulations, 
specifically 40 CFR 131.11. Second, if 
the entity is not the State, the entity 
must provide notice of the proposed 
SSAC to the State. including all 
supporting documentation so that the 
State may provide comments on the 
proposal to EPA. Third. the Regional 
Administrator will evaluate the 
technical basis and protectiveness of the 
proposed SSAC and decide whether to 
publish a public notice and take 
comment on the proposed SSAC. The 
Regional Administrator may decide not 
to publish a public notice and instead 
return the proposal to the entity 
submitting the proposal, with an 
explanation as to why the proposed 
SSAC application did not provide 
sufficient information for EPA to 
determine whether it meets CWA 
requirements or not. If EPA solicits 
public comment on a proposed SSAC, 
upon review of comments, the Regional 
Administrator may determine that the 
Federal SSAC is appropriate to account 
for site-specific conditions and make 
that determination publicly available 
together with an explanation of the basis 
for the decision. The Regional 
Administrator may also determine that 
the Federal SSAC is not appropriate and 
make that determination publicly 
available together with an explanetion 
of the basis for the decision. 

To successfully develop a Federal 
SSAC for a given lake, stream, or spring, 
a thorough analysis is necessary that 
indicates how designated uses are being 
supported both in the waterbody itself 
and in downstream water bodies at 
concentrations of either TN, TP, 
chlorophyll a, or nitrate+nitrite that are 
either higher or lower than the 
Federally-promulgated applicable 
criteria. This analysis should have 
supporting documentation that consists 
of examining both indicators of longer
term response to multiple stressors, 
such as benthic macro invertebrate 
health as determined by Florida's 
Stream Condition Index (SCI), and 
indicators of shorter-term response 
specific to nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution, such as periphyton algal 
thickness or water column chlorophyll 
a concentrations. To pursue a Federal 
SSAC on a watershed-wide basis. the 
same types of procedmes that EPA used 
to develop the Federally promulgated 
applicable criteria can be used with 
further refinements to the categorization 
of water bodies. For example, an entity 
could derive alternative instream 
protective TP and/or TN values using 
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EPA's approach by further sub
delineating the Nutrient Watershed 
Regions and providing the 
corresponding data, analysis and 
documentation to support derivation of 
an alternative criteria that is protective 
of the designated use that applies both 
to the smaller watershed regions as well 
as to downstream waters. This type of 
refined reference condition approach is 
described in EPA guidance manuals 167 

and would be consistent with methods 
used to develop the Federally
promulgated criteria for Florida. In 
developing either a site-specific or 
watershed-wide Federal SSAC, it is 
necessary to ensure that values allowed 
in an upstream segment as a result of a 
SSAC provide for the attainment and 
maintenance of the WQS of downstream 
waters. It will be important to examine 
a stream system on a broader basis to 
ensure that a SSAC established for one 
segment does not result in adverse 
effects in nearby segments or 
downstream waters, such as a 
downstream lake. 

This rule specifically identifies four 
approaches for developing SSAC. The 
first two approaches are replicating the 
approaches EPA used to develop stream 
and lake criteria, respectively, and 
applying these methods to a smaller 
subset of waters. The third approach for 
developing SSAC is to conduct a 
biological, chemical, and physical 
assessment of waterbody conditions. 
The fourth approach for developing 
SSAC is a general provision for using 
another scientifically defensible 
approach that is protective of the 
designated use. The first two 
approaches for developing SSAC 
replicate EPA's methods in deriving the 
stream and lake criteria set out in this 
final rule. To understand the necessary 
steps in this analysis, interested parties 
should refer to the complete 
documentation of these methods in the 
materials included in the rule docket. 

The third approach for developing 
SSAC is to conduct a biological, 
chemical, and physical assessment of 
waterbody conditions. This is a more 
general approach than the replication 
approaches and would need additional 
detail and description of supporting 
rationale in the documentation 
submitted to EPA. The components of 
this approach could include, but not be 
limited to, evaluation of benthic 
macro invertebrate health using the 
Stream Condition Index (SCI), presence 
or absence of native flora and fauna, 

'"'USIlPA. 2ooob. Nutrient Criteria Technical 
Guidance Manual: RiVflrtl and Streams. EPA-822
\l--{)O-OO2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Office ofWeter, Washington, DC. 

chlorophyll 0 concentrations or 
periphyton density, average daily 
dissolved oxygen fluctuation, organic 
versus inorganic components of total 
nitrogen, habitat assessment, and 
hydrologic disturbance. This approach 
could apply to any waterbody type, with 
specific components of analysis tailored 
for the situation. The fourth approach 
for developing SSAC is a general 
provision for using another 
scientifically defensible approach that is 
protective of the deSignated use. This 
provision allows applicants to make a 
complete demonstration to EPA using 
methods not otherwise described in the 
rnle or its statement of basis, consistent 
with 40 CFR 131.11(b)(1)(iii). This 
approach could potentially include use 
of mechanistic models or other data and 
information. 

(2) Background and Analysis 
A SSAC is an alternative value to 

criteria set forth in this final rule that 
would be applied on a watershed, area
wide, or water-body specific basis that 
meets the regulatory test of protecting 
the instream designated use, having a 
basis in sound science, and ensuring the 
protection and maintenance of 
downstream WQS. SSAC may be more 
01' less stringent than the otherwise 
applicable Federal numeric criteria. In 
either case, because the SSAC must 
protect the same designated use and 
must be based on sound science (i.e., 
meet the requirements of 40 CPR 
131.11(a)), there is no need to modify 
the designated use or conduct a UAA. 
A SSAC may be appropriate when 
further scientific data and analyses can 
bring added precision or accuracy to 
express the necessary level or 
concentration of chlorophyll 0, TN, TP, 
and/or nitrate+nitrite that protects the 
designated use for a particular 
waterbody. 

(3) Summery of Major Comments 
Many commenters expressed support 

for the concept of EPA's proposed SSAC 
procedure, although many also 
expressed concerns about the viability, 
requirements, expense, and time 
associated with the process. In EPA's 
proposed rule, the SSAC process was to 
be initiated by the State submitting a 
request to EPA. Many commenters were 
confused about the relationship between 
the Federal SSAC process and the 
State's Type 1 and Type 2 SSAC 
processes, and how the processes relate 
for purposes of the Federal rule. The 
Federal SSAC process is separate and 
independent from the State SSAC 
processes. A Federal SSAC is 
established by the Regional 
Administrator of EPA Region 4 after due 

notice and comment from the public. To 
resolve this confusion, and to prOvide a 
more direct means for entities other 
than the State to initiate the SSAC 
process, EPA's final rule provides that 
any entity may submit a request for a 
SSAC directly to the Regional 
Administrator. The final rule adds a 
requirement that entities submit 
proposed SSAC and supporting 
materials to the State at the same time 
those materials are submitted to EPA to 
ensure the State has the opportunity to 
submit comments to EPA. 

As several commenters have pointed 
out, Florida WQS regulations currently 
do not authorize the State to adopt a 
SSAC as State WQS except where 
natural conditions are outside the limits 
of broadly applicable criteria 
established by the State (Section 62
302.800, F.A.C.). However. the State 
may choose to be the entity that submits 
a SSAC request to EPA under the 
Federal process described above and set 
forth at 40 CPR 131.43(e). There is no 
requirement that the State go through its 
own State-level Type 1 or Type 2 SSAC 
process before submitting a proposed 
SSAC to EPA for consideration under 
this rule. 

Commenters included suggestions for 
specific approaches for developing 
SSAC as well as an "expedited" process 
for determination as a Federal SSAC. 
EPA agrees that many of the suggested 
approaches have merit for purposes of 
developing SSAC, and has adapted 
many of the suggestions to provide more 
information on approaches that would 
meet the general requirements for 
protective criteria. Many of the 
comments regarding an "expedited" 
process suggested a process where 
SSAC become effective automatically, 
without need for EPA review and 
approval. With the exception of State 
adjustment of lake criteria within a very 
specific and limited range accompanied 
by a specified data set and calculation 
as discussed in Section IlI.C(2)(e) above, 
the Agency does not agree with the view 
thet criteria established in this rule can 
be revised without documentation and 
public notice and comment process as 
outlined above.168 Another commenter 
asked about the potential to develop a 
SSAC on a "watershed-scale." EPA does 
not see any barrier to conducting such 
an analysis, where it can be 
demonstrated that the watershed-scale 
SSAC is protective for all waters in a 
particular grouping and meets the 
requirements of 40 CFR 131.11 and 40 

lUB EPA's criteria allow for one-time site-specific 
modifications to the promulgated lake rxiteda. 
without requiring those modlflcatlons to be 
submitted as SSAC. See 40 eFR 131,43(c)(1){1l) and 
Section m.C(2)(e). 
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CFR 131.10(b). Many commenters 
expressed the desire to defer th? . 
applicability of promulgated cnterIa 
prior to developing a SSAC. The Federal 
SSAC portion of the rule, § 131.4~(e),. 
goes into effect 60 days after publicatIOn 
of this rule to allow this important work 
to proceed in advance of the effective 
date of 16 months after publication for 
the remaining provisions of the rule. 
The SSAC review process will depend 
in substantial part on the nature of the 
SSAC proposal itself: Its clarity, 
substance, documentation, and 
scientific rigor. Some commenters stated 
that EPA's requirement that Federal 
SSAC be scientifically defensible and 
protective of designated uses is too 
vague; however, it is the same 
requirement for criteria in the Federal 
WQS regulation. (See 40 CFR 131.11). 
EPA will consider the need for further 
developing supporting technical 
guidance in the future if it appears at 
that time that such guidance would help 
support the process. 

D. Compliance Schedules 

(1) Final Rule 

Florida has adopted a regulation 
authorizing compliance schedules. That 
regulation, Subsection 62-620.620(6), 
F.A.C., is not affected by this final rule. 
The complete text of the Florida rules 
concerning compliance schedules is 
available at hltps:llwww.flrules.orgl 
gatewayIRu/eNo.asp?ID=62-620.620. 
Florida is, therefore, authorized to grant 
compliance schedules, as appropriate, 
under its rule for WQBELs based on 
EPA's numeric criteria. 

(2) Background and Analysis 

A compliance schedule, or schedule 
of compliance, refers to "a schedule of 
remedial measures included in a 
'permit,' including an enforceable 
sequence of interim requirements * * * 
leading to compliance with the CWA 
and regulations." (See 40 CFR 122.2, 
CWA section 502(17)). In an NPDES 
permit, WQBELs are effluent limits 
based on applicable WQS for a given 
pollutant in a specific receiving water 
(See NPDES Permit Writers Manual, 
EPA-833-B-96-003, December, 1996). 
EPA regulations provide th~t schedul~s 
of compliance may only be mcluded m 
permits if they are determined to be 
"appropriate" given the circu~stances of 
the discharge and are to reqUlre 
compliance "as soon as possible" (See 
40 CFR 122.47).1119 

I ••Hanlon. Jim. USEPA Office of Wutewatar 
Management. 2007. May 10. Memorandum to 
Alexis Stauss. Director of Water Division EPA 
Region 9, on "Compliance Sch.dul.. for Water 

(3) Summary of Major Comments 
EPA generally received favorable 

comment on its description of 
compliance schedules. Some 
commenters asked EPA to consider 
promulgating its own compliance 
schedule provisions as part of the final 
rule. Florida's regulations. however, 
already include an authorizing 
provision that allows NPDES permit 
writers to include compliance schedules 
in permits, where appropriate. Florida's 
regulations do not limit the criteria 
which may be subject to compliance 
schedules. Therefore, Florida may 
choose to issue permit compliance 
schedules for nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution. as appropriate. As a result, 
there is no need for EPA to provide an 
additional compliance schedule 
authorizing provision in this final rule. 
EPA disagrees with commenters who 
assert that Florida's regulation at 
Subsection 62-620,620(6), F.A.C" 
authorizing compliance schedules 
applies only to industrial and domestic 
wastewater facilities. Chapter 62-620, 
F.A.C., .sets out permit procedures for 
wastewater facilities or activities that 
discharge wastes into waters of the State 
or which will reasonably be expected to 
be a source of water pollution. (See 
Subsection 62-620.100(1), F.A.C.). 
Subsection 62-620.620(6), F.A.C., 
applies, therefore, more broadly than to 
just industrial and domestic wastewater 
facilities. In addition, Chapter 62-4, 
F.A.C., which sets out procedures on 
how to obtain a permit from FDEP, 
provides that permits may include a 
reasonable time for compliance with 
new or revised WQS. Subsection 62
4.160(10), F.A.C., does not limit the type 
of permits that may include such 
compliance schedules. 

E. Proposed Restoration Water Quality 
Standard 

(1) Final Rule 

In EPA's January 2010 proposal, the 
Agency proposed a new WQS regulatory 
tool for Florida, referred to as 
"restoration WQS" for impaired waters. 
This provision was intended to allow 
Florida to retain full aquatic life 
protection (uses and criteria) for its 
water bodies while establishing a 
transparent phased WQS process that 
would result in implementation of 
enforceable measures and requirements 
to improve water quality over a 
specified time period to ultimately meet 
the long-term designated aquatic life 
use. For reasons discussed below and in 
EPA's response to comment document, 

Quality-Basad Effluent Limitations on NPDES 

Permits." 


EPA has decided not to promulgate a 
restoration WQS tool specifically for 
Florida. as proposed 

(2) Summery of Major Comments 

EPA received a significant number of 
comments on its proposal that provided 
constructive and useful information for 
EPA to consider regarding the proposed 
restoration WQS provision. Such 
comments ranged from identifying 
additional needed requirements to 
concerns that the restoration WQS tool 
was so burdensome it would not be 
helpful. EPA evaluated the current, 
existing flexibility available to Florida 
to implement this final rule through . 
variances, compliance schedules, permlt 
reissuance cycles, permit reopener 
provisions, TMDL scheduling, and 
workload and administrative 
prioritization. These are all 
considerations that FDEP presently 
brings to the administration of its water 
quality program. EPA also considered 
the flexibility that this final rule offers 
through lake criteria adjustment 
provisions, alternative approaches to 
deriving downstream lake protection 
values and the SSAC process discussed 
above. The Agency concluded that the 
range of implementation tools available 
to the State in combination with a 
number of the provisions contained in 
this final rule provide adequate . 
flexibility to implement EPA's numenc 
criteria finalized in this rule. Florida 
may use any of these existing tools or 
exercise its authority to propose 
additional tools in the future that allow 
implementation flexibility where 
demonstrated to be appropriate and 
consistent with the CW A and 
implementing regulations. Therefore, 
EPA believes that its decision not to 
finalize restoration WQS will not 
adversely affect Florida's ability to 
implement the Federal numeric cl'iteria. 

VI. Economic Analysis 

State implementation of this rule may 
result in new or revised National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit conditions for point 
source dischargers, and requirements for 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution 
treatment controls on other sources (e.g., 
agriculture, urban runoff, andior septic 
systems) through the d ent of 
additional Total Maxi ly Loads 
(TMDLs) and Basin Management Action 
Plans (BMAPs). To provide information 
on the potential incremental costs 
associated with these related State 
actions, EPA conducted an analysis to 
estimate both the additional impaired 
waters that may be identified as a result 
of this final rule and the potential State 
of Florida requirements that may be 
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necessary to assure attainment of 
applicable State water quality 
designated uses, EPA's analysis is fully 
described in the document entitled: 
"Economic Analysis ofFinal Water 
Quality Standards for Nutrients for 
Lakes and Flowing Waters in Florida," 
which can be found in the docket and 
record for this final rule, 

An economic analysis of a regulation 
compares a likely scenario absent the 
regulation (the baseline) to a likely 
scenario with the regulation, The 
impacts of the regulation are measured 
by the resulting differences between 
these two scenarios (incremental 
impacts). However, the regulatory effect 
of this final rule cen be interpreted in 
several ways, which can significantly 
influence the conditions considered 
appropriate for representing the 
baseline. On January 14,2009 EPA 
made a determination that numeric 
nutrient water quality criteria were 
necessary to meet the requirements of 
the CWA in tha State of Florida. In July 
2009 the State of Florida released draft 
numeric nutrient criteria for lakes and 
strearns.170 Therefore, when the Agency 
proposed this rule for lakes and flowing 
watars in January 2010, EPA evaluated 
the incremental impacts of the proposed 
rule in comparison with the provisions 
of the Florida July 2009 draft criteria. 
Although the State subsequently did not 
proceed forward with those numeric 
criteria provisions, EPA has conducted 
the sarne evaluation as part of the 
economic analysis accompanying this 
final rule to illustrate the difference 
between Florida's draft approach and 
the provisions of this rule. Using this 
same baseline approach and the refined 
analysis methodology described below, 
EPA estimates the potential incremental 
costs associated with this rule as 
ranging between $16.4 million/year and 
$25.3 million/year. 

An alternative interpretation of the 
impact of this final rule is that EPA is 
promulgating numeric criteria to 
address deficiencies in the State of 
Florida's current narrative nutrient 
criteria (current conditions approach), 
and the incremental impacts of this rule 
are those associated with the difference 
between EPA's numeric criteria and 
Florida's narrative criteria. Under this 
scenario, the baseline incorporates 
requirements associated with current 
water quality, impaired waters, and 
TMDLs that exist at the time of the 
analysis. The incremental impacts of 

170 Florida Deparbrumt of Environmental 
Protection, 2009, ''Draft Technical Support 
Document: Development of Numeric Nutrient 
Criteria for Florida Lakes and Streams," available 
electronically at: http://lVwlV.dep.state.jJ.us/wattn'/ 
IVqssplnutIientsldDcsltsd_nutrienCcrit.docx. 

this rule are the costs and benefits 
associated with additional pollution 
controls beyond those currently in place 
or required as a result of Florida's 
existing narrative criteria. This analysis 
is principally designed to gain an 
understanding of the potential costs and 
benefits associated with implementation 
of EPA's numeric criteria for lakes and 
flowing waters above and beyond the 
costs associated with State 
implementation of its current narrative 
nutrient criteria for those waters. For 
waters that the State of Florida has 
already identified as impaired, EPA 
expects that the effect of this final rule 
will be to shorten the time and reduce 
the resources necessary for the State of 
Florida to implement its existing 
regulatory and nonregulatory framework 
of tools, limits, measures and BMP 
guidance to initiate a broader, 
expedited, more comprehensive, and 
more effective approach to reducing 
nutrient loadings necessary to meet the 
numeric criteria that support current 
State designated uses. The further effect 
of this final rule will likely be the 
assessment and identification of 
additional waters that are impaired and 
not meeting the designated use set forth 
at Section I.B, and new or revised water 
quality-based effluent limits in NPDES 
permits. EPA's economic analysis 
quantifies tha costs and cost savings 
associated with the identification of 
newly impaired waters and new or 
revised water quality-based effluent 
limits, but does not attempt to measure 
the costs and cost savings associated 
with addressing waters that are 
currently listed as impaired under 
Florida's existing narrative nutrient 
criteria (these costs are considered part 
ofthe baseline). 

Although using the State of Florida's 
draft numeric criteria as a baseline 
provides one possible measure of the 
incremental impact associated with this 
final rule, the current conditions 
approach can provide valuable 
information to the State of Florida and 
the public about ather potential costs 
and benefits that may be realized as a 
result of this final rule. To provide this 
additional information, and in part to 
respond to public comments on the 
economic analysis at proposal, this 
economic analysis also measures the 
incremental costs end benefits of this 
final rule using current conditions in 
the State of Florida as the baseline. 
Using this interpretation of the baseline, 
EPA estimates the potential incremental 
costs associated with this final rule as 
ranging between $135.5 million per year 
and $206.1 million per year. Although 
analyses using both baselines are 

described in EPA's economic analysis 
document entitled: "Economic AnaJysis 
ofFinal Water Quality Standards for 
Nutrients for Lakes and Flawing Waters 
in r1orida," the analytical methods and 
results described below highlight the 
current conditions baseline in detail. 

To develop this analysis, EPA first 
assessed State control requirements 
associated with current water quality, 
impaired waters, and total maximum 
daily loads (the baseline). EPA then 
assessed the costs and benefits 
associated with additional pollution 
controls beyond those currently in place 
or required to meet EPA's numaric 
criteria that support Florida designated 
uses. To estimate incremental point 
source casts, EPA gathered publicly 
available information and data on 
control technologies currently in place 
at wastewater treatment plants and 
other industrial facilities, and used 
Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) point source 
implementation procedures to project 
the potential additional treatment that 
the State may require as a result of 
applying the criteria in this final rule. 
EPA assessed potential non-point source 
control costs by using publicly available 
information and data to determine land 
uses near waters that would likely be 
identified as impaired under this rule, 
and using FDEP and the Florida 
Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (FDACS) nonpoint 
source control procedures, estimated 
costs to implement agricultural best 
management practices (BMPs) the State 
may require in order to attain the new 
numeric criteria. EPA also estimated the 
potential costs of additional State 
control requirements for storm water 
runoff, and potential costs associated 
with upgrades of homeowner septic 
systems, EPA also assessed additional 
potential government regulatory costs of 
developing additional total maximum 
daily loads (TMDLs) for waters 
identified as impaired under this rule. 
Finally, EPA qualitatively and 
quantitatively described and estimated 
some of the potential benefits of 
complying with the new water quality 
standards. Because of the inherent 
uncertainties associated with the 
benefits analysis, potential benefits are 
likely underestimated compared to 
costs, Although it is difficult to predict 
with certainty how the State of Florida 
will implement these new water quality 
standards, the results of these analyses 
represent EPA's estimates of costs and 
benefits of this final rule. 

A. Point Source Costs 
Point sources of wastewater must 

have a National Pollution Discharge 

http://lVwlV.dep.state.jJ.us/wattn


Docket No. 120007-EI 
Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 131 

Water Quality Standards for the State of Florida's Lakes and Flowing Waters (EPA) 
RRL-10, Page 34 of 47 

75794 Federal Register I Vol. 75. No. 233 I Monday. December 6. 2010/Rules and Regulations 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit to System (PCS) database. EPA identified 193 point sources as having the 
discharge into surface waters. EPA all the industry codes associated with potential to discharge nitrogen and/or 
identified point sources potentially any permitted discharger with an' phosphorus. The following table 
discharging nitrogen or phosphorus to existing numeric effluent limit or summarizes the number of point sources 
lakes and flowing waters by evaluating monitoring requirement for nitrogen or with the potential to discharge nitrogen 
EPA's NPDES Permit Compliance phosphorus. This analysis identified and/or phosphorus. 

TABLE VI(A)-POINT-SOURCES POTENTIALLY DISCHARGING NITROGEN ANoIoR PHOSPHORUS TO FLORIDA LAKES AND 

FLOWING WATERS 


Discharger category Major
dischargers 8 

Minor 
dischargers b 

Total 

Municipal Wastewater ...................................................................................................... 
Industrial Wastewater ...................................................................................................... 

43 
57 

42 
51 

85 
108 

Total ......................................................................................................................... . 100 93 193 

aFacllilles discharging greater than one million gallons per day and likely to discharge toxic pollutants In toxic amounts. 
- b Facilities discharging less than one million gallons per day and not likely to discharge toxic pollutants in toxic amounts. 

1. Municipal Waste Water Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) Costs 

EPA considered the costs of known 
nitrogen and phosphorus treatment 
options for municipal WWTPs. Nitrogen 
and phosphorus removal techoologies 
that are available can reliably attain an 
amlUal average total nitrogen (TN) 
concentration of approximately 3,0 mgl 
L or less and an annual average total 
phosphorus (TP) concentration of 
approximately 0.1 mg/L or less.17i 
Wastewater treatment to these 
concentrations was considered target 
levels for the purpose of this analysis. 

The NPDES permitting authority 
determines the need for water quality 
based effluent limits for point sources 
on the basis of analysis of reasonable 
potential to exceed water quality 
criteria. To estimate the potential 
incremental costs for WWTPs, the 
likelihood that WWTPs discharging to 
Florida lakes and flowing waters have 
reasonable potential to exceed the 
numeric criteria in this final rule should 
be evaluated, However, the site-specific 
data and information required to 
precisely determine reasonable potential 
for each facility was not available. Thus. 
on the basis that most WWTPs are likely 
to discharge nitrogen and phosphorus at 
concentrations above applicable criteria, 

EPA made the conservative assumption 
that all WWTPs have reasonable 
potential to exceed the numeric criteria. 

For municipal wastewater, EPA 
estimated costs to reduce effluent 
concentrations to 3 mg/L or less for TN 
and 0.1 mg/L or less for TP using 
advanced biological nutrient removal 
(BNR). Although reverse osmosis and 
other treatment technologies may have 
the potential to reduce nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations even further. 
EPA believes that implementation of 
reverse osmosis applied on such a large 
scale has not been demonstrated as 
practical or necessary.172 Such 
treatment has not been required for 
WWTPs by the State of Florida in the 
past, even those WWTPs under TMDLs 
with nutrient targets comparable to the 
criteria in this final rule. EPA believes 
that should state-of-the-art BNR 
technology together with other readily 
available physical and chemical 
treatment demonstrated to be effective 
in municipal WWTP operations not 
result in compliance with permit limits 
associated with meeting the new 
numeric nutrient criteria, then it is 
reasonable to assume that entities would 
first seek out other available means of 
attaining water quality standards such 
as reuse, nonpoint source reductions, 

site-specific alternative criteria, 
variances, and designated use 
modifications. 

To estimate compliance costs for 
WWTPs, EPA identified current WWTP 
treatment performance using 
information obtained from NPDES 
permits and/or water quality monitoring 
reports. EPA assumed that WWTPs 
under existing TMDLs are currently 
meeting theirwastaload allocation 
requirements and would not incur 
additional treatment costs, EPA further 
assumed that costs to WWTPs 
discharging to currently impaired 
waters are not attributable to this final 
rule because those costs would be 
incurred absent the rule (under the 
baseline), However, sufficient location 
information was not available to insure 
that all WWTPs discharging to impaired 
waters were identified, Thus, costs may 
be overstated to the extent that some 
WWTPs discharging to currently 
impaired waters are included in EPA's 
estimate. The following table 
summarizes EPA's best estimate of the 
number of potentially affected 
municipal WWTPs that may require 
additional treatment to meet the 
numeric criteria supporting State 
designated uses. 

TABLE VI(A)(1)(a)-POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL NUTRIENT CONTROLS FOR MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS 

Discharge type 

Major ................................................................ 
Minor ................................................................ 

Number of dischargers 

Additional Additional Additional No incrementalreduction In TN reduction In TN reduction In TP controls needed d 
Total

and Tpa onlyb only" 

11 2 9 21 43 
19 1 3: 19 42 

1n u.s. EPA, 200a, "Municipal Nutrient Removal 17> Treatment using reverse osmosis a1eo requires Issues as a ,asult of the large volume of concentrate 

Technologies Reference Document. Volume 1- substantial amOUllts of energy and creates disposal that Is generated. 

Tecbnlcal Report," EPA a32-R'-'()8-006. 
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TABLE VI(A)(1)(a)-POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL NUTRIENT CONTROLS FOR MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS

Continued 


Discharge type 

Number of dischargers 

Additional 
reduction In TN 

and Tpa 

Additional 
reduCllon In TN 

only!> 

Additional 
reduction In TP 

only" 
No Incremental 

controls needed d 
I Total 

Total .............................. , ........................... 30 3 12 40 85 

a Includes dischargers without treatment processes capable of achieving the target levels or existing WLA for TN and TP, or for which the 
treetment train description Is missing or unclear. 

!> Includes dischargers with chemical preCipitation only and those with a wasteload allocations under a TMDL for TP only. 
c Includes dischargers with MLE, four-stage Bardenpno, and BNR speCified to achieve less than 3 mglL and those with WLA under a TMDL for 

TN only. 
d Includes dischargers with A2 /0, modified Bardenpho, modified UCT, oxidation ditches, or other BNR coupled with chemical precipitation and 

those with WLAs under a TMDL for both TN and TP. 

An EPA study provides unit cost estimated a maximum cost for TN and million and operation and maintenance 
estimates for biological nutrient removal TP reduction by using the highest cost (O&M) costs could be approximately 
controls for various TN and TP 
performance levels.173 To estimate costs 
for WWTPs, EPA used the average 
capital and average operation and 
maintenance (O&M) unit costs for 
technologies that achieve an annual 
average of 3 mg/L or less for TN and! 
or 0.1 mg/L or less for TP. EPA also 

TN and TP removal technology 
(estimated by finding tha maximum of 
annualized costs for each technology 
option). Using average and maximum 
unit costs and multiplying unit costs by 
flow reported in EPA's PCS database, 
EPA estimated total capital costs could 
be approximately $108 million to $219 

$12 million per year to $18 million per 
year. Total annual costs would be 
approximately $22.3 million per year to 
$38.1 million per year (capital costs 
annualized at 7% over 20 years). The 
following table summerizes estimated 
costs for municipal WWTPs. 

TABLE VI(A)(1)(b)-POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL COSTS FOR MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANTS 

O&M costs Annual costs 
Cost component Capital costs 

(millions) a (millions per (millions per
year)year) 

Advanced BNR ................n .. U ..Uu.............................nuu ••• u ••••••• I ...............U ...~ ..HU' ........ $108--$219 $12--$18 $22.3-$38.1 

a Low estimate represents average of unU costs; high estimate represents costs for trealment processes that results in the highest annualized 
costs (annualized capital at 7% over 20 years plus O&M). 

Using Florida's 2009 draft criteria as 
the baseline, municipal WWTP costs 
associated with this final rule ere zero 
because treatment technologies needed 
to achieve Florida's 2009 draft criteria 
are the same as those needed to achieve 
the criteria in this final rule, even 
though the criteria themselves are 
somewhat different. 

After EPA published its proposed 
criteria for Florida (75 FR 4173), several 
organizations in Florida developed 
alternative estimates of compliance 
costs for WWTPs that were substantially 
higher than EPNs estimated costs. EPA 
disagrees with these cost estimates 
because they included costs for nutrient 
controls that are beyond what would be 
required by Florida to meet the new 
numeric criteria. For example, the 
Florida Water Environment Association 
Utility Council (FWEAUC) estimated 
annual costs for WWTPs would be 
approximately $2,0 billion per year to 
$4.4 billion per year.174 However, 
FWEAUC included in their analysis 

'" u.s. EPA, 2008. 
'74 Florida Wa.te. Environment Association Utility 

Council, 2009, "Nwnecic Nutrient Criteria Cost 

facilities that discharge to estuaries or 
coastal waters; and facilities that utilize 
deep well injection or generate reuse 
water which are not covered by this 
rule. FWEAUC also estimated costs to 
upgrade WWTPs regardless oftha 
treatment that already exists at the 
facilities. Finally, FWEAUC assumed 
that all WWTPs will require expensive 
microflltration and reverse osmosis 
control technology to comply with the 
new standard. EPA is not aware of any 
WWTPs in Florida that utilize 
microfiltration or reverse osmosis, even 
those discharging to currently impaired 
waters with TMDLs that have nutrient 
targets comparable to the criteria in this 
final rule. Thus, as noted above. EPA 
does not believe that this type of 
treatment technology for WWTPs in 
Florida has been demonstrated as 
practical or necessary. These differences 
appear to explain the discrepancy 
between FWEAUC and EPA estimates. 

Implications for Florida POTWs." available 
electronically at: http://wlVw.!weouc.arg/PDFs/ 
FWEAUC%20Jetter%20Io%20G.risl% 

2. Industrial Point Source Costs 

Incremental costs for industrial 
dischargers are likely to be facility
specific and depend on process 
operations, existing treatment trains, 
and composition of waste streams. EPA 
previously estimated that 108 industrial 
dischargers may potentially be affected 
by this rule (Table VI(A)). Of those 108 
dischargers, EPA identified 38 of them 
as under an existing TMDL for nitrogen 
andlor phosphorus and 14 ofthem as 
discharging to waters listed as impaired 
for nutrients andlor dissolved oxygen. 
As with WWTPs, EPA assumed that 
industrial dischargers under an existing 
TMDL are currently meeting their 
wasteload allocation requirements and 
would not incur additional treatment 
costs, and costs at facilities discharging 
to currently impaired waters are not 
attributable to this final rule because 
those costs would be incurred absent 
the rule (under the baseline). To 
estimate the potential costs to the 
remaining 56 potentially affected 

20re%20NNC%20CoII/%20Implicolians% 
20!or%20FJo %20POTW.% 
2owlth%2Dattaohment·pdf. 

http://wlVw.!weouc.arg/PDFs
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industrial facilities, EPA took a random estimated potential revised water industrial category, and used the 
sample of those facilities from each quality based effluent limits (WQBEL) average cost to extrapolate to the 
industry, EPA then analyzed their for TN and TP. If the data indicated that potential cost for the total flow 
effluent data obtained from EPA's PCS the facility would not be in compliance associated with all facilities in each 
database and other information in with the revised WQBEL, EPA estimated category (see economic analysis support 
NPDES permits to determine whether or the additional nutrient controls those document for more information). Using 
not they have reasonable potential to facilities would likely implement to this method, EPA estimated the
cause or contribute to an exceedance of allow receiving waters to meet State potential costs for industrial dischargers 
the numeric nutrient criteria in this designated uses and the costs of those could be approximately $25.4 million 
final rule. For those facilities with controls. EPA then calculated the per year. reasonable potential, EPA further average flow-based cost of compliance 
analyzed their effluent data and for the sampled facilities in each 

TABLE VI(A)(2)-POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL COSTS FOR INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGERS 

Industrial category i Tolal number of 
facilities 

Number of 
facilities sampled 

Average sample 
cost 

($/mgdlyr) a 

Total annual 
costs b 

Chemicals and Allied Products ........................ i 
Electric Services ........................... ..... ... ...... ..... 
Food ................................................................. 
Mining ............................................................... 

9 
9 
7 

10 

2 
2 
2 
2 

$14,100 
0 

123,300 
160,600 

$1,116,800 
$0 

1,390.000 
16,442,300 i .......................... .. 

Other ................................................................ 17 3 0 0 

Pulp and Paper ................................................ 4 1 117,300 6,466,800 i ............................ 


~--------1----------4----------+---------~----------
Total ........................................................ .. 56 12 ........................... . 25,415,900 


aCalculated by dMdlng tolal annual sample discharger costs by tolal sample discharger flow. Note that where flow for a sample discharger Is 
not available, EPA used the average flow for dischargers In that category and discharger type (major or minor). 

b Represents average sample discharger unit cost multiplied by total flow of dischargers affected by the rule In each Industrial category. 

Using Florida's 2009 draft criteria as 
the baseline, industrial discharger costs 
associated with this fmal rule is zero 
because treatment technologies needed 
to achieve the Florida's 2009 draft 
criteria are the same as those needed to 
achieve the criteria in this final rule. 
even though the criteria themselves are 
somewhat different. 

Several organizations in Florida 
developed alternative estimates of 
compliance costs for EPA's proposed 
rule that were substantially higher than 
EPA's estimated costs for industrial 
dischargers. EPA disagrees with these 
cost estimates because thay assumed 
that facilities will need to install 
treatment technologies that are much 
more expensive than those that would 
likely be required by Florida to meet the 
numeric criteria. For example. FDEP 
estimated that the costs for industrial 
dischargers would be approximately 
$2.1 billion per year. 175 However, FDEP 
assumed that every industrial facility 
would treat their total discharge volume 
using reverse osmosis which EPA 
believes is impractical and unnecessary. 
In addition, FDEP estimated costs for 
reverse osmosis on the basis of each 
facility's maximum daily discharge flow 

instead of its reported design capacity 
(in some cases the maximum daily flow 
was more than double the design 
capacity). Installing treatment 
technology to handle maximum daily 
flows would be unnecessary because 
equalization basins or storage tanks 
(used to temporarily hold effluent 
during peak flows) would be a less 
expensive compliance strategy. Finally, 
EPA found no indication that industrial 
facilities in Florida have installed 
reverse osmosis for the purpose of 
complying with a nutrient-related 
TMDL, even those TMDLs with nutrient 
targets comparable to the criteria in this 
final rule. These differences appear to 
explain the discrepancy between FDEP 
and EPA estimates. 

B. Incrementally Impaired Waters 

To estimate npnpoint source 
incremental costs associated with State 
control requirements that may be 
necessary to assure attainment of 
designated uses, EPA first removed from 
further consideration any waters the 
State of Florida has already determined 
to be impaired or has established a 
TMDL andlor BMAP because these 
waters were considered part of the 

baseline for this analysis. EPA next 
identifled Florida waters that may be 
identified as incrementally impaired 
using the criteria of this final rule, and 
then identified the watersheds 
surrounding those incrementally 
impaired waters, EPA analyzed FDEP's 
database of ambient water quality 
monitoring data and compared 
monitoring data for each waterbody 
with EPA's new criteria for TN and TP 
in lakes and flowing waters, and 
nitrate+nitrite concentrations in springs. 
To account for streams that may have 
downstream protection values (DPVs) as 
applicable criteria, streams intersecting 
lakes were assigned the applicable lake 
criteria. Costs may be overestimated 
because the method does not 
distinguish between upstream and 
downstream intersecting streams. Thus 
DPVs and additional controls may have 
been attributed to streams downstream 
of an impaired lake. EPA compiled the 
most recent five years of monitoring 
data, calculated the annual geometric 
mean for each waterbody identified by 
a waterbody identification number 
(WElD), and identifled waters as 
incrementally impaired if they exceeded 
the applicable criteria in this final rule. 

..6 Florida Department of Environmental 'Preliminary Estimate of Potential Compliance Costs and Benefits Associated with EPA's Proposed 
Protection, 2010, "FDEP Review ofEPA's Numeric Nutrient Criteria. for Florida'," p, 3. 
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TABLE VI (B)-SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL INCREMENTALLY IMPAIRED WATERS 

Number of water bodies 
Category Total 

Lake SpringStream" 

.................................u ...... .........u •••• •••••••••••••••••••••••
u.~ 126Total In State 1,310. 3,901 5.337 
Not Listed/Covered by TMOL b ........................................................ 1,099 ' 3,608 
 119 ' 4.B26 
Water Quality MonitOring Data for Nutrients c ................................. J B7B 
 1.273 2.223 

72[Sufficient Data Available d ................................................................ 655 
 930 72 1,657 
Potentially Exceeding Criteria (Incrementally Impaired)· ................ 146 
 153 24 325 

a Includes blaokwater. 

b As reported In TMDL doouments and FOEP. 

o Data within last 5 years meeting data quality requirements. 
d Annual geometric means based on at least 4 samples with one sample from May to September and one sample from October to April in a 

given year . 
• Annual geometric mean exceeding the applicable criteria more than once In a three year period. 

C. Non-Point SO!11Ce Costs 
To estimate the potential incremental 

costs associated with controlling 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution from 
non-point sources, EPA identified land 
areas near incrementally impaired 
waters using GIS analysis. EPA first 
identified all the la-digit hydrologic 
units (HUCs) in Florida that contain at 
least a de minimus area of an 
incrementally impaired WBID (WEIDs 
were GIS polygons), and excluding 
those HUCs that contain at least a de 
minimus area of a currently impaired 
WBID. EPA then identified land uses 
using GIS analysis of data obtained from 
the State of Florida.176 

1. Costs for Urban Runoff 
EPA's GIS analysis indicates that 

urban land (excluding land for 
industrial uses covered under point 
sources) accounts for approximately 
seven percent of the land near 
incrementally impaired waters. EPA's 
analysis also indicates that urban runoff 
is already regulated on approximately 
one half of this land under EPA's storm 
water program requiring municipal 
storm sewer system (MS4) NPDES 
permits. Florida has a total of 28 large 
(Phase I) permitted MS4s serving greater 
than 100,000 people and 131 small 
(Phase IT) permitted MS4s serving less 
than 100,000 people. MS4 permits 
generally do not have numeric nutrient 
limits, but instead rely on 
implementation ofBMPs to control 
pollutants in storm water to the 
maximum extent practicable. Even those 
MS4s in Florida discharging to impaired 
waters or under a TMDL currently do 
not have numeric limits for any 
pollutant. 

In addition to EPA's storm water 
program. several existing State rules are 
intended to reduce pollution from urban 
runoff, Florida's Urban Turf Fertilizer 

".Florida Geological Data Uhrary. 2000, "GIS 
Data: WBIDs," available electronically at: http:// 
lVwlV.fgdl.ol'g/down/oad/indBX.htmi. 

rule (administered by FDACS) requires 
a reduction in the amount of nitrogen 
and phosphorus that can be applied to 
lawns and recreational areas. Florida's 
1982 storm water rule (Chapter 403 of 
Florida statues) requires storm water 
from new development and 
redevelopment to be treated prior to 
discharge through the implementation 
of BMPs. The rule also requires that 
older systems be managed as needed to 
restore or maintain the beneficial uses of 
waters, and that water management 
districts establish and implement other 
storm water pollutant load reduction 
goals. In addition, Chapter 62-40, 
F.A.C.• "Water Resource Implementation 
Rule," establishes that storm water 
design criteria adopted by FDEP and the 
water management districts shall 
achieve at least 80% reduction of the 
average annual load of pollutants that 
cause or contribute to violations ofWQS 
(95% reduction for outstanding natural 
resource waters). The rule also states 
that the pollutant loading from older 
storm water management systems shall 
be reduced as necessary to restore or 
maintain the designated uses of waters. 

Although urban runoff is currently 
regulated under the statutes and rules 
described above, this final rule may 
indirectly result in changes to MS4 
NPDES permit requirements for urban 
runoff so that Florida waters meet State 
designated uses. However, the 
combination of additional pollution 
controls required will likely depend on 
the specific nutrient reduction targets, 
the controls already in place, and the 
relative amounts of nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution contained in 
urban runoff at each particular location. 
Because storm water programs are 
usually implemented using an iterative 
approach. with the installation of 
controls followed by monitoring and re
evaluation to determine the need for 
additional controls, estimating the 
complete set of pollution controls 
required to meet a particular water 

quality target would require site-specific 
analysis. 

Although it is difficult to predict the 
complete set of potential additional 
storm water controls that may be 
required to meet the numeric criteria 
that supports State designated uses in 
incrementally impaired waters, EPA 
estimated potential costs for additional 
treatment by assessing the amount of 
urban land that may require additional 
pollution controls for storm water. FDEP 
has previously assumed that all urban 
land developed after adoption of 
Florida's 1982 storm water rule would 
be in compliance with this final rule. 171 

Using this same assumption, EPA used 
GIS analysis of land use data obtained 
from the State of Florida 178 to identify 
the amount of remaining urban land 
located near incrementally impaired 
waters, Using this procedure, EPA 
estimated that up to 48,100 acres of 
Phase I MS4 urban land, 30,700 acres of 
Phase II MS4 urban land, and 30,600 
acres of non-MS4 urban land may 
require additional storm water controls. 
EPA estimated costs of implementing 
controls for Phase I MS4 urban land 
based on a range of acres with 48,100 
acres as the upper bound and zero acres 
as the lower bound because Phase I MS4 
urban land already must implement 
controls to the "maximum extent 
practicable" and may not require 
additional controls if existing 
requirements are already fully 
implemented. 

The cost of storm water pollution 
controls can vary widely. FDEP has 
assessed the cost of completed storm 
water projects throughout the State in 
dollars per acre treated. 17Q Capital costs 

177 Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection, 2010, "FDEP Review ofEPNs 
'Preliminary Estimate of Potential Compliance Costs 
and BBJ:lllfits Associated with EPN, Proposed 
Numeric Nutrient Criteria for Florida' ," p•.9. 

17. Florida Geological Data Uhrary. 2009. 
170 Florida Department of Environmental 


Protection, 2010, appendix 3. 
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range from $62 to $60,300 per acre water control costs that may be needed of 7% over 20 years. EPA estimates the 
treated, with a median cost of $6,800 to meet the numeric criteria in this rule. total annual cost for additional storm 
per acre. EPA multiplied FDEP's median EPA also used FDEP's estimate of water controls could range between 
capital cost per acre by the number of 
acres identified as requiring controls to 

operating and maintenance (O&M) costs 
as 5% of capital costs, and annualized 

approximately $60.5 and $108.0 million 
per year. The following table 

estimate the potential additional storm capital costs using FDEP's discount rate summarizes these estimates. 

TABLE VI(C)(1 )-POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL URBAN STORM WATER COST SCENARIOS 

Acres needing Capital cost O&M cost Annual costLand type controls a (millions $)b (millions $)c (millions $)d 

MS4 Phase I Urban ............................................................................. 0-48,100 .......... $0-$329.1 ........ $0-$16.4 .......... $0-$47.5 

MS4 Phase II Urban ............................................................................ 30,700 .............. $210.0 .............. $10.5 ................ $30.3 

NDn-MS4 Urban ................................................................................... 30,600 .............. $208.8 .............. $10.4 ................ $30.2 


Total .............................................................................................. 61,30()"'109,400 1$418.8-$747.0 $20.9-$37.4 ..... $60.5-$108.0 


aPhase I MS4s range represents Implementation of BMPs to the MEP resulting in compliance with EPA's rule or controls needed on all pre
1982 developed land; Phase II MS4s and urban land outside of MS4s represent controls needed on all pre-1982 developed land that is not low 
density residential. 

b Represents acres needing controls multiplied by median unit costs of storm water retrof1t costs obtained from FDEP. 
c Rapresents 5% of capital costs. 
dCapital costs annualized at 7% over 20 years plus annual O&M costs. 

Using Florida's 2009 draft criteria as 
the baseline, potential incremental costs 
for urban storm water are estimated to 
range from $13.7 million per year to 
$27.2 million per year. 

Several organizations in Florida 
developed alternative estimates of 
compliance costs for EPA's osed 
rule that ware substantially than 
EPA's estimated costs for urban storm 
water. EPA disagrees with these cost 
estimates because they utilized incorrect 
assumptions about the areas that would 
have to implement controls. For 
example, FDEP estimated costs for 
urban storm water controls at $1.97 
billion per year. l80 However, FDEP 
estimated costs for pollution controls on 
urban land in watersheds that may not 
be listed as impaired, have aiready been 
listed as impaired, or will require 
controls under existing rules (e.g. land 
currently permitted under EPA's MS4 
storm water program). In contrast, EPA 
estimated costs for urban storm water 
controls only for urban land with storm 
water flows to waters that may be listed 
as impaired as a result of this rule. This 
difference appears to explain the 
discrepancy between FDEP and EPA 
estimates. 

2. Agricultural Costs 
EPA's GIS analysis ofland use 

indicates that agriculture accounts for 
about 19 percent ofthe land near 
incrementally impaired waters. 
Agricultural runoff can be a source of 

phosphol'US and nitrogen to lakes and 
streams through the application of 
fertilizer to crops and pastures and from 
animal wastes. Some agricultural 
practices may also contribute nitrogen 
and phosphorus to groundwater aquifers 
that supply springs. For waters impaired 
by nitrogen/phosphorus pollution, the 
1999 Florida Watershed Restoration Act 
established that agricultural BMPs 
should be the primary instrument to 
implement TMDLs. Thus, additional 
waters identified by the State as 
impaired under this rule may result in 
State requirements or provisions to 
reduce the discharge of nitrogen andlor 
phosphorus to incrementally impaired 
waters through the implementation of 
BMPs. 

EPA estimated the potential costs of 
additional agricultural BMPs by 
evaluating land use data obtained from 
Florida's five water management 
districts. BMP programs designed for 
each type of agricultural operation and 
their costs were taken from a study of 
agricultural BMPs to help meet TMDL 
targets in the Caloosabatchee River. St. 
Lucie River, and Lake Okeechobee 
watersheds.181 Three types ofBMP 
programs were identified in this study. 
The first program, called the "Owner 
Implemented BMP Program," consists of 
a set ofBMPs that land owners might 
implement without additional 
incentives. The second program, called 
the "Typical BMP Program," is the set of 

BMPs that land owners might 
implement under a reasonably funded 
cost share program or a modest BMP 
strategy approach. The third program. 
called the "Alternative Program." is a 
more expensive program designed to 
supplement the "Owner Implemented 
Program" and "Typical Program" if 
additional reductions are necessary. 

The BMPs in the "Owner 
Implemented Program" and "Typical 
Program" are similar to the BMPs 
adopted by FDACS. EPA has found no 
indication that the "Alternative BMP 
Program," which includes storm water 
chemical treatment, has been required 
in historically nutrient impaired 
watersheds with significant 
contributions from agriculture for which 
TMDLs have been developed (e.g. Lake 
Okeechobee). Therefore, for purposes of 
this analysis, EPA believes it is 
reasonable to assume that nutrient 
controls for agricultural sources are best 
represented by the "Owner Implemented 
Program" and "Typical Program" 
described in the study used here.182 

EPA estimated potential incremental 
costs ofBMPs by multiplying the 
number of acres in each agricultural 

. cetegory by the sum ofunit costs for the 
"Owner Implemented Program" and 
"Typical Program." The following table 
summarizes· the potential incremental 
costs ofBMPs on agricultural lands near 
incrementelly impaired lakes and 
streams for each agricultural category. 

""'F1orlda Department of Environmental m Soil and Water Engineering Technology. 2008, Technologi ••• • (report prepared for South Florida 
Protection. 2010, p. 3. "Nutrient Loading Rates, Reduction FactDr. and Water Management DiBtrlct). 

bnplementation co.ts Associeted with HMPs and '"Soil and Water Engineering Technology, 2006. 
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TABLE VI(C)(2)(a)-POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL BMP COSTS FOR LAKES AND STREAMS 

"Owner implemented pro- Total "owner Imple-
Agricultural category Area 

(acres)" 
gram" plus "typical pro

gram" unit costs 
($/acJyr)e 

mented program' and 
"typical p~am" costs 

( r) 

Animal Feeding •••••••••••••~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••• • .....~..U·H·U. 1,814-1,846 18.56 33,671-34,260 
Citrus ..............u ..........................u ....................... H H .........H.UU ...4.U. 15,482-27,343 156.80 2,427,652-4,287,343 
Cow Calf ProductIOn (Improved Pastures) .. u ......... u .................... 153,978-168,665 15.84 2,439,007-2,671,656 
COw Calf Production (Unimproved Pastures) ............................... 49,054-51,057 .4.22 207,203-215,663 
Cow Calf Production (Rangeland and Wooded) ........................... 74,449-75,790 4.22 314,474-320.136 
Row Crop uu......................... ··· ............. • ...... n ................................ 7,846-9,808 70.40 552,352-690,453 
Cropland and Pastureland (general). b .......................................... 152,976-160,814 27.26 4,169,512-4,383,135 
SodITurf Grass .............................................................................. 2,007 35.20 70,631 
Ornamental Nursery ...................................................................... 840 70.00 58.783 
Dalrles ......~HHnH ••• ~U................................................uu'H •••H ......... ~ 583-621 334.40 194,803-207,7n 
Horse Farms .................................................................................. 1,632 ' 15.84 25,857 
Field Crop (Hayland) Production ................................................... 194,181-215,168 1B.56 3,603,996-3,993,521 
Other Areas 0 ................................................................................. 54,499-67,364 18.56 1,011,500-1,250,281 

_... 

Total d 
Hhu.u•• ........................... •• U ••U.H.~·..............• .................. i 709,340-782,954 15,109,436-18,209,496 

"Based on GIS analysis of land use data from five water management districts (for entire State) and FDACS BMP program NOI GIS data 
layer. Low end reflects acres In Incrementally impaired HUCs (that are not Included In HUCs tor baseline Impairment) that are not enrolled In 
BMPs under FDACS; high end reflects all acres in incrementally Impaired HUCs, regardless of FDACS BMP enrollment 

b "Owner program" and "Typical Program» BMP unit costs based on average costs for Improved pastures, unimproved/wooded pasture, row 
crops, and field crops.

olncludes FLUCCS Level 3 codes 2160. 2200, 2230, 2400, 2410, 2500, 2540, and 2550. 
d Excludes land not in production.
eSOIl and Water Engineering Technology, 2008, Nutrient Loading Rates, Aeduction Factors and Implementation Costs Associated with BMPs 

and Technologies, Report prepared for South Florida Water Management District. 

In addition to estimating potential 
costs associated with agricultural BMPs 
to reduce nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution to lakes and streams as 
described· above, EPA estimated 
potential costs associated with BMPs to 
protect groundwater aquifers that 
supply water to springs. Fertilizer 
application and other agricultural 
practices can significantly increase 
nutrient loadings to springs, especially 
those springs supplied by relatively 
large groundwater aquifers. EPA 
evaluated the potential incremental 
costs to meet the numeric criteria in this 
final rule for springs by assuming that 
all applicable agricultural operations 
may be identified for implementation of 
nutrient management. Nutrient 
management reduces over application of 
fertilizers by determining realistic yield 
expectations, the nitrogen requirements 
necessary to obtain those yields, and 
adjusting application methods and 
timing to minimize nitro~en pollution. 

Nutrient management IS a cost
effective way to reduce groundwater 
nitrogen, and may even result in cost 
savings to some farmers by reducing 
unnecessary fertilizer application. 
Therefore, for the pUfllose of this 

analysis, EPA assumed that all 
agricultural operations applying 
fertilizer to land would implement a 
nutrient management program, even 
those operations that are not associated 
with incrementally impaired waters. To 
estimate the potential costs of nutrient 
management, EPA estimated the amount 
of agricultural land where nutrient 
management could be applicable. EPA 
identified general agriculture 183 and 
specialty crops 184 as agricultural 
categories appropriate for nutrient 
managemant. EPA then used GIS 
analysis of land use data obtained from 
the State of Florida 18S to identify the 
'land areas categorized as general 
agriculture or specialty crops. 
Approximately 4.9 million acres of 
agricultural land was identified as 
general agriculture and 1 million acres 
was identified as specialty crops. EPA 
further analyzed this agricu1turalland to 
identify the land near waters already 
listed as impaired for nutrients or under 
a TMDL. Similar to point sources, EPA 
assumed that nonpoint sources under an 
existing TMDL are currently meeting 
their load allocation requirements and 
would not incur additional costs, and 
costs to nonpoint sources associated 

with waters that are currently listed as 
impaired for nutrients are not 
attributable to this final rule because 
those costs would be incurred absent 
the rule (under the baseline). EPA also 
removed from this analysis land 
associated with incrementally impaired 
waters to avoid double counting the 
costs of BMPs that were already 
estimated to protect lakes and streams 
as described above. As a result of this 
analysis, approximately 1 million acres 
of general agriculture and 0.12 million 
acres of specialty crops was identified 
as land that may need to implement a 
nutrient management program to meet 
the numeric criteria for Florida springs 
in this final rule. Using unit costs of $10 
per acre for general agriculture and $20 
per acre for specialty crops obtained 
from Florida's Environmental Quality 
Incentive Program,18S EPA estimated the 
annual cost of nutrient management 
could be approximately $4.7 million per 
year. The following table summarizes 
the estimated potential incremental 
costs of BMPs on agricultural lands to 
protect State designated uses of springs 
on the basis of the criteria in this final 
rule. 

'OJ Cropland and pastureland, cow calf '84 Citrus, row crops, sod/turf gr'SS, and , ••Florida Environmental Quality lncentive 
production (improved pastures), cropland and ornlUllental nursery. Program, 2009, uFY 2009 Statewide Payment 
pastureland (generall, dairies, horse farms, and field 'as Florid. Geological Data Ubrary. 2009. Schedules," available electronically at! ftp://ftp

crop (hayland) producUon. fc.sn.egov.usda.govIFUeqip/ 
EQIP]Y2009PayScheitSTATEWIDE]INAL.pdf. 
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TABLE VI(C)(2)(b)-POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL BMP COSTS FOR SPRINGS 

Acres identilledTolal acres In ! Unit cost Annual costNutrient managemenl program type for nutrient man- Total costFlorida a ($/year) c($Iacre)agement b 

General Agriculture ....... ................................... ! 4,885,643 
 $10,039,729 $3,825,6561,003,973 1 $10 
Specially Crop .................................................. : 1,057,107 
 2,411,163 918,778120,558 i 20 

5,942,750Total .......................................................... 
 1,1211,531 i ~.~u •••••••••••••••• u, •••• 12,450,892 I 4,744,433 

"Excludes unimproved and woodland pastures, abandoned groves, aquaculture, tropical fish fanns, open rural lands, and fallow cropland.
bCalculated by subtracting agricultural land near Incrementally impalred waters needing controls and agricultural land types participating In 

FDACS BMP program (assuming ail Trl-county agricultural area land Is regular nutrient management land) from tolalland use area In Florida. 
C Costs annualized at 7% over 3 years on basis of 3 year useful life. 

The following table summarizes the costs of BMPs on agricultural lands to 
total estimated potential incremental meet the numeric criteria. 

TABLE VI(C)(2)(C)-POTENTIAL ANNUAL INCREMENTAL COMPLIANCE COSTS FOR AGRICULTURE 

Waterbody type Applicable acres Annual costs 

Lakes and Streams .............................................................................................. 709,340-782,954 $15,109,400-$18,209,500 

Springs ................................................................................................................. 1,124,531 $4,744,400 


~-~--------------+-----------------
Total .............................................................................................................. , 1,833,871-1,907,485 : $19,853,900-$22,953,900 


Using Florida's 2009 draft criteria as 
the baseline, potential incremental costs 
to agriculture are estimated to range 
from - $2.4 million per year (a negative 
cost represents a cost savings) to $2.1 
million per year. 

Several organizations in Florida 
developed alternative estimates of 
compliance costs for EPA's proposed 
rule that were substantially higher than 
EPA's estimated costs for agriculture. 
EPA disagrees with these cost estimates 
because they use incorrect assumptions 
that overestimate costs. For example, 
the FDACS estimated that costs for 
agriculture would be approximately 
$0.9 billion to $1.6 billion per year. 1S7 

However, FDAGS estimated BMP costs 
for all 13.6 million acres of agricultural 
land in the State of Florida. This land 
includes watersheds where waters are 
nof expected to become listed as 
impaired due to this final rule 
(including coastal and estuarine 
watershedsl, have already been listed as 
impaired, or will require controls under 
existing rules (e.g. animal feeding 
operationsl and thus are not potentially 
affected by the rule. A portion of the 
agricultnralland used by FDAGS to 
estimate costs includes 4.8 million acres 
of forest, 98.1 % of which the State of 
Florida has claimed current BMPs 

187 Florlda Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services, 2010, "Consolidated COInJrulnts 
on Proposed EPA Numeric Nutrient Criteria for 
Florida's Lakes and FlOWing Waters," p. 1. available 
electronically at: hltp:llwwlI'.j1orida 
aglVoterpolicy.com/PDFlFlNAI'.
FDACS COIllJDlidated Comments on Docket 
ID_No]IPA_HfLOW~OO9_0596.pdf.- 

effectively protect surface waters 18S and 
thus EPA assumes will not require 
further controls. FDAGS also estimated 
costs using the highest cost Alternative 
BMP program. The Alternative BMP 
Program, which includes storm water 
chemical treatment, is not yet required 
in historically nutrient-impaired 
watersheds with significant 
contributions from agriculture. Thus, it 
is uncertain whether such controls 
would be necessary or required to meet 
the new numeric criteria which are 
intended to implement Florida's 
existing nerrative criteria. In contrast, 
EPA estimated costs for BMPs that are 
likely to be necessary, and only on the 
agricultural land identified as 
incrementally impaired under this final 
rule (although costs could be higher in 
some cases if further reductions are 
found to be necessary). These 
differences appear to explain the 
discrepancy between FDAGS and EPA 
estimates. 

The alternative BMP program, which 
includes storm water chemical 
treatment, is not yet required in the 
study basins which have significant 
contributions from agriculture. Thus, for 
this analysis, EPA assumed that nutrient 
controls for agricu lturel sources are best 
represented by the owner!typical 
programs. • 

,.. Florida Division of Forestry. Departroent of 
Agriculture and ConSUlner Services, 2010, 
·Sllvlculture Best Management Practlcas: 200ll 
Implementation Survey Report," available 
electtonically at: http://IVII'IV.j1-dof.coml 
pul?/ications/2009_BMP _survey J"port.pdf. 

3. Septic System Costs 

Some nutrient reductions from septic 
systems may be necessary for 
incrementally impaired waters to meet 
the numeric nutrient criteria in this 
final rule. Several nutrient-related 
TMDLs in Florida identify septic 
systems as a significant source of 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution. 
Although properly operated and 
maintained systems can provide 
treatment equivalent to secondary 
wastewater treatment,l80 even properly 
functioning septic systems can be 
expected to contribute to nitrogen! 
phosphorus pollution at some 
locations. l9o Some of the ways to 
address pollution from septic systems 
may include greater use of inspection 
programs and repair of failing systems, 
upgrading existing systems to advanced 
nutrient removal, installation of 
decentralized cluster systems where 
responsible management entities would 
ensure reliable operation and 
maintenance, and connecting 
households and businesses to 
wastewater treatment plants. On the 
basis of current practice in the State of 

1"Petrus, K., 2003, ''Total Maximum Dally Load 
for the Palatlakaha River 10 Add,,,,,s Dissolved 
Oxygen Impal:rmenl, Lake County. Florid... " (Florlda 
Department of Environmental Protectionl, ""allabl. 
electronically at: http://lVlVw.dap.state.jl.m/water/ 
tmdlldocsltmdlslflnullgpllpalatlakaha_ 
river_do_tmdl.pdf. 

100 Florida Department ofEnvironmental 
Protection, 2008, "TMDL Report. Nutrient and 
Unionized Ammonia TMDLs for Lake Jesup, WBlDs 
29Bl and 2981A." available electronically at: http:// 
wIVIV.dep.stot8.j1.uslwaterltmdlldocsltmdlsifinoll 
gp21Iake-Jessup-nutr_ammonla-tmdl.pdf· 

http://lVlVw.dap.state.jl.m/water
http://IVII'IV.j1-dof.coml


Docket No. 120007-EI 
Tille 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 131 

Water Quality Standards for the State of Florida's Lakes and Flowing Waters (EPA) 
RRL-10, Page 41 of47 

Federal Register/Vol. 75, No. 233/Monday, December 6, 2010/Rules and Regulations 75801 

Florida, EPA assumed that the most 
likely strategy to reduce nutrients loads 
from septic systems would be to 
upgrade existing conventional septic 
systems to advanced nutrient removal 
systems. 

Septic systems in close proximity to 
surface waters are more likely to 
contribute nutrient loads to waters than 
distant septic systems. Florida 
Administrative Code provides that in 
most cases septic systems should be 
located at least 75 feet from surface 
waters (F,A.C. 64E-6.005(3)). In 
addition, many of Florida's existing 
nutrient-related TMDLs identify nearby 
failing septic systems as contributing to 
nutrient impairments in surface waters. 

For this economic analysis, EPA 
assumed that some septic systems 
located near incrementally impaired 
lakes and streams may be reqUired to 
upgrade to advance nutrient removal 
systems. However, the distance that 
septic systems can be safely located 
relative to these surface waters depends 
on a variety of site-specific factors. 
Because of this uncertainty, EPA 
conservatively assumed that septic 
systems located within 500 feet of any 
lake or stream in watersheds associated 
with incrementally impaired lakes or 
streams 191 may be identified for 
upgrade from conventional to advanced 
nutrient removal systems. 

EPA identified the number of septic 
systems within 500 feet of any lake or 
stream in watersheds associated with 
incrementally impaired lakes and 
streams using GIS analysis on data 
obtained from the Florida Department of 
Health192 that provides the location of 
active septic systems in the State. This 
analysis yielded 8,224 active septic 
systems that may potentially heed to be 
upgraded from conventional to 
advanced nutrient removal systems to 
meet the numeric nutrient criteria in 
this final rule. 

EPA evaluated the cost ofupgmding 
existing septic systems to advanced 
nutrient removal systems. Upgrade costs 
range from $2.000 to $6,500 per system. 
For O&M costs, EPA relied on a study 
that compared the annual costs 
associated with various septic system 
treatment technologies including 
conventional onsite sewage treatment 

, •• In this analysis EPA considered septic systams 
within 500 feet of any lake or stream in an 
inGl'6lIl6Iltally impaired watershed rather than only 
within 500 reet ofan incrementully impaired lake 
or stream to accoUllt for the possibility of some 
downstrewn transport of nutrients from nearby 
streams that may not themselves be classified "" 
incrementally impaired. 

• 92 Florida Department of Health. 2010. "Bmaau 
of Onall. Sewage GIS Data FlI •••• available 
electronically at: http://w....lv.doh.stare.fl.us/ 
Environment/progrums/EhGisIEh GlsDolVn1(J(Jd.htm. 

and disposal system and fixed film 
activated sludge systems.19S This study 
estimated the incremental O&M costs 
for an advanced system to be $650 per 
year. Thus. based on annual O&M costs 
of $650 and annualizing capital costs at 
7% over 20 years, annual costs could 
range from approximately $800 to 
$1,300 for each upgrade. EPA estimated 
the total annual costs ofupgmding 
septic systems by multiplying this range 
of unit costs with the number of systems 
identified for upgrade. Using this 
method, total annual costs for upgrading 
septic systems to meet State designated 
uses could range from $6.6 million per 
year to $10.7 million per year. 

Using Florida's 2009 draft criteria as 
the baseline, potential incremental costs 
to upgrade septic systems are estimated 
to range from $1.3 million per year to 
2.2 million per year. 

Several organizations in Florida 
developed alternative estimates of 
compliance costs for septic systems in 
EPA's proposed rule that were 
substantially higher than EPA's 
estimated costs. EPA disagrees with 
these cost estimates because they used 
incorrect assumptions that overestimate 
costs. For example. FDEP estimated that 
the costs related to septic systems 
would be approximately $0.9 billion per 
year to 2.9 billion per year.194 However, 
FDEP assumed that 1,687,500 septic 
systems would require complete 
replacement (calculated as the 
proportion of all septic systems in the 
State of Florida on lots less than 3 acres 
assumed to discharge to fresh waters 
because all urban storm water 
discharges to freshwaters in that 
proportion]. In contrast, EPA estimated 
costs to upgrade 8,224 septic systems to 
advanced nutrient removal systems that 
GIS analysis identified as located within 
500 feet of any water within an 
incrementally impaired watershed. 

D. GOVl'Jrnmental Costs 

This final rule may result in the 
idantification of additional impaired 
waters that would require the 
development of additional TMDLs. As 
the principal State regulatory agency 
implementing water quality standard, 
the State ofFlorida may incur costs 
related to developing additional TMDLs. 
EPA's analysis identified 325 
incrementally impaired waters 
potentially associated with this final 

'.3 Chang. N.. M. Wanlellsta. A. Dlll'anpob, F. 
Hossain, Z. Xuan, J. Miao. S. Liu. Z. Marimon. and 
S. Debusk, 2010. ·Onslte Sewage Treatment and 
Disposal Systems Evaluation for Nutrient Removal," 
(Stormwater Management Academy. University of 
CenlIal Florida). 

'84Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection, 2010. p. 3. 

rule. Because current TMDLs in Florida 
include an average of approximately 
two water bodies each, EPA estimates 
that the State of Florida may need to 
develop and adopt approximately 163 
additional TMDLs. A 2001 EPA study 
found that the cost of developing a 
TMDL could range between $6,000 and 
$154,000. with an average cost of 
approximately $28,000.195196 The low 
end of the range reflects the typical cost 
associated with TMDLs that are the 
easiest to develop andior have the 
benefit of previous TMDL development 
for other pollutants. Because most of the 
incrementally impaired waters in EPA's 
analysis exceeded the criteria for both 
nitrogen and phosphorus, EPA assumed 
that TMDLs would need to be 
developed for both nitrogen and 
phosphorus. Under this assumption, 
EPA estimated the average TMDL cost to 
be approximately $47.000 ($28,000 on 
average for one pollutant, plus $6,000 
on average for the other pollutant, and 
adjusting for inflation]. For 163 TMDLs, 
total costs could be approximately $7.7 
million. FDEP currently operates its 
TMDL schedule on a five-phase cycle 
that rota.tes through the five basins over 
five years. Under this schedule. 
completion of TMDLs for high priority 
waters will take 9 years; it will take an 
additional 5 years to complete the 
process for medium priority waters. 
Thus, assuming all the incremental 
impairments are high priority and FDEP 
develops the new TMDLs over a 9-year 
period. annual costs could be 
approximately $851,000 per year. Using 
Florida's 2009 draft criteria as the 
baseline, potential incremental costs to 
develop additional TMDLs could be 
approximately $261,000 per year. 

Should the State of Florida submit 
current TMDL targets as Federal site 
specific alternative criteria (SSAC) for 
EPA review and approval, EPA believes 
it is reasonable to assume that 
information used in the development of 
the TMDLs will substantially reduce the 
time and effort needed to provide a 
scientifically defensible justification for 
Buch applications. Thus, EPA assumed 
that incremental costs associated with 
SSAC, if any, would be minimal. 

Similarly, State and local agencies 
regularly monitor TN and TP in ambient 
waters. These data are the basis for the 
extensive IWR database the State of 
Florida maintains and which provided 
baseline water quality data for EPA's 
analyses. Because Florida is currently 

'.5 U.S. EPA, 2001. "The National Costs of the 
Total Maximum Dally Load Program (Draft Report)" 
(EPA--841-D-01...(03) • 

'·"EPA did not adjust these estimates to account 
for potentiai reductions In resources required to 
develop TMDLs lIS a result of this final rule. 

http:lv.doh.stare.fl.us
http://w
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monitoring TN, TP, and chlorophyll a 
concentrations in many waters, EPA 
assumed that this final rule is unlikely 
to have a significant impact on costs 
related to water quality monitoring 
activities. 

E. Benefits 

Elevated concentrations of nutrients 
in surface waters can result in adverse 
ecological effects and negative economic 
impacts. Excess nutrients in water can 
cause eutrophication, which can lead to 
harmful (sometimes toxic) algal blooms, 
loss of rooted plants, and decreased 
dissolved oxygen, which can lead to 
adverse impacts on aquatic life, fishing, 
swimming, wildlife watching, camping, 
and drinking water. Excess nutrients 
can also cause nuisance surface scum, 
reduced food for herbivorous wildlife, 
fish kills, alterations in fish 
communities, and unsightiy shorelines 
that can decrease property values. This 
fmal rule will help reduce nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations in lakes and 
flowing waters in Florida, and help 
improve ecological function and prevent 
further degradation that can result in 
substantial economic benefits to Florida 
citizens. EPA's economic analysis 
document entitled: Economic Analysis 
ofFinal Water Quality Standards for 
Nutrients for Lakes and Flowing Waters 
in Florida describes many of the 
potential benefits associated with 
meeting the water quality standards for 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution in this 
rule. 

Florida waters have historically 
provided an abundance of recreational 
opportunities that are a vital part of the 
State's economy. In 2007, over4.3 
million residents and over 5.8 million 
visitors participated in recreational 
activities related to freshwater beaches 
in Florida,191 Of these residents and 
visitors, over 2.7 million residents and
approximately 1 million visitors used 
freshwater boat ramps, over 3 million 
residents and over 900,000 visitors 
participated in freshwater non-boat 
fishing, and over 2.6 million residents 
and almost 1 million visitors 
participated in canoeing and kayaking. 
Florida also ranks first in the nation in 
boat registrations with 973,859 
recreational boats registered across the 
State. 

Tourism comprises one of the largest 
sectors of the Florida economy. In 2000, 
there were over 80.9 million visitors to 
the State of Florida , accounting for an 
estimated $65 billion in tourism 

1.7Florlda Department ofEnvironment, Z008, 
"State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCaRP}." available electronically at: http:// 
IVww.dep.state.f1.uslparkslpiannlngldefault.htm. 

spending.tOs In 2008. tourism spending 
resulted in approximately $3.9 billion in 
State sales tax revenues and contributed 
to the direct employment of more than 
1 million Florida residents.199 Florida 
has ranked first in the nation for the 
number of in-State angl ers, angler 
expenditures, angler-supported jobs, 
and State and local tax revenues derived 
from freshwater fishing. 20o In 2006, total 
fishing-related expenditures by 
residents and nonresidents were more 
than $4.3 billion.201 In addition, 
Florida's freshwater springs are an 
important inter- and intra-State tOUlist 
attraction.202 In 2002, Blue Springs State 
Park estimated over 300,000 visitors per 
yeer. 

Nitrogen/phosphorus pollution has 
contributed to severe water quality 
degradation of Florida waters. In 2010, 
the State of Florida reported 
approximately 1,918 miles of rivers and 
streams, and 378,435 acres oflakes that 
were known to be impaired by nitrogenl 
phosphorus pollution (the actual 
number of waters impaired for nutrients 
may be higher because many waters 
were not assessed).203 As water quality 
declines. water resources have less 
recreational value. Waters impaired by 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution may 
become unsuitable for swimming and 
fishing, and in some cases even 
unsuitable for boating. Nutrient
impaired waters also are less likely to 
support native plant and animal species, 
further lowering their value as tourist 
destinations.204 Drinking water supplies 
may also be more expensive to treat as 
a result of nutrient impairments. Also, 
Florida citizens that depend on 
individual wells for their drinking water 
may need to consider whether on-site 

10. VISIT Florida, 2010. available electronically 
al: htlp:!lmedia. visitflorida.orglresearch .php. 

'.0 VISIT Florid., 2010. 
-Bonn, MarkA. and Frederick w. Bell .. 2003, 

Economic Impact of Selected Florida Springs on 
Surrounding Local Areas. For Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection. Available 
electronically at: hltp:llwlVw.dep.state.fl.uslsprJngs/ 
reportsljiiesIEconomiclmpactStudy.doo. 

201 2006 National Survey of Fishing. Hunting. and 
WildllIe-Ass'lcialed Recreation. Florida. U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Fiah and Wildlife 
Service, 611d U.S. Department of Comme",•• U.S. 
Cansus Bureau. Available electronically at: 
hltp:!lmy!wc.com/docsIFresh,valerl 
200611tJJ'Jdo_NotlonaiSulVey.pdj. 

2.2 Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection, 2008. 

20' Florida Dapartment of Environmental 
Protection, 2010, "Integrated Water Quality 
Assessment for Florida: 2010 305(b) and 303(d) Ust 
Update." available electronically at: http:// 
www.dep.state·fJ·uslwaterldocsl 
2010jntegroted.Jlaport.pdf· 

'04 Zhang, Lei and Michael J. POlll., 2006. Effects 
01Eutrophlcation on Stream Ecosystems. Available 
electronically at: htlp:lln-steps.tetratBch·ffx.coml 
PDFl'ratherFfleslliterature reviewl 
Eutrophicatlon%20e!fects%20on%20slxtJams.pdl· 

treatment is necessary to reduce 
elevated nitrate+nitrite levels. 
Freshwater springs are particularly at 
risk due to nitrate+nitrite.205 206 Silver 
Springs, the largest of Florida's springs, 
has experienced reduced ecosystem 
health and productivity over the past 
half century, due largely to 
nitrate+nitrite.201 Nutrient impairment, 
characterized by algal blooms, reduced 
numbers of native species, and lower 
water quality, in turn leads to reduced 
demand and lower values for these 
resources. 

Some of the benefits of reducing 
nitrogen and phosphorus concentrations 
can be monetized. at least in part, by 
translating these changes into an 
indicator of overall water quality (water 
quality index) and valuing these 
improvements in terms of willingness to 
pay (WTP) for the types of uses that are 
supported by different water quality 
levels. For this analysis, EPA used a 
Water Quality Index (WQI) approach to 
link specific pollutant levels with 
suitability for particular recreational 
uses. Using Florida water quality data. 
available information on WTP, and an 
analytical approach described in EPA's 
accompanying economic assessment 
report and supporting references, EPA 
estimated potential changes that would 
result from implementation of this final 
rule and their value to a distribution of 
full-time and part-time Florida 
residents. This approach recognizes that 
there are differences in WTP among a 
population and values for households. 
Using the mid-point WTP and current 
conditions as the baseline, total 
monetized benefits are estimated to be 
approximately $21.7 million per year for 
improvements to flowing waters and 
$6.6 million per yearfor improvements 
to lakes for a total of $28.2 million per 
year. Although these monetized benefits 
estimates do not account for all 
potential economic benefits, they help 
to partially demonstrate the economic 
importance of restoring and protecting 
Florida waters from the impacts of 
nitrogen/phosphorus pollution. 

206 FlorIda Department of F.nvlronment, ''Deep 
Trouble: Getting to the Source ofThreats to 
Springs," accessed on October 1,2010 at: http:// 
IVlvw.jloridasprlngs.oFglprotectionlthrtHItsl. 

2••Munch. D.A., D.I. Toth. C. Huang. J.B. Davis. 
C.M. Fortich, W.L. Osburn, E.J. Philp., e.L. 
Quinlan, M.S. Allen. M.J. Woods, P. Cooney, R.L. 
Knight, R.A. Clarke and S.L. Knight., 2006, "Fifty
ye!II retrospective study of the ecology of Silver 
Springs. Florida." (SJ2007-&4). 

207 Florida Department ofEnvlronmant, 2008. 
Summary and Synthesis of the A vall"ble Literature 
on the Effects of Nutrients on Spring Organisms and 
Systems." available at: http://wI..IlV.dep.stote.lJ.usl 
springslreportslfilesl 
UF_SpringsNutrientsJleport.pdf. 

http:http://wI..IlV.dep.stote.lJ
www.dep.state�fJ�uslwaterldocsl
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F. Summazy 

The following table summarizes 
EPA's estimates of potential incremental 
costs and benefits associated with 
additional State requirements to meet 
the numeric criteria that supports State 
designated uses. Because of 
uncertainties in the pollution controls 
ultimately implemented by the State of 
Florida, actual costs may vary 
depending on the procedures for 
assessing waters for compliance and the 
site-specific source reductions needed 
to meet the new numeric criteria. 

TABLE VI(F)(a)-SUMMARY OF 
POTENTIAL ANNUAL COSTS 

[millions of 2010 dollars per year] 

Source sector Annual costs 

Municipal Waste Water $22.3-$38.1 
Treatment Plants. 

Industrial Dischargers ..... ..... $25.4 
Urban Storm Water ............. $60.5-$108.0 
Agriculture ........................... $19.9-$23.0 
Septic Systems .................... $6.6-$10.7 
GovemmenVProgram Imple- $0.9 

mentation. 

Total............................. $135.5-$206.1 


vn. Statutory and Executive Order 
Reviews 

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

Under Executive Order (EO) 12866 
(58 FR 51735, October 4.1993), this 
action is a "significant regulatory 
action." Accordingly, EPA submitted 
this action to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review under EO 
12866 and any changes made in 
response to OMB recommendations 
have been documented in the docket for 
this action. This final rule does not 
establish any requirements directly 
applicable to regulated entities or other 
sources of nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution: Moreover, existing narrative 
water quality criteria in State law 
already require that nutrients not be 
present in waters in concentrations that 
cause an imbalance in natural 
populations of flora and fauna in lakes 
and flowing waters in Florida. 

B. Paperwork Reduction Act 

This action does not impose an 
information collection burden under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. Burden is 
defined at 5 CFR 1320.3(b). It does not 
include any information collection, 
reporting, or record-keeping 
requirements. 

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) 

generally requires an agency to prepare 
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any 
rule subject to notice and comment 
rulemaking requirements under the 
Administrative Procedure Act or any 
other statute unless the agency certifies 
that the rule will not have significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. Small entities 
include small businesses, small 
organizations, and small goverrunental 
jurisdictions. 

For purposes of assessing the impacts 
of this action on small entities, small 
entity is defined as: (1) A small business 
as dafined by the Small Business 
Administration's (SBA) regulations at 13 
CFR 121.201; (2) a small governmental 
jurisdiction that is a government of a 
city, county, town, school district or 
special district with a population of less 
than 50,000; and (3) a small 
organization that is any not-for-profit 
enterprise that is independently owned 
and operated and is not dominant in its 
field. 

Under the CWA WQS program. States 
must adopt WQS for their waters and 
must submit those WQS to EPA for 
approval; if the Agency disapproves a 
State standard and the State does not 
adopt appropriate revisions to address 
EPA's disapproval, EPA must 
promulgate standards consistent with 
the statutory requirements. EPA also has 
the authority to promulgate WQS in any 
case where the Administrator 
determines that a new or revised 
standard is necessary to meet the 
requirements of the Act. These State 
standards (or EPA-promulgated 
standards) are implemented through 
various water quality control programs 
including the NPDES program, which 
limits discharges to navigable waters 
except in compliance with an NPDES 
permit. The CWA requires that all 
NPDES permits include any limits on 
discharges that are necessary to meet 
applicable WQS. 

Thus, under the CWA, EPA's 
promulgation ofWQS establishes 
standards that the State implements 
through the NPDES permit process. The 
State has discretion in developing 
discharge limits, as needed to meet the 
standards. This final rule, as explained 
earlier, does not itself establish any 
requirements that are applicable to 
small entities. As a result of this action, 
the State of Florida will need to ensure 
that permits it issues include any 
limitations on discharges necessary to 
comply with the standards established 
in the final rule. In doing so. the State 

will have a number of choices 


associated with permit writing. While 
Florida's implementation of the rule 
may ultimately result in new or revised 
permit conditions for some dischargers, 
including small entities, EPA's action, 
by itself, does not impose any of these 
requirements on small entities; that is, 
these requirements are not self
implementing. Thus. I certify that this 
rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public 
Law 104-4, establishes requirements for 

des to assess the effects of 
their ory actions on State, local. 
and Tri al goveruments and the private 
sector. Under section 202 ofthlil UMRA. 
EPA generally must prepare a written 
statement. including a cost-benefit 
analysis. for proposed and final rules 
with "Federal mandates" that may result 
in expenditures to State, local, and 
Tribal goverrunents, in the aggregate, or 
to the private sector, of $100 million or 
more in anyone year. Before 
promulgating an EPA rule for which a 
written statement is needed. section 205 
of the UMRA generally requires EPA to 
identify and consider a reasonable 
number of regulatory alternatives and 
adopt the least costly, most cost
effective or least burdensome alternative 
that achieves the objectives of the rule. 
The provisions of section 205 do not 
apply when they are inconsistent with 
applicable law, Moreover, section 205 
allows EPA to adopt an alternative other 
than the least costly, most cost·effective 
or least burdensome alternative if the 
Administrator publishes with the final 
rule an explanation of why that 
alternative was not adopted. Before EPA 
establishes any regulatory requirements 
that may significantly or uniquely affect 
small goverrunents. including Tribal 
goveruments. it must have developed 
under section 203 of the UMRAa small 
goverrunent agency plan. The plan must 
provide for notifying potentially 
affected small goverrunents, enabling 
officials of affected small governments 
to have meaningful and timely input in 
the development of EPA regulatory 
proposals with significant Federal 
intergovernmental mandates, and 
informing, educating, and advising 
small governments on compliance with 
the regulatory requirements. 

This fmal rule contains no Federal 
mandates (under the regulatory 
proviSions of Title II of the UMRA) for 
State, local, or Tribal governments or 
the private sector. The·State may use 
these resulting water quality criteria in 
implementing its water quality control 
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programs. This final rule does not 
regulate or affect any entity and. 
therefore, is not subject to the 
requirements of sections 202 and 205 of 
UMRA. 

EPA determined that this final rule 
contains no regulatory requirements that 
might significantly or uniquely affect 
small governments. Moreover. WQS. 
including those promulgated here, 
apply broadly to dischargers and are nat 
uniquely applicable to small 
governments. Thus, this final rule is not 
subject to the requirements of section 
2030fUMRA. 

E. Executive Order 13132 (Federalism) 

This action does nat have federalism 
implications. It will not have substantial 
direct effects on the States, on the 
relationship between the national 
government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government, as specified in 
Executive Order 13132. EPA's authority 
and responsibility to promulgate 
Federal WQS when State standards do 
not meet the requirements of the CWA 
is well established and has been used on 
various occasions in the past. The final 
rule will not substantially affect the 
relationship between EPA and the States 
and territories, or the distribution of 
power or responsibilities between EPA 
and the various levels of government. 
The final rule will not alter Florida's 
considerable discretion in implementing 
these WQS. Further, this final rule will 
not preclude Florida from adopting 
WQS that EPA concludes meet the 
requirements of the CWA, after 
promulgation of the final rule. which 
wauld eliminate the need for these 
Federal standards and lead EPA to 
withdraw them. Thus, Executive Order 
13132 does not apply to this final rule. 

Although section 6 of Executive Order 
13132 does not apply to this action, EPA 
had extensive communication with the 
State of Florida to discuss EPA's 
concerns with the State's water quality 
criteria and the Federal rule making 
process. 

F. Executive Order 13175 (Consultation 
and Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments) 
'I. Subject to the Executive Order 13175 
(65 FR 67249, November 9,2000) EPA 
may not issue a regulation that has 
Tribal implications, that imposes 
substantial diract compliance costs, and 
that is not required by statute, unless 
the Federal government provides the 
funds necessary to pay the direct 
compliance costs incurred by Tribal 
governments, or EPA consults with 
Tribal officials early in the process of 

developing the proposed regulation and 
develops a Tribal summary impact 
statement. EPA has concluded that this 
action may have Tribal implications. 
However, the rule will neither impose 
substantial diract compliance costs on 
Tribal governments, nor preempt Tribal 
law. 

In the State of Florida. there are two 
Indian Tribes, the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida and the Miccosukee Tribe of 
Indians of Florida. with lakes and 
flowing waters. Both Tribes have been 
approved for treatment in the same 
manner as a State (TAS) status for CWA 
sections 303 and 401 and have 
Federally-approved WQS in their 
raspective jurisdictions. These Tribes 
are not subject to this final rule. 
However, this rule may impact the 
Tribes because the numeric criteria for 
Florida will apply to waters adjacent to 
the Tribal waters. EPA met with the 
Seminole Tribe on January 19, 2010 and 
requested an opportunity to meet with 
the Miccosukee Tribe to discuss EPA's 
proposed rule, although a meeting was 
never requested by the Tribe. 

G. Executive Order 13045 (Protection of 
Children From Environmental Health 
and Safety Risks) 

This action is not subject to EO 13045 
(62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997) because 
it is not economically significant as 
defined in EO 12866, and because the 
Agency's promulgation of this rule will 
result in the reduction of environmental 
health and safety risks that could 
present a disproportionate risk to 
children. 

H. Executive Order 13211 (Actions That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use) 

This rule is not a "significant energy 
action" as defined in Executive Order 
13211, "Actions Concerning Regulations 
That Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use" (66 FR 28355 (May 
22,2001)), because it is not likely to -. 
have a significant adverse effect on the 
supply, distribution, or use of energy. 

1. National Technology Transfer 
Advancement Act of 1995 

Section 12(d) ofthe National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement 
Act of 1995 ("NTTAA"), Public Law 
104-113, section 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 
note) directs EPA to use voluntary 
consensus standards in its regulatory 
activities unless to do so would be 
inconsistent with applicable law or 
otherwise impractical. Voluntary 
consensus standards are technical 
standards (e.g., materials specifications, 
test methods, sampling procedures, and 
business practices) that are developed or 

adopted by voluntary consensus 
standards bodies. The NlTAA directs 
EPA to provide Congress, through OMB, 
explanations when the Agency decides 
not to use available and applicable 
voluntary consensus standards. 

This final rulemaking does not 
involve technical standards. Therefore, 
EPA is not considering the use of any 
voluntary consensus standards. 

]. Executive Order 12898 (Federal 
Actions To Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations) 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 (Feb. 16, 
1994) establishes Federal executive 
policy on environmental justice. Its 
main provision directs Federal agencies. 
to the greatest extent practicable and 
permitted by law, to make 
environmental justice part of their 
mission by identifying and addressing, 
as appropriate, disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of their programs, 
policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income 
populations in the United States. 

EPA has determined that this final 
rule does not have disproportionately 
high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on minority or 
low-income populations because it will 
afford a greater level of protection to 
both human health and the environment 
if these numeric criteria are 
promulgated for Class I and Class III 
waters in the State of Florida. 

K. Congressional Review Act 
The Congressional Review Act 5 

U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides 
that before a rule may take effect, the 
agency promulgating the rule must 
submit a rule report, which includes a 
copy of the rule, to each House of the 
Congress and to the Comptroller General 
of the United States. EPA will submit a 
report containing this rule and other 
required information to the U.S. Senate, 
the U.S. House of Representatives, and 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States prior to publication of the rule in 
the Federal Ragister. A "major rule" 
cannot take effect until 60 days after it 
is published in the Federal Register. 
This action is not a "major rule" as 
defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2). This rule is 
effective March 6, 2012, except for 40 
CFR 131.43(e), which is effective 
February 4, 2011. 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 131 

Environmental protection. Water 
quality standards, Nitrogen/phosphorus 
pollution, Nutrients. Florida. 
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Dated: November 14, 2010. 

Lisa P. Jackson. 
Administrator. 

• For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, 40 CPR part 131 is amended 
as follows: 

PART 131-WATER QUALITY 
STANDARDS 

• 1. The authority citation for part 131 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. 

Subpart D-(Amended] 

• 2. Section 131.43 is added effective 
February 4, 2011 to read as follows: 

§131.43 Florida. 

(aHd) [Reserved] 
(e) Site-specific alternative criteria. (1) 

The Regional Administrator may 
determine that site-specific alternative 
criteria shall apply to specific surface 
waters in lieu of the criteria established 
for Florida waters in this section, 
including criteria for lakes, criteria for 
streams, and criteria for springs, Any 
such determination shall be made 
consistent with § 131.11. 

(2) To receive consideration from the 
Regional Administrator for a 
determination of site-specific alternative 
criteria, an entity shall submit a request 
that includes proposed alternative 
numeric criteria and supporting 
rationale suitable to meet the needs for 
a technical suppnrt document pursuant 
to paragraph (e)(3) of this section. The 
entity shall provide the State a copy of 
all materials submitted to EPA. at the 
time of submittal to EPA, to facilitate 
the State providing comments to EPA, 
Site-specific alternative criteria may be 
based on one or more ofthe following 
approaches. 

(i) Replicate the process for 
developing the stream criteria in this 
section. 

(ii) Replicate the process for 
developing the lake criteria in this 
section. 

(iii) Conduct a biological. chemical. 
and physical assessment of waterbody 
conditions. 

(iv) Use another scientifically 
defensible approach protective of the 
designated use. 

(3) For any determination made under 
paragraph (e)(l) of this section. the 
Regional Administrator shall, prior to 
making such a determination, provide 
for public notice and comment on a 
proposed determination. For any such 
proposed determination, the Regional 
Administrator shall prepare and make 
available to the public a technical 
support document addressing the 
specific surface waters affected and the 
justification for each proposed 
determination, This document shall be 
made available to the public no later 
than the date of public notice issuance. 

(4) The Regional Administrator shall 
maintain and make available to the 
public an updated list of determinations 
made pursuant to paragraph (e)(l) of 
this section as well as the technical 
support documents for each 
determination. 

(5) Nothing in this paragraph (e) shall 
limit the Administrator's authority to 
modify the criteria established for 
Florida waters in this section, including 
criteria for lakes, criteria for streams, 
and criteria for springs. 
• 3. Section 131.43 is revised effective 
March 6. 2012 to read as follows: 

§ 131.43 florida. 
(a) Scope. This section promulgates 

numeric criteria for nitrogen/ 
phosphorns pollution for Class I and 
Class III waters in the State of Florida. 
This section also contains provisions for 
site-specific alternative criteria. 

(b) Deft'nitions.-(l) Canal means a 
trench, the bottom of which is normally 
covered by water with the upper edges 
of its two sides normally above water. 

(2) Clear, high-alkalinity lake means a 
lake with long-term color less than or 
equal to 40 Platinum Cobalt Units [PCU) 
and Alkalinity greater than 20 mg/L 
CaCOl . 

(3) Clear. low-alkalinity lake means a 
lake with long-term color less than or 
equal to 40 PCU and alkalinity less than 
or equal to 20 mg/L CaCD3• 

(4J Colored lake means a lake with 
long-term color greater than 40 PCU. 

(5) Lake means a slow-moving or 
standing body of freshwater that 

TABLE 1 

occupies an inland basin that is not a 
stream, spring, or wetland. 

(6) Lakes and flowing waters means 
inland surface waters that have been 
classified as Class I [Potable Water 
Supplies) or Class ill (Recreation, 
Propagation and Maintenance of a 
Healthy, Well-Balanced Population of 
Fish and Wildlife) water bodies 
pursuant to Rule 62-302.400, F.A.C., 
excluding wetlands, and are 
predominantly fresh waters, 

(7) Nutrient watershed region means 
an area of the State, corresponding to 
drainage basins and differing geological 
conditions affecting nutrient levels, as 
delineated in Table 2. 

(8) Predominantly fresh waters means 
surface waters in which the chloride 
concentration at the surface is less than 
1,500 milligrams per liter. 

(9) South Florida Region means those 
areas south of Lake Okeechobee and the 
Caloosahatchee River watershed to the 
west of Lake Okeechobee and the St. 
Lucie watershed to the east of Lake 
Okeechobee. 

(10) Spring means a site at which 
ground water flows through a natural 
opening in the ground onto the land 
surface or into a body of surface water . 

(11) State means the State of Florida, 
whose transactions with the U.S. EPA in 
matters related to 40 CFR 131.43 are 
administered by the Secretary, or 
officials delegated such responsibility, 
of the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP), or 
successor agencies. 

(12) Stream means a free-flowing, 
predominantly fresh surface water in a 
defined channel, and includes rivers. 
creeks. branches, canals, freshwater 
sloughs, and other similar water bodies. 

(13) Surface water means water upon 
the surface of the earth. whether 
contained in bounds created naturally 
or artificially or diffused. Water from 
natural springs shall be classified as 
surface water when it exits from the 
spring onto the Earth's surface. 

(c) Criteria for Florida waters-(l) 
Criteria for lakes. (i) The applicable 
criteria for chlorophyll a, total nitrogen 
(TN), and total phosphorus (TP) for 
lakes within each respective lake class 
are shown on Table 1. 

A B C 

Lake Colora 
and Alkalinity 

ChI-a 
(mglL)b.* 

TN 
(mg/L) 

TP 
(mglL) 

Colored Lakes" ................. ,', ............................................................................................ 0,020 1.27 
[1.27-2.23] 

0.05 
[0.05-0.16] 
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TABLE 1-Continued 

A I B C 

Lake Colora 
and Alkalinity I 

Chl-a 
(mg/L) b.' 

TN 
(mglL) 

TP 
(mgIL) 

Clear Lakes, ................................................................................................................... .. 
High Alkalinityd .............................................................................................................. .. 

Clear Lakes, ..................................................................................................................... 
Low Alkalinitye ................. : ............................................................................................... I 

0.020 

0.006 

1.05 
(1.05-1.91J 

0.03 
[0.00-0.09J 

0.51 
[0.51-{).93] 

0.01 
[0.01-{).03J 

a Platinum Cobalt Units (PCU) assessed as true color free from turbidity. 

b Chlorophyll Ii Is defined as corrected chlorophyll, or the concentration of chlorophyll Ii remaining after the chlorophyll degradation product,


phaeophytln e, has been subtracted from the uncorrected chlorophyll B measurement. 
cLong-term Color> 40 Platinum Cobalt Units (PCU)
dLong-term Color ~ 40 PCU and Alkalinity> 20 mglL CaC03 
• Long-term Color s 40 PCU and Alkalinity s 20 mgIL Caco3 

'For a given waterbody, the annual geometric mean of chlorophyll B. TN or TP concentrations shall not exceed the applicable criterion con


centration more than once in a three-year period. 

[ii) Baseline criteria apply unless the 
State determines that modified criteria 
within the range indicated in Table 1 
apply to a specific lake. Once 
established, modified criteria are the 
applicable criteria for all CWA 
purposes. The State may use this 
procedure one time for a specific lake in 
lieu of the site-specific alternative 
criteria procedure described in 
paragraph (e) ohMs section. 

(A) The State may calculate modified 
criteria for TN and/or TP where the 
chlorophyll a criterion-magnitude as an 
annual geometric mean has not been 
exceeded and sufficient ambient 
monitoring data exist for chlorophyll a 
and TN and/or TP for at least the three 
immediately preceding years. Sufficient 
data include at least four measurements 
per year, with at least one measurement 
between May and September and one 
measurement between October and 
April each year. 

(B) Modified criteria are calculated 
using data from years in which 
sufficient data are available to reflect 
maintenance of ambient conditions. 
Modified TN and/or TP criteria may not 
be greater than the higher value 
specified in the range of values in 
column e of Table 1 in paragraph 
(c)(1)(i) ofthis section. Modified TP and 
TN criteria may not exceed criteria 
applicable to streams to which a lake 
discharges. . 

(e) The State shall notify the public 
and maintain a record of these modified 
lake criteria, as weH as a record 
supporting their derivation. The State 
shall notify EPA Region 4 and provide 
the supporting record within 30 days of 
determination of modified lake criteria. 

(2) Criteria for streams. (i) The 
applicable instream protection value 
(IPV) criteria for total nitrogen (TN) and 
total phosphorus (TP) for streams within 

each respective nutrient watershed 
region are shown on Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Instream protec
Nutrient watershed re tion value criteria 

gion TN TP 
(mgIL)' (mg/L)" 

Panhandle West a 0.67 0.06 
Panhandle East b ........ .. 1.03 0.18 
North Central c .............. 1.87 0.30 
West Central d .............. 1.65 0.49 
Peninsula' .................. .. 1.54 0.12 

Watersheds pertaining to each Nutrient Wa
tershed Region (NWRI were based principally 
on the NOAA coasta, estuarine, and fluvial 
drainage areas with modificallons to the 
NOAA drainage areas in the West Central and 
Peninsula Regions that account for unique wa
tershed geologies. For more detailed informa
tion on reglonalization and which WBIDs per
tain to each NWR, see the Technical Support 
Document. 

"Panhandle West region includes: Perdido 
Bay Watershed, Pensacola Bay Watershed, 
Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed. SI. Andrew 
Bay Watershed, and Apalachicola Bay Water
shed. 

• Panhandle East region includes: 
Apalachee Bay Watershed, and Econfinal 
Steinhatchee Coastal Drainage Area. 

• North Central region Includes the Suwan
nee River Watershed. 

d West Central region Includes: Peace, 
Myakka, Hillsborough, Alafia, Manatee, Little 
Manatee River Watersheds; and small, direct 
Tampa Bay tributary watersheds south of the 
Hillsborougl'l River Watershed. 

-Peninsula region includes: Waccasassa 
Coastal Drainage Area. Wllhlacoochee Coast
al Drainage Area, CrystaVPithlachascotee
Coastal Drainage Area, small, direct Tampa
Bay tributary watersheds west of the 
Hillsborough River Watershed, Sarasota Bay
Watershed, small, direct Charlotte Harbor trib
utary watersheds south of the Peace River 
Watershed, Caloosahatchee River Watershed, 
Estero Bay Watershed, Kissimmee RiverlLake 
Okeechobee Drainage Area, Loxahatchee/51.
Lucie Watershed, Indian River Watershed, 
DayionalSt. Augustine Coastal Drainage Area, 
SI. John's River Watershed, Nassau Coastal 
Drainage Area, and St. Mary's River Water
shed. 

• For a given waterbody, the annual geo
metric mean of TN or TP concentrations shall 
not exceed the applicable criterion concentra
lion more than once In a three-year period. 

(li) Criteria for protection of 
downstream lakes. [A) The applicable 
criteria for streams that flow into 
downstream lakes include both the 
instream criteria for total phosphorus 
(TP) and total nitrogen (TN) in Table 2 
in paragraph (c)(2)(1) and the 
downstream value (DPV) for 
TP and TN ant to the 
provisions of this paragraph. A DPV for 
stream tributaries (up to the point of 
reaching water bodies that are not 
streams as defined by this rule) that 
flow into a downstream lake is either 
the allowable concentration or the 
allowable loading of TN and/or TP 
applied at the point of entry into the 
lake. The applicable DPV for any stream 
shall be determined pursuant to 
paragraphs (c)(2)(ii)(B), (Cl, or [D) of this 
section. Contributions from stream 
tributaries upstream of the point of 
entry location must result in attainment 
of the DPV at the point of entry into the 
lake. If the DPV is not attained ate the 
point of entry into the lake, then the 
collective set of streams in the upstream 
watershed does not attain the DPV, 
which is an applicable water quality 
criterion for the water segments in the 
upstream watershed. The State or EPA 
may establish additional DPVs at 
upstream tributary locations that are 
consistent with attaining the DPV at the 
point of entry into the lake. The State 
or EPA also have discretion to establish 
DPVs to account for a larger watershed 
area (i.e., include waters beyond the 
point of reaching water bodies that are 
not streams as defined by this rule). 

(B) In instances where available data 
and/or resources provide for use of a 
scientifically defensible and protective 
lake-specific application oftha 
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BATHTUB model, the State or EPA may 
derive the DPV for TN and/or TP from 
use of a lake-specific application of 
BATHTUB. The State and EPA are 
authorized to use a scientifically 
defensible technical model other than 
BATHTUB upon demonstration that use 
of another scientifically defensible 
technical model would protect the 
lake's designated uses and meet all 
applicable criteria for the lake. The State 
or EPA may designate the wasteload 
andlor load allocations from a TMDL 
established or approved by EPA as 
DPV(s) if the allocations from the TMDL 
will protect the lake's designated uses 
and meet all applicable criteria for the 
lake. 

(C) When the State or EPA has not 
derived a DPV for a stream pursuant to 
paragraph (c)(2)(ii)(B) of this section, 
and where the downstream lake attains 
the applicable chlorophyll a criterion 
and the applicable TP andlor TN 
criteria, then the DPV for TN andlor TP 
is the associated ambient instream 
levels of TN and/or TP at the point of 
entry to the lake. Degradation in water 
quality from the DPV pursuant to this 
paragraph is to be considered 
nonattainment of the DPV, unless the 
DPV is adjusted pursuant to paragraph 
(c)(2)(ii)(B) of this section. 

(D) When the State or EPA has not 
derived a DPV pursuant to paragraph 
(c)(2)(ii)(B) of this section, and where 
the downstream lake does not attain 
applicable chlorophyll a criterion or the 
applicable TN andlor TP criteria, or has 
not been assessed, then the DPV for TN 
andlor TP is the applicable TN andlor 
TP criteria for the downstream lake. 

(E) The State and EPA shall maintain 
a record of DPVs they derive based on 
the methods described in paragraphs 
(c)(2)(ii)(B) and (C) of this section, as 
well as a record supporting their 
derivation, and make such records 
available to the public. The State and 
EPA shall notify one another and 
provide a supporting record within 30 
days of derivation of DPVs pursuant to 

paragraphs (c)(2)(ii)(B) or (C) of this 
section. 

(3) Criteria for springs. The applicable 
nitrate+nitrite criterion is 0.35 mg/L as 
an annual geometric mean, not to be 
exceeded more than once in a three-year 

pe(rld·o)d· l' b'l' () Th 't"App.lca 11ty. 1 e Cr! erla m 
paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this 
section apply to lakes and flowing 
waters, excluding flowing waters in the 
South Florida Region. and apply 
concurrently with other applicable 
water quality criteria, except when: 

(i) State water quality standards 
contain criteria that are more stringent 
for a particular parameter and use; 

(ii) The Regional Administrator 
determines that site-specific alternative 
criteria apply pursuant to the 
procedures in paragraph (e) of this 
section; or 

(iii) The State adopts and EPA 
approves a water quality standards 
variance to the Class I or Class III 
designated use pursuant to § 131.13 that 
meets the applicable provisions of State 
law and the applicable Federal 
regulations at § 131.10. 

(2) The criteria established in this 
section are subject to the State's general 
rules of applicability in the sama way 
and to the same extent as are the other 
Federally-adopted and State-adopted 
numeric criteria when applied to the 
same use classifications. 

(e) Site-specific alternative criteria. (1) 
The Regional Administrator may 
determine that site-specific alternative 
criteria shall apply to specific surface 
waters in lieu of the criteria established 
in paragraph (c) of this section. Any 
such determination shall be made 
consistent with § 131.11. 

(2) To receive consideration from the 
Regional Administrator for a 
determination of site-specific alternative 
criteria, an entity shall submit a request 
that includes proposed alternative 
numeric criteria and supporting 
rationale suitable to meet the needs for 
a technical support document pursuant 
to paragraph (e)(3) ofthis section. The 

entity shall provide the State a copy of 
all materials submitted to EPA. at the 
time of submittal to EPA, to facilitate 
the State providing comments to EPA. 
Site-specific alternative criteria may be 
based on one or more of the following 
approaches. 

(i) Replicate the process for 
developing the stream criteria in 
paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. 

(ill Replicate the process for 
developing the lake criteria in paragraph 
(c)(l) of this section. 

(iii) Conduct a biological, chemical. 
and physical assessment of waterbody 
conditions. 

(iv) Use another scientifically 
defensible approach protective of the 
designated use. 

(3) For any determination made under 
paragraph (e)(l) of this section, the 
Regional Administrator shall, prior to 
making such a determination. provide 
for public notice and comment on a 
proposed determination. For any such 
proposed determination, the Regional 
Administrator shall prepare and make 
available to the public a technical 
support document addressing the 
specific surface waters affected and the 
justification for each proposed 
determination. This document shall be 
made available to the public no later 
than the date of public notice issuance. 

(4) The Regional Administrator shall 
maintain and make available to the 
public an updated list of determinations 
made pursuant to paragraph (e)(1) of 
this section as well as the technical 
support documents for each 
determination. 

(5) Nothing in this paragraph (e) shall 
limit the Administrator's authority to 
modify the criteria in paragraph (c) of 
this section through rulemaking. 

(f) Effective date. This section is 
effective March 6, 2012, except for 
§ 131.43(e), which is effective February 
4,2011. 
(FR Doc. 2010-29943 Filed 12-3-10: 8:45 am] 
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