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Description (A)

Big Bend Unit 3 Flue Gas Desulfurization Integrati
Big Bend Units 1 and 2 Flue Gas Conditioning
Big Bend Unit 4 Continuous Emissions Monitors
Big Bend Fuel Oil Tank # 1 Upgrade

Big Bend Fuel Oil Tank # 2 Upgrade

Big Bend Unit 1 Classifier Replacement

Big Bend Unit 2 Classifier Replacement

Big Bend Section 114 Mercury Testing Platform
Big Bend Units 1 & 2 FGD

Big Bend FGD Optimization and Utilization

Big Bend NO, Emissions Reduction

Big Bend PM Minimization and Monltoring

Polk NO, Emissions Reduction

Big Bend Unit 4 SOFA

Big Bend Unit 1 Pre-SCR

Big Bend Unit 2 Pre-SCR

Big Bend Unit 3 Pre-SCR

Big Bend Unit 1 SCR

Big Bend Unit 2 SCR

Big Bend Unit 3 SCR

Big Bend Unit 4 SCR

Big Bend FGD System Reliability

Mercury Air

S0, Emissions Aliowances (B)

Big Bend New Gypsum Storage Facility

Total Projects - Costs

Recaoverable Costs Allocated to Energy
Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand

Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor
Retail Demand Jurisdictional Factor

Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Costs (C)
isdicti Demand Costs (D)

Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs for
Investment Projects (Lines 7 + 8)

Environmental Cost Recovery Clai

Tampa Electric Company

N
use (ECRC)

Calculation of the Projecied Period Amount

January 2014 to December 2014

Form 42-3P

botes:
(A) Each project's Total System Recoverable Expenses on Form 42-8A, Line 9

(B) Project's Total Return Component on Form 42-8A, Line 6

(C) Line 3xLine 5
(D) Line 4 x Line 6

Capital Proji Costs
(in Dollars)
End of
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Period Method of Classification
January February March April May June July August September October November D Total Demand Energy
$110,816 $110,577 $110,339 $110,101 $109,863 $109,624 $109,386 $109,148 $108,909 $108,672 $109,193 $108,948  $1,315,576 $1,315,576
29,622 29,486 29,350 29,215 29,079 28,945 28,809 28,673 28,538 28,402 28,267 28,131 346,517 346,517
5,853 5,934 5914 5,895 5,875 5,856 5,837 5,817 5,798 5779 5,780 5,738 70,157 70,157
3,861 3,838 3,827 3815 3,803 3,791 3,780 3,767 3,75 3,744 3,732 3721 45,426 $ 45426
6,333 6,314 8,204 6,275 6,255 6,236 6,217 6,197 6,177 6,158 6,138 6,119 74,713 74,713
8,451 9,414 9,377 9,341 9,304 9,267 9,229 9,193 9,156 9,118 9,083 9,046 110,980 110,980
6,817 6,791 8,768 8,740 6,714 6,689 6,663 6,638 6,613 8,587 6,561 6,536 80,115 80,115
987 084 981 979 978 974 972 970 267 965 962 960 11,677 11,677
670,091 670,664 668,901 666,782 664,843 662,870 661,336 659,511 657,604 655,750 653,607 651,463 7,943,512 7,943,512
172,086 171,706 171,326 170,945 170,564 170,184 189,804 169,424 169,044 168,663 168,263 167,803 2,039,932 2,039,932
56,767 56,682 56,596 58,510 56,425 56,339 56,254 56,188 56,082 55,997 55912 55,828 675,558 675,558
152,908 155,817 162,014 166,188 166,250 185,867 185,485 165,102 164,721 184,338 163,956 163,573 1,956,219 1,956,219
13,118 13,081 13,044 13,006 12,969 12,932 12,895 12,858 12,621 12,784 12,747 12,710 154,965 154,865
22,801 22,747 22,693 22,840 22,586 22,532 22,478 22424 22,370 22317 22,264 22,210 270,082 270,062
15,950 15,904 15,857 15,811 15,765 15,719 15,673 15,626 15,580 16,534 15,488 15,442 188,349 188,349
15,117 15,076 16,035 14,984 14,953 14,912 14,870 14,830 14,789 14,748 14,707 14,666 178,697 178,697
26,887 26,800 26,733 26,666 26,599 28,533 26,466 28,399 26,332 26,268 26,199 28,132 317,802 317,992
911,460 908,859 906,259 903,856 901,059 898,458 895,858 893,257 890,657 888,056 885,456 882,855 10,765,892 10,765,892
953,956 951,411 048,665 946,319 943,773 941,226 938,680 936,134 933,587 931,041 928,495 925950 11,279,439 11,279,439
786,981 784,902 782,824 780,744 778,666 776,587 774,507 772,429 770,350 766,271 766,192 764,112 9,306,565 9,306,565
606,490 604,048 603,401 601,857 600,312 508,768 597,224 595,679 594,135 592,590 591,046 589,501 7,175,949 7,175,949
237,072 236,641 236,211 235,781 235,351 234,920 234,490 234,060 233,630 233,200 232,770 232,340 2,816,466 2,816,466
55,010 64,673 77,917 89,485 94,959 110,935 111,265 111,165 111,010 110,854 110,657 110,459 1,158,369 1,158,369
(307) (307) (306) {3086) {305) {304) (304) (303) {303) (302) (302) (300) {3,649) (3,648)
0 0 ] 0 85,750 235,290 237,407 238,516 238,557 238,015 237,473 236,931 1,747,939 1,747,939
4,870,199 4,872,341 4,880,218 4,883,421 4,962,188 5,115,150 5,105,281 5,093,682 5,081,170 5,067,548 5,054,646 5040873 60,027,417 $ 120,139 § 59,907,278
4,860,015 4,862,788 4,870,007 4,873,331 4,952,130 5,105,123 5,095,284 5,083,718 5,071,237 5,057,646 5,044,776 5,031,133 59,907,278 59,907,278
10,184 10,153 10,121 10,080 10,058 10,027 9,997 9,964 9,933 9,902 9,870 9,640 120,139 120,139
1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1 1 1 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000
1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000 1.0000000
4,860,015 4,862,768 4,870,097 4,873,331 4,952,130 5,105,123 5,095,264 5,083,718 5,071,237 5,057,846 5,044,776 5,031,133 59,907,278
10,184 10,153 10,121 10,090 10,058 10,027 9,997 9,964 9,933 9,902 9,870 9,840 120,139
$4.870,199 $4.672,941 $4.880,218 $4,883,421 $4,962,188 $5.115,150 $5,105,281 $5,093,682 $5,081,170 $5,067,548 $5,054,646 $5,040,973  $60,027,417
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 2 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Big Bend Units 1 & 2 Flue Gas Conditioning
Project Description:

The existing electrostatic precipitators were not designed for the range of fuels needed for compliance
with the Clean Air Act Amendments (“CAAA”). Flue gas conditioning was required to assure operation
of the generating units in accordance with applicable permits and regulations. This equipment is still
required to ensure compliance with the CAAA in the event the FGD system on Units 1 & 2 is not
operating.

The project involved the addition of molten sulfur unloading, storage and conveying to sulfur burners
and catalytic converters where SO, is converted to SO3. The control and injection system then injects
this into the ductwork ahead of the electrostatic precipitators.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $370,864 compared to the original projection of
$375,431 resulting in an insignificant variance.

The actual/estimated O&M expense for this project for the period January
2013 through December 2013 is $0 and did not vary from the original
projection.

Progress Summary: The project is complete and in-service.

Projections: Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is projected to be $346,517.

There are no estimated O&M costs projected for the period of January 2014
through December 2014.
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 3 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Big Bend Unit 4 Continuous Emissions Monitors
Project Description:

Continuous emissions monitors (CEMs) were installed on the flue gas inlet and outlet of Big Bend Unit
4 to monitor compliance with the CAAA requirements. The monitors are capable of measuring,
recording and electronically reporting SO, NOx and volumetric gas flow out of the stack. The project
consisted of monitors, a CEM building, the CEMs control and power cables to supply a complete
system.

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, opacity and
volumetric flow. These regulations are very comprehensive and specific as to the requirements for
CEMs, and in essence, they define the components needed and their configuration.

Project Accomplishment:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $74,201 compared to the original projection of
$75,414 resulting in an insignificant variance.

Progress Summary: The project is complete and in-service.

Projections: Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is projected to be $70,157
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 5 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Big Bend Unit 2 Classifier Replacement

Project Description:

The boiler modifications at Big Bend Unit 2 are part of Tampa Electric’'s NOx compliance strategy for

Phase Il of the CAAA. The classifier replacements will optimize coal fineness by providing a more

uniform particle size. This finer classification, combined with the equalized distribution of coal to outlet

pipes and furnaces, will enable a uniform, staged combustion. As a result, firing systems will operate
at lower NOx levels.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $85,099 compared to the original projection of
$86,368 resulting in an insignificant variance.

Progress Summary: The project was placed in-service May 1998.

Projections: Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is projected to be $80,115.
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 8 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Big Bend FGD Optimization and Utilization
Project Description:

In order to meet the requirements of the FDEP Consent Final Judgment and the EPA Consent Decree,
Tampa Electric was required to optimize the SO, removal efficiency and operations of the Big Bend
Units 1, 2 and 3 FGD systems. Tampa Electric performed activities in three key areas to improve the
performance and reliability of the Big Bend Units 1, 2 and 3 FGD systems. The majority of the
improvements required on the Unit 3 tower module included the tower piping, nozzle and internal
improvements, ductwork improvements, electrical system reliability improvements, tower control
improvements, dibasic acid system improvements, booster fan reliability, absorber system
improvements, quencher system improvements, and tower demister improvements. Big Bend Units 1
and 2 FGD system improvements included additional preventative maintenance, oxidation air control
improvements, and tower water, air reagent and start-up piping upgrades. In order to ensure reliability
of the FGD systems, improvements to the common limestone supply, gypsum de-watering stack
reliability and wastewater treatment plant were also being performed.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $2,137,338 compared to the original projection of
$2,179,242 resulting in an insignificant variance.

Progress Summary: The project was placed in-service in January 2002.

Projections: Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is expected to be $2,039,932.
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Project Title:

Project Description:

DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 9 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for

Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Big Bend PM Minimization and Monitoring

In order to meet the requirements of the FDEP Consent Final Judgment and the EPA Consent Decree,
Tampa Electric is required to develop a Best Operational Practices (“BOP”) study to minimize

emissions from each electrostatic precipitator (“ESP”) at Big Bend, as well as perform a best available
control technology (“BACT") analysis for the upgrade of each existing ESP. The company is also
required to install and operate particulate matter continuous emission monitors on Big Bend Units 1, 2
and 3 FGD systems. Tampa Electric has identified improvements that are necessary to optimize ESP
performance such as modifications to the turning vanes and precipitator distribution plates, and
upgrades to the controls and software system of the precipitators. Tampa Electric has incurred costs
associated with the recommendations of the BOP study and the BACT analysis in 2001 and will
continue to experience O&M and capital expenditures during 2002 and beyond.

Project Accomplishments:

. Fiscal Expenditures:

Progress Summary:

Projections:

The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $1,682,814 as compared to the original projection
of $1,947,674 resulting in a variance of 13.6 percent due to the construction
contract and equipment packages being less than originally projected.

The actual/estimated O&M expense the period January 2013 through
December 2013 is $878,769 as compared to the original projection of
$390,000 resulting in a variance of 125.3 percent. This variance is due to an
increase in the scope of daily inspections, resulting in the addition of two
additional BOP contractors.

This project was placed in-service July 2005.

Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is expected to be $1,956,219.

Estimated O&M costs for the period January 2014 through December 2014 are
projected to be $900,000.
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 14 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) Annual Surveillance
Fees

Project Description:

Chapter 62-4.052, Florida Administrative Code (“F. A. C.”), implements the annual regulatory program

and surveillance fees for wastewater permits. These fees are in addition to the application fees

described in Rule 62-4.050, F. A. C. Tampa Electric’s Big Bend, Hookers Point, Polk Power and

Gannon Stations are affected by this rule.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated O&M expense for the period January 2013 through
December 2013 is $34,500 compared to the original projection of $34,500
representing no variance.

Progress Summary: NPDES Surveillance fees are paid annually for the prior year.

Projections: Estimated O&M costs for the period January 2014 through December 2014 are
projected to be $34,500.
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 27 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Arsenic Groundwater Standard Program

Project Description:

The Arsenic Groundwater Standard Program that is required by the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Department of Environmental Protection became effective January 1, 2005. It requires
regulated entities of the State of Florida to monitor the drinking water and groundwater Maximum
Contaminant Level (“MCL”) for arsenic under the federal rule known as the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated O&M for the period January 2013 through December
2013 is $303,050 compared to the original projection of $667,000 resulting in a
variance of 54.6 percent. The variance is due to FDEP delay in approval of
activity associated with projected work.

Progress Summary: In Docket No. 050683-El, Order No. PSC-06-0138-PAA-ElI, issued February
23, 2006, the Commission granted Tampa Electric cost recovery approval for
prudent costs associated with this project.

Projections: Estimated O&M costs for the period January 2014 through December 2014 are
projected to be $422,000.
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DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 28 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause

January 2014 through December 2014
Description and Progress Report for
Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Project Title: Big Bend Flue Gas Desulfurization (“FGD”) System Reliability

Project Description:

The Big Bend FGD Reliability project is necessary to maintain the FGD system operations that are
required by the Consent Decree. Tampa Electric is required to operate the FGD systems at Big Bend
Station whenever coal is combusted in the units with few exceptions. The compliance dates for the
strictest operational characteristics are January 1, 2011 for Big Bend Unit 3 and January 1, 2014 for
Big Bend Units 1 and 2.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures: The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $2,940,331 compared to the original projection of
$3,079,486, resulting in an insignificant variance.

Progress Summary: In Docket No. 050598-El, Order No. PSC-06-0602-PAA-EI, issued July 10,
2006, the Commission granted cost recovery approval for prudent costs
associated with this project.

Projections: Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is projected to be $2,816,466.
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Project Title:

Project Description:

DOCKET NO. 130007-El
ECRC 2014 PROJECTION, FORM 42-5P
EXHIBIT NO. HTB-3, DOCUMENT NO. 5, PAGE 29 OF 31

Tampa Electric Company
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause
January 2014 through December 2014

Description and Progress Report for

Environmental Compliance Activities and Projects

Mercury Air Toxics Standards (“MATS")

In March 2005, the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) promulgated the Clean Air Mercury Rule
("CAMR") and was later challenged in court. On February 8, 2008, the Circuit Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia vacated CAMR and ordered a new rule by March 2011. On December 11, 2011,
the EPA issued a final version of the rule that applies to all coal and oil-fired electric generating units
with a capacity of 25 MW or more and with a compliance deadline is April 16, 2015. The rule sets forth
hazardous air pollutant standards (*“HAP”) for mercury, non-mercury metal HAPs and acid gasses.

In Docket No. 120302-El, Order No. PSC-13-0191-PAA-EI, issued May 6, 2013, the Commission
granted cost recovery approval for prudent costs associated with this project.

Project Accomplishments:

Fiscal Expenditures:

Progress Summary:

Projections:

The actual/estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2013
through December 2013 is $335,886 compared to the original projection of
$158,728, resuiting in a variance of 111.6 percent. This variance is due to
MATS not being an approved program at the time of the original projection. As
such, the MATS costs include previously projected CAMR capital expenditures
as well the purchase of a Mercury Spectrometer, which will be used to monitor
mercury emissions.

The actual/estimated O&M for the period January 2013 through December
2013 is $321,421 compared to the original projection of $20,000 resuiting in a
variance of 1,507.1 percent. This variance is due to MATS not being an
approved program at the time of the original projection. As such, O&M
expenditures associated with this project pertain to mercury, hydrochloric acid
and particulate matter testing as well as expenditures for the former CAMR
O&M that includes umbilical mercury testing.

This project, in total, is expected to be placed in-service by April 2015.

Estimated depreciation plus return for the period January 2014 through
December 2014 is projected to be $1,158,369.

Estimated O&M costs for the period January 2014 through December 2014 are
projected to be $218,500.
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area of Environmental Health and Safety. In 2006, I
became Director of Environmental Health and Safety. My
responsibilities include the development and
administration of the company’s environmental, health and
safety policies and goals. I am also responsible for
ensuring resources, procedures and programs meet or
surpass compliance with applicable environmental, health
and safety requirements, and that rules and policies are
in place and functioning appropriately and consistently

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

The purpose of my testimony 1is to demonstrate that the
activities for which Tampa Electric seeks cost recovery
through the Environmental Cost Re;overy Clause (“ECRC”)
for the January 2014 through Deéember 2014 projection
period are activities necessary fof the company to comply
with various environmental requirements. Specifically, I
will describe the ongoing activities that are associated
with the Consent Final Judgment (“CFJ”) entered into with
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(“FDEP”) and the Consent Decree (“CD”) lodged with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the

Department of Justice. I will also discuss other programs
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previously approved by the Commission for recovery through

the ECRC.

Please provide an overview of the ongoing environmental
compliance requirements that are the result of the CFJ and

the CD (“the Orders”).

The general ongoing requirements of the Orders provide
for further reductions of sulfur dioxide (“S0,"),
particulate matter (“PM”) and nitrogen oxides (“NO”)

emissions at Big Bend Station.
What do the Orders require for SO, emission reductions?

The Orders require Tampa Electric to create a plan for
optimizing the availability and removal efficiency of the
flue gas desulfurization systems (“FGD” or “scrubbers”).
The plans were submitﬁed to the EPA in two phases, and
were approved in July 2000, and February 2001,

respectively.

Phase I required Tampa Electric to work scrubber outages
around the clock and to wutilize contract labor, when
necessary, to speed the return of a malfunctioning

scrubber to service. In addition, Phase I required Tampa

3
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however, the first PM CEM did not perform satisfactorily
and replacement was required. Installation and
certification of the —replacement was completed in

December 2010.

Please describe the Big Bend PM Minimization and
Monitoring program activities and provide the estimated
capital and O&M expenditures for the pericd of January

2014 through December 2014.

The Big Bend PM Minimization and Monitoring program was
approved by the Commission in Docket No. 001186-EI, Order
No. PSC-00-2104-PAA-EI, issued November 6, 2000. In the
Order, the Commission found that the program met the
requirements for recovery through the ECRC. Tampa
Electric had previously identified various projects to
improve precipitator performance and reduce PM emissions
as required by the Orders. 1In 2014, capital expenditures
are anticipated to be $1,868,700 for BOP and BACT
equipment while O&M expenses associated with existing and
recently installed BOP and BACT equipment and continued
implementation of the BOP procedures are expected to be

$900,000.

What do the Orders require for NO, reductions?

5
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The Orders require Tampa Electric to perform NO, emission
reduction projects on Big Bend Units 1, 2 and 3.
Pursuant to an amendment, Big Bend Unit 4 projects were
substituted for Big Bend Unit 3 projects. The NOy
emission reductions use the 1998 NO, emissions as the
baseline vyear for determining the 1level of reduction
achieved. Tampa Electric was also required by the Orders
to demonstrate innovative technologies or provide
édditionalvNOx technologies beyond those required by the

early NOx emission reduction activities.

Please describe the Big Bend NOy Emission Reduction
program activities and provide the estimated capital and
O&M expenses for the period of January 2014 through

December 2014.

The Big Bend NO, Emission Reduction program was approved
by the Commission in Docket No. 001186-EI, Order No. PSC-
00-2104-PAA-EI, issued November 6, 2000. In the Order,
the Commission found that the program met the requirements
for recovery through the ECRC. Tampa Electric does not
anticipate any capital expenditures in 2014; however, the
company will perform maintenance on the previously
approved and installed NO, reduction equipment. This

activity is expected to result in approximately $375,000
6
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2010, September 2009, July 2008 and May 2007,

respectively.

For the period of January 2014 through December 2014, no
capital or O&M expenditures are anticipated for the Big
Bend Units 1 through 3 Pre-SCR projects and there are no
anticipated capital expenditures for Big Bend Units 1
through 4 SCRs. However, the 2014 SCR 0&M expenses are
projected to be $2,407,100 for Big Bénd Unit 1 SCR,
$2,949,700 for - Big Bend Unit 2 SCR, $1,974,800 for Big
Bend Unit 3 SCR and $1,141,300 for Big Bend Unit 4 SCR.
These expenses are primarily associated with ammonia

purchases.

Please identify and describe the other Commission approved

programs you will discuss.

The programs previously approved by the Commission that I

will discuss include:

1) Big Bend Unit 3 FGD Integration

2) Big Bend Units 1 and 2 FGD

3) Gannon Thermal Discharge Study

4) Bayside SCR Consumables

5) Clean Water Act Section 316(b) Phase II Study

9
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o) Big Bend FGD System Reliability

7) Arsenic Groundwater Standard

8) Clean Air Mercury Rule (“CAMR”)now known as the
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (“MATS”)

9) Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) Reduction Program

10) Big Bend New Gypsum Storage Facility

Please describe the Big Bend Unit 3 FGD Integration and
the Big Bend Units 1 and 2 FGD activities and provide the
estimated capital and O&M expenditures for the period of

January 2014 through December 2014.

The Big Bend Unit 3 FGD Integration program was approved
by the Commission in Docket No. 960688-EI, Order No. PSC-
96-1048-FOF-EI, 1issued August 14, 1996. The Big Bend
Units 1 and 2 FGD program was approved by theFCommission
in Docket No. 980693-EI, Order No. PSC-99-0075-FOF-EI,
issued January 11, 1999. In those Orders, the Commission
found that the programs met the requirements for recovery
through the ECRC. The programs were implemented to meet
the SO, emission requirements of the Phase I and II Clean

Alr Act Amendments (“CAAA”) of 1990.

There are no projected capital expenditures during January

2014 through December 2014 for the Big Bend Unit 3 FGD
10
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Integration project; however, O&M expenses are anticipated
to be $5,624,000 for consumables and ongoing maintenance.
The projected January 2014 through December 2014 capital
expenditures for the Big Bend FGD Units 1 and 2 project
are 5458,200 for the installation of a stack test port
installation and installation of a new chlorination
system. O&M expenses are anticipated to be $10,965,200

for consumables and ongoing maintenance.

Please describe the Gannon Thermal Discharée Study program
activities and provide the estimated 0O&M expenditures for

the period of January 2014 through December 2014.

The Gannon Thermal Discharge Study program was approved by
the Commission in Docket No. 010593-EI, Order No. PSC-01-
1847-PAA-EI, issued September 14, 2001. In that Order,
the Commission found that the program met the requirements
for recovery through the ECRC. For the period of January
2014 through December 2014, there are no projected 0&M
expenditures for this program. In the intent to issue the
permit renewal, dated August 9, 2013, FDEP indicated that
the proposed NPDES permit authorizes a thermal variance
under 316 (a) for the permit period. It is anticipated

that no additional study will be required.
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Please describe the Bayside SCR Consumables program
activities and provide the estimated O&M expenditures for

the period of January 2014 through December 2014.

The Bayside SCR Consumables program was approved by the
Commission in Docket No. 021255-EI, Order No. PSC-03-
0469-PAA-EI, issued April 4, 2003. For the period of
January 2014 through December 2014, Tampa Electric
anticipates O&M expenses associated with the consumable
goods (primérily anhydrous ammonié) will be approximately

$150,000 for the period.

Please describe the Clean Water Act Section 316(b) Phase
II Study program activities and provide the estimated O&M
expenditures for the period of January 2014 through

December 2014.

The Clean Water Act Section 316(b) Phase II Study program
was approved by the Commission in Docket No. 041300-EI,
Order No. PSC-05-0164-PAA-EI, issued February 10, 2005.
On March 20, 2007 the EPA announced that the rule adopted
pursuant to Section 316(b) be considered suspended. The
suspension of the final rule was made on July 9, 2007. On
April 20, 2012, EPA published a proposed rule for existing

steam electric generators, with the final rule expected in
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July 2012. 1In July 2012, the final rule was postponed once
again until June 2013. In June 2013, the final rule was
postponed until November 4, 2013. Due to the current
status of the rulemaking, Tampa Electric dces not
anticipate any O&M expenditures associated with this

project.

Please describe the Big Bend FGD System Reliability
program activities and provide the estimated capital
expenses for the period of January 2014 through December

2014.

Tampa Electric’s Big Bend FGD System Reliability program
was approved by the Commission in Docket No. 050598-EI,
Order No. PSC-06-0602~-PAA-EI, issued July 10, 200e6. The
Commission granted cost recovery approval for prudent
costs associated with this project. The Big Bend FGD
System Reliability project has been running concurrently
with the installation of SCR systems on the generating
units. For the period of January 2014 through December
2014, there are no anticipated capital expenditures for

this project.

Please describe the Arsenic Groundwater Standard program

activities and provide the estimated O&M expenditures for
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granted the subsumption of the previously approved CAMR

program into the MATS program.

On February 8, 2008, the Washington D.C. Circuit Court
vacated EPA's rule removing power plants from the Clean
Air Act 1list of regulated sources of hazardous air
pollutants under section 112. At the same time, the
Court vacated the Clean Air Mercury Rule. On May 3,
2011, the EPA published a new proposed rule for mercury
and other hazardous air pollutants according to the
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
section of the Clean Air Act. The proposed rule calls
for continued mercury monitoring requirements comparable
to CAMR and additional monitoring and testing of other
pollutants by 2014. On February 16, 2012, the EPA
published the final rule for MATS. The rule revised the
mercury limits and provided more flexible
monitofing/recordkeeping requirements. Additionally,
monitoring of acid gases and particulate matter will be
required. Existing sources will have through February
16, 2015 to comply with the rule. Tampa Electric must
conduct extensive emissions testing and engineering
studies at Big Bend Station and Polk Power Station to
determine what actions are required to meet the proposed

standards.
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For 2014, the anticipated capital expenditures are
$5,314,400 for replacement of required equipment for
mercury monitoring and upgrades to the FGD systems to meet
the emission standards required by the rule, and the
anticipated O0O&M expenditures, are $218,500 for testing

requirements and maintenance of equipment.

What is the impact of the remand of the CAIR and vacatur

of the CAMR on Tampa Electric’s ECRC projects?

On July 6, 2010, the EPA proposed a new rule, the Clean
Air Transport Rule to replace CAIR. On July 6, 2011, the
EPA issued the final CAIR replacement rule, now called
the Cross State Air Pollution Rule (“CSAPR”). CSAPR 1is
focused on reducing S0O; and NOy in 27 eastern states that
contribute to ozone and/or fine particle pollution in
other states. In ﬁhe final rule, Florida is subject to
the ozone season control program (May through September).
In December 2011, the final rule was stayed by the United
States Court of Appeals District of Columbia Circuit.
The stay on the finalized CSAPR and the remand of CAIR
have minimal impact on Tampa Electric’s ECRC projects
associated with NO, and S50, abatement. These projects
were initiated as a result of the CD signed between the

EPA and Tampa Electric; therefore, the company
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anticipates continuing its efforts to complete and
maintain the projects. The completed ECRC projects

support compliance with CSAPR.

The vacatur of CAMR occurred after Tampa Electric had
begun the procurement of equipment necessary to meet the
intent of the original rule; however, the company was
able to stop a significant portion of the total equipment
purchase. Subsequent to the vacafur, the company has
continued ﬁtilizing the resources. already secured to

establish a baseline of mercury emissions.

On May 3, 2011 the EPA proposed rules under National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants pursuant
to a court order referred to as the Utility Maximum
Achievable Control Technology (“U MACT”). The proposed
rules are to replace CAMR and are expected to reduce not
only mercury but acid gas, organics and certain non-
mercury metals emissions and require MACT. The final U
MACT rules were released in February 2012 with
implementation in May 2015. The company continues to
utilize the resources already secured to establish a
baseline on mercury and other emissions subject to the
proposed rule and expects to purchase other equipment

that will be required to comply with the rules.
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Please describe the GHG Reduction Program activities and
provide the estimated capital and O&M expenditures for the

period of January 2014 through December 2014.

Tampa Electric’s GHG Reduction Program approved by the
Commission in Docket No. 090508-EI, Order No. PSC-10-0157-
PPA-EI, issued March 22, 2010 is a result of the EPA’s
Mandatory Reporting Rule requiring annual reporting of
greenhouse gas emissions. Tampa Electric was required to
report greénhouse gas emissions to the EPA for the first
time in 2011. Reporting for the EPA’s Greenhouse Gas
Mandatory Reporting Rule will continue in 2014. For 2014,
this activity 1s not anticipated +to require capital
expenditures; however, it is expected to result in

approximately $114,100 in O&M expenses.

Please describe the Big Bend New Gypsum Storage Facility
activities and provide the estimated capital and O&M
expenditures for the period of January 2014 through

December 2014.

The Big Bend New Gypsum Storage Facility program was
approved by the Commission in Docket No. 110262-EI, OCrder
No. 12-0493-PAA-EI, issued September 26, 2012. In that

Order, the Commission found that the program meet the
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requirements for recovery through ECRC. The completion
of the project and in-service date is projected to be May
2014. The total installed capital cost at that time is
estimated to be $21,000,000 and the O&M for 2014 is

projected to be $1,051,200.
Please summarize your testimony.

Tampa Electric’s settlement agreements with' FDEP and EPA
require significant reductions in emissions from Tampa
Electric’s Big Bend and Gannon Stations. The Orders
established definite requirements and time frames in
which air quality improvements must be made and result in
reasonable and fair outcomes for Tampa Electric, its
community and customers, and the environmental agencies.
My testimony identified projects that are legaily
required by these Orders. I described the progress Tampa
Electric has made to achieve the more stringent
environmental standards. I have identified estimated
costs, by project, which the company expects to incur in
2014. Additionally, my testimony identified other
projects that are required for Tampa Electric to meet the
environmental requirements and I provided the associated

2014 activities and projected expenditures.
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Q.

A.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes it does.
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