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BBFORE THE FLORrDA PUBLIC S&RVIC& COMMISSION 

In re : Pet ition by Tampa Elect r lc Compa ny) 
fo r Appro val of Cos t Recove ry for a New ·l Docket No. 980693 EI 
Env i ronmental Pr ogram, the Big Bend Units) 
1 and 2 Flue Gas Desulfurizat ion System J Filed : August 14, 1998 __________________________________ ) 

LBGAL BNVIRONKBNTAL ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION, INC. 
PETITION POB LEAVE TO INtBRVENB 

Petit ioner , Lega l Environme nt a l Assistance Founda tion. Inc. 

(LEAFJ , r equests leave t o inte rve ne as a f ull party in t he above 

docket a nd states. 

1. The name and addres s o f the per son who should receive 

not1ces , plead ings , orders and correspondence is as fol l ows : 

Gail Kamaras 
Legal Envi r onment a l Assistance Foundation 
1114 Thomasvi l le Road , Suite E 
Tal l ahassee, FL 32303 

2 . How Tampa Electr ic Company (Tampa ) treats sulfur diox1de 

em iss1ons w1ll substant ia l l y in fluence both the amount of aH 

pollutlon emitted i n Tampa's service t erri tory and the continued 

cos~ - effect1veness a nd li fespan of Big Bend un1ts 1 and 2. 

3 . LEAF is a public interest advocac y o rganizauon with 

substanttal lntcrests t hat will be affec ted by Commiss ion action in 

t his docket. The corporate pu rposes of LEAF inc lude ensuring 

environmental and health benefits for its members and the public. 

A substanttu! number o f LEAF'' s tnemhers use and enJoy natural 
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'i . 
resourc~s whose qua lity is at r isk from pollution from electri c 

generat ion f acili ties. including from the Big Bend power plant and 

a r e Tampa customers. 

4 . Petitioner disputes the fai rness , JUStness and 

reaso nableness o f Tampa's compliance plan, r ecovery request and the 

t~m1ng of it s request in t hat the cumulative cost e f fectiveness and 

environmental effectiveness of its proposa 1 has no t been 

demonstrated f o r reasons that include: 

a. Tampa has not t imely filed a petition Cor pre-construction 

prudency approval of i ts Clean Air Act compliance plan 

pursuant t o section 366 . 825, Florida Statutes as required . 

b. Big Bend is among the most polluting power p lants in t h e 

stilte and, whil e LEAF generally supports use of flu e g a s 

desul fur ization ( FGD) e q uipment as the best ava llable cont:·ol 

t~chnology for sul fur dio x ide removal, it quest i ons the 

valldity and suffic iency of Tampa's compllance plan. 1ncl l'd1r.g 

the cumulat1ve cost and environmtntal ef fec tiveness o f 

ront1nuing to oper ate Big Bend 1 lnd 2 versus other 

alternat ive s. 

c The addition o f an FGD may provide an Incentive tv operate 

B1g Bend 1 and 2 f o r a longer period (the un i ts are 25 and 28 

yeDrly o ld respectively), the r eby allo• .. nng higher levels of 

<Hr pollutants and increasing maintenar c e costs as those un1ts 



<!::!e fu r L"ter: 

d. Wh1le Tampa is reducing 502 em1ssions from Big Bend 1 and 

2. 1 cs plan to revert to purchase of higher sul fur coal wtll 

allow lt to purchase up to 20,000 502 emission al l owances. rt 

tr. not clear tha~ the cost savings from s witching from low to 

h1gh sulfur coal will be more than the cost of al lowances; 

e . Tampa has not in~luded all probable environmenta l 

compliance costs in its alternatives analysis . Po r example. 

Tampa wil l be requi red to comply with federal and state 

regulations imposing stricter l imits on nitrogen ox1de ( NOx l 

em1ssions and fi ne particulate emissions (PM 2.5 ) in the next 

sove ral years. The cumulative cost of continuing to o perate 

B1g Bend l and 2 with all newly r equi red envi ro nmental 

controls or under operational res::. r1ct1ons and addit:onal 

matntenance costs has not been properly compared wt th the cost 

o f alternatives; and 

L. Tampa has not shown c:hat it s natural gas alcernath·e is the 

most ~esc-effective alternative . ; 

g . Tampa ' s alternatives do not adequately constder add1t1onal 

energy efficiency measures o r clean renewable technologtes 

that could cost effectively reduce or of fset its 5~2 

em1ssions . 

Petltioner is entitled to rel ief under Chapters 120 , 366 and 403 . 



Fla. Sta t., and implementing regulations. Petitioner reserves the 

right to rely on add itiona l statutes or rules shou ld additional 

ISSues arise or become known. 

WHEREFORE. Petitioner requests permission to intervene in thl.s 

docke t and be granted f ull rights t o part icipate 1n all proceedings 

chere1n. 

Respec tfully submitte d , 

c an l<amaras 
Legal Envi r o nmenta l Assistance Founda~ion 
111~ Thomasville Ro ad, Suite E 
Tallahassee , FL 32303 

aso1 681-25 91 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVI CE 

1 III'!HEOY CERTIF'Y that a true a nd correct copy of the Legal 
tuvlt onmental Assistance Foundation, Inc. (LEAF) Petition for Leave 
1 " Inte rve ne has been h:rnished by hand deli ve ry 1• 1 or by u.s. 
M1oll LO the !ollowing parties of record o n August 14, 1998: 

ol t "''" Jayo ( • l 
1 ' " ' ldo Public Service Comm. 
J•, ol() Shumord Oak Blvd. 
ldlluhaoooo , FL 32399-0850 

J,olul Roger llo we ( • ) 
ot lll c e o f Public Counse l 
111 w. Madi son St., Rrn 812 
' "lluhoooce , FL 32399-14 0 r 

'·"" Willlo 
ldmuu Ueooley ( • ) 

1\ll ttlr•y & Mc Mullen 
I'll I&OX 39 1 
'l't~l l tlh<IUUOO , FL 3 2 302 

v ll"it I Koufman ( • ) 
M• Wh I rto r· Reeve s 
111 s . Oadod c n Street 
l <~ ll,lhu otJee , FL 32301 

·'""" McWhIrter 
M· Wh t rt•·r Reeves 
t••t II<J X 3350 

I ' "'' " '• fl. 33601 

twrp-1" L I e we 11 yn 
T.ompil EliJctric Co. 
I!"<JU luLury Affai rs 
I•CJ IIOX 1 l I 
l.•mt o, Fl. 336 01 ·0111 .aL(. / Itt ,'~({~< • ') 

• < 
Gail Kamaras 
Legal Environmental Assistance 
Foundat ion , Inc. 
1114 Thomasville Rd, Sui t e E 
Tallahas s ee, FL 32303 
850 - 681 - 2591 
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