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TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED: 
 

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) 
has prepared the enclosed final supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) to 
address the August 22, 2017 Opinion issued by the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia regarding the Commission’s environmental review of the Southeast 
Market Pipelines (SMP) Project.     

On September 27, 2017, the Commission issued a draft SEIS for the SMP Project.  
The final SEIS estimates the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the SMP Project’s 
customers’ downstream facilities, describes the methodology used to determine these 
estimates, discusses context for understanding the magnitude of these emissions, 
describes the Commission’s past policy on the use of the Social Cost of Carbon tool, and 
as appropriate addresses comments on the draft SEIS.   

Commission staff will mail copies of the final SEIS to federal, state, and local 
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public 
interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners and other 
interested individuals and groups; newspapers and libraries in the project area; and parties 
to this proceeding.  Additionally, the final SEIS is available for public viewing on the 
FERC’s website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.  A limited number of copies are 
available for distribution and public inspection at:  
 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Public Reference Room 

888 First Street NE, Room 2A 
Washington, DC  20426 

(202) 502-8371 
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Questions? 
 

Additional information about the SMP Project is available from the Commission’s 
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov) 
using the eLibrary link.  Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter 
the docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e., CP14-
554, CP15-16, or CP15-17).  Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range.   
For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or 
toll free at (866) 208-3676; for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659.  The eLibrary link also 
provides access to the texts of formal documents issued by the Commission, such as 
orders, notices, and rulemakings. 

In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that allows 
you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets.  This can 
reduce the amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing 
you with notification of these filings, document summaries, and direct links to the 
documents.  Go to www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp.   
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SOUTHEAST MARKET PIPELINES PROJECT 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
FERC EIS 0279F 
(February 2018) 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The Southeast Market Pipelines Project (SMP Project) is composed of three 

separate, but related, interstate natural gas transmission pipeline projects subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission).  
These projects are the: Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC’s (Transco) 
Hillabee Expansion Project in Docket No. CP15-16-000; Sabal Trail Transmission, 
LLC’s (Sabal Trail) Sabal Trail Project in Docket No. CP15-17-000; and Florida 
Southeast Connection, LLC’s (FSC) Florida Southeast Connection Project in Docket No. 
CP14-554-000.  Transco, Sabal Trail, and FSC are collectively referred to herein as the 
“Applicants”.  Together, these projects (referred to as the SMP Project) involve the 
construction and operation of approximately 685 miles of pipeline and associated 
facilities including compressor stations, valves, and inspection equipment.   

 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), we1 prepared 

a draft and final environmental impact statement to: identify and assess potential impacts 
on the natural and human environment resulting from construction and operation of the 
SMP Project; describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the SMP Project; identify 
and recommend specific mitigation measures to avoid or reduce/minimize environmental 
impacts; and encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies 
in the environmental review process. 

 
Staff issued the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) for the SMP Project 

in December 2015.  The Commission issued an Order Issuing Certificates and Approving 
Abandonment (Order) in February 2016, and on September 7, 2016, an Order Denying 
Rehearing.  Project construction began in August 2016.  In June and July 2017, 
Commission staff authorized the pipelines to commence service of completed facilities.   

                                                           
1 “We,” “our,” and “us” refers to the environmental staff of the Commission’s Office of Energy Projects. 

The vertical line in the margin identifies text that has been modified in this final 
supplemental environmental impact statement and differs materially from the 
corresponding text in the draft supplemental environmental impact statement. 
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In August 2017, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 

Circuit remanded the Commission’s orders for preparation of a supplemental 
environmental impact statement (SEIS) consistent with the court’s opinion.  The 
Commission’s staff issued a draft SEIS on September 27, 2017.  The draft SEIS was filed 
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and a formal notice of availability 
was issued in the Federal Register on October 4, 2017.  The draft SEIS was mailed to 
6,658 parties including federal, state, and local government agencies; elected officials; 
Native American tribes; affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; intervenors 
in the FERC’s proceeding; and other interested parties.  The Federal Register notice 
established a 45-day comment period on the draft SEIS that ended on November 20, 
2017.  The notice described the procedures for filing comments on the draft SEIS and 
how information about the SMP Project could be found on the FERC’s website. 

 
In response to the draft SEIS, the Commission received 111 comment letters. 

Copies of the letters and our responses to their comments are summarized in Appendix A.  
The Commission received comment letters from the EPA, Senators Whitehouse and 
Bennet, the Sierra Club, Sabin Center for Climate Change Law at Columbia Law School, 
other non-governmental organizations, Sabal Trail, FSC, numerous individuals, and 
others.  Several of the comment letters received can be characterized as form letters, 
some of which have numerous signatories.  Comments provided generally addressed the 
significance of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts on the environment; the context 
provided for understanding the significance of these emissions; discrete impacts on the 
environment associated with GHG emissions; the Commission’s policy on the Social 
Cost of Carbon (SCC); and the significance of associated methane emissions.  All timely 
comments received were considered by staff, and are addressed, as appropriate, in this 
final SEIS.  Changes made to the draft SEIS reflect our consideration of the comments as 
well as additional staff analysis.      

          
The analysis provided in this final SEIS was prepared to supplement the 

information and analyses contained within the December 2015 FEIS for the SMP Project, 
which discussed the direct GHG emissions of the SMP Project and summarized the 
existing and projected climate change impacts on Florida.  The cumulative impacts 
analysis presented in the FEIS included air emissions from the known power plants 
served by the SMP Project.  However, the GHG emissions associated with use and 
combustion of the natural gas to be transported by the SMP Project were not included in 
the analysis.  The analysis in this final SEIS addresses downstream GHG emissions and 
provides context to assist public understanding.   
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The final SEIS is being mailed to the parties who received the draft SEIS as well 
as those parties who commented on the draft SEIS or who have become a party to this 
proceeding.  In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
regulations implementing NEPA, no agency decision on a proposed action may be made 
until 30 days after the EPA publishes a notice of availability of the FEIS in the federal 
register.  However, the CEQ regulations provide an exception to this rule when an agency 
decision is subject to a formal internal appeal process that allows other agencies or the 
public to make their views known.  In such cases, the agency decision may be made at 
the same time the notice of the FEIS is published, allowing both periods to run 
concurrently.  The Commission decision for this proposed action is subject to a 30-day 
rehearing period.   
 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

As of May 2017, natural gas represents Florida’s largest electric generation source 
at 69 percent of total generation.  Coal-fired and nuclear power represent 15 and 13 
percent, respectively, and non-hydroelectric renewable generation represents 2 percent.  
Since 1980, electric generation has represented between 41 to 51 percent of total GHG 
emissions from Florida.  Florida emissions of GHG as a whole and from the electric 
power sector peaked in 2006.2   

 
Over the next 5 years, the best available data indicates a Florida power generation 

trend toward retiring and displacing coal and oil facilities, and replacing that capacity 
with natural gas and renewable energy.  Florida is projected to retire 4,100 megawatts 
(MW) 3 of power generation capacity, including 2,718 MW from coal, 1,348 MW from 
natural gas, and 34 MW from fuel oil.  At the same time, 7,522 MW4 of new generation 
capacity is projected to be added for a net increase of 4,781 MW.  The new capacity is 
expected to be principally from natural gas (5,268 MW) and solar (1,846 MW), with 
biomass and landfill gas units making up an additional 320 MW.5 

 
When fully constructed, the SMP Project would have the potential to increase the 

flow of natural gas into Florida by 1.1 billion cubic feet per day (bcf/day).  The 
Applicants identified four power plants as end-use consumers of the SMP Project 
volumes: the new Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) Okeechobee Clean Energy 
                                                           
2 Velocity Suite ABB. 
3 This estimate includes both the St. John’s River Power Plant Park and the Indiantown plant identified in 

NextEra’s comment letter.  The Cedar Bay plant was not included as this plant has been retired prior to 
the publication of the draft SEIS. 

4 This estimate includes the Duke Energy, Citrus County Combined Cycle Plant, and the Okeechobee 
Clean Energy Center but not the Martin County Power Plant as this facility is already in operation.  The 
Okeechobee Clean Energy Center was mistakenly identified as already in operation in the draft SEIS. 

5 Velocity Suite, ABB. 



 
 

- 4 - 
 

Center; the Duke Energy Citrus County Combined Cycle Plant; and both the existing 
FPL Martin County Power Plant and Riviera Beach Clean Energy Center.  The use of 
SMP Project natural gas at the Okeechobee and Riviera Beach Clean Energy Centers was 
identified in subsequent filings.6  In addition, approximately 100 million cubic feet per 
day (MMcf/d) of the SMP Project capacity is unsubscribed.   

 
Three of the power plants are altering or have altered their operations and received 

new or revised Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) air quality 
permits during 2014-2016; while the Riviera Beach Clean Energy Center’s potential-to-
emit (PTE)7 has not changed since 2012.  We consider downstream GHG emissions to be 
a combination of PTE GHG emissions from the three power plants plus an assumed full 
combustion of the remaining 100 MMcf/d of natural gas.  As the Riviera Beach Clean 
Energy Center’s PTE would not change due to the SMP project, it was not included in the 
downstream GHG emissions calculations.  Table 1 provides these PTE GHG emissions, 
as carbon dioxide equivalents8 (CO2e), for three of the new or modified power plants, 
quantifies the potential CO2e emissions from consumption of the uncommitted capacity,9 
and provides the known reductions in GHG emissions resulting from the projected 
retirement and displacement of coal or oil as a primary fuel.10 

  

                                                           
6 Florida Southeast Connection, LLC proposes to construct the Okeechobee Lateral in FERC Docket No. 

CP17-463-000 to serve the Okeechobee Clean Energy Center.  This lateral is under review by the 
Commission at this time.  The Riviera Beach Clean Energy Center is connected to an existing natural 
gas transmission pipeline and in its comments on the draft SEIS, NextEra indicated that this facility 
receives gas from the SMP Project.   

7 PTE refers to the Permitted facility’s operational emissions at 8,760 hours per year. 
8 Emissions of GHGs are typically expressed in terms of CO2e, where the potential of each gas to increase 

heating in the atmosphere is expressed as a multiple of the heating potential of CO2 over a specific 
timeframe, or its global warming potential (GWP).  The 100-year GWP of CO2 is 1, CH4 is 25 and N2O 
is 298. 

9 From https://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec13_4.pdf, and 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-04/documents/us-ghg-inventory-2016-annex-2-
emissions-fossil-fuel-combustion.pdf. 

10 Derived from existing and proposed FDEP air quality permits for each facility. 
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Table 1 
Facility Annual CO2e 

(million metric tons)1 
FPL Okeechobee Clean Energy Center 5.46 
Duke Energy Citrus County Combined Cycle Plant 5.64 
FPL Martin County Power Plant 1.40 
Additional or uncommitted capacity11 2.0 
Total Downstream CO2 Emissions 14.5 
Duke Energy Citrus County coal retirement change -3.87 
FPL Martin County change due to switch from 
oil/natural gas to only natural gas 

-2.27 

Net Increase in Downstream Permitted Emissions 8.36 
 

1Annual potential-to-emit emissions from FDEP air quality permits. 
 
We calculated three downstream emissions scenarios (i.e., net, gross, and full 

burn) for informational purposes.  The first scenario includes the gross total minus the 
offset from the retirements or conversions (net).  The second scenario represents just the 
expected use of the destination facilities (gross).  Finally, the third scenario presents the 
upper bound full burn estimate, or complete combustion of the total pipeline capacity 
(full burn).  We note that it is unlikely that the full capacity of the power plants would be 
utilized at all times.  When the power plants are not running at full power, the gas could 
be sold to other customers.  However, as the power plants’ utilization of the SMP Project 
will vary, the full burn scenario represents complete combustion of the maximum 
pipeline capacity (see table 2).     
 

In an effort to provide some context to the GHG emissions from the SMP Project, 
we provide the GHG inventory for both the State of Florida and at a national level.  We 
used 2015 GHG inventory data from the Energy Information Administration (EIA) for 
our analysis.  The EIA inventory identified that fossil-fuel related sources (not including 
GHG emissions from land-use sectors) emitted 228 million metric tons of GHGs in 
Florida in 2015.12  Table 2 compares the range of downstream emissions to this inventory 
and identifies the potential increase in relative GHG emissions in Florida as well as the 
2015 National GHG inventory of 5.4 billion metric tons per year.13   

 

                                                           
11 Potential volumes of gas to additional customers, such as Riviera Beach Clean Energy Center, are 

included in these volumes. 
12 The fossil fuel GHG inventory of Florida increased from 227.5 to 231.5 million metric tonnes between    

2014 and 2015.  Power generation emissions fell via https://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/. 
13 https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-02/documents/2017_complete_report.pdf 
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We received several comment letters questioning why the draft SEIS did not 
account for fugitive methane leaks in the downstream GHG total.  Fugitive methane leaks 
from newly constructed downstream facilities are expected to be minimal, and fugitive 
methane leaks from power plants are also expected to be low.  Therefore, we determined 
that any increase would be negligible.  Additionally, the air permits for the Florida power 
plants included fugitive methane emissions.  The only analysis that did not include 
fugitive methane emissions was the “full burn” analysis.  To respond fully to these 
concerns we looked at fugitive methane leak rates from power plants and found widely 
varying numbers.  To be conservative, we used a 0.26 percent leakage rate, based upon a 
recent flyover study that measured methane emissions.14  The GHG emissions are 
updated in table 2 below.     
 

Table 2 
 Net PTE 

Emissions1 
Gross PTE  
Emissions 

Full Burn 
Emissions 

GHG Volume 
(million metric tons per year) 

8.36 14.5 23.0 

Percentage of 2015 Florida Inventory  3.6 6.3 9.9 
Percentage of 2015 National 
Inventory 

0.15 0.27 0.42 

1These projections account for the offset from coal retirement and oil to natural gas conversion. 

 
Based on this analysis, we estimate that the downstream use of the natural gas to 

be transported by the SMP Project would potentially increase the Florida GHG emission 
inventory between 3.6 and 9.9 percent.  As previously indicated, we note that the latter 
figure represents an unlikely, upper bound scenario.  The percentage reflects both the 
quantity of emissions and the limited geographic distribution of the end-use consumers.  
If the gas were to be delivered to additional states then the percentage would be lower.   
Any project with a 1.1 bcf/day capacity serving a different set of states would result in a 
different percentage for context, despite an identical contribution to climate change. 
 

We recognize that fossil fuel GHG emissions are the primary driver of climate 
change; however, we could not find a suitable method to attribute discrete environmental 
effects to GHG emissions.  The atmospheric modeling used by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, Environmental Protection Agency, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration and others is not reasonable for project-level analysis.  These 
global models are not suited to determine the incremental impact(s) of individual 

                                                           
14 Average of three power plant facilities in Assessing the Methane Emissions from Natural Gas-fired 

Power Plants and Oil Refineries.  Lavoie, Shepson, Gore, et al, Environmental Science and 
Technology, 2017, 51, 3373-3381.  http://pubs.acs.org/doi/ipdf/10.1021/acs.est.6b05531   
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projects, due both to scale and overwhelming complexity.  We reviewed simpler models 
and mathematical techniques to determine global physical climate change effects caused 
by GHG emissions, such as increases in global atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2) 
concentrations, atmospheric forcing, or ocean CO2 absorption.  We could not identify a 
reliable, less complex model for this task, and we are not aware of a tool to meaningfully 
attribute specific increases in global CO2 concentrations, heat forcing, or similar global 
impacts to SMP Project GHG emissions.  Similarly, the ability to determine localized or 
regional impacts from GHGs by use of these models is not possible at this time. 

 
The comments from Senators Whitehouse and Bennet criticize the draft SEIS 

analysis for stating that there is no known threshold of significance for any volume of 
GHG emissions while enumerating the various impacts from climate change in the SMP 
Project FEIS.  There are no widely accepted international, federal, or state definitions of 
what is considered a “significant” emission rate for GHG emissions.  Additionally, we 
have not identified any research that identifies a project level significance threshold of 
GHG emissions for climate change.  Without some specific definition, or basis in 
physical science, it would be inappropriate to ascribe significance to a rate or volume of 
GHG emissions. 

 
In response to comments on the draft SEIS criticizing the significance 

determination, we clarify that we did not include downstream GHG emissions in our 
significance determination for air quality in the SMP Project FEIS.  We are not 
determining that downstream emissions are “insignificant.”  While the downstream uses 
result in a potential increase of Florida GHG emissions, there is no threshold to determine 
significance.   

 
We received several other comments on GHG and climate change.  The Sierra 

Club asserted that an increase in GHG in Florida would impede the ability of Florida and 
the U.S. to reduce GHG emissions to combat climate change.  Indeed, we acknowledge 
any increase in GHG emissions would cumulatively contribute to climate change.  Here, 
we provide this context with a comparison to the Florida inventory, as suggested by the 
court.  We also provided a comparison to the U.S. national inventory to offer a secondary 
context which would be consistent across all projects before the Commission.  We did 
not find any state emission reduction targets for Florida.  

 
Several commenters requested that the FERC impose mitigation measures for 

GHG emissions.  The Commission lacks the jurisdiction to impose mitigation on 
downstream end-use consumers.  However, federal and state regulatory authorities (EPA 
and FDEP) have authority to regulate emissions under the Clean Air Act to reduce GHG 
emissions.   
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SOCIAL COST OF CARBON 
 
The Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases15 developed 

a tool to estimate the SCC.  The SCC tool attempts to quantify the comprehensive costs 
associated with a project’s carbon dioxide emissions.16  The SCC tool provides 
monetized values for addressing climate change impacts on a global level.  

 
As explained in the draft SEIS, the Commission’s policy on the use of the SCC 

has been to recognize the availability of this tool, while concluding that it is not 
appropriate for use in project-level NEPA reviews for the following reasons:  (1) the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) states that “no consensus exists on the 
appropriate [discount] rate to use for analyses spanning multiple generations”17 and 
consequently, significant variation in output can result;18 (2) the tool does not measure 
the actual incremental impacts of a project on the environment; and (3) there are no 
established criteria identifying the monetized values that are to be considered significant 
for NEPA reviews.  The SCC tool may be useful for rulemakings or comparing 
regulatory alternatives using cost-benefit analyses where the same discount rate is 
consistently applied; however, it is not appropriate for estimating a specific project’s 
impacts or informing our analysis under NEPA.  

 
 Several detailed comments were filed on the draft SEIS regarding the SCC.  The 

general nature of the comments included: statements that other agencies have found the 
SCC to be informative for regulatory changes that involved similar levels of emissions as 
the SMP Project; information on which to base an appropriate discount rate is available; 
the contention that the SCC does in fact estimate incremental environmental impacts; the 
lack of a monetary threshold does not invalidate the utility of the analysis in determining 
significance; a note that estimating the SCC after identifying the tons of GHG entails 
little work; and an assertion that the global SCC monetization was appropriate because 
US-only methodologies are not sound.   

 
The rationales that the Commission has used in support of not using the SCC tool 

for its NEPA analyses, and that the comments challenge, have been set forth in various 

                                                           
15 Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Carbon consisted of the Council of Economic Advisers, 

Council on Environmental Quality, Department of Agriculture, Department of Commerce, Department 
of Energy, Department of Transportation, Environmental Protection Agency, National Economic 
Council, Office of Energy and Climate Change, Office of Management and Budget, Office of Science 
and Technology Policy, and the Department of the Treasury. 

16 The social cost of carbon only addresses impacts from CO2, not methane, N2O or other GHGs. 
17 See Fact Sheet: Social Cost of Carbon issued by EPA in November 2013, available at 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/Downloads/EPAactivities/scc-fact-sheet.pdf. 
18 Depending on the selected discount rate, the tool can project widely different present day cost to avoid 

future climate change impacts. 
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Commission Orders.19  Thus, these comments raise matters of Commission policy that 
are more appropriate for the Commission to consider and address in a Commission order, 
rather than for the final SEIS to respond and address. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 

The SEIS quantifies the maximum GHG emissions from downstream use of 
natural gas transported on the SMP Project and provides context for these emissions in 
comparison to annual state and national GHG emissions.  The SEIS explains that staff 
cannot identify a suitable method to attribute discrete environmental effects to the 
quantified downstream emissions.  Thus, the SEIS cannot make a finding whether the 
quantified downstream GHG emissions pose a significant impact on the environment.   

 
The downstream GHG emissions analysis in this SEIS does not change our 

alternatives analysis.  The same downstream GHG emissions would result from the 
System Alternatives, Route Alternatives, and Aboveground Facility Location 
Alternatives because the project’s transportation capacity and end-use combustion of 
transported natural gas would be the same as the SMP Project.   

 
Further, we explained in the SMP Project FEIS that the No Action Alternative 

would not result in predictable actions if the SMP Project were not built.20  For example, 
the project’s shippers may seek to transport the same volumes of natural gas by 
expanding existing transportation systems or constructing new facilities.21  Because the 
No Action Alternative could result in lesser, equal, or greater GHG emissions than the 
SMP Project, we cannot use the quantified downstream GHG emissions from the SMP 
Project to meaningfully compare the two. 

   
Therefore, the final SEIS does not alter staff’s conclusion in the SMP Project 

FEIS.  Based on the environmental analysis in the FEIS and this final SEIS, we continue 
to conclude that, with respect to the impacts for which staff could assess significance, 
constructing and operating the SMP Project would result in temporary and permanent 
impacts on the environment.  However these impacts, with the Applicants’ 
implementation of their respective impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 

                                                           
19 Millennium Pipeline Co., LLC, 161 FERC ¶ 61,229, at PP 171-72 (2017); Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC, 161 

FERC ¶ 61,043, at P 296 (2017); Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC, 161 FERC ¶ 61,042, at P 307 (2017); Tennessee 
Gas Pipeline Co.¸ L.L.C., 156 FERC ¶ 61,157, at P 174 (2016); Elba Liquefaction Co., L.L.C., 155 FERC ¶ 
61,219 (2016); Constitution Pipeline Co., LLC, 154 FERC ¶ 61,046, at P 131 (2016); Columbia Gas 
Transmission, LLC, 153 FERC ¶ 61,064, at PP 69-70 (2015); Corpus Christi Liquefaction, LLC, 151 FERC 
¶ 61,098, at P 51 (2015).   

20 SMP Project FEIS at 4-3 
21 Id.   
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measures, as well as their adherence to the measures we have required to further avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate these impacts, would not be significant. 
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Southeast Market Pipelines Project 

Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses 

INDEX 

 
Document 
     ID Commenter Page 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

FA1 United States Environmental Protection Agency 1 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

EO1 Senators Whitehouse and Bennett 2 

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS1 

NGO1 Sabin Center for Climate Change Law at Columbia Law School  6 

NGO2 Sierra Club  11 

NGO3 Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law, 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, and Union of     
Concerned Scientists 28 

NGO4 Suwannee Riverkeeper (WWALS), Apalachicola, Ogeechee, Grand, 
Choctawhatchee, Chattahoochee, Indian, and Flint Riverkeepers 56 

NGO5 Sierra Club 60 

NGO6 Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law 62 

NGO7 Palm Beach County Environmental Alliance  64 

NGO8 Teamsters National Pipeline Training Fund 66 

 

 

 

                                                            
1 Appendices/attachments to comment letters were considered and addressed as appropriate in the final SEIS; 
however, copies of these documents are not included in this summary of comments.  Comment letter 
appendices/attachments may be viewed using the Commission’s eLibrary system. 



 

ii 
 

INDIVIDUALS 

IND1 Roger Marietta 71 

IND2 Christopher Mericle 72 

IND3  Deanna Mericle 73 

IND4 Allison Young 74 

IND5 Dianne McGee 77 

IND6 Michael Roth 79 

FORM LETTERS2 

FL1 Methane Emissions         83 

FL2 FERC SEIS Ignores Fugitive Methane 84 

FL3 FERC fails to answer Court request to use carbon cost or justify      
ignoring it 85 

FL4 FERC fails to answer criticism that omission of emission impacts is 
arbitrary according to NEPA 86 

FL5 FERC must justify ignoring carbon cost or supply alternative metric 87 

FL6 Fugitive Methane Costing 88 

APPLICANTS  

APL1 NextEra Energy, Inc.  89 

APL2 Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC 101 

APL3 Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC  104 

OTHER CORPORATIONS 

OC1 Duke Energy Florida, LLC 116 

 

                                                            
2 Several form letters were submitted to the Commission.  One copy of each form letter is provided in this 
summary.  The table preceding the form letters identifies each individual submittal by author and FERC docket 
ascension number.  Individual submittals may be viewed using the Commission’s eLibrary system. 



FEDERAL AGENCIES 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1‐1 

 

FA1‐1 Comment noted. 



ELECTED OFFICIALS 
Senators Whitehouse and Bennett 
 

2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EO1‐1 

 

 

EO1‐1  The use of the Social Cost of Carbon tool is 

addressed in the final Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement (SEIS) at 6‐7.   



ELECTED OFFICIALS 
Senators Whitehouse and Bennett 
 

3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

E01‐2 

 

 

 

 

 

E01‐3 

 

EO1‐2  See response to EO1‐1.   

 

EO1‐3  See response to EO1‐1.   



ELECTED OFFICIALS 
Senators Whitehouse and Bennett 
 

4 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EO1‐4 

 

 

EO1‐5 

EO1‐4  Commission staff prepares the NEPA document as 

one aspect for the Commission to consider in their decision 

to issue a Certificate.  Staff does not monetize benefits of 

proposed Projects nor does staff conduct cost‐benefit 

analyses as a part of its NEPA review for any infrastructure 

project.  Moreover, it would be inappropriate for staff to 

conduct cost‐benefit analyses as infrastructure projects 

involve many important qualitative considerations, 

including impacts to wildlife, water quality, geology, 

vegetation etc.  While the final EIS for the SMP Project 

reports some the project’s socioeconomic benefits, it does 

so as part of its environmental analysis required by NEPA 

and CEQ regulations, not to weight the costs and benefits 

of the project and project alternatives.  The final EIS did 

not calculate or consider in any way the economic benefits 

provided by the increased capacity for end users to provide 

electricity to consumers.     

Under Section 7(c) of the NGA, the Commission determines 

whether interstate natural gas transportation facilities are 

in the public convenience and necessity and, if so, grants a 

Certificate to construct and operate them.  The FERC’s 

Certificate Policy Statement provides guidance as to how 

the Commission evaluates proposals for new construction, 

and establishes criteria for determining whether there is a 

need for a proposed project and whether it would serve 

the public interest.  The Commission bases its decision on 

technical competence, financing, rates, market demand, 

gas supply, environmental impact, long‐term feasibility, 

and other issues concerning a proposed project.  
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EO1‐5  Our analysis cannot determine the significance of 

downstream GHG emissions, final SEIS at 7. 
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NGO1‐1 

NGO1‐2 

NGO1‐3 

NGO1‐4 

 

NGO1‐1  The direct construction GHG emissions are found 

in tables 3.12.1‐5, 3.12.1‐6, and 3.12.1‐7 of the SMP final 

EIS.  The direct operational GHG emissions are found in 

tables 3.12.1‐10, 3.12.1‐12, and on page 3‐260 of the SMP 

final EIS.     

NGO1‐2 See response to EO1‐5.  The 25,000 ton per year 

limit was to be used as an exclusion criteria and not a 

significance threshold under the vacated CEQ GHG 

guidance and the GHG reporting rule.   

NGO1‐3 See response to EO1‐1.  

NGO1‐4   The Commission lacks the jurisdiction to impose 

mitigation on downstream end‐use consumers.  However, 

federal and state regulatory authorities (Environmental 

Protection Agency, Florida Department Environmental 

Protection [FDEP]) could regulate emissions under the 

Clean Air Act to reduce GHG emissions.      

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Sabin Center for Climate Change Law 
 

7 
 

 

 

 

NGO1‐5 

 

NGO1‐6 

 

NGO1‐7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO1‐5 Emission factors for direct GHG emissions are 

found in the Commission’s administrative record, FERC 

Docket Nos. CP14‐554‐000, CP15‐16‐000, and CP15‐17‐

000. 

NGO1‐6 Downstream burn emissions were derived from 

the FDEP permits.  For full burn we used information from 

the EIA historical BTU gas content here: 

https://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec13

_4.pdf using 2016 number of 1037 btu/scf, and 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016‐

04/documents/us‐ghg‐inventory‐2016‐annex‐2‐emissions‐

fossil‐fuel‐combustion.pdf 

Using 14.46 kg C/MMBtu, and using mole conversion from 

C to CO2 (44/12).  

NGO1‐7 Upstream production activities are not an indirect 

impact of the SMP Project as described in the Rehearing 

Order.   
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NGO2‐1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO2‐2 

 

NGO2‐1  See response to EO1‐5.  Also, see the discussion of 

alternatives in final SEIS at 9. 

NGO2‐2 See responses to NGO2‐1 and NGO1‐4.   
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NGO2‐3 

 

NGO2‐3 See responses to EO1‐1 and EO1‐5. 

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Sierra Club 
 

14 
 

 

 

NG02‐4 

 

NGO2‐4 The Applicants have indicated that four end‐users 

will receive gas from the SMP Project as identified in the 

final SEIS at 3‐4.  We obtained emissions information for 

these facilities from FDEP permits and disclose them as 

part of the Net Potential to Emit emissions in table 2 of the 

final SEIS at 6.  The final SEIS presents the greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions from the expected use of the destination 

facilities and the small margin of unsubscribed capacity 

(gross), the offset to gross emissions by the retirements of 

higher‐emitting power plants (net), as well as the upper‐

bound GHG emissions in the unlikely event that the entire 

carrying capacity of the SMP Project flows 24 hours per 

day, 365 days per year without displacing any other fuel 

source (full burn).  The SMP Project’s anticipated 

displacement of higher‐emitting facilities is well 

documented in the FDEP air permits for the power plants.  

We provided three downstream emissions scenarios (i.e., 

net, gross, and full) for informational purposes.  As 

previously stated, under any scenario there is no metric to 

assign significance. 
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NGO2‐5 

 

NGO2‐5 The final SEIS at 3‐4 identifies the four end‐

consumers: Florida Power and Light (FPL) Company 

Okeechobee Clean Energy Center; the Duke Energy Citrus 

County Combined Cycle Plant; and the existing FPL Martin 

County Power Plant.  Additionally, FPL’s Riviera Beach 

Clean Energy Center is a consumer of SMP gas via an 

interconnect with the Florida Southeast Connection 

Pipeline at the Martin Plant. 
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NGO2‐6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NG02‐7 

 

NGO2‐6  See response to NG02‐4. 

NGO2‐7 The draft SEIS at 3‐4 notes that retirement or 

conversion information was derived from FDEP air quality 

permits (or permit applications).    
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NGO2‐8 

 

 

NGO2‐9 

 

NGO2‐8 The best available data (ABB Velocity) used a five‐

year timeframe to project fuel mix changes and was 

chosen to provide context as directed by the Court.  Using 

public and commercially available services we projected 

the change in fuel mix for facilities for the next 5 years.   

NG02‐9 Conclusions in the final SEIS are not dependent on 

the retirement of coal burning facilities.  In fact, the final 

SEIS provides a consideration of scenarios that do not 

assume retirement.  The reader is provided with this 

information to weigh as appropriate. 
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NGO2‐10 

 

 

 

 

NGO2‐11 

 

 

 

 

NGO2‐12 

 

 

NGO2‐10 The existing facilities are both converting from 

coal/oil while also increasing overall generation capacity.  

If the increased level of generation capacity were to be 

fueled by coal or oil, GHG emissions (as well as criteria 

emission, VOCs and HAPs) would likely be greater.  Using 

natural gas reduces the emissions of GHG and other 

pollutants per MW.   

NGO2‐11 See response to NGO2‐4.  Also, any projection of 

the amount of days per year a facility may be operating in 

the future is speculative. 

NGO2‐12 See response to NGO2‐9 
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NGO2‐13 

 

NGO2‐13 The draft SEIS at 5 provides context to the GHG 

emissions from the SMP Project, comparing GHG emissions 

to the 2014 Florida Inventory and the 2015 National 

Inventory.   The comment confuses discrete environmental 

effects caused by climate change, considered collectively, 

with discrete environmental effects attributable to a single 

source.  As explained in the final SEIS at 6‐7, we could not 

find a suitable method to attribute discrete environmental 

effects to GHG emissions.    
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NGO2‐14 

 

NGO2‐14 We agree that climate change is a cumulative 

impact of GHG emissions, but we reaffirm the conclusion in 

the final SEIS that assigning incremental environmental 

effects to a single project is not possible and therefore 

determining a single project’s contribution is not possible.   
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NGO2‐15 

 

NGO2‐15 See response to EO1‐1. 
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NGO2‐16

NGO2‐16 See response to EO1‐1. 
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NGO2‐17 

 

NGO2‐17 The final SEIS at 6‐7 explains that information 

attributing discrete environmental effects to the SMP 

Project’s GHG emissions is unavailable.  Also, see response 

to EO1‐1.   
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NGO2‐18 

 

NGO2‐18 As stated in the final SEIS at 2, the analysis in this 

final SEIS addresses downstream GHG emissions and 

provides context to assist public understanding.  Also, see 

response to NGO2‐9. 

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Sierra Club 
 

27 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law, Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, and Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

28 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO3‐1 

NGO3‐1 See response to EO1‐1. 
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NGO3‐2 

 

NGO3‐2 See response to EO1‐1. 
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NGO3‐3 

 

NGO3‐3 See response EO1‐4.     
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NGO3‐4 

 

NGO3‐4 See response to EO1‐1.   
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NG03‐5 

 

NGO3‐5 See response to EO1‐4. 
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NGO4‐1 See response to NGO2‐5.  
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NGO4‐2 

 

 

 

NGO4‐3 

 

 

NGO4‐2 The final SEIS at 3 states that the SMP Project 

would have the potential to increase the flow of natural 
gas into Florida by 1.1 billion cubic feet per day.  The need 

for the SMP Project was considered in the Commission 

Order.   

NGO4‐3 There is nothing in the record demonstrating that 

gas from the SMP Project would be delivered to an LNG 

export facility.  Furthermore, our analysis assumed full 

burn regardless of the end‐user. 
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NGO4‐5 

 

 

NGO4‐4 As directed by the court, we provided estimates 

for downstream GHG emissions as well as context.  An 

alternatives analysis of options for generating electricity is 

outside the scope of this final SEIS. 

NGO4‐5 Comment noted.  
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NGO4‐6 

NGO4‐6 Comment noted.   

 

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Sierra Club 

60 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO5‐1 

 

NGO5‐1 See response to NGO2‐16. 
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NGO5‐2 

NGO5‐3 

NGO5‐4 

 

 

 

NGO5‐2 See response to NGO2‐16. 

NGO5‐3 See response to NGO4‐4. 

NGO5‐4 See responses to NGO2‐12, NGO2‐13, and NGO2‐

15.   
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INSTITUTE FOR POLICY INTEGRITY 

62 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO6‐1 

 

NGO6‐1 See response to NGO4‐4. 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
INSTITUTE FOR POLICY INTEGRITY 

63 
 

 

 

 

NGO6‐2 

 

 

 

NGO6‐2 Staff cannot determine with accuracy the quantity 

of emissions that would be offset by the retirement or 

displacement of coal/oil fired power plants.  Thus the final 

SEIS presents three scenarios, including the full combustion 

of all transported gas without offsetting any amount.  Also, 

see response to NGO2‐9.



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

64 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

65 
 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO7‐1  

 

 

 

NGO7‐2

NGO7‐1 Comments noted. 

NGO7‐2 Karst terrain was addressed in the final EIS. 

 



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
TEAMSTERS NATIONAL PIPELINE TRAINING FUND 

66 
 

   



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
TEAMSTERS NATIONAL PIPELINE TRAINING FUND 

67 
 

   



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
TEAMSTERS NATIONAL PIPELINE TRAINING FUND 

68 
 

   



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
TEAMSTERS NATIONAL PIPELINE TRAINING FUND 

69 
 

   



NON‐GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
TEAMSTERS NATIONAL PIPELINE TRAINING FUND 

70 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO8‐1

NGO0‐8‐1 Comments noted. 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Roger Marietta 

71 
 

 

 

 

 

IND1‐1 

IND1‐1 Comment noted.  See table 2 in the final SEIS.  

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Christopher Mericle 

72 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND2‐1 

 

IND2‐2 

 

IND2‐3 

 

IND2‐1 See response to NGO4‐4. 

IND2‐2 See response to NGO2‐10. 

IND2‐3 See responses to NGO2‐10, NGO2‐14, and NGO2‐

17. 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Deanna Mericle 

73 
 

 

 

 

 

IND3‐1 

 

 

 

 

IND3‐2 

 

IND3‐1 See response to NGO1‐2. 

IND3‐2 See response to IND1‐1. 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Allison Young 

74 
 

   

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Allison Young 

75 
 

 

 

 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Allison Young 

76 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND4‐1 

IND4‐1 Comments noted.   

 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Dianne McGee         

77 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND5‐1 

 

IND5‐1 Comments noted. 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Dianne McGee         

78 
 

 

 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Michael Roth 

79 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND6‐1 

 

IND6‐1 See response to EO1‐1. 

 



INDIVIDUALS 
Michael Roth 

80 
 

 

 

 

 

 

IND6‐2 

 

IND6‐2 Comment noted.   

 

 



FORM LETTER 
 

81 
 

Six unique form letters, FL1‐FL6, were submitted into the record.  The individuals submitting these letters (and the FERC docket ascension numbers of 

these letters) are noted in the table below and Staff’s responses to these letters are provided thereafter.  When a letter was submitted by multiple parties, 

we refer to these parties as “individuals”.    

FL1: Methane Emissions 

Individuals (20171010‐0056), Troy Golson (20171019‐0010), Ashley Deal (20171023‐0067), Melinda Subo (20171024‐0019),  
Individuals (20171024‐0018), Individuals (20171106‐0008), Angelica Magby (20171107‐0065), Nia Michelle Reese (20171107‐0065),  
Daijah Travis (20171107‐0063), Tieziah Johnson (20171114‐0021), Individuals (20171114‐0020), Dylan Butter (20171114‐0018),  
Individuals (20171114‐0017), Justin Gilbert (20171114‐0016), Erick Machuca (20171114‐0039), Cameron Johnson (20171114‐0038), Individuals 
(20171205‐0100) 
 

FL2 FERC SEIS Ignores Fugitive Methane 

Eugene Marner (20171030‐0086), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0073), Donald A. Hebbard (20171030‐0074), Cynthia Beach (20171030‐0070), John 
O’Connor (20171030‐0053), Elizabeth Serrao (20171030‐0052), Carole Marner (20171030‐0051), Anthony G. Breuer (20171030‐0047), 
Epifanio Bevilacqua (20171030‐0048), Dennis Higgins (20171102‐0316), Colleen McKinney (20171102‐0310), Norm Farwell (20171102‐0309), 
Kathleen Higgins (20171107‐0056) 
 

FL3 FERC fails to answer Court request to use carbon cost or justify ignoring it 

Eugene Marner (20171030‐0085), Donald A. Hebbard (20171030‐0072), Cynthia Beach (20171030‐0063), Elizabeth Serrao (20171030‐0062), 
Carole Marner (20171030‐0059), John O’Connor (20171030‐0055), Epifanio Bevilacqua (20171030‐0049), Anthony G. Breuer (20171030‐
0046), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0045), Dennis Higgins (20171102‐0318), Norm Farwell (20171102‐0308), Colleen McKinney (20171102‐0305), 
Kathleen Higgins (20171107‐0054) 
 

FL4 FERC fails to answer criticism that omission of emission impacts is arbitrarily according to NEPA 

Eugene Marner (20171030‐0084), Cynthia Beach (20171030‐0076), Elizabeth Serrao (20171030‐0066), Donald A. Hebbard (20171030‐0065), 
Epifanio Bevilacqua (20171030‐0057), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0044), Sylvia Barnard (20171030‐0030), Colleen McKinney (20171102‐0313), 
Norm Farwell (20171102‐0312), Dennis Higgins (20171102‐0306), Kathleen Higgins (20171107‐0057), Elizabeth Callara  (20171109‐0018) 
 

FL5 FERC must justify ignoring carbon cost or supply alternative metric 

Carole Marner (20171030‐0083), Cynthia Beach (20171030‐0067), Eugene Marner (20171030‐0061), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0060), Anthony G. 
Breuer (20171030‐0058), Grace Nichols (20171030‐0056), Epifanio Bevilacqua (20171030‐0054), Russell Ziemba (20171030‐0036), David Kick‐
Davidaff (20171030‐0033), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0068), Colleen McKinney (20171102‐4004), Dennis Higgins (20171102‐0315), Norm Farwell 
(20171102‐0314), Kathleen Higgins (20171109‐0019) 
 



FORM LETTER 
 

82 
 

FL6 Fugitive methane costing 

Anthony G. Breuer (20171030‐0079), Carole Marner (20171030‐0075), Jan Mulroy (20171030‐0073), Donald A. Hebbard (20171030‐0071), 
Elizabeth Serrao (20171030‐0069), Cynthia Beach (20171030‐0064), Epifanio Bevilacqua (20171030‐0050), Sylvia Barnard (20171030‐0043), 
Eugene Marner (20171030‐0037), Carol Tansey (20171030‐0036), Peter Looker (20171030‐0036), Anna L. Burland (20171030‐0032), Christina 
Kielb (20171030‐0031), Steven Redler (20171030‐0029), Cynthia Pooter (20171030‐0028), Grace Nichols (20171030‐0027), Tina Lieberman 
(20171030‐0024), Dennis Higgins (20171102‐0317), Norm Farwell (20171102‐0311), Colleen McKinney (20171102‐0304), Kathleen Higgins 
(20171107‐0055) 

 

   

 



FORM LETTER 
Methane Emissions 
 

83 
 

 

 

 

 

 

FL1‐1 

 

FL1‐2 

FL1‐1 See responses to NGO2‐4, NGO2‐9, and IND1‐1.   

FL1‐2 See response to IND1‐1. 

 



FORM LETTER 
FERC SEIS Ignores Fugitive Methane 
 

84 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL2‐1 

 

 

 

 

FL2‐1  See response to IND1‐1. 

 

 



FORM LETTER 
FERC fails to answer Court request to use carbon cost or justify ignoring it 

85 
 

 

 

 

 

 

FL3‐1 

 

FL3‐1   See response to EO1‐1. 

 



FORM LETTER 
FERC fails to answer criticism that omission of emission impacts is arbitrary according to NEPA 

86 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL4‐1 

 

FL4‐1  See response to EO1‐1. 

 



FORM LETTER 
FERC must justify ignoring carbon cost or supply alternative metric 

87 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL5‐1 

 

FL5‐1   See response to EO1‐1. 

 



FORM LETTER 
Fugitive methane costing 

88 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FL6‐1 

FL6‐2 

 

 

 

 

 

FL6‐3 

 

FL6‐1 See response to EO1‐1. 

FL6‐2 See response to IND1‐1. 

FL6‐3 See response to EO1‐1. 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

89 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

90 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐1 

 

APL1‐1 Comments noted.   

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

91 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐2 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐2 Comments noted.  The final SEIS accounts for these 

clarifications.      

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

92 
 

 

 

 

APL1‐3 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐4 

 

APL1‐3 Comment noted.  The final SEIS includes this 

information.   

APL1‐4 Comments noted. 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

93 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐5 

 

APL1‐5 Comment noted. 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

94 
 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐6 

 

APL1‐6 The final SEIS includes this information.  

 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

95 
 

 

 

 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

96 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐7 

 

APL1‐7 Comments noted. 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

97 
 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐8 

 

APL1‐8 Comments noted. 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

98 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL1‐9 

 

 

APL1‐9 Comment noted. 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

99 
 

 

 

 

 



APPLICANTS 
NextEra Energy, Inc.   

100 
 

 

 

 

 

 



APPLICANTS 
Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC   

101 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL2‐1 

 

 

APL2‐1  Comment noted. 

 



APPLICANTS 
Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC   

102 
 

 

 

APL2‐2 

 

 

 

APL2‐3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL2‐4 

 

 

APL2‐2  Comment noted. 

APL2‐3  Comment noted. 

APL2‐4  Comment noted.   

 

 



APPLICANTS 
Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC   

103 
 

 

 

 

 



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

104 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL3‐1

 

 

APL3‐1 Comment noted.



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

105 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL3‐2

APL3‐2 Comment noted. 

 

 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

106 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

107 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APL3‐3

APL3‐3 Comment noted. 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

108 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

109 
 

 

 

APL3‐4

APL3‐4 Comment noted. 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

110 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

111 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

112 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

113 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

114 
 

   



APPLICANTS 
SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC   

115 
 

 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

116 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐1 

 

OC1‐1  Comment noted. 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

117 
 

 

 

 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

118 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐3 

 

OC1‐2  Comment noted.   

OC1‐3   Comment noted. 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

119 
 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐5 

OC1‐4  Comment noted. 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

120 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OC1‐6 

 

OC1‐6  Comment noted. 

 



OTHER CORPORATIONS 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC   

121 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


