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State of Florida 
Public Service Commission 
INTERNAL AFFAIRS MINUTES 

Tuesday - November 9, 2010 
10:40 am - 12:16 pm 

Attachment 1 

Room 140 - Betty Easley Conference Center 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chairman Graham 
Commissioner Edgar 
Commissioner Skop 
Commissioner Brise 

STAFF PARTICIPATING: Devlin, Kiser, Helton, B. Crawford, Miller, Futrell, Trapp, 
Fogleman, Shafer, Willis, Hinton, Pennington 

OTHERS PARTICIPATING: Dr. Mark Jamison - PURC 
Andy Tunnell - Gulf Power 
Vicki Kaufman - FIPUG 

1. Approve October 12, 2010 Internal Affairs Meeting Minutes . 

The minutes were approved. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 

2. Annual Briefing by Dr. Mark Jamison on the Activities of the Public Utility 
Research Center (PURC). 

Briefing by Dr. Mark Jamison. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 

3. Staffs Review of the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida's Electric Utilities. 

This item was deferred to the November 30, 2010 Internal Affairs Meeting. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 



Minutes of 
Internal Affairs Meeting 
November 9,2010 
Page Two 

4. Staff's comments regarding the FERC Transmission Planning and Cost 
Allocation NOPR. Comments due November 12, 2010. 

The Commissioners approved the comments with additional modifications to 
page 11 and page 13 as discussed in the Internal Affairs Meeting. Commissioner 
Skop dissented concerning some of the suggested modifications on page 12 and 
plans to file his own comments. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 

5. Talking Points Regarding the Federal Universal Service Program. Staff seeks 
further guidance. 

After some discussion, it was decided that staff and Commissioners should 
continue to have conversations with Florida's Congressional delegation about 
Florida' s contributions to the Federal Universal Service Program. This issue is to 
be brought back to the next Internal Affairs Meeting for further discussions and 
considerations on what was learned at the upcoming NARUC conference. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 

6. Procedural Discussion Regarding Hedging for Fuel Costs. 

After some discussion, staff was directed to get comments from utilities and other 
stakeholders to determine what their concerns and problems are. Staff is to come 
back to the December 14, 2010, Internal Affairs Meeting to present what they 
learned and how they recommend the Commission to proceed. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 
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Internal Affairs Meeting 
November 9, 2010 
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7. Other matters, if any. 

Katherine Pennington briefed the Commissioners on upcoming Legislative 
activities and potential impact on the Commission. 

Commissioner Skop requested an explanation regarding a handout he had 
received concerning the invocation and the Pledge of Allegiance held prior to 
meetings being called to order. Mr. Kiser and Ms. Helton explained that the 
handout provided general guidelines consistent with the Senate and the case law 
on this matter. 

Commissioners participating: Graham, Edgar, Skop, Brise 

I:\ia-minutes\ia-20 I O\lA-NOV -09-1 O.doc 
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Attachment 2 

State of Florida 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

November 22,2010 

1fIubItt~mritt ctrntttttthmion 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M -0-R-A-N-D-U-M-

Tim Devlin, Executive Director . _____ ~O 

James S. Polk, Regulatory Analyst II, Division of Regulatory Analysi~ £1-1 / 
Robert J. Casey, Public Utilities Supervisor, Division of Regulatory Analysis ~ :\~ 
2010 Annual Lifeline Report regarding the Number of Customers Subscribing to ~ 
Lifeline Service and the Effectiveness of Procedures to Promote Participation. 

Critical Information: ACTION IS NEEDED - Approval of the Lifeline draft 
report is sought. The 2010 Lifeline Final Report is due to the Governor, President 
of the Senate, and Speaker of the House by December 31, 2010. Staff requests this 
item be placed on the November 30, 2010 Internal Affairs. 

Staff is seeking approval of the draft 2010 Annual Lifeline Report regarding the Number of 
Customers Subscribing to Lifeline Service and the Effectiveness of Procedures to Promote 
Participation. The report is due to the Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker of the 
House by December 31,2010. 

Section 363.1 0(3)(i), Florida Statutes, requires the FPSC to provide this report to the Governor, 
the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by December 31 
each year. The report details regulatory actions impacting the Lifeline Program and Lifeline 
Awareness promotions in Florida. 

The Lifeline program grew 3.8 percent during the July 2009 through June 2010 review period. 
As of June 30, 2010, 642,129 eligible customers participated in the Lifeline program. The 
attached report has been prepared to fulfill the Florida legislative requirement. 

JSP 
Attachment 
cc: Charles Hill 
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Executive Summary 

The Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement Act of 2003 (the 2003 
Act) requires that a statewide cooperative effort be made to support the Lifeline Assistance 
Program (Lifeline) in Florida, which is part of the federal Universal Service Program (USP) 
designed to enable low-income households to obtain a $13.50 discount on their monthly phone 
bills or the option of receiving a free Lifeline cell phone and monthly minutes. This report 
presents Lifeline participation data for the July 2009 through June 2010 program year, and 
evaluates procedures put in place to strengthen the Lifeline program and increase the number of 
participants. 

The number of eligible customers participating in the Lifeline program in Florida grew 
3.8 percent during the July 2009 through June 2010 annual review period. As of June 2010, 
642,129 eligible customers participated in the Lifeline program. The four companies with the 
highest Lifeline enrollment, SafeLink, AT&T Florida f/k/a BellSouth (AT&T), Embarq Florida, 
Inc. d/b/a CenturyLink, and Verizon, all experienced increases in eligible Lifeline customers 
over the previous 2009 year. As of June 30, 2010, SafeLink had 396,114 Lifeline customers; 
AT&T had 126,114 Lifeline customers; CenturyLink had 41,593 Lifeline customers, and 
Verizon had 23 ,681 Lifeline customers. 

Consistent with 2009, the primary reason for the increase in Lifeline participation has 
been the automatic enrollment process initiated by the Florida Public Service Commission 
(FPSC or Commission) and the Department of Children and Families (DCF). Enrollment of new 
Lifeline customers by competitive eligible telecommunications companies (ETCs) continues to 
have a positive impact. Additionally, staff anticipates that Lifeline enrollment of new customers 
will continue to grow due to the current economic conditions. In total, non-incumbent local 
exchange carrier Lifeline enrollment! was 440,118 customers, which accounts for 68.5 percent of 
the Lifeline customers. 

Lifeline assistance participation continues to grow in Florida due to the involvement of 
the FPSC, the DCF, the Office of Public Council (OPC), and other state agencies that determine 
if a person is eligible for Lifeline service. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Report ending June 30, 2010, Florida had 1,422,837 households participating in the Food Stamp 
Program, compared to the June 30, 2009, figure of 1,070,307. The 32.9 percent2 increase in 
Florida represents the fourth largest percentage increase of all states over the previous year and is 
indicative of the condition of the economy not only in Florida but across the United States, with 
the average percentage increase of 20.3 percent for all states. The Food Stamp Program 
continues as the largest qualifying program for Lifeline assistance in Florida. 

Stay Connected, Florida. Get Lifeline Assistance and Save Money on Your Monthly 
Phone Bill was again the slogan selected by the project participants for Florida's 2010 Lifeline 
Awareness Week. Governor Charlie Crist wrote a letter commenting on the importance of 
Florida joining other states in this national outreach effort and indicating how participation in the 
Lifeline Assistance program has almost tripled in our state. As in past years, the FPSC's Lifeline 

I Non-ILEC Lifeline enrollment includes competitive ETC and non-ETC reseller enrollment. 
2 http://www.fns .usda.gov/pd/30SNAPcurrHH.htm. 



Awareness Week aimed to increase awareness among citizens already receiving assistance from 
public benefits programs. 

The FPSC remains committed to improving the success of the Link-Up and Lifeline 
program. The Link-Up program helps low-income consumers by reducing the telephone service 
installation charge and pays one-half (up to a maximum of $30) of the initial installation fee for a 
traditional wireline telephone or an activation fee for a wireless telephone. Other improvements 
are continuing the effectiveness of the FPSCIDCF Lifeline automatic enrollment process; and 
increasing the public awareness through targeted consumer outreach. This report provides 
greater detail on these initiatives and developments. 
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I. Background 

The Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement Act of 2003 (the 2003 
Act) became law on May 23, 2003. The 2003 Act requires that each state agency providing 
benefits to persons eligible for the Lifeline Assistance Program (Lifeline) shall, in cooperation 
with the Department of Children and Families (DCF), the Florida Public Service Commission 
(FPSC or Commission), and telecommunications companies providing Lifeline service, develop 
procedures to promote participation in Lifeline. The 2003 Act further requires the FPSC to 
report to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives by December 31 each year on the number of customers subscribing to Lifeline 
service and the effectiveness of procedures to promote participation in the program.3 This report 
is prepared pursuant to the requirements of the 2003 Act. 

Key legislation was passed during the 2007 legislative session to increase participation in 
the Lifeline program through automatic enrollment. The legislation requires any state agency 
that determines a person is eligible for Lifeline services to forward the information to the FPSC 
for automatic enrollment in the Lifeline program. Furthermore, the FPSC, the DCF, and the 
Office of Public Counsel (OPC) entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with 
respect to automatic enrollment. 

The FPSC, DCF, OPC, and industry have worked together to successfully continue to 
improve the automatic enrollment process during 2010. Automatic enrollment has had a positive 
impact on enrollment, and the FPSC anticipates continued success in the future . 

II. Program Support 

The Florida Link-Up and Lifeline programs are part of the federal Universal Service 
Program designed to enable low-income households to obtain and maintain basic local telephone 
service. Under the Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) rules, there are four tiers of 
monthly federal Lifeline support. 

• The first tier of federal support is a $6.50 monthly credit for the federal subscriber 
line charge (SLC), which is available to all eligible subscribers. All 50 states have 
approved this tier of support. 

• The second tier of federal support is a $1.75 monthly credit that is available to 
subscribers in those states that have approved the credit. All 50 states have also 
approved this tier of support. 

• The third tier of federal support is one-half the amount of additional state support up 
to a maximum of $1.75 in federal support. Because Florida carriers provide an 
additional $3.50 credit to Lifeline customers' bills,4 Florida Lifeline subscribers 
currently receive a total monthly credit of at least $13 .50, consisting of$10.00 ($6.50, 

3 Section 364.10, Florida Statutes. 
4 Since Florida does not have a state Universal Service Fund, the $3 .50 credit is absorbed by the ETC or Lifeline 

reseller providing service. 
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$1.75, and $1.75) in federal support and $3.50 in state support. The telephone 
subscriber may receive a credit less than $13.50 if the subscriber's bill for basic local 
telephone service is less than the maximum available credit. 

• The fourth tier of support, available only to eligible subscribers living on tribal lands, 
provides an additional credit up to $25.00 per month. This amount is limited so that 
the credit does not bring the basic local residential rate below $1.00 per month. 

Link-Up, a companion program, provides a 50 percent reduction in the telephone service 
initial installation charge for a traditional landline phone or activation fee for a wireless phone, 
up to a maximum $30 reduction. Eligible residents of tribal lands may receive up to $100 in 
discounts on initial connection charges. The $100 maximum is based on the sum of the federally 
financed 50 percent discount (up to the $30 maximum) available to all qualified low-income 
individuals, plus a dollar-for-dollar match (up to $70) for connection charges above $60. 

Transitional Lifeline Assistance requires that ETCs provide former Lifeline customers a 
30 percent discount off the residential basic local service rate. 5 Transitional Lifeline Assistance 
for wireless ETC providers will comply with the requirement of providing a 30 percent monthly 
discount off its non-discounted Lifeline rate plan, or in the case where a wireless company that 
offers a free handset and free minutes, the minutes will be at 30 percent of the plan that the 
customers were receiving at the time of the transition. The customer may receive the subsidy for 
one year from the date the customer ceases to be qualified for Lifeline. 

III. Customer Eligibility 

Program-Based 

Eligibility for both Link-Up and Lifeline In Florida can be determined by customer 
enrollment in anyone of the following programs: 

• Temporary Cash Assistance (TCA)6 
• Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
• Food Stamps 
• Medicaid 
• Federal Public Housing Assistance (Section 8) 
• Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Plan (LIHEAP) 
• National School Lunch Program's (NSLP) Free Lunch7 

• Bureau of Indian Affairs Programs (Tribal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF), Head Start Subsidy, and NSLP)8 

5 Section 364.105, Florida Statutes. 
6 Known as Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (T ANF) for federal universal service purposes. 
7 By Order No. PSC-06-0680-PAA-TL, issued August 7, 2006, in Docket No. 040604-TL, the FPSC required all 

ETCs to adopt the NSL for determining eligibility in the Link-Up and Lifeline programs in Florida. 
8 Eligible consumers living on tribal lands qualify for Lifeline if they participate in one of the following federal 

assistance programs: (I) Tribal TANF, (2) National School Lunch Program's Free Lunch Program, or (3) Head 
Start Subsidy. 
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Income-Based 

In addition to the program-based criteria, customers with annual incomes up to 150 
percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) may be eligible to participate in the Florida 
Link-Up and Lifeline programs. Florida Legislation in 2009 provided that each local exchange 
telecommunications company that has more than 1 million access lines and is an ETC shall 
provide Lifeline applicants who meet an income eligibility test of up to 150 percent of the 
Federal Poverty Guidelines with Lifeline service. In 2010, Section 364.10(3)(a), Florida 
Statutes, was revised to allow any commercial mobile radio service provider designated as an 
eligible telecommunications carrier pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §214(e), upon filing a notice of 
election to do so with the Commission, provide Lifeline service to any customer who meets an 
income eligibility test of 150 percent or less of the federal poverty income guidelines. The U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services made a decision to keep the 2010 FPG the same as 
the 2009 FPG.9 The OPC certifies customer eligibility under the income test for customers 
requesting to be enrolled in the Lifeline program for those local exchange telecommunications 
companies designated as ETCs that have more than one million access lines as described above. 
The OPC can also do income certification for wireless ETCs who have filed a notice election to 
do so with the FPSC. IO 

Table 1 shows that residential head of household income is determined by the federal 
poverty guidelines, which are based on the number of people in the household and the total 
amount of money received by each member in the household. Customers may be eligible if their 
income is up to 150 percent of the U. S. poverty guideline. 

Table 1. 2010 U.S. Poverty Guidelines 

U.S. Poverty 150% of U.S. Poverty 150% of U.S. Poverty 
Size of Household Guidelines Guidelines Guidelines 

(number of people) Total Household Total Household Total Household 
Annual Income Annual Income Monthly Income 

I $10.830 $16,245 $1 ,354 

2 $14,570 $21 ,855 $1 ,821 

3 $18,310 $27,465 $2,289 

4 $22,050 $33,075 $2,756 

5 $25,790 $38,685 $3,224 

6 $29,530 $44,295 $3,691 

7 $33,270 $49,905 $4,159 

8 $37,010 $55,515 $4,626 

*For each additional person, add $5,610 to the 150 percent U.S. Poverty Guidelines 
Total Annual Household Income. 

Source: Flonda ope Web Site, 2010 

9 Federal Register, Volume 75, No. 148, August 3, 2010, Notices. 
10 See Section 364.1 0(3)(a), Florida Statutes. 
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IV. Carrier Eligibility 

Section 54.201(b) of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) provides that a state 
commission shall, upon its own motion or upon request, designate a common carrier that meets 
certain requirements as an eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) in a nonrural service area. 
Section 54.201(c) of the CFR provides that a state commission may, as long as the request is 
consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity, designate one or more common 
carrieres) as ETC(s) in a rural service area. I I 

An ETC can be an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC), a competItive local 
exchange carrier (CLEC), or a wireless carrier. A carrier that is granted ETC status is eligible to 
receive universal service support l2 pursuant to FCC rules. 13 

To qualify as an ETC, a common carrier must offer services that are supported by federal 
universal service support mechanisms, either using its own facilities or a combination of its own 
facilities and another carrier's resold service l4 and the carrier must advertise the availability of 
such services and charges using mass media. Additionally, a company applying and qualifying 
for designation as an ETC must demonstrate good management and legitimate business practices 
to successfully administer the Lifeline program, ensuring that granting them ETC status is in the 
public interest to the citizens in Florida. 

11 A state commission also has the authority to rescind the ETC status of any ETC designated by it that does not 
follow the requirements of the Lifeline Assistance program. 

12 Universal Service Funds are available to ETCs which provide Lifeline service; rendering service to schools and 
libraries; and provisioning, maintaining, and upgrading facilities and services for rural, insular (islands that are 
territories or commonwealths of the United States), and high cost areas. 

13 47 CFR pt. 54 - Universal Service. 
14 Those services supported by Universal Service include the following: (I) voice grade access to the public 

switched network, (2) an amount of local minutes of use of local exchange service provided free of charge to end 
users, (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its functional equivalent, (4) single-party service, (5) access to 
emergency services, (6) access to operator services, (7) access to interexchange services, (8) access to directory 
assistance, and (9) toll limitation for qualifYing low-income consumers. 

6 



The following 24 companies have ETC status in Florida and participate in the Lifeline 
Program: 15 

• BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida 
• American Dial Tone, Inc. 
• Budget Prepay, Inc. d/b/a Budget Phone 
• dPi T eleconnect, LLC 
• Easy Telephone Services Company 
• Embarq Florida, Inc. d/b/a CenturyLink 
• Express Phone Service, Inc. 
• GTC, Inc. d/b/a FairPoint Communications 
• FLA TEL, Inc. 
• Frontier Communications of the South, LLC 
• ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc. 
• Knology of Florida, Inc. 
• Midwestern Telecommunications, Inc. 
• Northeast Florida Telephone Company d/b/a NEFCOM 
• Nexus Communications, Inc. d/b/a Nexus Communications TSI, Inc. 
• Smart City Telecommunications LLC, d/b/a Smart City Telecom 
• Sprint-Nextel 
• Quincy Telephone Company d/b/a TDS Telecom/Quincy Telephone 
• T-Mobile South LLC 
• TracFone Wireless, Inc. d/b/a SafeLink Wireless 
• Verizon Florida LLC 
• Verizon Wireless (former ALL TEL territory) 
• Virgin Mobile USA, L.P. d/b/a Assurance Wireless 
• Wind stream Florida, Inc. 

The FCC designated Sprint-Nextel and ALL TEL Communications as ETCs. In 
approving the designation of Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) carriers as ETCs, the 
FCC noted that ETCs must comply with state requirements in states that have Lifeline 
programs.16 By Order No. PSC-07-0288-PAA-TP, issued April 3, 2007, the FPSC had authority 
to consider applications for ETC status by CMRS providers. 

15 The FCC designated Alltel Communications and Sprint Nextel as ETCs. The remaining ETCs were designated by 
the FPSC. Virgin Mobile USA, L.P. d/b/a Assurance Wireless and T-Mobile South LLC became ETCs 
subsequest to June 30, 2010 and are not included in any data in this report. 

16 FCC Nextel Order, DA 04-2667, adopted August 25, 2004, footnote 30; FCC ALL TEL Order, DA 04-3046, 
adopted September 24,2004, footnote 29; FCC Sprint Order, DA 04-3617, adopted November 18,2004, footnote 
27. 
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V. Public Interest Determinations 

Under Section 214 of the Act, the FCC and state commissions must determine that an 
ETC designation is consistent with the public interest, convenience and necessity for rural areas. 
They also must consider whether an ETC designation serves the public interest consistent with 
Section 254 of the Act. Congress did not establish specific criteria to be applied under the public 
interest tests in Sections 214 or 254. The public interest benefits of a particular ETC designation 
must be analyzed in a manner that is consistent with the purposes of the Act itself, including the 
fundamental goals of preserving and advancing universal service; ensuring the availability of 
quality telecommunications services at just, reasonable, and affordable rates; and promoting the 
deployment of advanced telecommunications and information services to all regions of the 
nation, including rural and high-cost areas. 17 The FPSC has determined that before designating a 
carrier as an ETC, it should make an affirmative determination that such designation is in the 
public interest, regardless of whether the applicant seeks designation in an area served by a rural 
or nonrural carrier. 18 

Beyond the principles detailed in the Act, the FCC and state commissions have used 
additional factors to analyze whether the designation of an ETC is in the public interest. A 
rigorous ETC designation process ensures that only fully qualified applicants receive designation 
as ETCs and that all ETC designees are prepared to serve all customers within the designated 
servIce area. 

VI. Subscribership and Participation Rates 

A. Lifeline 

The number of customers enrolled in Lifeline increased by 23,355 during the July 2009 
through June 2010 12-month review period, representing a 3.8 percent increase. The 
effectiveness of the FPSCIDCF Lifeline automatic enrollment process continues to have a 
positive impact on participation in 2010. 

17 In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order FCC 05-46 (~40) , 
adopted February 25, 2005, released March 17, 2005. 

18 See Docket No. 090245-TP, In re: Petition for limited designation as eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) 
by Virgin Mobile USA, L.P. , Order No. PSC-IO-0323-PAA-TP, issued May 19, 2010, p. 8; See Docket No. 
090337TX, In re: Petition for designation as eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) by Easy Telephone, Inc. , 
Order No. PSC-1O-0125-PAA-TX, issued March 2, 2010, p. 4; See Docket No. 080 I 69-TX, In re: Application for 
designation as eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) by Express Phone Service, Inc., Order No. PSC-08-
0836-PAA-TX, issued December 24, 2008, p. 4. 
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Table 2 shows the number of Lifeline subscribers from September 2006 through June 
2010. The increase of Lifeline subscribers receiving benefits in 2010 is the result of the 
continued efforts implementing the FPSC/DCF automatic enrollment process. 

Table 2. Florida Lifeline Subscribership 

September September June June June % Net Gain 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2009-2010 

Lifeline 
145,734 159,028 183,972 6 18,774 642, 129 3.8% 

Subscribers 

Source: Industry responses to FPSC data requests (2006-20 10) 

Table 3 shows USAC Lifeline disbursements for Florida for the 12-month period ending 
September 2010, an all time high which totaled $83,045,099 and averaged $6,920,425 per 
month. These dollars enabled Florida citizens qualifying for Lifeline benefits to receive 
discounted monthly bills with a credit of $13.50 or a free Lifeline wireless phone with free 
minutes per month that would be unavailable without the Lifeline program. 
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Table 4 shows Lifeline participation rates for September 2007 through June 2010. 19 As 
of June 2010, the participation rate was 45.1 percent. Although Lifeline Enrollment increased 
3.8 percent over the previous year, due to economic conditions, the number of eligible 
households increased 20 percent over the previous year, causing the participation rate to decrease 
by 7 percent. Preliminary state figures show Florida's poverty rate increased from 12 to 13.9 
percent in 2009. By comparison, from 1999 to 2007, Florida's poverty rate increased only 0.3 
percent. 20 

Year 

June 2010 

June 2009 

June 2008 

September 2007 

Table 4. Lifeline Participation Rate 
in Eligible Florida Households 

Lifeline Eligible 
Enrollment Households 

642,129 1,422,837 

618,774 1,185,516 

183,972 1,186,015 

159,028 1, 173,173 

% Participation 
Rate 

45.1% 

52.2% 

15.5% 

13.6% 

Sources: Report and Order and Further NotIce of Proposed Rulemakmg, we Docket 03-109, In the 
Matter of Lifeline and Link-Up, Order No. Fee 04-87, released April 29, 2004; industry responses to 
FPSe data requests (2007-20 I 0); Florida Legislature Office of Economic and Demographic Research; 
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

19 The participation rate is the ratio of enrolled subscribers to the eligible households. 
20 "The New Poor": Poverty Reaches Historic Levels. Miami Herald, September 16,2010. 
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Table 5 represents the distribution of Lifeline enrollment from September 2006 through 
June 2010. The data shows a net increase of3.8 percent in Lifeline subscribers for 2010. 

Table 5. Lifeline Net Participation 

Net Net Net Net 

ETC, Sept Sept Growth June Growth June Growth June Growth 

2006 2007 Rate 2008 Rate 2009 Rate 2010 Rate 

SafeLink N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 393,036 N/A 396,114 0.80% 

AT&T 87,291 93,337 7% 104,506 12.0% 126,090 20.7% 126,114 0.02% 

Embarql 23, 104 30,016 30% 34,803 15.9% 39,855 14.5% 41,593 4.4% 
Century Link 

Verizon 26,428 23,918 - 9% 22,720 - 5.0% 20,916 -7.9% 23,681 13.2% 

Windstream 3,533 3,806 8% 4,266 12.1% 4,807 12.7% 5,517 14.8% 

American 1,166 1,840 58% 1,847 0.4% 2,862 55.0% 18,127 533.4% 
Dial Tone 

FairPoint 2,002 2,030 1% 2,179 7.3% 2,777 27.4% 3,093 11.4% 

Flatel N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,279 N/A 1,888 -17.2% 

Express N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,275 N/A 3,923 72.4% 

Budget Phone 134 59 - 56% 565 857.6% 1,134 100.7% 3,099 173.3% 

Nexus ° 2037 N/A 2,084 2.3% 1,038 -50.2% 333 -67.9% 

TDS Telecom 697 736 6% 735 - 0.1% 845 15.0% 920 8.9% 

NEFCOM 588 635 8% 638 0.5% 837 31.2% 769 -8.1% 

Knology 64 126 97% 221 75.4% 695 214.5% 959 380% 

dPi N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 588 N/A 1,273 116.5% 

Frontier 118 150 27% 172 14.7% 179 4.1% 159 -11.2% 

Sprint-Nextel 28 39 39% 78 100.0% 171 119.2% 191 11.7% 

ITS Telecom 27 79 193% 101 27.8% 124 22.8% 147 18.6% 

Midwestern N/A 174 N/A 465 167.2% 107 -77.0% 153 43 .0% 

Verizon 
Wirelessl 31 38 23% 32 - 15.8% 66 106.3% 18 -72.7% 
ALLTEL 

Smart City 3 8 167% 9 12.5% 20 122.2% 18 -10.0% 

Easy N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 376 N/A Telephone 

Non-ETC N/A N/A N/A 8,551 N/A 18,073 121.6% 13,664 -24.4% Reseller 

Total 145,734 159,028 9.5% 183,972 15.7% 618,774 236.3% 642, 129 3.8% 

Sources : Industry responses to FPSC data requests (2006-2010) 
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As presented in Table 6, the 4 ETCs which have the largest number of Lifeline 
participants had a gain of 7,605 customers. 

Table 6. AT&T, SafeLink, Verizon, and Embarq/CenturyLink 
Lifeline Customer GainlLoss 

Company 
June 2010 Customer Lifeline Customer GainlLoss 

Participation 

SafeLink 396,114 3,078 

AT&T 126,114 24 

Embarq/ 
41 ,593 1,738 

CenturyLink 

Verizon 23,681 2,765 

Total 587,502 7,605 

Source: Industry responses to FPSC data requests (2009-20 I 0) 

B. Link-Up 

Florida's Link-Up program helps low-income consumers by reducing the telephone 
service installation charge. This program pays one-half (up to a maximum of $30) of the initial 
installation fee for a traditional wireline telephone or activation fee for a wireless telephone. 
Eligible residents of tribal lands may receive up to $100 in discounts on initial connection 
charges. The $100 maximum is based on the sum of the federally financed 50 percent discount 
(up to the $30 maximum) available to all qualified low-income individuals, plus a dollar-for­
dollar match (up to $70) for connection charges above $60. 

Table 7 displays Link-Up program partIcIpants for AT&T, Verizon, and 
Embarq/CenturyLink from September 2007 through June 2010. 

Table 7. AT&T, Verizon, and 
Embarq/CenturyLink 
Link-Up Participants 

Year 
AT&T, Verizon, and Embarq 

Link-Up Customers 

June 2010 53,078 

June 2009 35,330 

June 2008 13,959 2 1 

September 2007 29,849 

Source: Industry responses to FPSC data requests (2007 -20 I 0) 

2 1 This figure represented a nine-month period, October 1,2007, through June 30, 2008. 
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C. Transitional Lifeline 

In accordance with Section 364.105, Florida Statutes, current customers who no longer 
meet eligibility criteria and are removed from Lifeline service receive a 30 percent discount off 
the residential basic local service rate for a period of 12 months after ending Lifeline service. 
For example, a former Lifeline customer with a phone bill that includes a $25.00 basic rate 
would receive a $7.50 monthly discount for one year. Transitioning from Lifeline service means 
that the consumer's socio-economic status may have improved, and the customer may have 
advanced beyond the qualifying eligibility criteria. 

Table 8 presents data on Transitional Lifeline customers for AT&T, Verizon, and 
Embarq/CenturyLink for September 2006 through June 2010. 

Table 8. AT&T, Verizon, and 
Embarq/Century Link 

Transitional Lifeline Participants 

AT&T, Verizon, and 
Year Embarq/CenturyLink 

Participants 

June 2010 3,710 

June 2009 3,996 

June 2008 8,822 

September 2007 11 ,463 

September 2006 21,173 

Source: Industry responses to FPSC data requests (2006-2010) 

D. Lifeline Automatic Enrollment Process 

Implementation of the Lifeline automatic emollment process has been a major success. 
Staff began formally tracking the number of Lifeline applications filed via the Lifeline automatic 
emollment process in October 2006, and as of June 30, 2010, 310,963 Lifeline applications were 
filed. 

The automatic emollment process entails the DCF client checking a "yes" or "no" box on 
the DCF Web application, indicating an interest in receiving the Lifeline discount on his or her 
telephone service. The "no" box provides an option to the applicant not to subscribe to Lifeline. 
If the client answers in the affirmative, the applicant identifies a telephone service provider from 
a drop-down box on the application and answers applicable questions. The DCF forwards to the 
FPSC the necessary information of those clients approved by DCF for benefits who have 
indicated a desire to receive Lifeline. The FPSC computers sort the information by ETC and 
place the applications on the FPSC' s secure Web site for retrieval by the appropriate ETC. 
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The FPSC and DCF continue to work together to further streamline the Lifeline 
Automatic Enrollment process, making the procedure easier and more efficient for applicants. 
With the increase in additional companies, including wireless, providing Lifeline, the DCF 
application was modified for clarity by separating ETCs by wireline and wireless providers on 
the list of Florida ETCs. Additionally, on the FPSC Web site, applicants downloading or 
accessing a Lifeline application could call a representative to apply or gain information about the 
company's Lifeline plans or elect to fax or mail in their completed application. 

All ETCs are required to enroll the subscriber in the program as soon as practicable, but 
no later than 60 days from the receipt of the FPSC's automatic e-mail notification. In addition, 
upon completion of initial enrollment, the ETC is required to credit the subscriber's bill for 
Lifeline service as of the date the ETC received the FPSC's e-mail notification. 

ETCs are required to provide the FPSC, within 20 calendar days of receiving the FPSC's 
e-mail notification, the names, addresses, telephone numbers, and date of the application for any 
misdirected applications; any applications for customers currently receiving Lifeline service; or 
any rejected applicants, including the reason(s) the applicants were rejected as shown in Rule 25-
4.0665 , F.A.C. The information filed by the ETCs is confidential and exempt from the public 
records requirement; however, the information contained in the response is disclosed to the 
Commission, pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 364. 1 07(3)(a)(4), Florida Statutes. 

The implementation of the Lifeline automatic enrollment process has shown promising 
results; furthermore, with more companies participating in the Lifeline program, the potential to 
reach significantly greater numbers of eligible customers in coming years exists through 
automatic enrollment. 

VII. Regulatory Actions Impacting Florida's Lifeline Program 

Key actions by the Florida Legislature, the FPSC, and the FCC to advance the Link-Up 
and Lifeline programs continued during 2010. A discussion of these initiatives is presented 
below. 

A. Florida Legislature 

1. Revision to Chapter 364.10, Florida Statutes. In 2010, Section 364.10(3)(a), 
Florida Statutes, was revised to allow any commercial mobile radio service provider designated 
as an eligible telecommunications carrier pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §214(e), upon filing a notice of 
election to do so with the Commission, provide Lifeline service to any customer who meets an 
income eligibility test of 150 percent or less of the federal poverty income guidelines. This 
revision expanded 2009 legislation which revised Section 364.1 0(3)(a), Florida Statutes, to 
mandate that each Local Exchange Carrier (LEC) that has more than 1 million access lines and 
that is designated as an ETC shall provide Lifeline service to any customer who meets an income 
eligibility test of 150 percent or less of the federal poverty income guidelines. The previous 
income eligibility test was at 135 percent or less of the federal poverty guidelines. 

Chapter 364.10, Florida Statutes, was also revised at Section 364.10(3)(h)3 to mandate 
that by December 31, 2010, the Commission, the Department of Children and Families, the 
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Office of Public Counsel, and each ETC offering Lifeline and Link-Up services shall convene a 
Lifeline Work Group to discuss how eligible subscriber information, such as name, date of birth, 
and service address, will be shared; the obligations of each party with respect to the use of that 
information; and the procedures to be implemented to increase enrollment and verify eligibility 
in the programs. 

B. Florida Public Service Commission 

1. Lifeline Work Group as required by Senate Bill (SB) 814. The initial meeting of 
the Lifeline Work Group was hosted by the FPSC on August 18,2010. Representatives from the 
FPSC, the Department of Children and Families, the Office of Public Counsel, and ETCs 
participated. Key questions discussed at the meeting included: (1) How should an eligible 
subscriber's personal identifying information be shared? (2) Should an eligible subscriber's 
personal identifying information be used by an ETC for marketing purposes? (3) What should be 
the obligations of each party with respect to the use of an eligible subscriber's personal 
identifying information? (4) What procedures should be implemented to increase enrollment and 
verify eligibility in these programs? Formal written comments were requested and received, and 
another meeting will be planned at a later time. 

2. Proposed amendment of Rule 25-4.0665, F.A.C., Lifeline Service. On June 4, 
2010, the FPSC formally adopted amendments to Rule 25-4.0665, Florida Administrative Code, 
relating to Lifeline. This action was the culmination of a multi-year process to establish 
comprehensive rules to strengthen the Lifeline program. The rules established procedures 
relating to certification, verification, data reporting, and other key issues related to Lifeline.22 

3. Bundled Packages. Docket No. 080234-TP addresses the application of the Lifeline 
discount to bundled service packages. A bundled service package combines basic local 
telecommunication service with nonbasic services to create an enhanced service offering. Basic 
local telecommunications service means voice-grade, single-line, flat-rate residential local 
exchange service that provides dial tone, local usage necessary to place unlimited calls within a 
local exchange area, dual tone multi frequency dialing, and access to the following: emergency 
services such as "911," all locally available interexchange companies, directory assistance, 
operator services, relay services, and an alphabetical directory listing. Nonbasic service means 
any telecommunications service provided by a local exchange telecommunications company 
other than a basic local telecommunications service, a local interconnection arrangement 
described in Section 364.16, Florida Statutes, or a network access service described in Section 
364.163, Florida Statutes. Any combination of basic service along with a nonbasic service or an 
unregulated service is nonbasic service. 

Currently, ETC policies within Florida differ as to whether the Lifeline discount applies 
to bundled service packages. Some ETCs provide Lifeline consumers with the option to 
subscribe to any bundled package while others reject the applications of Lifeline consumers 
subscribing to bundled services. Other ETCs engage in procedures informing consumers of 
limited plans for Lifeline, giving customers the only option of subscribing to a basic service. 

22 Docket No. 090504-TP, Order No. PSC-I 0-0358-NOR-TP. 
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The FPSC initiated this docket because Florida consumers who were qualified for the 
Lifeline program through the FPSCIDCF Lifeline automatic enrollment process were being 
denied Lifeline service by some providers due to the consumer's choice for a bundled service. 
By Order No. PSC-08-0417-PAA-TP, issued June 23, 2008, the Commission clarified that 
pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §54.403(b) and consistent with Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, ETCs are 
required to apply the Lifeline discount to the basic local service rate or the basic local service 
rate portion of any service offering which combines both basic and nonbasic service. 

Verizon, Sprint-Nextel, and Alltel Communications, LLC (Alltel) each requested a 
formal proceeding in protest of the FPSC's order. The Office of Public Counsel (OPC) filed a 
Notice of Intervention in support of the FPSC's order. A formal hearing was held on March 2, 
2009. 

Verizon entered into a settlement agreement in Docket No. 080278-TL which resolved its 
protest in Docket No. 080234-TP. Verizon agreed to provide Lifeline discounts to all eligible 
customers who request the discount and receive regulated telecommunications service packages. 
Verizon also agreed to contribute $125,000 to promote the Lifeline and Link-Up programs. The 
Sprint-Nextel and Alltel Communications, LLC issues are pending before the Commission. 

4 Rule Development Concerning the Eligibility Requirements for a Common 
Carrier Desiring Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in Florida 
(Undocketed). A staff workshop was held on August 11, 2009, to discuss preliminary rule 
language concerning the eligibility requirements for a common carrier desiring designation as an 
eligible telecommunication carrier in Florida. Post workshop comments were filed by interested 
parties on September 14,2009. FPSC staff continued rule development in 2010. 

5. ETC Petitions. Considerable activity continued in 2010 regarding formal ETC 
petitions filed with the FPSC for consideration. In total, two wireless company ETC petitions 
were granted, two CLEC ETC petitions were granted, and five CLEC ETC petitions were 
withdrawn. 

6. Expedited Approval of Lifeline Outreach Funding and for Modification of SEEM 
Penalty Payments. On October 16, 2009, AT&T filed a petition which addresses operations 
support systems, permanent performance measures for incumbent local exchange 
telecommunications companies. On August 25,2010, the FPSC issued Order No. PSC-I0-0545-
PAA-TP stating that the Settlement Agreement filed on March 22,2010, is approved and that 
AT&T shall voluntarily deposit a one-time contribution of $250,000 into the AT&T Florida 
CSF.23 

7. The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) and the Florida Office of Public 
Counsel (OPC) Joint Comments in response to the FCC's Public Notice (DA 09-2257) 
released on October 21, 2009, relating to Lifeline. The FCC sought comment on the provision 
of Lifeline service to residents of group living facilities such as homeless shelters, nursing 
homes, assisted-living facilities, apartment buildings, trailer-home communities, halfway houses, 
and group homes. 

23 Docket No. 000121A-TP 
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Specifically, the FCC sought comment on: 

• The effects of the one-per-household rule for Lifeline support in the context of group 
living facilities . 

• Ways that eligible telecommunication carriers (ETCs) may offer Lifeline service to 
qualified residents of group living facilities while continuing to comply with the one­
per-household rule. 

• Whether and how ETCs that provide Lifeline-supported service to homeless 
individuals who do not use shelters could comply with the one-per-household rule. 

In response to the FCC' s request, the FPSC and OPC filed joint comments to encourage 
the FCC to: 

• Expand the definition of "household" to include residents of group living facilities. 

• Put appropriate safeguards in place if the definition of "household" is expanded in 
order to protect the universal service program from waste, fraud, and abuse. 

• Keep the burden of validating Lifeline customer eligibility for reimbursement from 
the USF with the ETC providing Lifeline Service to residents of the group living 
facility . 

• Require ETCs to maintain Lifeline eligibility documentation of all Lifeline customers 
(including residents of group living facilities) as required by 47 C.F.R. §54.417. 

• Require TracFone to implement a 60-day inactivity check of Lifeline customers to 
ensure the USF Fund is only reimbursing TracFone for active Lifeline customers. 

• Define the terms homeless, homeless shelters, and other group living facilities. 

8. FPSC comments in response to the Public Notice released on June 14,2010, (FCC 
10J-2) by the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service (Joint Board) seeking 
comment on the questions presented in the FCC Lifeline and Link-Up Referral Order. 
Specifically, the FCC asked the Joint Board to recommend any changes to the Lifeline and Link­
Up eligibility, verification, and outreach rules. In response to the request for comments, the 
FPSC asked the FCC to consider the following: 

• The FPSC encourages the FCC to expand the definition of "household" to include 
residents of group living facilities such as homeless shelters to enable them to obtain 
prepaid wireless phones. However, being a resident of a homeless shelter should not 
automatically make a consumer eligible for Lifeline and Link-Up. At a minimum, 
self-certification of participation in a qualifying program or certification of income 
should be completed. 
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• The FPSC believes additional documentation requirements beyond what a state 
requires may burden Lifeline-eligible consumers and may hinder the original intent of 
Lifeline and Link-Up, which is to help low-income households obtain and maintain 
affordable telephone service. 

• The FPSC supports the use of automatic enrollment processes for Lifeline as used in 
Florida. However, the FCC should not impose a mandatory automatic enrollment 
requirement for Lifeline on states. Each state should have the ability to make a 
determination as to whether automatic enrollment would be the most effective means 
to increase its Lifeline participation rate. 

• The FPSC supports the use of electronic certification and verification for Lifeline 
such as the computer portal being used in Florida's pilot program. 

• If a national database of Lifeline participants is created to prevent duplication of 
Lifeline credits and protect against fraud, waste, and abuse of the universal service 
program, the database should be maintained by the Universal Service Fund (USF) 
administrator under strict confidentiality provisions. 

• The FPSC believes that documentation verifying compliance with federal and state 
low-income program requirements should be retained for a fixed time period of at 
least three years to provide states adequate time to complete an audit if necessary. In 
addition, resellers of Lifeline service should also be required to retain documentation 
to verify compliance for the same period of time as ETCs. 

• The FPSC fully supports the participation of the FCC, National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), the state public utility commissions, 
and the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA) in an 
annual National Lifeline Awareness Week. 

• The FCC should ensure that all Lifeline ETCs advertise the availability of such 
services and charges and participate in public information campaigns. 

• The FCC should remain committed to improving the success of the Link-Up and 
Lifeline programs. The FCC should encourage state public service commissions to 
work with their designated social service agencies to develop and maintain Lifeline 
automatic enrollment processes and distribute Link-Up and Lifeline educational 
materials. 

9. Enforcement Action. The FPSC strives to protect the integrity of the Lifeline 
program in the State of Florida. The FPSC not only has statutory authority to grant ETC 
designations, but also has authority to revoke ETC status when warranted. The FPSC recognizes 
that appropriate safeguards ensuring protection against waste, fraud, and abuse in the Lifeline 
program is contingent upon working, functioning, and developing adequate safeguards to ensure 
that funds are being disbursed and expended according to state and federal regulations and 
guidelines. The FPSC recognizes that unlawful and inappropriate disbursements from the USF is 
inconsistent with public trust, and negatively impacts states like Florida, which contributes more 
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into the USF than it receives. The FPSC will continue to establish and enforce safeguards to 
protect waste, fraud, and abuse of the USF in Florida. 

Specific actions taken by the FPSC include: 

• The monthly monitoring of Link-Up and Lifeline disbursements from the USF to 
determine if funds are being reported and reimbursed consistent with the number of 
actual Lifeline customers. Additionally, the FPSC monitors Lifeline customer lines 
that are purchased from another carrier as "resale" are not being claimed by the ETC 
for reimbursement, causing overpayment of the USF. 

• The FPSC establishment of the National ETC Coordinating Group to monitor 
prospective and existing ETCs across the country. Florida has been one of the front 
runners in enforcing safeguards to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse of the USF. This 
sharing of information has enabled other states in the ETC Coordinating Group to 
monitor new ETC petitioners and existing ETCs within each respective state to 
prevent waste, fraud, and abuse of the USF on a national basis. 

• Frequent contact and maintaining open lines of communications with the FCC and 
USAC on Lifeline matters. The FPSC monitors companies that have been issued 
show-cause actions by the FCC or are under investigation by the FCC or the USAC. 

• The prepaid wireless 60-day verification program was initiated by the FPSC to verify 
that customers that have not used their Lifeline phones in a 60-day period are still 
valid Lifeline customers. The FPSC discovered that many Lifeline customers 
provided a free handset and free minutes may discard or not use the phone after a 
couple months. The prepaid wireless provider would still collect reimbursement from 
the USF on a monthly basis. The FPSC requires prepaid wireless providers to contact 
the customer after 60 days of inactivity to verify they are still a valid Lifeline 
customer. If no reply is received, the wireless provider disconnects service to that 
customer. 

C. Federal Communications Commission 

1. TracFone Petition for Rulemaking to Revise Universal Service Support Available 
to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (FCC Docket No. 96-45). TracFone Wireless, Inc. 
filed a petition on March 5, 2009, requesting a rulemaking proceeding for amending the 
definition of federal Tier One Lifeline support in the amount $6.50 per month per Lifeline 
customer. The Tier One support equals the individual state's subscriber line charge (SLC). In 
many states, the SLC charged by the largest ILEC in the state is less than $5.00. Fourteen states 
have ILECs serving a substantial portion of the states that charge a SLC less than $6.00, but 
greater than $5.00. In only 15 states, plus Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, all ILECs 
charge the highest permissible SLC rate of $6.50. The petition is pending at the FCC. 

2. TracFone Lifeline Petition to Modify Lifeline Head of Household. A petition filed 
by TracFone Wireless on April 27, 2009, seeks to have the FCC modify a condition that an ETC 
must require its Lifeline customers to annually self-certify that he or she is the head of the 
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household and receives Lifeline-supported service only from one ETC. Specifically, the FCC 
requirement is intended to prevent Lifeline participants from obtaining mUltiple Lifeline benefits. 
TracFone believes that the requirement has an unintended adverse impact on residents of 
homeless shelters. TracFone requests the FCC clarify that the one-per-household rule does not 
apply to qualified Lifeline residents of homeless shelters. The company also asks the FCC to 
provide guidance on how ETCs may enroll residents of shelters in their Lifeline programs 
without risking violation of the rule. The petition is pending at the FCC. 

3. National Broadband Plan. Specific to Lifeline and Link-Up, the National 
Broadband Plan24 advocates expanding the Lifeline and Link-Up programs by allowing subsidies 
provided to low-income Americans to be used for broadband. In addition, the plan encourages 
the licensing of a block of spectrum for wireless with a condition to offer free or low-cost service 
that would create affordable alternatives for consumers, reducing the burden on USF. Key 
recommendations in the plan related to Lifeline and Link-Up include: 

• The FCC should expand Lifeline and Link-Up to make broadband more affordable 
for low-income households. 

• The FCC should consider free or very low-cost wireless broadband as a means to 
address the affordability barrier to adoption. 

• The FCC should make changes to ensure effective coordination and consultation with 
Tribes on broadband issues. 

• The FCC and states should require ETCs to permit Lifeline customers to apply 
Lifeline discounts to any service or package that includes basic voice service. 

• The FCC should integrate the expanded Lifeline and Link-Up programs with other 
state and local e-govemment efforts. 

4. Midwestern Telecommunications Inc. (Midwestern) Petition for Forbearance 
from ETC facilities requirement. Midwestern is an existing ETC in Florida presently 
providing landline only telecommunications service. Through its petition, Midwestern sought 
forbearance from the FCC requirement that ETCs provide service, at least in part, over their own 
facilities. In response to the petition, the FCC released Order FCC 10-134 on July 30, 2010, 
granting in part and denying in part Midwestern's petition. The order granted Midwestern's 
petition for relief from the facilities requirement as it relates to Lifeline; however, relief was 
denied as it applied to Link-Up. On September 10,2010, Midwestern filed a compliance plan to 
satisfy conditions imposed by the FCC when it granted Midwestern limited forbearance from the 
facilities requirement in order to become a wireless ETC providing Lifeline service. Comments 
regarding this compliance plan are due October 20, 2010, and Reply Comments are due 
November 4, 2010. 

24 The National Broadband Plan was created by the FCC as directed by the United States Congress to ensure that 
every American has access to broadband to advance consumer welfare, civic participation, public safety and 
homeland security, community development, health care delivery, energy independence and efficiency, 
education, employee training, private sector investment, entrepreneurial activity, job creation and economic 
growth, and other national purposes. 
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5. High-Cost Universal Service Support, FCC WC Docket No. 05-337; CC Docket 
No. 96-45. On September 3, 2010, the FCC released an Order and Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking addressing how high-cost support should be allocated when the USF support is 
phased out or eliminated. The Order addresses two specific merger requirements affecting 
Verizon Wireless/Alltel and Sprint NextellClearwire. In response to the FCC's Order, Sprint 
filed a notice relinquishing its ETC designation in Florida, North Carolina, and Tennessee. 
Verizon Wireless provided notice that it will phase down its high-cost support over five years. 

VIII. Lifeline Awareness Promotion, Pursuant to Section 364.10, F.S. 

Promotional activities in 2010 featured National Lifeline Awareness Week, National 
Consumer Protection Week, the Connect Florida Campaign, and ongoing "grass roots" efforts to 
increase awareness and enrollment in the programs. 

Lifeline Across America. In 2010, the Lifeline Across America Working Group (FCC, 
NARUC, and NASUCA representatives) concentrated on finalizing the second annual National 
Lifeline Awareness Week. The Working Group's efforts were rewarded when more than 25 
state public service commissions throughout the country issued press releases, received 
gubernatorial proclamations, released television and radio public service announcements, and 
published letters-to-the-editor to help spread the word about the Lifeline and Link-Up telephone 
assistance programs. NARUC President David Coen of Vermont participated in a September 13 
congressional briefing in the House of Representatives' Rayburn Building to officially kick off 
the week. Officials from the FCC, NASUCA, and a local social-service organization also shared 
the stage. The briefing drew a crowd of congressional staff, media, and interested stakeholders. 
President Coen said Lifeline Awareness Week is a critical outreach effort that will continually 
help spread the word about these beneficial telephone assistance programs. In 2009, NARUC 
passed a resolution calling for an annual national outreach campaign to increase consumer 
knowledge about Lifeline and Link-Up. After the initial event in Washington, D.C., 
Congresswoman Doris Matsui (D-CA) introduced a House resolution recognizing the week of 
September 13-19, 2010, as Lifeline Awareness Week. The resolution was cosponsored by 
Congressman Edward Markey (D-MA). Although Congress did not act on the proposal, the 
Working Group was pleased that it was introduced, giving the Lifeline Awareness Week national 
standing. 

Also, the technical sub-group (formed in 2007) continued to hold quarterly conference 
calls to discuss special issues related to the administration of the Link-Up and Lifeline programs. 
The sub-group includes representatives from the FCC, NARUC, USAC, and state commissions. 
In 2009, the FPSC shared information about Florida's Lifeline regulations and procedures, 
SafeLink activities, and Lifeline Awareness Week. 

National Lifeline Awareness Week (September 13-19, 2010). Stay Connected, Florida. Get 
Lifeline Assistance and Save Money on Your Monthly Phone Bill was again the slogan selected 
by the project participants for Florida's 2010 Lifeline Awareness Week. Governor Charlie Crist 
wrote a letter commenting on the importance of Florida joining other states in this national 
outreach effort and announcing that participation in the Lifeline Assistance program has almost 
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tripled in our state (Governor Crist's letter follows on the next page). As in past years, the 
FPSC's Lifeline Awareness Week aimed to increase awareness among citizens already receiving 
assistance from public benefits programs. 
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CHARLIE CRIST 
GOVERNOR 

September 13, 2010 

Dear Friends: 

Welcome to the Florida kickoff of National Lifeline Awareness 
Week! Florida is pleased to join other states in this national outreach 
effort to increase awareness about the Link-Up and Lifeline 
Assistance programs. 

Link-Up Florida and Lifeline Assistance programs provide 
discounts on connection fees and on monthly bills for Florida's low­
income consumers. Since 2008, participation in the Lifeline 
Assistance program has almost tripled in Florida. It is important that 
every citizen in the great State of Florida has access to affordable 
telephone service to enable them to stay connected to services, 
businesses, and family. This week will help even more eligible 
Floridians benefit from the programs. 

I want to thank the Public Service Commission, the Office of 
Public Counsel, other state and federal agencies, and 
telecommunications companies across the State of Florida for your 
dedication to providing access to local telephone service. 

Best wishes for a successful week helping Floridians to Stay 
Connected! 

THE CAPITOL 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399 • (850) 488-2272 • FAX (850) 922-.4292 
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The FPSC launched the kickoff event in Apalachicola to help residents affected by the 
Deepwater Horizon oil spill. Area residents, through the help of Franklin County's Promise 
Coalition and the City of Apalachicola, learned how to save money annually on their local phone 
bills through the discounted telephone programs. Events were also held in Macclenny, 
Pensacola, Ft. Walton Beach, Tampa, and Ft. Lauderdale. Some events included participation 
and support from local government officials and local social service agenCIes. Individual 
assistance was offered to consumers applying for Link-Up or Lifeline. 

Linking Solutions (for AT&T, CenturyLink, SafeLink, and Verizon) and Fairpoint 
Communications were instrumental in obtaining locations and informing citizens about the 
events. Additional assistance was provided by the OPC, Assurance Wireless, AT&T, 
CenturyLink, FLATEL, NEFCOM, SafeLink, Sprint-Nextel, T-Mobile, and Verizon. The initial 
planning phase included all Florida Eligible Telecommunications Carriers. The input and 
support of these diverse Lifeline Partners were key to the success of this project. 

National Consumer Protection Week and Other Community Events. The Lifeline Partners 
continued to seek existing community events and develop new events where Lifeline educational 
materials could be distributed and discussed with citizens. National Consumer Protection Week 
(NCPW), March 7-13, 2010, provided an excellent backdrop for other important 2010 Lifeline 
outreach activities. NCPW is a coordinated annual consumer education campaign that 
encourages individuals to take advantage of their consumer rights. For this year's event, the 
Commission partnered with six senior centers and a public library in North Florida to help 
Florida' s senior residents save money on their telephone and utility bills. The FPSC staff began 
the week' s activities with a presentation to consumers during Senior Days and a library visit 
throughout Tallahassee and Wakulla. In keeping with the national theme, Dollars and Sense: 
Rated A for all Ages-highlighting the importance of using good consumer sense at every stage 
of life-Commission presentations included information about reducing utility expenses through 
conservation and applying for Lifeline. One-on-one assistance was provided to consumers 
wanting to enroll in Link-Up and Lifeline at these events. Utility representatives were also 
available to offer assistance at some locations. 

Other events and locations where Lifeline information was shared included Ambassadors 
for Aging Day, Active Living Expo, Earth Day at the Capitol, Canal Point Community Day, 
Volusia County Community Day, Pahokee Community Day, Florida Assisted Living 
Association's Annual Conference, City of Riviera Beach Community Day, National Employ 
Older Workers Week, Wakulla Public Library, and senior days in the following communities: 
Bradfordville, Woodville, Tallahassee (various locations), Ft. Braden, Chaires-Capitola, 
Miccosukee, and Citrus County. The FPSC also provided Lifeline educational materials for 
distribution by Florida's 280 public libraries, the Waldo Community Center, The Tamarac 
Community Day, the 10th Annual Central Florida Kidfest and Family Expo, and the Villa 
Aida/Goodlet Park Community Day. 

Connect Florida Campaign. The Connect Florida Campaign (Campaign), established by 
Linking Solutions, Inc., OPC, and AT&T in 2004, remains a factor in increasing consumer 
awareness and participation in Link-Up and Lifeline. During the July 2009 - June 2010 
reporting period, Campaign event locations included Tallahassee and Tamarac, and large 
Lifeline events were planned in Tampa, Hialeah, and Pahokee. AT &T Florida is targeting 
additional cities throughout the remainder of the year, including Crystal River, Riviera Beach, 
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and Orlando and is also planning events in Brevard, Duval, Escambia, and Momoe counties, 
specifically targeting Florida's military families. Also, through Linking Solutions, AT&T will 
target the National School Lunch Program in certain counties, including Columbia, Dixie, 
Gilchrist, Levy, and Putnam. From July 2009 - June 2010, the Linking Solutions Campaign held 
480 sessions throughout Florida with 61,500 attendees and submitted approximately 4,590 Link­
Up and Lifeline applications. 

Community Services Block Grant Program. The Florida Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA) previously modified its procedures in the Community Services Block Grant program to 
add an indicator to its work plan, allowing the community action agencies to report on the 
number of clients they help to secure Lifeline services. During the fourth year reporting period 
of October 1, 2008 - September 30, 2009, an additional 1,632 households were signed up for 
Lifeline benefits through 15 community action agencies. Data for October 2009 to September 
2010 is not available until early 2011. 

Income-Based Lifeline Applicants. The OPC continues to provide assistance to consumers 
applying for Lifeline based upon income, receiving an average of 3,285 calls per month. OPC 
staff processed over 39,000 calls from potential applicants from July 2009 - June 2010. During 
that time, OPC also received 22,813 Florida OPC Lifeline applications and approved 
approximately 8,376 applications for customers of AT&T, CenturyLink, Verizon, and SafeLink. 
The remaining applications were either denied, pending, or from non AT&T, CenturyLink, 
Verizon, or SafeLink customers. Applications that were received, but not included in these 
totals, were from out-of-state customers or were public assistance program-based applications 
that were forwarded to the appropriate company. 

Ongoing Lifeline Outreach. Ensuring easily accessible Lifeline information through the 
agencies and organizations having regular interaction with eligible consumers is crucial to the 
Lifeline awareness effort. The Lifeline Partners (listed below) have continued to develop new 
partnerships, participate in local community events, offer training sessions, provide updates 
about program changes, and supply brochures and applications as in recent years. The 
information provided in the Lifeline Reports from 2003 through 2007 offers a detailed historical 
perspective and serves to illustrate ongoing outreach efforts. Learn more about the Lifeline 
Partners and valuable assistance they offer in promoting Lifeline by visiting the FPSC's Web site 
at http://www.psc.state.fl.us/publications/reports.aspx#tele. 

Lifeline Partners. The following local, state, and federal agencies, organizations, businesses, 
and telecommunications companies are involved in the collaborative effort to increase awareness 
and participation in the Link-Up and Lifeline programs. Through a monthly outreach effort, the 
FPSC is contacting at least two organizations monthly and sending cover letters and 
informational packets to encourage the groups to continue reaching out to their clients eligible 
for Lifeline. In an additional outreach effort, the FPSC is attending at least two community 
events monthly to promote Lifeline. 

Local, State, and Federal Agencies, Organizations, and Businesses: 

• AARP - Florida Chapter (formerly the American Association of Retired Persons) 
• ACCESS Florida Community Network Partners 
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• Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) 
• Agency for Workforce Innovation (AWl) and Workforce Florida, Inc. (WFI) 
• Area Agencies on Aging 
• Big Bend 2-1-1 and other 2-1-1 Agencies 
• Braille and Talking Book Library 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs Programs 
• Capital Area Community Action Agency, Inc. (CACAA) 
• Centers for Independent Living 
• City and County Consumer Assistance Departments 
• City and County Housing Authorities 
• Faith Radio Station and other Florida radio stations 
• Federal Social Security Administration (SSA) - Tallahassee District 
• Florida Alliance for Information and Referral Services (FLAIRS) 
• Florida Assisted Living Association 
• Florida Association for Community Action (F ACA) 
• Florida Association of Community Health Centers 
• Florida Association of Food Banks (FAFB) 
• Florida Coalition for the Homeless 
• Florida Council on Aging 
• Florida Department of Children and Families (DCF) 
• Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
• Florida Department of Education (DOE) 
• Florida Department of Elder Affairs (DEA) 
• Florida Department of Revenue (DOR) 
• Florida Department of Veterans' Affairs (DVA) 
• Florida Hospital Association 
• Florida Nurses Association 
• Florida Office of Public Counsel (OPC) 
• Florida Public Libraries 
• Florida Public School Districts 
• Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) 
• Florida Telecommunications Relay, Inc. (FTRI) 
• Florida Voters League 
• Habitat for Humanity - Florida 
• Leon County School Board 
• Linking Solutions, Inc. 
• NAACP (Florida Associations) 
• Nursing Homes Administrators 
• Tallahassee Memorial Hospital (TMH) and other Florida hospitals 
• Tallahassee Urban League 
• United Way of Florida 
• Urban Leagues of Florida 
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
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Telecommunications Companies: 

• BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Florida 
• American Dial Tone, Inc. 
• Budget Prepay, Inc. d/b/a Budget Phone 
• dPi Teleconnect, LLC 
• Easy Telephone Services Company 
• Embarq Florida, Inc. d/b/a CenturyLink 
• Express Phone Service, Inc. 
• GTC, Inc. d/b/a FairPoint Communications 
• FLA TEL, Inc. 
• Frontier Communications of the South, LLC 
• ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc. 
• Knology of Florida, Inc. 
• Midwestern Telecommunications, Inc. 
• Northeast Florida Telephone Company d/b/a NEFCOM 
• Nexus Communications, Inc. d/b/a Nexus Communications TSI, Inc. 
• Smart City Telecommunications LLC d/b/a Smart City Telecom 
• Sprint-Nextel 
• Quincy Telephone Company d/b/a TDS Telecom/Quincy Telephone 
• T-Mobile South LLC 
• TracFone Wireless, Inc. d/b/a SafeLink Wireless 
• Verizon Florida LLC 
• Verizon Wireless (former ALL TEL territory) 
• Virgin Mobile USA, L.P. d/b/a Assurance Wireless 
• Windstream Florida, Inc. 

IX. Effectiveness of Procedures to Promote Participation 

Efforts to increase Link-Up and Lifeline participation can be separated into two 
categories, consumer outreach and enrollment process. 

The FPSC, in cooperation with other state and federal agencies, the OPC, the ILECs, and 
other organizations, remains engaged in extensive outreach efforts. Because most of these 
efforts run concurrently, measuring the impact of any single activity on Link-Up and Lifeline 
participation is difficult. Nevertheless, outreach efforts overall are having a positive outcome 
and should be continued. Outreach efforts should also be expanded to include more CLEC and 
wireless ETCs. 

The Commission continues to focus on enrollment process issues as a means of 
increasing partICIpation. As previously discussed in this report, specific enrollment process 
initiatives include the following: 

• Simplified Certification Process 
• Lifeline Rulemaking 
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• 
• 
• 

FPSC Automated Online Application Process 
FPSC/DCF Automatic Enrollment Process 
DCF CertificationIV erification Web Services Interface25 

x. Conclusion 

The overall net Lifeline growth rate of 3.8 percent during the July 2009 through June 
2010 review period continued to grow. As of June 30, 2010, 642,129 eligible customers 
participated in the Florida Lifeline program. The FPSC attributes the continued growth to the 
ETC designation of prepaid wireless providers such as SafeLink Wireless and Assurance 
Wireless. These ETCs provide a free phone and free monthly minutes to the customer. Other 
contributing factors to the growth include streamlining the enrollment process, refining the 
FPSC/DCF automated application procedure and the simplified certification process in Florida, 
so that applying to the Lifeline program is easier and faster than in previous years. 

The four ETCs which have the largest number of Lifeline customers in 2010 were 
SafeLink which had 396,114 Lifeline customers, AT&T with 126,114 customers, 
Embarq/CenturyLink with 41,593 customers, and Verizon with 23,681 Lifeline customers as of 
June 30, 2010. All four ETCs experienced increases in eligible Lifeline customers over the 
previous year. In total, non-incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) Lifeline enrollment26 was 
440,118 customers of the total Lifeline customers. 

National Lifeline Awareness Week (September 13 -19, 2010) began the national outreach 
effort to increase Lifeline customers. Stay Connected, Florida. Get Lifeline Assistance and Save 
Money on Your Monthly Phone Bill was again the slogan selected by the project participants for 
Florida' s 2010 Lifeline Awareness Week. As in past years, the FPSC's Lifeline Awareness 
Week directed efforts among those Florida citizens already receiving assistance from public 
benefits programs, who could qualify to receive additional savings by applying and participating 
in the Lifeline program. 

As a result of the continued increase in Florida Lifeline participation, the USAC Lifeline 
Disbursements for Florida have increased during the most recent 12-month data period, ending 
September 2010, and totaled $83,045,099. These dollars enabled Florida citizens qualifying for 
Lifeline benefits to receive discounted monthly bills or a free Lifeline wireless phone with free 
minutes per month that are only available with the Lifeline program. 

The FPSC will continue to identify and find solutions to barriers that may prevent 
Lifeline from achieving greater success for the benefit of Florida's low-income consumers. 
Additionally, staff anticipates that Lifeline enrollment of new customers will continue due to the 
current economic conditions in the state. 

25 The Web services interface allows Florida ETCs a secure gateway into the DCF computer to verify that a Lifeline 
customer is participating in the Food Stamp, Medicaid, or Temporary Cash Assistance program administered by 
DCF. The ETC enters the person's fIrst and last name, date of birth, and last four digits of the person's social 
security number. The DCF computer responds as to whether the person currently participates in one of the DCF 
programs without identifying the program because of confIdentiality. 

26 Non-ILEC Lifeline enrollment includes competitive ETC and non-ETC reseller enrollment. 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Pursuant to Section 186.801(1), Florida Statutes (F.S.), each generating electric utility must 
submit to the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) a Ten-Year Site Plan which estimates 
the utility's power generating needs and the general locations of its proposed power plant sites over a 
ten-year planning horizon. The Commission is required to perform a preliminary study of each plan 
and classify each one as either "suitable" or "unsuitable." All findings of the Commission are made 
available to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for its consideration at any 
subsequent electrical power plant site certification proceedings. A copy of this report is also posted on 
the Commission's Web site and is available to the public. 

The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven reporting utilities 
in Florida and finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable. I For the second year in a 
row, utilities are reporting slow or negative growth in customers. In addition, the utilities have 
forecasted a continuation of diminished growth in peak dt;mand and energy consumption. Over the 
ten-year planning period, current average annual summer peak demand forecasts are more than 1,500 
MW less, and average annual net energy for load projections are nearly 23,000 GWh less than last 
year's forecasts. 

In response to continued declines in load forecasts, the reporting utilities have deferred or 
cancelled several generation facilities. Only a single proposed unit, TECO' s conversion of the Polk 
combustion turbine to a 970 MW combined cycle unit "ith an in-service date in 2019, would still 
require certification by the Commission. A need determination petition would be expected for this 
unit by 2015. 

The 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include the net addition of approximately 5,600 MW of natural 
gas-fired generation, the majority of which is either already certified as needed by the Commission or 
under construction. The 2009 Ten-Year Site Plans included roughly 11,000 MW of additional 
generation. This decline can be attributed in part to the continued decline of load forecasts in the 2010 
Ten-Year Site Plans. Total generation additions and uprates are offset by unit retirements, deratings, 
and changes in the contractual status of purchases. As in past years, the majority of new capacity 
planned is expected to corne from natural gas-fired units. Nuclear generation represents the next 
largest fuel source addition, although all of the planned additional nuclear units have now been 
delayed beyond the current ten-year horizon. 

The Commission finds the 2010 Ten-Year Site Phms filed by the eleven reporting utilities to 
be suitable for planning purposes. While the plans are suitable for planning purposes, they are subject 
to modification due to factors such as changes to fuel cost, energy use projections, evolving 
technology, and shifting energy policy. Therefore, the Commission will continue to closely monitor 
the future rate of load growth in Florida and its effect on the need for additional generation and 
transmission facilities in the state. 

I Investor-owned utilities (lOUs) filing 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Tampa 
Electric Company (TECO), Gulf Power Company (Gulf), and Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF). Municipal utilities 
filing 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), 
City of Lakeland (LAK), City of Tallahassee (TAL), JEA (formerly Jacksonville Electric Authority), and Gainesville 
Regional Utilities (GRU). Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC) also filed a2010 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
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Reliable and Affordable Power 

Pursuant to Section 366.03, F.S., each public utility has a statutory obligation to serve every 
customer within its service territory. Florida's utilities must continue to explore all available measures 
to ensure the most efficient means of producing and delivering reliable and affordable power to their 
customers. Multiple components are required to create an effective energy policy for Florida: 
conservation and demand-side management, renewable generation, modernization of existing utility 
generation resources, and new generation facilities. 

Current forecasts are significantly affected by state: and national economic conditions, which 
have resulted in dramatic reductions in energy consumption. Several utilities have reported net 
customer losses, and the state as a whole has reported a decline in population. Historically, however, 
utilities have seen an increase in energy sales following a recession. It is unclear at this time whether 
the decline in energy usage is a short-term phenomenon based on current economic conditions in 
Florida and the nation as a whole or is a portent of a longer downturn in population growth and energy 
use in the state. 

Conservation and Demand-Side Management 

The first step in any resource planning process is to focus on the efficient use of electricity by 
consumers. Government mandates, such as building codes and appliance efficiency standards, 
provide the starting point for energy efficiency. Customer choice is the next step in reducing the 
state's dependence upon expensive fuels and lowering greenhouse gas emissions. Consequently, 
educating consumers to make smart energy choices is particularly important. Florida's utilities can 
efficiently serve their customers by offering demand-side management (DSM) and conservation 
programs designed to use fewer resources at lower cost. 

In 2009, the Commission established aggressive new conservation goals for utilities to meet 
through their DSM and energy efficiency programs. The new conservation goals for some utilities are 
incorporated into the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans. Both FPL and PEF have already included values for 
DSM equal to or greater than the total goals set forth by the Commission, but neither TECO nor Gulf 
incorporated the new goals into their DSM values for the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans. The 
implementation of these goals remains in transition, as the DSM Plans have not yet been approved by 
the Commission. Florida's utilities have projected totals of more than 8,700 MW of summer demand 
peak load reduction, almost 8,200 MW of winter peak demand reduction, and nearly 15,400 GWh of 
annual energy savings over the planning period. When compared to the projections in the 2009 Ten­
Year Site Plans, these figures correspond to 37 percent more summer peak demand savings, 26 
percent more winter peak demand savings, and 85 percent more annual energy savings by 2019. 

Renewable Generation 

Renewable generation is another key component of providing clean, reliable, and affordable 
power to Florida's electric utility customers. Approximately 1,220 MW of generation are currently 
operating in Florida. Roughly 467 MW are sold to Florida's utilities as firm capacity, and the 
remaining capacity is either sold on a non-firm basis or is used internally by the owners of the 
renewable generation facility. 
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Historically, relatively high capital and operating costs, as well as limited physical 
applications, have hampered the development of renewable energy in the state. The 2010 Ten-Year 
Site Plans indicate that new renewable projects totaling approximately 734 MW are planned through 
the year 2019, slightly more than half of which will come fi~om biomass. In addition to biomass, there 
are several notable solar projects within the state, including 110 MW of generation authorized for cost 
recovery by Section 366.92(4), F.S., and multiple as-available energy contracts with solar energy 
providers. While these new projects are a significant increase from the existing level of renewable 
generation, the current firm generation capacity is approximately 58,420 MW for Florida, so the 
contribution toward fuel diversification from renewable energy remains relatively small. 

The Commission has taken steps to promote renewable generation on the customer's side of 
the meter, as directed by the Legislature in Section 366.91(5), F.S. As part of the utility DSM Plans, 
the Commission has directed the investor-owned utilities to expend approximately $24 million on 
rebates and incentives for solar technology, including photovoltaics and thermal water heating. In 
addition, these solar energy systems will be provided free of charge to a limited number of public 
facilities and low-income residences. In April 2008, the Commission amended Rule 25-6.065, Florida 
Administrative Code (F.A.C.), relating to interconnection .md net metering of small customer-owned 
renewable generation. The changes promote the development of small customer-owned renewable 
generation by streamlining the interconnection process and allowing monthly credits to accumulate 
and carry over for 12 months for excess on-site renewable generation on the retail customer's bill. In 
2009, a large increase in the participation of net metering occurred, almost tripling the total number of 
customers taking advantage of the ability to offset their generation through renewable technologies. 
Currently, Florida's utilities report almost 1,600 residential interconnections with a total capacity of 
approximately 13 MW, an increase in capacity of more than 75 percent. 

Pursuant to current state and federal law, payments for capacity and energy purchased by 
utilities to generation facilities using renewable energy sources are capped at the utility's avoided cost 
for capacity and energy. In spite of the downturn in load growth resulting in reduced need for new 
generation, renewable generation has increased. Compared to figures in the 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan 
Review, existing renewable generation facilities have grown by approximately 4.2 percent (49 MW). 
However, Progress Energy Florida recently announced the termination of two large renewable 
purchased power contracts, which had represented almost twenty percent of the state's planned new 
renewable generation. A 40 MW biomass project and a 60 MW refuse-to-energy project were both 
cancelled due to a lack of funding. As a result, when c;ompared to the 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan 
Review, the amount of new renewable generation planned for the ten-year horizon has decreased by 
approximately 1.75 percent (13.1 MW). 

Modernization of Existing Utility Generation 

Since the current projections indicate that the state's total energy demand will surpass 
projected DSM and energy efficiency programs offered by Florida's utilities and planned renewable 
generation, the remaining generation needs must be met by traditional utility generation. 

When considering the addition of supply-side generation, Florida's electric utilities must 
consider how best to serve their customers cleanly, reliably, and affordably. The modernization of 
existing units plays a key role in addressing all of these issues. The term "modernization" refers to the 
upgrading of older, less efficient units in order to utilize more fuel efficient technologies. Such 
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projects may require the temporary removal of existing units, thus impacting reliability until the 
completion of the modernization. Given that several utilities are projecting high reserve margins, 
conditions are currently favorable for modernizations. Modernization of units allows for an increased 
output of power and improved fuel efficiency with the same or lower emission rates. The 
Commission has recently approved several projects involving modernization with a combined 
capacity of approximately 2,400 MW. 

Only a portion of Florida's fossil fuel units have potential for modernization. Limiting factors 
for feasible modernization can include the physical plant layout and available space, availability of 
water supplies, natural gas transportation capacity, and the age of existing units. In addition to 
modernizing some of its units, FPL has announced plans to place several of its fossil-steam units in 
Inactive Reserve, approximately 1,940 MW of generation, which will improve the overall system 
efficiency. Before considering new generation, all of Florida's utilities should address the feasibility 
of modernization. The Commission encourages utilities to continue to explore potential 
modernization projects and report the feasibility of each conversion in next year's Ten Year-Site 
Plans. 

Strategic Concerns 

Fuel diversity is a critical strategic concern. Maintaining a balanced mix of fuel sources 
enhances the reliability of supply and allows utilities to mitigate the effects of volatile price 
fluctuations. In previous Ten-Year Site Plans, Florida's utilities responded to fuel diversity concerns 
through the inclusion of multiple coal-fired power plants. Due to a combination of fuel cost 
uncertainties, high capital costs, and uncertainties regarding potential environmental costs related to 
possible carbon emission regulations, no new coal-fired generating capacity is currently planned in 
Florida. All previously planned units have been cancelled. 

Because nuclear generation provides base-load capacity that produces no greenhouse gas 
emissions, nuclear energy has become an important component of an energy efficient Florida. In 
2007 and 2008, the Commission approved the need for approximately 5,000 MW of additional 
nuclear capacity based primarily on projected fuel cost savings. All existing nuclear units are 
scheduled to receive capacity uprates totaling 565 MW, and the 4,400 MW of proposed new power 
plants will mark the first construction of new nuclear generation in Florida in almost 30 years. The 
2010 Ten-Year Site Plan for PEF contains the first of two units, Levy Unit 1, coming online in 2019. 
However, since the publishing of its Ten-Year Site Plan, PEF projects that the Levy Units will enter 
service in 2021 and 2022. Neither ofFPL's new nuclear units, Turkey Point Units 6 and 7, are in the 
current planning period, with in-service dates scheduled for 2022 and 2023, respectively. Even with 
the identified new nuclear units, Florida's dependence on natural gas is projected to increase from 
48.5 percent in 2009 to 51.4 percent by 2019. 

New Generation Facilities 

Generation planning requires considerable lead time, but changes in fuel cost, energy use 
projections, evolving technology, and changing energy policy can cause plans to be modified. The 
primary fuel types remaining in Florida as a viable option for new generation are natural gas or 
nuclear power plants, but at this time no new nuclear generating units are expected to enter service for 
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over a decade. Even though the modernization of existing units can increase the overall efficiency of 
natural gas-fired generation in the state, the current forecasts continue to indicate the need for 
additional natural gas-fired generation. The long permitting and construction periods involved with 
nuclear generating plants, coupled with the cancellation of all planned coal-fired generation, have led 
to natural gas becoming the default fuel of choice in Florida. Natural gas already provides 
approximately half of Florida's energy generation and is projected to provide the majority of new 
generation beyond the next ten years. Such growth in natural gas generation may impact the volatility 
of electricity prices to Florida's ratepayers. 

As the state continues to construct new natural gas-fired generation, natural gas storage and 
supply become increasingly significant issues in ensuring the reliability of the state's electrical system. 
Multiple supply options and sufficient storage are critical factors in maintaining the integrity of 
Florida's electric system during supply disruptions due to severe storms and hurricanes. Florida's 
utilities have begun increasing the amount of natural gas storage that is available to the state. Utilities 
should continue to evaluate diversity within the fuel type, such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and gas 
storage, as options to traditional sources and delivery methods for natural gas. 

Review 0/2010 Ten-Year Site Plans 5 



Review 0/2010 Ten-YearSite Plans 6 



2. INTRODUCTION 

The Ten-Year Site Plans give state, regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed 
power plants and transmission facilities. The Commission receives comments from these agencies 
regarding various issues of concern. These comments are summarized in Chapter 8, and the agencies' 
comments as filed are included in Appendix A. Because a utility's Ten-Year Site Plan is a planning 
document containing tentative data, it may not contain sufficient information to allow regional 
planning councils, water management districts, and other reviewing agencies to evaluate site-specific 
issues within their jurisdictions. Each utility must provide detailed data, based on in-depth 
environmental assessments, during certification proceedings under the Power Plant Siting Act 
(PPSA), Sections 403.501-403.518, F.S., or the Transmission Line Siting Act (TLSA), Sections 
403.52-406.5365, F.S. 

Statutory Authority 

Section 186.801, F.S., requires that all major generating electric utilities in Florida submit a 
Ten-Year Site Plan to the Florida Public Service Commission for annual review. To fulfill the 
requirements of Section 186.801, F.S., the Commission has adopted Rules 25-22.070 through 25-
22.072, F.A.C. Each utility's Ten-Year Site Plan contains projections of the utility's electric power 
needs, fuel requirements, and the general locations of proposed power plant sites and major 
transmission facilities. Utilities with existing generating capacities below 250 megawatts (MW) are 
exempt from this requirement unless the utility plans to build a new unit larger than 75 MW within the 
ten-year planning period. 

In accordance with Section 186.801, F.S., the Commission performs a preliminary study of 
each Ten-Year Site Plan and is required to determine whether each one is suitable or unsuitable. The 
results of the Commission's study are contained in this report, Review of the 2010 Ten-Year Site 
Plans, which is forwarded to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for use in 
subsequent power plant siting proceedings. 

Section 377.703(2)(e), F.S., requires the Commission to analyze and provide natural gas and 
electricity forecasts to the Florida Energy and Climate Commission. The Review of the 2010 Ten­
Year Site Plans is forwarded to the Energy and Climate Commission to fulfill this statutory 
requirement. 

Information Sources 

In April 2010, eleven utilities filed their Ten-Year Site Plans, and on August 5, 2010, the 
Commission held a public workshop to facilitate discussion of the plans. In addition to the individual 
utility filings, the Commission relies on cost and perfomlance data obtained through supplemental 
data requests made to the reporting utilities, as well as on other sources. The Florida Reliability 
Coordinating Council (FRCC) annually publishes several documents that assess the adequacy and 
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reliability of Peninsular Florida's2 generating units and transmission system. The Commission used 
the following FRCC documents to supplement this review: 

• The 2010 Regional Load and Resource Plan contains aggregate data on demand and energy, 
capacity and reserves, and proposed new generating unit and transmission line additions for 
Peninsular Florida as well as statewide. The FRCC submitted this study in July 2010. 

• The 2010 Reliability Assessment is an aggregate study of generating unit availability, forced 
outage rates, load forecast methodologies, and gas pipeline availability. The FRCC submitted 
this study in August 2010. 

• The Long Range Transmission Reliability Study is an assessment of the adequacy of 
Peninsular Florida's bulk power and transmission system. The study includes both a short­
term (2010-2014) detailed analysis and a long-term (2015-2019) evaluation of developing 
trends that would require transmission additions or other corrective action. The FRCC 
submitted an executive summary of this study in August 2010. 

Suitability 

The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven reporting utilities 
and finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable and that the reporting utilities have 
identified additional generation facilities required in order to maintain an adequate supply of 
electricity at a reasonable cost. Therefore, the Commission fmds the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans filed 
by the reporting utilities to be suitable for planning purposes. 3 

Since the Ten-Year Site Plan is not a binding plan of action for electric utilities, the 
Commission's classification of a Ten-Year Site Plan as suitable or unsuitable does not constitute a 
finding or determination in docketed matters before the Commission. The Commission may address 
any concerns raised by a utility's Ten-Year Site Plan at a public hearing. 

2 Peninsular Florida refers to the FRCC region which includes all utilities with the exception of Gulf Power Company. 
1 Investor-owned utilities (I0Us) filing 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Tampa 
Electric Company (TECO), Gulf Power Company (Gulf), and Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF). Municipal utilities 
filing 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), 
City of Lakeland (LAK), City of Tallahassee (TAL), JEA (formerly Jacksonville Electric Authority), and Gainesville 
Regional Utilities (GRU). Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC) also filed a 20 I 0 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
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3. DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECASTS 

Historical data forms the foundation for utility load and energy forecasts. These sets of 
historical data contain energy usage patterns, trends in population growth, economic variables, and 
weather data for each utility's service territory. Econometric forecast models are then used to quantify 
the historical impact of population growth, economic conditions, and weather on energy usage 
patterns. Finally, sets of forecast assumptions on future population growth, economic conditions, and 
weather are assembled and together with the forecast models, yield the fmal demand and energy 
forecasts. Each utility's peak demand and energy forecasts serve as the starting point for determining 
new capacity additions needed to reliably and efficiently serve the anticipated load. 

Peak demand is the measure of the amount of electric power in MW required at any particular 
instant in time. The change in demand follows a pattern that depends on the season and the maximum 
value of demand is the quantity that determines the timing and size of planned capacity additions. 
Energy is the accumulation of demand over time, and the unit of measure for energy is the MWh, 
which is the total number of MW consumed over a particular period. The appropriate type of new 
generating capacity required is determined by energy requirements of the system. A load that remains 
relatively constant would require a base load unit, whereas a load with a great deal of variation would 
require a peaking or intermediate unit. Many factors exist which, when taken together, can allow a 
utility to determine both the type of generator and the fuel that best suit the circumstances. 

Figure 1 below illustrates the typical daily load curve for summer and winter days in Florida. 
In the summer, customer demand begins to climb in the morning and peaks in the early evening, a 
pattern which corresponds to increasing air conditioning loads. In contrast, the winter load curve has 
two peaks, the largest in mid-morning followed by a smaller peak in the late evening. Both peaks 
correspond to heating loads. 

Review 0/20/0 Ten-Year Sile Plans 9 



Figure 1. Typical Daily Load Curve 
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Change in the customer base is a critical factor in the process of forecasting load growth for 
electric utilities. Customer growth in Florida has been on the decline for the past few years. Having 
fewer new customer accounts leads to smaller increases in both demand and energy consumption. 

Figure 2 below shows the annual customer growth rate for the period 2000 through 2009. 
While 2008 saw a significant reduction in growth, 2009 featured negative growth for all categories. 
The last positive changes in the residential and the commercial customer base were seen in 2004 and 
2005, respectively. 

Figure 2. State of Florida: Annual Growth Rate (%) of Customers (2000 through 2009) 
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Florida's electrical demand and energy requirements are heavily dependent on the energy 
consumption behaviors of residential customers. As shown in Table 1 below, residential customers 
make up close to 90 percent of Florida's electric customers and purchase more than 50 percent of the 
state's electric energy. 

Table 1. State of Florida: Characteristics of Florida's Electric Customers (2009 Actual) 

Customer Class Number of Customers % of Customers Energy Sales (GWh) % of Sales 

Residential 8,338,964 88.7 11 3,341 52.7 

Commercial 1,032,948 11.0 80,939 37.6 

Industrial 27,627 OJ 20,811 9.7 

Total 9,399,539 100.0 2]5,09] ]00.0 

The deterioration of economic conditions and lower customer growth have brought about a 
significant reduction in demand and energy forecasts. Reduced load and energy requirements result in 
the deferral of additional generating capacity as well as reductions in the burning of fossil fuels. 

Role of Demand Side Management (DSM) 

In recent years, Florida has gradually increased the standards for appliance efficiency and 
building codes in order to maximize energy savings. However, in large part, the responsibility for 
reducing the state's dependence on fossil fuels and improving the environment must fallon 
consumers. Encouraging responsible energy choices is extremely important in controlling load and 
energy usage. Once consumers are cognizant of behaviors that result in increased efficiency and 
reduced energy use, they are much more likely to participate in utility-sponsored DSM and energy 
conservation programs. 

In addition to the effects of stricter building codes and increased appliance efficiency 
standards, since 1980 utilities have offered DSM programs to customers based on the requirements of 
the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA).4 FEECA emphasizes reducing the 
growth rates of weather-sensitive peak demand, reducing and controlling the growth rates of 
electricity consumption, reducing the consumption of scarce resources such as petroleum fuels, and 
encouraging use of renewable fuels. To accomplish these objectives, FEECA requires the 
Commission to establish conservation and DSM goals and requires all rous and any municipal or 
cooperative utility with annual energy sales of at least 2,000 GWh as of July 1, 1993, to implement 
DSM programs to meet the established goals. Demand and energy goals for the seven FEECA 
utilities (FPL, FPUC,5 Gulf, JEA, OUC, PEF, and TECO) represent the minimum threshold that 
utilities must meet before building any major power plants. 

4 Sections 366.80-366.85 and 403.519, F.S. 
5 Florida Public Utilities Corporation CFPUC) is a non-generating, investor-owned utility subject to FEECA's requirements. 
FPUC does not file a Ten-Year Site Plan with the Commission. 
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The seven Florida utilities which are subject to FEECA currently offer more than 100 DSM 
and conservation programs to residential, commercial, and industrial customers. Energy audit 
programs provide a first step for utilities and customers to assess conservation opportunities for 
Florida' s electric customers and serve as the foundation for all other DSM and conservation programs. 
All FEECA utilities are required to offer energy audits to residential customers, pursuant to Section 
366.82(11), F.S., and most utilities also provide energy audits for commercial/industrial customers. 

Load and energy savings from conservation or non-dispatchable DSM programs, such as 
ceiling insulation installation, enable utilities and customers to realize sustained energy savings over 
time. Savings from dispatchable DSM, such as load management and interruptible load progran1s, 
also play a significant role in any utility energy conservation plan. Load management and 
interruptible service are measures that allow reductions in system peak demand when needed. Load 
management programs offer monetary incentives for the participant to allow the utility to control the 
availability of certain electric appliances. Interruptible load programs allow a utility to interrupt 
specific services to a commercial or industrial customer. 

Recent DSM Developments 

In 2008, the Legislature amended Section 366.82, F.S., which directs the Commission's 
process for establishing DSM and energy conservation goals. More specifically, the Commission 
must now consider an expanded scope of potential conservation and efficiency measures and the 
impact of demand-side renewable energy systems. Additional considerations include the need for 
incentives and the effect of greenhouse gas compliance costs. 

New DSM goals were set on December 30,2009, for the fourth time under FEECA. Both 
FPL and PEF have already included values for DSM equal to or greater than the total goals set forth 
by the Commission, but neither TECO nor Gulf incorporated the new goals into their DSM values for 
the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans. The implementation of these goals remains in transition, as the DSM 
Plans have not yet been approved by the Commission. While Gulf has no planned generation units in 
the 2010 to 2019 period, TECO is planning construction of several units to meet peak demand and a 
unit that will be subject to the Power Plant Siting Act. The additional DSM represented by the new 
goals may have some effect upon the timing and size of units to be constructed. Staff expects that the 
2011 Ten-Year Site Plans for all utilities should reflect the Commission's orders relating to 
conservation, including the new DSM goals. 

DSM is a critical component in the reduction of load requirements for both residential and 
commercial customers. DSM programs are projected to reduce SUll1IDer peak demand by just over 
6,300 MW in 2010, increasing to nearly 8,700 MW by 2019. Projections indicate a SUll1IDer peak 
demand reduction of approximately 13 percent from DSM for each year between 2010 and 2019. 
Figure 3 below illustrates the projected total amounts of SUll1IDer peak demand savings from utility­
sponsored DSM programs over the ten-year planning horizon. The change from the 2009 projection 
to the 2010 projection is approximately 828 MW, primarily from the inclusion of the new PSC goals 
in several of the utilities' load forecasts. 
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Figure 3. State of Florida: DSM Summer Peak Demand (MW) Savings 
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In contrast to summer peak demand savings, forecasted savings in winter peak demand due to 
DSM are reduced from last year at the beginning of the evaluation period. Conservation programs are 
estimated to result in a cumulative savings of 6,500 MW in 2010, increasing to 8,200 MW by the end 
of the period. These figures represent a reduction of approximately 170 MW at the beginning of the 
period, and a total net gain of only 190 MW over the ten-year period. This trend is illustrated in 
Figure 4 below. 

Figure 4. State of Florida: DSM Winter Peak Demand (MW) Savings 
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Mandated building codes and appliance efficiency measures, voluntary conservation efforts, 
and customer participation in utility DSM programs are all contributors to declines in peak demand 
and annual energy consumption. Utility-sponsored DSM is projected to reduce annual energy 
consumption by 8,300 GWh in 2010, increasing to approximately 15,400 GWh in 2019. These high 
levels of energy savings allow utilities to avoid burning fossil fuels. Figure 5 below illustrates the 
projected total amounts of annual energy savings from utility-sponsored DSM programs over the ten­
year planning horizon. The projected energy savings for 2010 represents an increase from the 2009 
projection of 5,200 GWh, primarily from the inclusion of the new PSC-directed goals in some utility 
load forecasts. 

Figure 5. State of Florida: DSM Net Energy for Load (GWh) Savings 
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Per customer energy consumption, which is ultimately used to determine the utilities' net 
energy for load, is forecasted to increase slightly and then level off during the period 2010 through 
2019. Illustrated in Figure 6 below, the current projection for per-capita residential consumption is a 
slow increase through 2014 that stabilizes around 13,500 kWh/year through the end of the decade. 
This trend is slightly different than the 2009 forecast, which featured stagnant consumption followed 
by a steady decrease before a similar plateau in the latter years of the forecast horizon. These changes 
appear to indicate a more optimistic forecast, with a slowly improving economy. 

RI!View of 2010 Ten- Year Site Plans 14 



Figure 6. State of Florida: Forecast Energy Consumption per Residential Customer 
(kWh/yr) 
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Energy and Demand Forecasts 

Historically, Florida's actual electric demand has been highest in the summer. Consequently, 
the timing of future capacity additions, if necessary, will likely be governed by the projected summer 
peak demand. The utilities decreased their summer peak demand forecast greatly in 2009, and current 
forecasts reflect a continued reduction. Over the ten-year planning period, current annual summer 
peak demand forecasts are, on average, more than 1,500 MW less than the last year's forecasts. 
Figure 7 and Figure 8 illustrate the magnitude of the utilities' most recent reductions in peak demand 
forecasts when compared to prior forecasts. 
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Figure 7. State of Florida: Historical Summer Peak Demand (MW) Forecasts by Forecast Year 
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Figure 8. State of Florida: Historical Winter Peak Demand (MW) Forecasts by Forecast Year 
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Net energy for load, which is an accumulation of demand over time, represents the amount of 
energy (measured in GWh) necessary to meet a customer's need. While peak demand forecasts 
determine the size and timing of necessary generating capacity additions, net energy for load 
determines the type of generation that should be added. The utilities' current peak demand forecasts 
are significantly below previous years' forecasts, and a similar trend can be seen in the utilities' 
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energy forecasts as current annual net energy for load projections are on average nearly 23,000 GWh 
less than last year's projections. Figure 9 below illustrates the reduced energy forecasts when 
compared with prior years. 

Figure 9. State of Florida: Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh) Forecasts 
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Current forecasts are significantly affected by state and national economic conditions. These 
conditions have resulted in dramatic reductions in energy consumption. Several utilities have reported 
net customer losses, and the state as a whole has reported a decline in population. Historically, 
however, utilities have seen an increase in energy sales following a recession. It is unclear at this time 
whether this decline is a short-term phenomenon based on current economic conditions in Florida and 
the nation as a whole, or is a portent of a longer downturn in population growth and energy usage in 
the state. 

Another key element to future energy consumption is increasing conservation efforts. In 
Order Number PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG issued December 30, 2009, the Commission established 
aggressive conservation goals for the FEECA utilities, whose ratepayers make up a majority of 
customers in the state. The success of Florida's utilities in achieving sufficient customer participation 
in order to meet these increased conservation goals will have a significant impact upon future levels of 
demand and net energy for load. 
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4. RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION 

Federal Legislation 

In 1978, the U.S. Congress enacted the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURP A), 
signed into law by President Carter on November 9, 1978. PURP A contained six titles and 
endorsed three broad national purposes: (1) conservation of electric energy, (2) increased 
efficiency in the use of facilities and resources by electric utilities, and (3) equitable rates for 
electricity consumers. Section 210 of Title II, entitled "Cogeneration and Small Power 
Production," requires electric utilities to interconnect and sell electric energy to qualifying 
cogeneration and small power production facilities, referred to as Qualifying Facilities, or QFs, 
and to purchase electric energy from these facilities at the utility's full avoided cost. The Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) was charged with adopting rules to implement PURP A. 
In addition, states were delegated authority to implement the FERC rules for electric utilities 
over which they had rate making authority.6 In March 1980, the FERC issued its rules 
establishing the criteria for determining the qualifying status of a facility and setting out 
regulations for electric utility interconnection with, sales to, and purchases from QFs. 7 

State Legislation 

In response to PURP A in 1981, the Florida Legislature authorized the Commission to 
establish guidelines for the purchase and sale of capacity and energy from cogenerators and small 
power producers, which includes renewable generators. In 1989, the statutes were broadened with the 
enactment of Section 366.051 , F.S., which declares that: 

Electricity produced by cogeneration and small power production is of benefit to the 
public when included as part of the total energy supply of the entire electric grid of the 
state or consumed by a cogenerator or small power producer. The electric utility in 
whose service area a cogenerator or small power producer is located shall purchase, in 
accordance with applicable law, all electricity offered for sale by such cogenerator or 
small power producer; or the cogenerator or small power producer may sell such 
electricity to any other electric utility in the state. The Commission shall establish 
guidelines relating to the purchase of power or energy by public utilities from 
cogenerators or small power producers and may set rates at which a public utility must 
purchase power or energy from a cogenerator or small power producer. In fixing rates 
for power purchased by public utilities from cogenerators or small power producers, 
the Commission shall authorize a rate equal to the purchasing utility's full avoided 
costs. A utility's "full avoided costs" are the incremental costs to the utility of the 
electric energy or capacity, or both, which, but for the purchase from cogenerators or 

6 In Florida, the Florida Public Service Commission has ratemakingjurisdiction over five investor-owned electric 
utilities: Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Progress Energy Florida (PEF), Gulf Power Company (Gulf), 
Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC). 
7 QFs must meet all of the requirements of 18 C.FR §§ 292.203 and 292.204 for size and fuel use and be certified 
pursuantto 18 C.F.R. § 292.207. 
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small power producers, such utility would generate itself or purchase from another 
source. 

In 2005 the Legislature enacted Section 366.91, F.S., which requires investor-owned utilities 
to continuously offer purchase contracts to producers of renewable energy. In 2006 the Legislature 
enacted Section 366.92, F.S., requiring the Commission to develop a draft rule, subject to ratification 
by the Legislature, establishing a Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) for Florida's investor-owned 
electric utilities. Subsection (3)(a) 1 , F.S., states: 

Notwithstanding s. 366.91(3)8 and (4), upon the ratification of the rules developed 
pursuant to this subsection, the Commission may approve projects and power sales 
agreements with renewable power producers and the sale of renewable energy credits 
needed to comply with the renewable portfolio standard. In the event of a conflict, this 
subparagraph shall supersede s. 366.91 (3) and (4). 

This section of the statutes is the first instance where the Legislature has given expressed 
authority for the Commission to approve cost recovery for renewable energy resources that are above 
the utility's avoided costs. The Commission submitted its draft rules implementing these provisions 
on October 2, 2008. To date, the Legislature has not ratified the draft rules. 

Commission Rules 

Renewable faci lities are permitted to enter into two types of contractual agreements for selling 
power: standard offer and negotiated contracts. Under these contracts, the energy can be sold as either 
"firm" or "as-available," depending on the characteristics of the output of the facility. When the 
output is continuous, except for occasional shutdowns for maintenance and repair, the utility also 
makes payments for the dependable capacity. These contract and payment options are outlined in 
Rule 25-17.0825 and Rule 25-17.0832, F.A.C. 

Standard Offer Contracts 

Standard offer contracts are pre-approved contracts for the purchase of firm capacity and 
energy from any renewable generating facility or small qualifying facility. Rule 25-17.230, 
F.A.C., requires each investor-owned electric utility to establish a standard offer contract for 
each fossil-fueled generating unit type identified in the utility's Ten-Year Site Plan. The 
renewable energy generator is allowed to select from a number of payment options that best fits 
its financing requirements as long as the total cumulative present value of such payments do not 
exceed full avoided cost and adequate security for front-end loaded payments is provided. For 
example, the Commission rules allow for levelized payments over the life of the contract which 
may include both capacity and energy costs. 

8 Section 366.91(3), F.S., adopts the avoided cost standard as defined in Section 366.051. 
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Negotiated Contracts 

Renewable generating facilities are encouraged to negotiate purchase power contracts with 
investor-owned electric utilities pursuant to Rule 25-17.230, F.A.C. Payments to a qualified 
renewable generator pursuant to a negotiated contract may be recovered from ratepayers by the 
purchasing utility as long as the cumulative present value of the payments do not exceed the utility's 
full avoided cost and adequate security for front-end loaded payments is provided. 

Firm capacity payments: Firm capacity is capacity (MW) produced and sold by a renewable energy 
generator pursuant to a standard offer contract or a negotiated contract subject to contractual 
commitments as to the quantity, time, and reliability of delivery. Firm capacity is purchased at rates 
specified in a standard offer contract which is equal to the utility's avoided capacity cost or at a 
negotiated rate which may not exceed the utility's avoided capacity cost. Full avoided cost is 
calculated by determining the cumulative present value of a year-by-year value of deferring each 
avoided unit over the term of the contract. 

Firm energy payments: Firm energy is energy (kWh) produced and sold by a renewable energy 
generator pursuant to a negotiated contract or a standard offer contract subject to contractual 
commitments as to the quantity, time, and reliability of delivery. Generally, the rate of payment for 
firm energy, in cents per kWh, is the lesser of the fuel cost associated with the avoided unit or the 
utility's system decremental fuel cost. 

As-available energy payments: As-available energy is energy (kWh) produced and sold by a 
renewable energy generator on an hour-by-hour basis for which contractual commitments as to the 
quantity, time, or reliability of delivery are not required. As-available energy is purchased at a rate in 
cents per kilowatt hour (kWh) equal to the utility's hourly decremental system fuel cost, which reflects 
the highest fuel cost of generation dispatched each hour. No capacity payments are made for as­
available energy because no reliability benefits are received. 

Renewable Resource Outlook 

In 2003, the Commission, in consultation with the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP), completed the 2003 Renewable Energy Assessment Report to identify renewable 
energy viability in Florida. According to the report, the most feasible sources of renewable energy in 
Florida are from biomass materials, such as agricultural waste products or wood residues, and 
industrial waste heat. The 2003 report also stressed that technical feasibility does not ensure economic 
cost-effectiveness when determining energy resource production. 

In developing draft RPS rules pursuant to Section 366.92, F.S., the Commission, in 
conjunction with the Department of Energy and the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, retained 
Navigant Consulting, Inc. to prepare a detailed assessment of Florida's renewable potential. The 2008 
Navigant Consulting Renewable Energy Potential Assessment (the 2008 Navigant Consulting Report) 
reported on the existing renewable conditions, the projected potential for renewable development 
through 2020, compared cost-effective differences, and considered the potential levels of economic 
impact future renewables may have. The 2008 Navigant Consulting Report substantiated the 
Commission's 2003 assessment by observing that the majority of Florida's existing renewables 
consist of solid biomass plants and municipal solid waste facilities. Although the 2008 Navigant 
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Consulting Report considered solar technologies to have the largest technical potential of any 
renewable resource in Florida, only a portion of this potential can actually be achieved. 

The 2008 Navigant Consulting Report described the comparison of the technical or physical 
potential versus the achievable potential. For example, although the technical potential for solar 
power in Florida may be relatively high according to Navigant Consulting, cost-effectiveness and 
siting issues significantly reduce the achievable potential to commercially develop solar energy 
technology. The driving forces to the expansion and sustainability of the renewable market depend on 
the overall value of renewable energy, a basis that is determined by the financial environment as well 
as government regulation and support. As noted in the 2008 Navigant Consulting Report, in order for 
the renewable market to have meaningful growth in Florida, the following key conditions must be 
met: 

1. High fossil fuel costs 

2. Access to low cost capital and debt rates 

3. Continual government rebate programs and tax incentives 

4. Established pricing of C02 emissions 

5. Formation of a Renewable Energy Certificate CREC) market 

Current economic and policy conditions generally coincide with Navigant Consulting's 
unfavorable scenario for future renewable development. Specifically, the unfavorable scenario for 
carbon assumes an initial price of $O/ton, scaling to $10/ton by 2020. Presently, no federal or state 
policy exists for establishing carbon pricing. The unfavorable scenario for the cost of debt was 
estimated to be approximately 8.5 percent, the cost of equity approximately 14 percent, and ready 
access to debt making up 50 percent of renewable project financing. Currently, credit markets are 
extremely tight and it is uncertain when conditions will improve. Navigant Consulting assumes 
natural gas costs to be $5-$6IMMBtu in the unfavorable scenario. Currently, natural gas is trading at 
$3.95IMMBtu, and most forecasts project natural gas prices to increase over the long term. 

In the unfavorable scenario, Navigant Consulting estimated that Florida's solar rebate program 
would expire in 2010, with a $5 million annual funding level. The Florida Energy and Climate 
Commission was authorized to provide $25.4 million in rebates for solar energy equipment between 
2006 and 2009. Currently the authorized budget has been depleted and many program participants are 
still owed rebates amounting to $54 million. Additionally, as mentioned previously, the Draft RPS 
Rule submitted by the Commission has not been ratified, so currently no REC market exists. 
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Existing Renewable Resources 

Currently, renewable energy facilities provide almost 1,220 MW of firm and non-firm 
capacity. Consistent with the 2008 Navigant Report, the majority of existing renewable facilities 
consist of biomass and municipal solid waste facilities. Table 2 below summarizes Florida's 
existing renewable resources. 

Table 2. State of Florida: Existing Renewable Resources 

Fuel Type 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Solar 34.5 

Wind 0.0 

Biomass 408.0 

Municipal Solid Waste 398.1 

Waste Heat 288.9 

Landfill Gas 35.9 

Hydro 54.5 

Total 1,219.9 

Firm Renewable Contracts 

A portion of Florida's renewable energy generation comes from renewable generators which 
sell to electric utilities under firm contracts. Capacity purchased under a firm contract from these 
renewable energy sources can defer the need for utilities to construct power plants. Florida's utilities 
currently purchase more than 466 MW of firm renewable generation, the majority from municipal 
solid waste facilities. Table 3 below lists firm contracts with the Ten-Year Site Plan utilities. 

Review 0/ 2010 Ten-Yeat·Site Plans 23 



Table 3. State of Florida: Contracts for Firm Renewable Energy 

Contracted 
Commercial Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Firm Capacity 

(MW) 
In-Service Date 

Investor-Owned Utilities 

FPL Broward-North MSW 56.0 1992 
FPL Broward-South MSW 54.0 1991 
FPL Palm Beach County MSW 50.0 2005 
PEF Dade County Resource Recovery MSW 43.0 1991 
PEF Lake County Resource Recovery MSW 12.8 1990 
PEF Pasco County Resource Recovery MSW 23.0 1991 
PEF Pinellas County Resource Recovery MSW 54.8 1983 
PEF Ridoe Generating Station WDS 39.6 1994 
TECO City OfTampa Refuse-To-Energy MSW 19.0 1985 
TECO Hillsborough County Refuse-To-Energy MSW 23.0 1987 

Subtotal of 10Us 375.2 
Municipal Utilities 

GRU G2 Energy LFG 3.0 2008 
JEA Trailridge LFG 9.6 2008 

Subtotal of Municipals 12.6 
Cooperative Uti lities 

SEC Brevard Energy LFG 9.0 2008 
SEC Seminole Landfill LFG 6.2 2007 
SEC Timberline Energy LFG 1.6 2008 

SEC Lee County Resource Recovery MSW 50.0 1999 

SEC Telogia Power, LLC WDS 12.0 2004 

Subtotal of Cooperatives 78.8 

Total 466.6 

Non-Firm Renewable Energy Generators 

Renewable energy facilities also produce almost 670 MW of non-fIrm capacity for sale to 
utilities on an as-available basis. Energy purchased on an as-available basis is considered non-fIrm 
capacity, so Florida's utilities do not count on this generation for reliability purposes. The energy 
produced by these facilities, however, can give a utility the ability to avoid burning fossil fuels from 
existing generators. Table 4 on the next page details the various non-fIrm energy purchases. 
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Table 4. State of Florida: Non-Firm Renewable Energy Generators 

Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Non-Firm Commercial 
Capacity (MW) I n-Service Da te 

Investor-Owned Utilities 

FPL US Sugar-Bryant OBS 20.0 1980 

FPL Georgia Pacific WDS 52.0 1983 

FPL New Hope / Okeelanta AB 140.0 1985 

FPL Tomoka Farms LFG 3.8 1998 

Gulf Stone Container WDS 34.7 1960 

Gulf Intemational Paper Company WDS 42.8 1983 

Gulf Montenay Bay LLC MSW 12.5 1987 

PEF Proctor & Ganlble (Buckeye) WDS 38.0 1954 

PEF Potash Of Saskatchewan WH 42.0 1986 

TECO South Pierce WH 230 1969 

TECO New Wales WH 65.0 1984 

TECO CF Industries WH 34.9 1988 

TECO City OfTampa Sewage OBG 1.6 1989 

TECO Greenbay WH 0.0 1990 

TECO Ridgewood WH 77.0 1992 

TECO Millpoint WH 47.0 1995 

Subtotal of IOUs 634.3 

Municipal Uti li ties 

FMPA US Sugar Corporation OBS 26.5 1984 

GRU Solar FIT Program SUN 8.0 2009 

OUC Orange County Convention SUN 1.0 2009 

Subtotal of Municipals 35.5 

Total 669.8 

Existing Utility-Owned Renewable Resources 

The utilities also own some renewable facilities, which represent a range of technologies. 
Table 5 below lists some of the larger utility-owned resources, which consist mostly of non-firm 
or intermittent resources. Because the energy is non-firm, these facilities serve more to reduce 
fuel consumption than to eliminate system capacity. Several utilities also own smaller systems, 
including over 500 kW of distributed solar PV systems. A more indirect renewable system is the 
landfill gas purification system, which cleans the renewable gas such that it can be used in 
existing natural gas-fired turbines, thereby displacing fossil fuels. 
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Table 5. State of Florida: Existing Utility Owned Renewable Generation 

Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Capacity (MW) Commercial 
In-Service Date 

Investor-Owned Utilities 

FPL DeSoto SUN 25.0 2009 

Various Distributed Solar Installations (Aggregate) SUN 0. 1 Varies 

Subtotal ofiOUs 25.1 

Municipal Utilities 

JEA North Landfill LFG 1.5 1997 

JEA GilVin Landfill LFG 1.2 1999 

JEA Buckman OBG 0.8 2003 

TAL Com Hydro WAT 11.0 1985 

Various Distributed Solar Installations (Aggregate) SUN 0.4 Varies 

Subtotal of Municipals 14.9 

Other Utilities 

UCEM Jim Woodruff WAT 43.5 1957 

Subtotal of Others 43.5 

Total 83.5 

Self-Service Renewable Generation 

In addition to those facilities which provide renewable energy to the grid through 
contracts or as-available energy tariffs, several self-service renewable facilities also produce 
energy. Facilities such as these do not deliver energy to the grid, but rather meet or reduce their 
own energy requirements through the use of renewable energy. These facilities cannot be 
counted on for reliability purposes, similar to non-firm renewables, but they do still playa role in 
reducing Florida's dependence upon fossil fuel-fired generation. 

Net Metering 

Net metering is an arrangement between a utility and a customer with renewable 
generation capability whereby the customer's energy usage is offset by the amount of energy 
generated. If the customer's energy usage is less than that produced by the renewable generator, 
then the utility will credit the customer's account for that energy. Conversely, the customer will 
be billed for any energy consumed that exceeds the energy generated. Typically, two meters are 
used to keep account of the amount of energy consumed and the amount of energy generated. 

In April 2008, the Commission amended Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., on interconnection and 
net metering for customer-owned renewable generation. The rule requires the IOUs to offer a 
standard interconnection agreement with an expedited interconnection process and net metering 
for all types of renewable generation up to 2 MW in capacity. Customers first benefit from such 
renewable systems by reducing their energy purchases from the utility. Net metering provides an 
additional benefit by allowing customers with excess renewable energy production to reduce 
future energy purchases from the utility. 
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The Commission's rule requires all electric utilities to annually report data associated 
with their interconnection and net metering programs. Data submitted in April 2009 show that 
the number of customers owning renewable generation systems in Florida is growing. Electric 
IOUs report that 1,044 customers owned solar photovoltaic systems in 2009, up from 383 in 
2008. For all electric utilities, about 13,236 kilowatts (13.2 MW) of solar photovoltaic capacity 
from 1,590 systems have been installed statewide. Florida's utilities reported the following 
information on customer-owned renewable generation for 2009, listed on Table 6 below. 

Table 6. State of Florida: Customer-Owned Renewable Generation 

Utility Type Connections Non-Firm Capacity (MW) 

Investor-Owned 1,044 7.903 

Municipal 303 3.378 

Rural Electric 243 1.955 
Cooperatives 

Total 1,590 13.236 

Proposed Renewable Generation 

Florida's utilities plan to construct or purchase an additional 734 MW of renewable generation 
over the ten-year planning period. The majority of the additions are currently proposed to come from 
biomass, with significant amounts from solar and municipal solid waste as well. Table 7 below 
summarizes the planned renewable resources through the planning horizon. 

Table 7. State of Florida: Planned Renewable Resource Net Additions 

Fuel Type Capacity 
(MW) 

Solar 296.2 

Wind 13.8 

Biomass 372.0 

Municipal Solid Waste 20.0 

Waste Heat 00 

Landfill Gas 32.3 

Hydro 0.0 

Total 734.3 

On the following pages, Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10 provide detailed lists of the renewable 
resources planned for construction over the ten-year period in Florida. Table 8 below shows that of 
the renewable finn capacity in Florida planned over the ten-year horizon, the majority is MSW that 
will be purchased by IOUs. 
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Table 8. State of Florida: List of Planned Renewable Firm Capacity 

Contracted Commercial Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Firm Capacity 
.(M\\') 

In-Service Date 

Investor-Owned Utilities 
Palm Beach County Resource Recovery 

FPL Uprate MSW 5.0 2012 

PEF BG&E#2 WDS 75.0 201 I 

PEF Hathaway Units 1-3 OBS 48.0 20 13 

PEF BG&E# I WDS 45.0 2013 

PEF FB Energy AB 60.0 2014 

Subtotal ofiOUs 233.0 
Municipal Uti lities 

GRU G2 Energy LFG 0.8 2010 

GRU Gainesville Renewable Energy Center WDS 100.0 2013 

JEA Trailridge LFG 6.0 201 I 

Subtotal of Municipals 106.8 
Cooperative Utilities 

SEC Hillsborough Waste to Energy Uprate MSW 15.0 20 10 

SEC Bee Ridge LFG 3.2 2010 

SEC Timber Energy WDS 13.0 2010 

SEC Hendry County AB 25.0 20 12 

Sub-Total of Cooperatives 56.2 

Total 396.0 
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Similar to planned firm capacity purchases, Table 9 below shows that most of the non-firm 
capacity planned in Florida will be purchased by lOUs. However, unlike firm capacity, it will be 
almost exclusively solar powered. 

Table 9. State of Florida: List of Planned Renewable Non-Firm Capacity 

Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Non-Firm Commercial 
Capacity (MW) In-Service Date 

Investor-Owned Utilities 

FPL WM Renewable Energy LFG 8.0 2010 

PEF Eliho OBS 6.0 2010 

PEF Blue Chip Energy SUN 10.0 2010 

PEF National Solar # 1-6 SUN 127.0 Varies 

Subtotal ofIOUs 151.0 

Municipal Utilities 

GRU Solar FIT Program SUN 20.0 Varies 

JEA Jacksonville Solar SUN 15.0 2010 

LAK SunEdison PV Projects SUN 24.0 Varies 

OUC Solar Fann SUN 9.4 2011 

OUC Solar Aggregation Project SUN 0.8 2011 

OUC Harmony SUN 5.0 2013 

Subtotal of Municipals 74.2 

Total 225.2 

Table 10 below shows that ninety percent of the utility-owned renewable projects planned in 
Florida in the next ten years will be owned by lOUs. The remaining ten percent is planned by 
municipal utilities. 

Table 10. List of Planned Utility-Owned Renewable Additions 

Purchasing Utility Facility Name Fuel Type Capacity (MW) 
Commercial 

In-Service Date 
Investor-Owned Utilities 

FPL Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center SUN 10.0 2010 

FPL Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center SUN 75.0 2010 

FPL St Lucie Wind WND 13.8 TBD 

Gulf Perdido LFG 3.0 2010 

Subtotal of IOUs 101.8 

Municipal Utilities 

OUC STCLFG LFG 2.0 2011 

OUC Holopaw LFG LFG 93 2013 

Subtotal of Municipals 11.3 

Total 1\3.1 
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Pursuant to current state and federal law, payments for capacity and energy purchased by 
utilities to generation facilities using renewable energy sources are capped at the utility's avoided cost 
for capacity and energy. In spite of the downturn in load growth resulting in reduced need for new 
generation, renewable generation has increased. Compared to figures in the 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan 
Review, existing renewable generation facilities have grown by approximately 4.2 percent (49 MW). 
However, in September 2010, Progress Energy Florida announced the termination of two large 
renewable purchased power contracts, which had represented almost twenty percent of the state's 
planned new renewable generation. A 40 MW biomass project and a 60 MW refuse-to-energy project 
were both cancelled due to a lack of funding. As a result, when compared to the 2009 Ten-Year Site 
Plan Review, the amount of new renewable generation planned for the ten-year horizon has decreased 
by approximately 1.75 percent (13.1 MW). 

Updated Navigant Consulting Report 

The Commission contracted with Navigant Consulting in early 2010 to update their 2008 
analysis with current conditions. In June 2010, Navigant Consulting released new comparisons 
of cost estimates for different renewable generating facilities. Navigant Consulting also 
provided additional detail pertaining to Florida's renewable resource which they identified as 
having the most technical potential for growth, solar photovoltaic facilities . Findings from the 
report are summarized below. 

In the 2010 Navigant Consulting Report Update, the most meaningful findings include 
changes in prices of renewable technologies. PV module prices have fallen and commodity costs 
for PV units have decreased during the recession, but both are returning to near their pre­
recession levels. Wind power prices have also decreased due to the recession, while utility 
turbine prices have risen as worldwide demand catches up with supply. According to the 2010 
Navigant Consulting Report Update, no large performance breakthroughs occurred for any 
technology. Because Navigant Consulting found solar resource to hold the most potential in 
Florida, the remainder of the 2010 Navigant Consulting Report Update focuses on solar power. 

The 2010 Navigant Consulting Report Update estimates that solar power systems have 
increased in efficiency while overall prices have decreased up to 40 percent from 2008. In spite 
of these changes, solar power systems continue to have some of the highest capital costs per kW 
of any renewable generating system. Varying the methods of using solar energy involving solar 
tracking technology and alternating solar film receptors produce a slight range of energy output 
and net capacity factors. In addition, the ability of solar PV systems to provide energy are 
limited to daytime hours. Supplemental battery storage units may alleviate this issue, but the 
costs of batteries are not included in Navigant Consulting's estimates and would therefore 
increase the capital and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs shown below in Table 11 .. 
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Table 11. Solar Technology Comparison 

Category Unit 
High Efficiency High Efficiency 

Fixed Thin Film 
with Tracking without Tracking 

Summer Peak Output MWAC 6.85 6.76 6. 82 
Winter Peak Output A MWAC 7.89 7. 89 7.66 
Net Capacity Factor B. 

% 18.4-18.8% 14.6-14.8% 15.8-1 6. 1% 
C (DCtoAC) 
Net Capacity Factor C 

% 23.0-23.5% 18.3 -18.5% 19. 8-20.1% (ACtoAC) 

Proiected Year 2010 2015 2020 2010 2015 2020 2010 2015 2020 
Installed Cost U $IkWoc $5,800 $5,000 $4,200 $5,100 $4,500 $3,900 $4,600 $4,000 $3,250 
FixedO&M $IkWoc-yr $35 $30 $26 $28 $24 $21 $40 $34 $30 
Chart Notes 

(A) Winter output is higher because the inverse relationship between temperature and output balances out the fact that the sun is directly overhead in the 
summer. 

(8) The range accounts for slight weather variations between north and south Florida. llle values reported here are fi rst year capacity projections. 
System output will degrade at between 0.3% and 0.7o/.JYear 

(C) Peak output and capacity factors calculated simulating systems in Florida using the National Renewable Energy Laboratory's Solar Advisory 
Model 

CD) This cost includes pennitting and interest during construction, but does not include interconnection, transmission, or substation upgrade costs. 
(E) This estimate does not include property taxes. 

Even with these advancements, capacity factors of solar panels are projected to remain 
below 25 percent. Such results indicate that solar PV facilities operate more like a conventional 
peaking unit and will not replace the need for base-load generating facilities. However, Navigant 
Consulting also reported that operating characteristics for these systems do not correlate with 
dai ly peak load hours. Figure 10 below shows the varying hourly capacity potential against the 
average daily demand in Florida. Navigant Consulting estimates that the peak output from solar 
PV faci lities reaches a maximum of approximately 50 percent of the rated capacity and occurs 
after the system' s winter peak hour and before the system's summer peak hour. As a result, a 
solar PV facility' s ability to provide reliability benefits appears limited. 
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Figure 10. Solar PV Output and Utility Seasonal Load Profiles 

PV and Utility load Profiles - Average Winter Day 
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Florida's Large Solar Projects 

The development of new renewable energy facilities in the state, such as solar, continues to 
depend largely on continued government subsidies and rebates. To demonstrate the feasibility and 
viability of clean energy systems, the Florida Legislature passed amendments to Section 366.92, F.S., 
during the 2008 legislative session. One amendment allows full cost recovery under the 
environmental cost recovery clause for certain renewable energy projects up to a total of 110 MW. 

On July 15,2008, the Commission approved FPL's petition for the approval of eligibility 
of cost recovery of three solar energy projects totaling 110 MW, pursuant to Section 366.92(4), 
F.S. FPL's DeSoto Solar and Space Coast Solar generate 25 MW and 10 MW, respectively. 
DeSoto Solar uses tracking array solar photovoltaic (PV) panels, while Space Coast Solar uses 
fixed array solar PV panels. FPL's largest project, Martin Solar, will be a 75 MW solar thermal 
steam generating facility at the existing Martin Power Plant Site in Martin County, Florida. 
Martin Solar involves the installation of solar thermal technology integrated into the existing 
steam cycle for Martin 8, a natural gas-fired combined cycle generating unit. The supplemental 
steam to be supplied by Martin Solar will be generated from concentrating solar radiation 
through parabolic trough solar collectors. By using this technology, Martin Solar is designed to 
serve as a fuel substitution resource and will not provide additional capacity. 

At the time of the filing, FPL estimated that the three solar facilities would cost an 
additional $573 million above traditional generation costs over the life of the facilities. FPL 
currently estimates that the three solar facilities will cost an additional $535 million above 
avoided cost over the life of the facilities, a slight reduction from what was originally estimated. 
The result is a monthly increase to a typical residential bill of approximately $1.01 by 2011, the 
first full year of operation for the three facilities. The solar facilities are expected to reduce the 
consumption of oil by 991,000 barrels, natural gas by 44,487,000 MMBtu, and CO2 production 
by over 3 million tons over the next 30 years. While the economic impact of reducing oil and 
natural gas consumption is accounted for in FPL' s estimates, the strategic benefits of reducing 
the use of a finite fossil fuel source are not captured. In addition, if/when Congress passes 
legislation that regulates the cost of greenhouse gas emissions, then the cost of traditional 
generation technology will increase, adding to the net value of non-emitting facilities such as 
solar PV facilities. 
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5. TRADITIONAL ENERGY GENERATION 

Load forecasts continue to indicate that the state's electrical energy needs will exceed even the 
increased DSM and energy efficiency programs described earlier. While reduced demand has led to 
the recent delay of several projects, additional traditional generation will be necessary to satisfy 
reliability requirements and provide sufficient energy to Florida's consumers. Florida's electric 
utilities must carefully weigh several factors in selecting a supply-side resource for future traditional 
generation projects. Any capacity addition has certain economic impacts based on the capital required 
for the project. Typically, more fuel-efficient units have higher capital costs, and the trade-offs 
between these two characteristics must be carefully considered. The type of fuel used is also 
important, as a heavy reliance upon any single fuel for a utility's generation fleet exposes the utility's 
ratepayers to increased risk of fuel price volatility and availability. 

Florida's utilities must also contend with increasing environmental concerns, especially those 
relating to carbon dioxide emissions. Discussions regarding emissions requirements for greenhouse 
gases are underway at a national level. Potential incremental environmental requirements and costs 
must be considered to fully evaluate any new supply-side resources. 

Capacity Types 

Traditional generating plants are generally classified as one of three capacity types: base load, 
peaking, or intermediate. A utility's goal for a base load unit is continuous operation, with the 
exception of planned outages for maintenance requirements. Base load units are characterized by high 
capital costs, low fuel costs, and long permitting and construction lead times. Peaking units, on the 
other hand, are operated least frequently at times of highest demand only. These units have lower 
capital costs, highest fuel costs, and the shOliest lead times. Intermediate units supply the middle 
ground, providing power to follow load for longer durations than peaking units, but not the continuous 
output of a base load power plant. Correspondingly, the capital costs, fuel costs, and lead times of 
intermediate units are between those of base load and peaking units. 

Once the timing of capacity additions is determined to meet reliability criteria, the technology 
and fuel type can be determined. The selection of a particular unit can be influenced by various 
factors, including fuel prices, availability, reliability, and transmission limitations. A utility's daily 
operations are guided by the principle of economic dispatch, wherein variations in the price of fuel 
and other market concerns are evaluated to determine the least expensive means of producing electric 
power. As a result of market fluctuations, the relative usage of each unit varies based on operating 
fuel costs, and any particular unit may fall into more than one category. 

Combustion turbines are the typical peaking unit selected for new generation by Florida's 
utilities. They are commonly fueled by natural gas, though some have dual-fuel capability with light 
oil as an alternative. Small utilities also utilize internal combustion engines as peaking units. Steam 
generators form the backbone of existing base load generation in Florida, with either coal-fired boilers 
or nuclear steam. Except for new nuclear generation, most new base load generation in Florida is 
planned to be natural gas-fired combined cycle units, which can also be dispatched as intermediate 
units. 
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Fuel Diversity 

Prior to the dramatic increase in oil prices in the late 1970s, Florida's utilities used oil as the 
primary fuel source for generating electricity. In accordance with energy policy established by the 
Legislature and implemented by the Commission, Florida's utilities made a concerted effort to add 
generating units that used solid fuels. One early response was the purchase of economical "coal-by­
wire" from the Southern Company, which had a temporary surplus of coal-fIred generation resources 
already constructed. The Commission led the utilities' efforts to maintain fuel diversity with 
regulatory programs such as the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor, which gave utilities an incentive 
to recover costs of converting from oil-based generation to other fuels, and the Energy Broker, a 
computerized system which matched buyers and sellers of economy energy to minimize the real time 
fuel costs of the participating utilities. 

In 1987, the U.S. Congress repealed the Power Plant and Industrial Fuel Use Act, which 
restricted the use of natural gas as a boiler fuel and contributed to a signifIcant oversupply of natural 
gas. Shortly after the repeal, a new era of highly efficient, flexible, environmentally preferred 
combustion turbine (CT) and combined cycle (CC) units entered the market in response to falling 
natural gas prices. The addition of these technologies by Florida's utilities fostered an increase in the 
use of natural gas to produce electricity. Due to the state's continued increase in the demand for 
electricity and the relatively low natural gas prices during the 1990s, Florida's utilities continued to 
add gas-fIred generating units to satisfy economic and reliability needs. 

Natural gas has become the chief fuel used by Florida' s electric utilities, with an increase from 
nearly 17.4 percent of the state's electricity requirements in 1999 to 48.5 percent in 2009. This trend 
is expected to continue, with projections indicating that natural gas-fIred generation will supply 51.4 
percent of the state's electrical requirements by 2019. Figure 11 on the next page illustrates Florida's 
energy generation by fuel type, clearly showing the increasing dependency on a single fuel source. 
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Figure 11. State of Florida: Energy Generation by Fuel Type (percent of Total) 
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Impact on Customer Bills 

Between 1980 and 2000, moderate fuel prices, as well as a balanced planning approach used 
by Florida's utilities, resulted in relatively stable nominal average electricity prices for Florida's 
ratepayers with real prices actually declining. In 2001 , natural gas prices began to increase 
nationwide, and as a result, electricity prices have increased as well. This trend has continued 
throughout the decade although real prices have remained relatively stable and show only a slight rate 
of increase. Figure 12 below illustrates this trend for the four largest IOUs. 
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Figure 12. IOUs: Average Residential Electric Bill (2000 through 2009) 
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Electricity prices have been increasing consistently since 2003, when natural gas prices began 
to increase nationwide. Natural gas tends to feature a high degree of price volatility, ranging from 
short-term spikes due to natural gas supply disruptions (such as in 2005 caused by hurricanes and 
tropical storms in the Gulf of Mexico), to the more dramatic price spike in 2008. Natural gas prices 
returned to significantly lower levels and remained there during 2009. Volatile natural gas prices have 
had a dramatic effect on customer bills in Florida and have resulted in several mid-term adjustments 
of the Fuel Clause. Of customer's retail bills, approximately half is comprised of fuel or purchased 
power costs, for which the IOUs are not allowed to earn a profit. Such events illustrate the importance 
of a balanced fuel supply, since fuel diversity can serve as a risk mitigation strategy by providing a 
dampening effect on fuel price volatility caused by daily market fluctuations. 

Over the last 20 years, Florida's utilities have increasingly relied upon natural gas to satisfY 
the state's growing energy demand. Any overdependence upon a single fuel, however, leads to 
significant risks relating to supply disruptions or price fluctuations, which can result in customer rate 
increases. Having multiple generating units with different fuel types increases the overall capital cost 
of a system, but also gives operational advantages. Maintaining a fleet capable of using a variety of 
fuels allows Florida's electric utilities to better adapt to changes in the economic and regulatory 
landscape by utilizing the least expensive fuel and meeting emissions standards at a minimum 
incremental cost to customers. 

Utility Generation Efficiency and Modernization 

Maintaining an efficient generation fleet plays an important role in meeting the many 
environmental, economic, and reliability issues that Florida's electric utilities must address. Increased 
efficiency results in reduced fuel consumption, which lowers fuel costs, fuel transport requirements, 
and environmental emissions. Overall, Florida's investor-owned utilities have steadily increased the 
efficiencies of their generating fleets, as shown in the system average heat rates illustrated in Figure 13 
below. A lower heat rate value indicates a more fuel efficient system. Improved efficiency can be 
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accomplished by the construction of new efficient generating units, the retirement of older and less 
efficient generating units, or the modernization of existing generating units. 

Figure 13. IOUs: System Average Heat Rates 
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The modernization of existing generating units allows for significant improvements in both 
performance and emissions, typically at a price lower than new construction. Modernization typically 
involves the conversion of generating units from less efficient fossil steam generation to combined 
cycle generation. This conversion increases capacity while improving the thermal efficiency of the 
existing unit, resulting in decreased fuel use and lower emissions. Steam generation can also be 
improved by installing more advanced equipment, such as the nuclear uprates discussed below. 

Since the existing unit must be removed from service for a period of time, a utility's reliability 
is affected during the conversion process. As a result, scheduling modernizations during periods of 
temporary excess capacity is more desirable. With the forecasted decline in load, several of Florida's 
utilities may have sufficient reserve margins to allow some of their smaller units to be converted, and 
the upcoming ten-year planning horizon appears to be an ideal window for completing these types of 
projects. Not all sites are candidates for modernization due to site layout and other concerns, and to 
minimize rate impacts, modernization of existing units should be investigated before considering new 
construction. Utilities should continue to explore potential conversion projects and report the 
feasibility and economic viability of each conversion in next year's Ten-Year Site Plans and before 
any need determination filing. 

In response to a staff data request, the Ten-Year Site Plan utilities identified the following 
facilities that are potentially capable of conversion. Table 12 below summarizes their responses. 
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Table 12. IOUs: Fossil Steam Facilities to Consider for Conversion 

Fuel & 
Combined In-Service 

Company Plant Name Summer Capacity Unit Notes 
Unit Type (MW) 

Year(s) 

FPL Riviera Units 3 & 4 Oil Steam 565 1962 - 1963 
Approved for 
Modemizatioll 

FPL Cape Canaveral Units I & 2 Oil Steam 792 1965 - 1969 
Approved for 
Modemization 

FPL Cutler Units 5 & 6 Natural Gas Steam 205 1954 - 1955 
Inactive Reserve (2010) 

Not to Retum 

FPL Manatee Units I & 2 Oil Steam 1,624 1976-1977 -

FPL Martin Units I & 2 Oil Steanl 1,652 1980-1981 -

FPL Sanford Unit 3 Oil Steam 138 1959 
Inactive Reserve (20 I 0) 

Not to Retum 

FPL Turkey Point Unit I Oil Steanl 396 1967 -

FPL Turkey Point Unit 2 Oil Steam 392 1968 
Inactive Reserve (20 I 0) 

Retums2018 

FPL Port Everglades ST 1-4 Oil Steanl 1,205 1960-1965 
Inactive Reserve (20 I 0-11) 

Unit3 Retums 2019 

PEF Crystal River I & 2 Coal Steam 869 1966-1969 -
PEF SuwaJmee Steam Plants Oil Steam 131 1953 - 1956 -

PEF Anclote Steam Plants Oil Steanl 1,011 1974-1978 -

Gulf Plant Scholz Coal Units Coal SteaJTI 92 1953 -

Gulf Plant Smith Coal Unit Coal Steam 357 1965 -1967 -

Total Capacity 9,429 

The Commission has already granted determinations of need for two conversions from fossil 
steam to combined cycle units. The approved conversions, located at FPL's Cape Canaveral and 
Riviera sites, represent a significant increase in generating capacity while reusing the plant site and 
reducing fuel usage and emissions. PEF has also recently conducted a conversion of its Bartow plant 
from fossil steam to a combined cycle unit. This conversion did not require a PPSA determination of 
need. PEF currently plans the retirement of Crystal River Units 1 and 2 after Levy Unit 2 has 
completed its first fuel cycle, due to stipulations relating to environmental issues. Gulf also is 
evaluating the conversion of two of its smaller coal units, Scholz Units 1 and 2, to biomass fuel. 

In its 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan, FPL revealed plans to remove from service several of its 
natural gas-fired and oil-fired steam units and place them into "Inactive Reserve" status. These units, 
named in Table 12, are all considered candidates for modernization. FPL has determined that by 
temporarily removing these units, which have high operating costs, the utility can more affordably 
serve its customers. Changes in customer demand, recent construction of more efficient generating 
units, and other capacity additions have created excess capacity in FPL's system; therefore, these units 
are not required to serve customer demand and will not adversely affect FPL's reliability due to their 
unavailability. These units will continue to be maintained and can be returned to service as needed, 
dependent upon load forecasts. 

Reserve Margin Requirements 

Florida's utilities adjust their system output constantly to meet the electric demand of 
customers from moment to moment. In addition, the utilities must be prepared to meet unexpected 
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spikes in demand due to unforeseen circumstances. Although peak demand is carefully monitored, 
each utility must maintain a certain amount of "reserve" capacity in the event that demand rises above 
forecasted levels. This "extra" generating capacity is expressed as a percentage of firm demand and is 
referred to as the "reserve margin." Although the FRee requires a minimum reserve margin of 15 
percent, many Florida utilities induding FPL, PEF, and TEeO maintain a reserve of20 percent above 
peak demand. Reserve margins approach the minimum FRee criteria primarily in the summer 
season. The lower summer reserve margin is partially due to load forecasting, but the fact that 
generating units can operate at a higher capacity in the winter than the summer due to ambient 
temperatures is also a contributing factor. 

Although the 20 percent reserve margin employed by FPL, PEF, and TEeO provides 
increased reliability to the state's system, it is paramount that, in an era of rising rates, utilities should 
study all options available to mitigate price increases, including possible modification of current 
planning criteria. 

DSM, such as load management and interruptible load, is also included in the region's reserve 
margin. Although the FRee has not set a standard limiting the percentage of the reserve margin that 
can be met with DSM, utilities have found that when these types of programs are used frequently, 
customers are more likely to leave the program. The sudden loss of DSM participants can lead to a 
lower system reliability, so utilities must balance the reserve margin between DSM and generation. 
As shown in Figure 14 below, the projected reserve margins with DSM are at or above 20 percent for 
the ten-year period. 

Figure 14. FRCC: Summer Peninsular Reserve Margin Projections 
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Proposed Generating Units by Fuel Type 

The Florida Public Service Commission is given exclusive jurisdiction by the Legislature, 
through the Power Plant Siting Act, to be the forum for detennining the need for electric power plants. 
Any proposed steam or solar generating unit of at least 75 MW requires certification under the Power 
Plant Siting Act. The Commission has granted detenninations of need for several generating units of 
various technology types in recent years. 

Approximately 7,200 MW of new generating units are planned to enter service over the next 
10-year period, consisting primarily of natural gas-fired combustion turbines and combined cycle 
units. A majority of this capacity has already received a detennination of need from the Commission 
or is exempted from the statutory requirements of the PPSA. Only one unit, a 970 MW natural gas­
fired combined cycle, still requires certification, and a petition requesting this detennination of need is 
expected by approximately 2014. 

Coal 

Due to a combination of high capital costs and uncertainties regarding fuel costs and potential 
environmental costs, no plans currently exist to construct coal-fired capacity in Florida. An element of 
the economic uncertainty relating to coal units is the possibility of a cost for carbon dioxide emissions. 
While no such state or federal regulation has yet been enacted, a significant concern relating to 
environmental costs of new generation does exist. 

Previously, Seminole Electric Cooperative had received fmal certification of Seminole Unit 
3, a 750 MW coal-fired power plant, but elected to discontinue the project in January 2010. While no 
major retirements of coal-fired generation are planned during the 2010-2019 period, coal remains a 
significant portion of Florida's capacity resources. Excluding coal, the only traditional generating 
fuels remaining available for use are nuclear and natural gas. 

Nuclear 

Nuclear generation is a technology that produces no greenhouse gas emissions. Strides have 
been made nationally to bring nuclear generation back to the forefront, including new standardized 
plant designs pre-approved by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and streamlined safety and 
operating licensing to expedite construction. Nevertheless, licensing, certification, and construction of 
a new nuclear power plant in Florida is expected to take approximately ten years. Coupled with 
extremely high capital costs, due in part to worldwide industrialization and demand for construction 
materials and labor, the commitment to the construction of new nuclear power plants entails its own 
set of fmancial risks. In an effort to mitigate the economic risks associated with nuclear power plants, 
the Florida Legislature enacted Section 366.93, F.S., in 2006. This statute directed the Commission to 
establish new rules to provide early cost recovery mechanisms for costs related to the siting, design, 
licensing, and construction of nuclear power plants in Florida. Rule 25-6.0423, F.A.C., adopted April 
8, 2007, implements the legislative standard for nuclear power plant cost recovery. 

Increased nuclear capacity will significantly contribute to both greater system fuel diversity 
and lower greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, nuclear generation does not face the same supply 
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disruptions as fossil fuel generation because nuclear fuel is replenished during refueling outages which 
typically take place once every 18 to 24 months. 

Both FPL and PEF have included additional nuclear capacity from expansion (uprates) of their 
existing nuclear generating units in their 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans. Combined, the nuclear uprates 
will add approximately 565 MW of additional nuclear capacity. 

In 2008, the Commission also granted both PEF and FPL determinations of need for new 
nuclear generation. PEF's Levy Units 1 and 2 are planned for construction on a greenfield site near its 
existing Crystal River power plant, and FPL's Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 are planned for an existing 
nuclear site. All four new units are anticipated to be the new AP 1000 nuclear design with a projected 
rating of approximately 1,100 MW. The Governor and Cabinet have certified PEF's Levy Units 1 
and 2, but have not yet certified FPL's Turkey Point Units 6 and 7. Both PEF and FPL have 
experienced delays in their construction timelines from those presented at the time of need 
determination. 

PEF included Levy Unit 1 in its current Ten-Year Site Plan filing, with plans to begin 
commercial service in June 2019. However, in its 2010 nuclear cost recovery clause filings, PEF 
revised the in-service dates to 2021 and 2022 for the two Levy Nuclear units. The delay is a result of 
multiple factors, including the failure to receive a Limited Work Authorization from the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and an ongoing review on the AP 1 000 design. 

Similarly, FPL's nuclear units have experienced delays which have pushed the units out of the 
scope of this Ten-Year Site Plan. In its 2010 nuclear cost recovery clause filings, FPL states that for 
planning purposes, the in-service dates are approximately 2022 for Unit 6 and 2023 for Unit 7. As a 
result of these delays, no new nuclear generating units are expected to be built within the 2010 through 
2019 period, and the only addition of nuclear capacity will come from the unit uprates previously 
discussed. A summary of the new nuclear capacity additions is found in Table 13, below. 

Table 13. State of Flor ida: Nuclear Capacity Additions 

Dates 
Summer 

Utility Generating Unit Name Capacity Need Approved PPSA In-Service 
(MW) (Commission) Certified Date 

PEF Crystal River 3 4& 156 2 / 2007 8 / 2008 2010&2011 

FPL St Lucie I 103 1/ 2008 9 / 2008 201 I 

FPL Turkey Point 3 104 1/ 2008 10 / 2008 2012 

FPL Sl. Lucie 2 943 1/ 2008 9 / 2008 2012 

FPL Turkev Point 4 104 1/ 2008 10 / 2008 2012 

PEF Levy I 1,092 5 / 2008 8 / 2009 2021 

PEF Levy 2 1,092 5 / 2008 8 / 2009 2022 

FPL Turkey Point 6 1,100 3 / 2008 - 2022 

FPL Turkey Point 7 1,100 3 / 2008 - 2023 

Total Capacity 4,949 
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Nuclear power plant construction is capital-intensive and has a long lead time. The 
Commission, however, reviews the continued feasibility of both Levy Units 1 and 2 and Turkey Point 
6 and 7 during its annual nuclear cost recovery proceedings. Such proceedings provide the 
Commission with a forum to ensure that construction of the nuclear units continues to be in the best 
interest of ratepayers. 

Natural Gas 

Natural gas accounts for the majority of capacity being added to Florida's generation base, 
followed by nuclear and renewable resources. The 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans include the addition of 
approximately 6,640 MW of natural gas-fired generation. This figure is a significant decline from the 
2009 Ten-Year Site Plan, which estimated approximately 11,000 MW of natural gas-fired generation. 
This reduction in additional capacity can be attributed to the lower load forecasts and increased DSM 
goals. 

A total of 800 MW of natural gas-fired combustion turbine capacity is expected to enter 
service by 2019. Because these units are not steam-fired capacity, they do not require siting under the 
PPSA. A list of all combustion turbine units entering service is included in Table 14. 

Table 14. State of Florida: Natural Gas - Combustion Turbine Additions 

Summer 
Utili ty Generating Unit Name Capacity In-Service Date 

(MW) 

lEA Greenland Energy Center CTI & 2 284 2011 

TECO Future CTI - CT4 224 2013 

TECO Future CT5 56 2014 

TECO Future CT6 56 2016 

SEC UnnamedCTI- CT4 632 2017-2019 

PEF UnknownCT I 178 2018 

Total Capacity 1,430 

The remainder of the natural gas-fired additions come from combined cycle units, which have 
greater than 75 MW of steam capacity and therefore fall under the PPSA. A majority of the capacity 
to be added during the current ten-year period has already received a determination of need from the 
Commission, excluding a single proposed unit. TECO's Ten-Year Site Plan lists a 970 MW 
combined cycle unit with an in-service date of May 2018. Given typical lead times associated with 
combined cycle units, a petition would be expected for this unit by 2014. Table 15 below includes all 
combined cycle units planned to enter service by 2019. 
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Table 15. State of Florida: Natural Gas - Combined Cycle Additions 

Dates 
Summer 

Utili ty Generating Unit Name Capacity Need Approved PPSA In-Service 
(MW) (Commission) Certified Date 

OUC Stanton B 298 6 / 2006 12 / 2006 212010 

FMPA Cane Island 4 300 8 / 2008 12 / 2008 512011 

FPL West County 3 1,220 9 / 2008 11 / 2008 612011 

FPL Cape Canaveral Clean Energy Center 1,210 9 / 2008 10 / 2009 6 / 2013 

FPL Riviera Beach Clean Energy Center 1,212 9 / 2008 1112009 6 / 2014 

TECO Polk CC Conversion 970 - - 5 / 2018 

Total Capacity 5,210 

Resource Additions 

Table 16 below reflects the aggregate net capacity additions contained in the reporting 
utilities' 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans_ At the time of filing, the state's electric utilities planned to add a 
net summer capacity of 3,203 MW over the next 10 years. This figure is a net value because 
generation additions and uprates are offset by unit retirements and deratings, in addition to changes in 
the contractual status of purchases. For example, the unit type of natural gas-fired combustion 
turbines has a new capacity of 1,430 MW from unit additions, but it only has a net capacity of 623 
MW over the planning period due to a combination of unit uprates, derates, retirements, and 
conversion to combined cycle systems. Negative values in the table reflect the retirement or down 
rating of fossil steam units or the expiration of firm capacity contracts in excess of any possible unit 
additions, uprates, or purchases. If new contracts are signed in the future to replace those that expire, 
these resources will once again be included in the state's capacity mix. The subsequent effects of 
these additions as well as recent changes are discussed throughout this report. These proposed 
capacity changes represent a decrease of approximately 7,022 MW in net summer capacity from the 
2009 Ten-Year Site Plans. As in past years, the majority of new capacity planned in the 2010-2019 
period is expected to come from natural gas-fired units with nuclear generation representing the next 
largest fuel source. 
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Table 16. State of Florida: Proposed Capacity Changes As Reported 

Net Summer Capacity Changes (MW) 
Unit Type 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan 

(2009-2018) (2010-2019) 

Natural Gas (NG) 

Combined Cycle 8,861 5,232 

Combustion Turbine 2,130 623 

Steam -277 -276 

Coal 

Steam 489 -45 

Integrated Coal Gasification 0 -15 

Oil 

Combustion Turbine & Diesel -141 -68 

Steam -2,497 -2,444 

Nuclear (NUC) 

Steam 3,838 1,658-

Firm Purchases 

Independent Power Producer (lPP) -1 ,993 -482 

Interchange -954 -746 

Non-Utility Generator (NUG) 384 -234 

Renewables 385 734 
Net Capacity Additions 10,225 3:J37 

- Includes Levy I which has been delayed beyond 2019 after the Ten-Year Site Plan filing 

Figure 15 below illustrates the present and future aggregate capacity mix. The capacity values 
in Figure 15 incorporate all proposed additions, changes, and retirements from Table 16. 
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Figure 15. State of Florida: Electric Utility Summer Capacity (MW) Mix As Reported 
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Outlook 

Florida's utilities are projecting fewer capacity additions in the 2010 through 2019 period 
compared to that of the 2009 Ten-Year Site Plan. While load forecasts are declining, new generation 
capacity will be required to continue to reliably meet Florida's energy requirements. A m~ority of 
this generation has already received regulatory approval, with only a single generating unit in the 
planning horizon that has not yet received a determination of need. 

While generation planning requires considerable lead time, plans are subject to change due to 
factors including changes in fuel cost, energy use projections, evolving technology, and changing 
energy policy. The primary fuel types remaining in Florida as a viable option for new generation are 
natural gas or nuclear power plants, but nuclear generation has been delayed to the extent that no new 
generating units are expected to enter service for over a decade. Natural gas already provides 
approximately half of Florida's energy generation and is projected to provide the majority of new 
generation over the next ten years. Such growth in natural gas generation may impact the volatility of 
electricity prices to Florida's ratepayers. 
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6. FUEL PRICE, SUPPLY, AND TRANSPORTATION 

Utilities must decide which type of plant to build many years in advance: approximately four 
years for combined cycle, seven years for coal, and ten or more years for nuclear. Fuel price forecasts 
play an important role in generation expansion planning. However, because long-term fuel prices 
cannot be predicted precisely, factors other than price such as supply, transportation, and fuel diversity 
are also influential. 

Section 377.703(2)(e), F.S., requires the Commission to analyze and produce natural gas and 
electricity forecasts in coordination with the Florida Energy and Climate Commission. Figure 16 
below illustrates the weighted average forecasted fuel price for the ten reporting utilities. The 
forecasted price for each fuel type is weighted by fuel consumption, meaning that utilities that 
generate large amounts of electricity from a particular fuel type will have more of an influence on the 
average. Prices for solid fuels, such as nuclear and coal, are forecasted to remain stable compared to 
oil and natural gas prices. 

Figure 16. Reporting Utilities: 2010 Weighted Average Fuel Price Forecast 
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Natural Gas Price Forecasts and Supply 

The reporting utilities provided forecasts of natural gas prices in nominal dollars on a 
delivered basis. Natural gas prices are driven by factors including weather, inventories, 
macroeconomic conditions, and refmed petroleum products prices. Different assumptions for these 
factors contained in utilities' forecasting models result in varied forecasts of natural gas prices. For 
example, the forecasted 2019 prices range from $8.08 to $12.87 per million Btu (MMBtu), with the 
weighted average at $10.75 per MMBtu. 

Based on a comparison of the average prices for equivalent energy shown in Figure 16, the 
utilities continue to expect a significant cost differential between natural gas and refined petroleum 
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products (distillate oil and residual oil, which are considered to be close substitutes). For example, the 
average forecasted 2019 price of natural gas, expected to be $10.46 per MMBtu lower than that of 
distillate oil, has been an important factor in electric power generation and industrial use. 

Differences in supply and demand conditions between natural gas and fuel oil contribute to the 
cost differential, on a dollar per MMBtu basis, for the two fuels. Natural gas has rather limited 
applicability and requires pipelines for transportation from wellheads to users. Historical prices show 
volatility due to short-term supply issues, such as hurricanes and tropical storms in the Gulf of 
Mexico. Long-term investment in relatively new natural gas uses, such as electric generation, may 
have been limited by this price volatility and concerns over declines in production from the mature 
conventional natural gas regions of the Gulf Coast onshore, Gulf Coast offshore, and Permian Basin. 

Evidence of abundant domestic supply is growing due to recent developments in 
unconventional natural gas production (shale, tight sands, and coal bed methane). Unconventional 
natural gas production is expected to increase from about 26.5 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d) in 
2010 to about 44.9 Bc£'d by 2019. Long-term supply reliability and price stability are further 
improved by recent development and expansion in pipelines, storage, and LNG (liquefied natural gas) 
facilities. The cost advantage and improving supply will likely drive demand growth for natural gas, 
resulting in a moderate rise in natural gas prices over the planning period. Other factors, such as 
climate change legislation, may decrease demand for coal while increasing demand and prices for 
natural gas. 

Transportation 

In Florida, greater dependence on natural gas could reduce the reliability of electric utility 
generation, primarily from the possible disruption of the natural gas supply or its transportation. The 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) established a GaslElectricity 
Interdependency Task Force to determine reliability impacts and to recommend mitigating measures 
in the event reliability risks arise. The NERC task force completed a study in May 2004, concluding 
in part that natural gas pipeline reliability can substantially impact electric generation and that electric 
system reliability can also have an impact on natural gas pipeline operations. The FRCC continues to 
review the recommendations made by the NERC task force to determine where to focus future 
analyses. The FRCC has recommended that Peninsular Florida maintain adequate pipeline capacity 
for reliability purposes for both current and future natural gas demand. 

Florida has relied primarily on two natural gas pipeline companies, Florida Gas Transmission 
(FGT) and Gulfstream Natural Gas (Gulf stream), to supply natural gas to electric utilities, large 
industrial customers, and local distribution companies. FGT operates approximately 5,000 miles of 
pipeline nationwide, including 3,300 miles in Florida. FGT's system has undergone 7 expansions 
since its inception in 1959, increasing pipeline capacity from its original 0.278 Bc£'day to its current 
2.3 Bc£'day. FGT's Phase VII Expansion Project began service in May 2007. FGT's Phase VIII 
Expansion Project, authorized by FERC in November 2009, will add 0.82 Bc£'day of capacity. The 
project consists of approximately 483.2 miles of pipeline facilities and is expected to be completed 
and in service in the spring of 20 11. 

Gulfstream has a system pipeline capacity of 1.25 Bc£'day. The first phase of Gulfstream's 
system, which entered service in 2002, crosses the Gulf of Mexico with more than 430 miles of 36-
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inch diameter pipe between Pascagoula, Mississippi, and Manatee County, Florida. The Ph~e .II 
expansion, a llO-mile extension to FPL's Martin plant site in Martin County, entered servlc~ ill 

February 2005. The Phase III expansion, which began service in the summer of 2008, provides 
service to FPL's West COlmty Energy Center. The Phase IV expansion, completed in the fIrst quarter 
of2009, provides pipeline capacity for PEF's Bartow site in Pinellas County. 

The newest pipeline system serving Florida is the Cypress Pipeline. Phase I of this project 
connects the Elba Island LNG facility near Savannah, Georgia, to FGT's system near Jacksonville, 
Florida. The pipeline began service in May 2007 and provides natural gas to PEF's Hines' units, and 
provides an incremental 220 million cubic feet per day (MMcfld) of takeaway capacity. 
Subsequently, compression facilities installed on the pipeline expand its capacity. 

In addition to the Cypress Pipeline, one other LNG project is proposed to serve Florida. 
Hoegh LNG - Port Dolphin, a proposed offshore terminal and submerged buoy system, would be 28 
miles offshore and be connected to Port Manatee near Tampa Bay by a 42-mile pipeline. The project 
is planned with the capability to expand to a peak send-out capacity of 1.2 Bcf/day. The project was 
approved by the Governor on September 11,2009, and received its federal deepwater port license in 
April 2010. Construction of Port Dolphin will proceed in two phases lasting a total of approximately 
22 months, with the port expected to commence operations in 2013. 

Out-of-state pipeline projects also increase supply options for Florida. The Southeast Supply 
Header (SESH) project is a 274-mile pipeline from the Perryville hub in Louisiana to interconnect 
with the Gulfstream Pipeline at Pascagoula, Mississippi. This pipeline began service in September 
2008. Major shippers include Southern Co., Tampa Electric Co., Florida Power & Light Co., and 
Progress Energy Florida. Another out-of-state pipeline, the Destin Pipeline, originates in central 
Mississippi, terminates at offshore wells in the Mobile Bay area, and interconnects with several 
pipelines, including FGT and Gulfstream, and with storage facilities such as Petal Gas Storage and 
Southern Pines Gas Storage. The SESH and the Destin Pipeline are expected to be expanded within 
the planning period, providing additional capacity to transport unconventional shale gas from Texas 
and Louisiana to Gulfstream and FGT. In addition, Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line (Transco) is in the 
process of expanding their Mobile Bay (Zone 4A) lateral, which runs from west central Alabama 
(Transco compressor station 85) to Mobile and which interconnects with FGT. This lateral will 
provide additional capacity to allow transport of shale gas into Florida. 

Coal Price Forecasts and Supply 

The reporting utilities forecasted coal prices on a delivered basis, resulting in differences in the 
forecasted prices depending on the location of the particular utility's coal plant and the mode of 
transportation. The forecasts use existing long-term contract prices and estimates of the spot market 
pnces. 

The reporting utilities see relatively stable coal prices over the planning horizon. Ample 
supply of domestic coal and the availability of imported coal, primarily from Colombia and 
Venezuela, should provide support for stable commodity prices. However, rising transportation costs 
may contribute to higher delivered prices. Transportation options for reporting utilities include rail and 
waterborne transportation. 
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The Surface Transportation Board (STB) has had increased concern about rising rates 
imposed by the railroads in recent years. Trade groups such as Consumers United. for Rail Equity 
(CURE) and the National Industrial Transportation League (NIT) have aggressIvely advocated 
legislation regarding rail rates, the level of regulation, and ending railroad antitrust exempt~ons .. The 
American Association of Railroads opposes such legislation. Since the outcome of this dIspute 
remains uncertain, coal prices could. be further impacted. 

Greater globalization of the waterborne solid fuel trade could also increase the cost of 
waterborne transportation for Florida electric utilities. Since the supply of coal vessels/ocean barges is 
limited, more frequent and rapid changes in shipping costs could occur based on global economic 
conditions. While existing agreements would mitigate the impact of more volatile costs, spot 
transactions would be immediately affected. 

Figure 16 shows that the utilities continue to expect coal prices to be less expensive compared 
with other fossil fuels, based on equivalent energy contained in the fuel. While new coal plants will 
likely be challenged by higher capital and environmental costs, existing coal plants will likely 
continue playa meaningful role in fuel diversity and lower fuel costs for customers. 

Residual and Distillate Oil Price Forecast and Supply 

Oil prices depend on global economic growth, other competing energy developments, and 
geopolitics. Economic growth in India, China, and the Pacific Rim countries has increased demand, 
and Platts, an energy information service, states that a geopolitical risk premium in oil prices will 
always exist. Sources of geopolitical risk for oil prices are Venezuela, Nigeria, Russia, the former 
Soviet states, and the Middle East, which have all contributed to the increased volatility of crude oil 
prices in recent years. Since residual oil and distillate oil are refmed products of crude oil, the prices 
for these products will track with crude oil. 

Only three Florida electric utilities continue to use residual fuel oil (heavy oil) for generation, 
with declinirIg usage over the planning period. Six Florida electric utilities also use distillate oil (No.2 
fuel oil), but only as a back-up fuel for natural gas plants that are fuel switchable and as a starter fuel 
for coal plants. Due to the cost advantage and improving supply reliability of natural gas, distillate oil 
and residual oil are likely to continue their declinirIg significance as a source of electric generation in 
Florida. 

Nuclear Fuel Price Forecasts and Supply 

Until about 2004, uranium traded below the $20/1b price range, mostly driven by excess 
inventories. Since that time, the uranium market has undergone a period of price volatility due to a 
change in fundamentals (supply and demand) and the effect of speculation. First, the "nuclear 
renaissance" - the period, roughly from 2005 to 2008, of increased interest in building new nuclear 
plants and uprating existing plants - led to the projection of significant increase in demand for 
uranium. Supply was also reduced due to accidents in major uranium mirIes between 2006 and 2007. 
The tight uranium supply attracted interests of hedge funds and speculation that pushed the price up to 
a market peak at $137 /lb in 2007. 
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Consequently, the high price of uranium led to plans for increased production at existing 
mines and the development of new mines. In addition, postponements of new nuclear projects 
beginning in 2009 led to lower projected demand. With the new supply and demand conditions and 
reduced speculative demand resulting from the recent financial crisis, prices have come down faster 
than anticipated. In the future, nuclear fuel is forecasted to be priced closer to basic supply and 
demand pricing, with a moderate upward trend and some periodic increases due to speculative 
demand. As with fuel procurement in general, long-term contracts for nuclear fuel can mitigate price 
volatility. 
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7. TRANSMISSION PLANS 

As generation capacities increase, the transmission system must grow accordingly to maintain 
the capability of delivering the energy to the end user. The Commission has been given broad 
authority pursuant to Chapter 366, F.S., to require reliability within Florida's coordinated electric grid 
and to ensure the planning, development, and maintenance of adequate generation, transmission, and 
distribution facilities within the state. In addition, the Commission must determine the need for 
transmission lines of230 kV and larger pursuant to the TLSA. 

Reliability Standards 

Nationwide, electric utilities plan their bulk power systems (100 kV and higher) to comply 
with the NERC and regional reliability standards. The NERC's mission is to verify that the bulk 
electric system in North America is reliable, adequate, and secure. Since its formation in 1968, the 
NERC operated successfully as a self-regulatory organization, and the electric industry voluntarily 
complied with the NERC's reliability standards. In 2005, Congress required the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) to develop a new mandatory system of reliability standards and 
compliance. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorized the creation of an electric reliability 
organization (ERO) with the statutory authority to enforce compliance with reliability standards 
among all market participants. The NERC received certification as the ERO from the FERC in July 
2006. 

NERCIFRCC works with all stakeholder segments of the electric industry, including 
electricity users, to develop standards for the reliable planning and operation of the bulk power 
systems. Fundamentally, a power system should always operate in such a way that no credible 
contingency could trigger cascading outages or another form of instability. Reliability standards are 
generally applied as follows: 

• Under a single-contingency criterion, a utility's transmission system experiences no 
equipment overloads, voltage violations, or instability following a contingency outage 
of the single most crucial element, whether that piece of equipment is a generator, a 
transmission line, or a transformer. The single-contingency criterion is generally the 
minimum reliability standard at which electric utilities plan their bulk power systems. 

• Under a multiple-contingency criterion, a utility's transmission system must withstand 
the simultaneous failure of two or more elements with a controlled loss of load and no 
cascading outages which affect neighboring utilities. The transmission system must 
subsequently be able to adjust so that all elements operate within their emergency 
ratings for the duration of the outage. 

In response to congressional actions to require mandatory reliability standards, which were 
supported by the Commission, the FRCC has implemented a program that will monitor and enforce 
compliance with the NERC and the FRCC reliability standards. The program relies on self­
assessment, periodic reporting, and on-site audits for compliance. In administering the compliance 
program, the FRCC works closely with all owners, operators, and users of the state's bulk electric 
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system. The Commission staff attends FRCC meetings and maintains an open dialog with the FRCC 
on reliability matters affecting the state. The Commission will continue to work closely with the 
FRCC, NERC, and FERC to guarantee the adequacy and reliability of Florida's electric grid. 

FRCC Transmission Planning Process 

One of the benefits attributed to the formation of a regional transmission organization (RTO) 
is centralized, coordinated transmission planning. In April 2006, the Commission closed a lengthy 
investigation into the prudence of forming an RTO, known as GridFlorida, because the RTO did not 
appear to be cost-effective. The Commission directed Peninsular Florida's utilities to coordinate their 
transmission planning activities through the FRCC in an effort to capture the benefits of an RTO in a 
more cost-effective fashion and yield a more complete transmission expansion plan from a peninsular 
perspective. Such a process will make sure that the reliability standards and criteria established by the 
NERC and the FRCC are met and will use the specific design, operating, and planning criteria 
employed by Peninsular Florida transmission owners. The Commission staff continues to monitor the 
FRCC's meetings on transmission planning and, if necessary, will exercise its Grid Bill authority to 
ensure the adequacy and reliability of Florida's transmission system. 

The FRCC performs a long range, ten-year study, as well as a study of the interface between 
Florida and the Southern Company (Southern). Sensitivity studies test the robustness of Peninsular 
Florida' s transmission system under various conditions and are performed within both studies. 
Examples of the sensitivities studied are as follows: 

• Transmission and/or generation facilities unavailable due to scheduled and/or forced 
outages 

• Weather extremes for summer and winter periods 

• Different load levels (e.g., 100-,80-,60-, and 40 percent) and/or seasons of the year 

• Various generation dispatches that will test or stress the transmission system 

• Reactive supply and demand assessment (generator reactive limits and power factor) 

• Specific areas of combination/cluster of generation and load serving capability among 
various transmission owners/providers in the FRCC that continually experience or are 
expected to experience significant congestion 

• Other scenarios or system conditions, such as stability analysis 

Consistent with the FRCC transmission planning process, these sensitivity studies will not 
necessarily call for the construction of transmission facilities identified in the studies, but will furnish 
insight into how robust the planned transmission system is expected to be. 
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2010-2019 Long Range Transmission Study 

The long range transmission study is a steady-state assessment of the adequacy of the FRCC's 
bulk and 69 kV transmission system for 2010-2019. The NERC Transmission Planning Standards are 
used to gauge the adequacy of the transmission system. These transmission planning standards state 
that the transmission system must remain stable within the applicable thermal and voltage rating limits 
without cascading outages, under normal system conditions, as well as during single and multiple 
contingency events. The FRCC's Long Range Transmission Reliability Study covers both near-term 
and long-term portions of the planning horizon. The near-term part examines years two through five 
(2010-2014) and analyzes in detail specific remedies identified for all thermal and/or voltage 
screening criteria exceptions. The long-term section examines years six through ten (2015-2019) to 
determine if any trends are developing that would require attention. 

The Long Range Transmission Reliability Study for transmission facilities, 69kV and greater, 
within the FRCC Region concluded that potential thermal and voltage screening criteria violations can 
be resolved by operator intervention meeting the NERC Transmission Planning Standards. The 
resolutions were thoroughly reviewed by the transmission owners and found to be adequate to 
maintain acceptable system performance under all conditions and events. The FRCC found no major 
projects requiring long lead times. 

Florida-Southern Interface Transfer Capability Study 

Currently, Peninsular Florida imports 1,500 MW of firm capacity into the FRCC region from 
the Southern Control Area within the Southeastern Reliability Council (SERC) region (Southern). 
The remaining transferrable capacity, nearly 2,100 MW, is available for non-firm energy sales. Firm 
capacity exports to Southern do not occur at this time, nor are they forecasted to occur during the 
planning horizon. The FRCC and Southern annually perform an interregional transmission study to 
confirm the maximum import and export capability between the two regions and to make sure that the 
transmission plans of both regions jointly meet the NERC reliability standards. Based on studies 
performed by the FRCC and Southern, there do not appear to be any reliability constraints at the 
Florida-Southern interface at this time concerning the current use of interface capacity. The 2010 
study confIrmed the total transfer capabilities between the FRCC and Southern, which are shown in 
Table 17 below. 

Table 17. Florida-Southern Interface Transfer Capability 

Transfer 
Transfer Capability (MW) 

Summer Winter 

Southern to Florida (import) 3,600 3,800 

Florida to Southern (export) 1,000 1,800 
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Proposed Transmission Lines Requiring Certification 

Many of the transmission lines proposed by the FRCC as needing to be built require TLSA 
certification. To require certification under Florida's TLSA, a proposed transmission line must meet 
the following criteria: a rating of at least 230 kV, crossing a county line, and a length of at least 15 
miles. Proposed lines in an existing corridor are exempt from TLSA requirements. The Commission 
determines the reliability need for and the proposed starting and ending points for lines requiring 
TLSA certification. The Commission must issue a final order granting or denying a determination of 
need within 90 days of the petition filing. The proposed corridor route is determined by the DEP 
during the certification process. The Governor and Cabinet sitting as the Siting Board ultimately must 
approve or deny the overall certification of the proposed line. 

Table 18 below lists all proposed transmission lines in the Ten-Year Site Plans that require 
TLSA certification. 

Table 18. State of Florida: Proposed Transmission Lines Requiring Certification 

Line 
Line Nominal Dates 

Transmission Line Length Voltage 
In-Service 

Owner Need Date 
(Miles) (kV) TLSA 

Approved Certified 

FPL Manatee - Bob White 30 230 8 / 2006 10 / 2008 12 / 2012 

FPL St. Johns - Pringle 25 230 5 / 2005 4 / 2006 1212013 

TEe Polk - FishHawk 30.5 230 - - 5 120 19 
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8. SUMMARY OF STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL 
COMMENTS 

All Ten-Year Site Plan Utilities 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: In the interest of providing feedback to the Ten­
Year Site Plan Utilities in a proactive manner, the FWC suggest that it would be helpful for the Ten­
Year Site Plan Utilities to include point-of-contact information with their submitted update materials. 

Florida Department of Transportation: The Siting Coordination Office has reviewed the Ten­
Year Site Plans and fmd these are suitable as planning documents. 

Investor-Owned Utilities 

• Florida Power & Light Company 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: FPL's Ten-year plan has addressed the wildlife 
related issues raised in our previous comment concerning the 2009 plan; therefore, we fmd the 2010 
update to FPL's 10-year site plan adequate for planning purposes. 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council: The Ten-Year Site Plan did not include 
any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 
The Council encourages Florida Power and Light to continue its efforts towards the 
incorporation of renewable energy projects. 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council: FPL's Ten-Year Site Plan is inconsistent 
with Strategic Regional Policy Plan Goal 9.1 , decreased vulnerability of the region to fuel price 
increases and supply interruptions; and Strategy 9.1.1 , reduce the Region' s reliance on fossil 
fuels. The Council urges FPL and the State of Florida to continue developing new programs to: 
(1) reduce the reliance on fossil fuels as future energy sources, (2) increase conservation 
activities to offset the need to construct new power plants, and (3) increase the reliance on 
renewable energy sources to produce electricity. The Council encourages the Florida Legislature 
to adopt a Renewable Portfolio Standard during the next legislative session in order to provide a 
mechanism to expand the use of renewable energy in Florida. FPL should address in the next 
Ten-Year Site Plan about the potential need to provide service to a significant number of 
additional customers in Indian River County. 

St. Johns River Water Management District: In general, the District requires that all new uses 
and requested increase in consumptive use permit (CUP) allocations demonstrate the use of the lowest 
quality source; justifY the need for the requested allocation; demonstrate efficient use; and not impact 
springs, wetlands, water bodies, water quality, or existing legal uses. In addition, all other CUP 
criteria must also be met. When locating a site for a power facility, FPL should consider the 
availability of water to meet the proposed demands of the facility and potential impacts due to facility 
water use, as well as the cumulative impacts of locating a facility at a given location. 

Review 0/2010 Ten-Year Site Plans 59 



• Gulf Power Company 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC finds that Gulf Power's Ten-Year 
Site Plan 2010-2019 document is suitable for planning purposes. We have determined that Gulf 
Power 'proposes no development plans that pose significant fish and wildlife resources issues or 
potential conflicts for this planning period. 

• Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC finds PEF's Ten-Year Site Plan 
document to be suitable for planning purposes. 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council: The Ten-Year Site Plan did not include 
any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 
The Council commends Progress Energy on its efforts towards the incorporation of alternative 
energy supplies, public and commercial incentive programs, conservation, and education efforts. 

Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council: WRPC finds PEF's 2010 Ten-year site plan to 
contain positive content that is consistent and well supported by the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for 
the Withlacoochee Region (SRPP). Furthermore, SRPP policies strongly support increased utilization 
of renewable energy system technology in power generation as well as collocation of planned 
facilities with other compatible economic uses. On the preceding basis, WRPC staff would 
recommend that Progress' TYSP should be considered "suitable" from the perspective of this regional 
reVIew. 

Southwest Florida Water Management District: All new facilities and expansions within the 
Southern Water Use Caution Area (SWUCA) will have to conform to applicable rules. Heightened 
concerns regarding groundwater as well as air quality controls that add to water demands of power 
generating facilities must be considered. 

• Tampa Electric Company 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC found TECO's 2010 Ten-Year Site 
Plan document to be suitable for planning purposes. 

Southwest Florida Water Management District: All new facilities and expansions within the 
Southern Water Use Caution Area (SWUCA) will have to conform to applicable rules. Heightened 
concerns regarding groundwater as well as air quality controls that add to water demands of power 
generating facilities must be considered. 

Municipal Utilities 

• Florida Municipal Power Agency 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC finds the 2010 Update to FMPA's 
10-year Site Plan to be adequate for planning purposes. 
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East Central Florida Regional Planning Council: The Ten-Year Site Plan did not include 
any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy PI~n. 
The Council commends the agency on its partnerships and continued work towards alternatIve 
energy supplies and conservation efforts. 

• Gainesville Regional Utilities 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: We recommend that the environmental issues 
and recommendations identified during the site amendment process for the Gainesville Renewable 
Energy Center be incorporated into the Ten-year Site Plan. If GRU includes the environmental 
conditions information recently developed for the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, we would 
recommend that the PSC fmd the 2010 update to Gainesville Regional Utility's Ten-Year Site Plan to 
be adequate for planning purposes. 

Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council: While this utility does not propose to develop 
projects within the region during the planning period, it has ownership interests in the Crystal River 
Nuclear Unit 3. The Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee Region assigns regionally 
significant status to all power plants due to the necessity to maintain ample regional energy supply. 
WRPC would recommend that this Ten-Year Site Plan be considered "suitable" from the perspective 
of this regional review. 

Alachua County: The GRU 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan is generally suitable as a planning 
document. Issues related to the protection of natural resources near the Deerhaven site, fuel 
procurement and the use of reclaimed water at the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, and energy 
demand management and fuel price forecasts are of interest. 

• JEA 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: We do not find the 2010 update to lEA's Ten­
Year Site Plan document to be adequate for planning purposes. This update to the JEA Ten-Year Site 
Plan report does not have an environmental and land-use section. Specifically, we recommend that 
JEA include a section on anticipated environmental issues and land-use changes. Further, we 
recommend that this section include color aerial photographic maps for each of their plants and 
associated facilities. 

Northeast Florida Regional Planning Council: The Northeast Florida Regional Council 
supports JEA and the State of Florida's efforts to continue to develop new programs to: (1) reduce the 
reliance on coal and oil as energy sources, (2) increase conservation activities to offset the need to 
construct new power plants, and (3) plan to develop an environmentally sound power supply strategy 
that may provide reliable electric service at the lowest practical cost. 

• City of Lakeland 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FW C found Lakeland Electric's Ten-Year 
Site Plan document to be suitable for planning purposes. If Lakeland Electric decides to expand or 
enhance existing sites to develop new sites in the future, more detailed information can be provided 
regarding site location, wildlife occurrences, and habitats, as well as surrounding natural resources. 
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• Orlando Utilities Commission 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC finds the 2010 Update to OUC's 
Ten-Year Site Plan to be adequate for planning purposes. 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council: The Ten-Year Site Plan did not include 
any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 
The Council commends the commission on its progress towards alternative energy supplies, 
reducing the commission's carbon footprint and conservation and education efforts. 

Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council: While this utility does not propose to develop 
projects within the region during the planning period, it has ownership interests in the Crystal River 
Nuclear Unit 3. The Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee Region assigns regionally 
significant status to all power plants due to the necessity to maintain ample regional energy supply. 
WRPC would recommend that this Ten-Year Site Plan be considered "suitable" from the perspective 
of this regional review. 

• City of Tallahassee 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: Fish and wildlife resources are not likely to be 
affected by Tallahassee' s facilities plan since no facility projects or enhancements are currently 
planned; however, fish and wildlife resources will need to be considered if improvements are planned 
to improve the transmission capabilities of the City. The City of Tallahassee's Ten-Year Site Plan 
2010-2019 document is suitable for planning purposes. 

Rural Cooperatives 

• Seminole Electric Cooperative 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission: The FWC does not fmd the 2010 update to 
Seminole Electric Cooperative's Ten-Year Site Plan document to be adequate. For future reference, 
we would recommend that Seminole Electric: (1) Perform a GIS analysis of any proposed power plant 
or transmission line sites and include summary reports of that information in their Ten-Year Site Plan 
updates, (2) Contact us in advance of preparing their next update if they have any questions about how 
to address fish and wildlife resources in the vicinity of their properties, and (3) Include contact 
information in their updates so that we can share our comments with them in a timely fashion. 

Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council: While this utility does not propose to develop 
projects within the region during the planning period, it has ownership interests in the Crystal River 
Nuclear Unit 3. The Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee Region assigns regionally 
significant status to all power plants due to the necessity to maintain ample regional energy supply. 
WRPC would recommend that this Ten-Year Site Plan be considered "suitable" from the perspective 
of this regional review. 

Southwest Florida Water Management District: All new facilities and expansions within the 
Southern Water Use Caution Area (SWUCA) will have to conform to applicable rules. Heightened 
concerns regarding groundwater as well as air quality controls that add to water demands of power 
generating facilities must be considered. 
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June 28, 2010 

Mr. Phillip O. Ellis 
Strategic Analysis & Govemment Affairs 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
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RE: 2010 Update to the Florida Power and Light Company 10-Year Site Plan, Multi­
County 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency' s review of the 2010 update to Florida Power and Light 
Company's (FPL) 10-Year Site Plan and provides the following comments and 
recommendations in accordance with Section 186.801 of the Florida Statutes. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electric generating facilities to submit a ten­
year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. The 2010 update to FPL's plan 
identifies modifications, uprates, or expansions at six sites that have been or currently are 
undergoing review under the Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA): the West County Energy 
Center; St. Lucie nuclear plant site; Turkey Point nuclear plant site; Cape Canaveral plant 
site; Riviera plant site; and the Martin County plant site. In addition to ongoing 
development, the update anticipates a new site for solar generation in Brevard County. 
Also, this update discusses the potential to develop ten additional sites. Six of the ten are 
within or adjacent to existing power generation facilities. One of these six potential sites, 
the Ft. Myers site in Lee County was cause for concern in FPL's 2009 10-year site plan 
update because of the proposed use of the Caloosahatchee River as a water source. The 
Ft. Myers site is still being considered as an additional generation site in the 2010 to-year 
site plan, and the Caloosahatchee River is still the proposed water source. As we 
mentioned during our 2009 review, the Caloosahatchee River provides habitat for State 
of Florida listed species, and therefore the FPL should be anticipating the need to address 
entrainment and impingement issues as well as the potential to impact habitat in the 
Caloosahatchee River and downstream estuary. 

Beyond the six sites mentioned above, there are four sites that are described only down to 
County level of specificity. These four general locations are as follows: 

• Glades County - Florida Heartland Solar, which is located only down to the 
roadway from which it might be accessed; 

• Hendry County - the update indicates that 1500 acres will be needed for a future 
photovoltaic facility delivering up to 100 megawatts of electricity; 

• Northeast Okeechobee County - no detail provided; 
• Southwest Indian River County - no detail provided. 
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Recommendations 

As FPL is further investigating potential locations for additional generation facilities, we 
recommend they coordinate with the FWC to identify locations with the least potential 
for impacting fish and wildlife resources in those areas. FPL is aware that the 
Caloosahatchee River provides habitat for a variety of listed species, and they have 
indicated that they will account for both wildlife impingement/entrainment as well as 
downstream water quality impacts when considering site selection for the additional Ft. 
Myers location. 

FPL's 100year plan has addressed the wildlife-related issues raised in our previous 
comment concerning the 2009 plan; therefore, we fmd the 2010 update to FPL's lO-year 
site plan adequate for planning purposes. If you or your staff has any specific questions 
regarding our comments, I encourage them to contact Jennifer Goff(561-625-5122) or by 
email atjennifer.gofT@MyFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

~~Rw/.( 
Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/jdg 
ENV 2-11-413 
FPl2010_2781_062810 
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:;J lfSlC ~l OF 
R~GULATCnY COMPLIANCE 

RE: Gulf Power 10-Year Site Plan; 2010-2019, Multi-County 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review of the Gulf Power 10-Year Site Plan and provides the 
following comments and recommendations. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electric generating facilities to submit a ten­
year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. Gulf Power owns and operates 
four plants in Northwest Florida: Plant Crist (Escambia County), Plant Lansing Smith 
(Bay County), Plant Sholtz (Jackson County), and Pea Ridge (Santa Rosa County), and it 
holds interest in plants in Mississippi and Georgia. 

In order to meet its future capacity needs, Gulf Power has continued to evaluate the 
construction of generating facilities or the acquisition of equivalent capacity resources in 
coordination with other Southern Electric System (SES) operating companies. Gulf 
Power indicates that it has satisfied its need for firm capacity through the May 2023 time 
period. Any new facility construction is deferred during the 2010-2019 planning cycle. 
However, Gulf Power anticipates the need to develop additional capacity at Plant Crist, 
Plant Lansing Smith, Plant Scholtz, or at a newly identified site, referred to as the Shoal 
River property in Walton County, before 2023. Gulf Power anticipates no future 
upgrades at the Pea Ridge facility. 

Potentially Arrected Resources 

Plant Crist (Escambia County) is located adjacent to the Escambia River, which has been 
designated as Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desoto; -
Florida-Species of Special Concern (SSC); Federal-Threatened [TD. The undeveloped 
portion of the site is mixed hardwoods/pines and mixed scrub. 

Plant Lansing Smith (Bay County) is located along North Bay ofthe St. Andrews Bay 
system. The undeveloped portion of the site is predominantly pine plantation with some 
wetland areas. It is adjacent to areas that are identified for conservation under the Bay 
County Sector Plan. 
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Plant Scholtz (Jackson County) is located adjacent to the Apalachicola River. The site 
consists ofa mixture of pine and hardwood forests. The Apalachicola River adjacent to 
Plant Scholtz has been designated Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus desotoi - Florida-SSC; Federal-T), and proposed critical habitat for the purple 
bankclimber (Elliptoides sloatianus - Federal-T) and fat three-ridge (Amblema neislerii -
Federal- Endangered [ED-

The undeveloped Shoal River Site (Walton County) is located on the Shoal River 
approximately three miles northwest of Mossy Head, Florida. The property is 
predominantly in pine plantation. The site: 

• falls within a federally designated red-cockaded woodpecker consultation area; 
• contains primary and secondary habitat for the Florida black bear ( Ursus 

american us jloridanus - State- T); and 
• is within close proximity to known occurrences of southern sandshell mussel 

(Hamiota australis - federal candidate-E), blackmouth shiner (Notropis 
melanostomus - State-E), bluenose shiner (Pteronotropis welaka - State-SSC, 
Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi - State-T; Federal-T), alligator 
snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii - State-SSC), gopher tortoise (Gopherus 
polyphemus - State-T), and pine barrens treefrog (Hyla andersonii - State-SSC). 

We fmd that Gulf Power's IO-year Site Plan 2010-2019 document is suitable for planning 
purposes. We have determined that Gulf Power proposes no development plans that pose 
significant fish and wildlife resources issues or potential conflicts for this planning 
period. If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the recommendations 
contained in this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or email me at 
marvann.poole@MyFWC.com, and I will be glad to help make the necessary 
arrangements. If your staffhas any specific questions regarding our comments, I 
encourage them to contact Theodore Hoehn at 850-488-3831 or by email at 
ted.hoehn@myFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/tsh 
ENV 2-11-4/3 
Gulfl'ower 2010_2787_0S0710 

cc: Susan Ritenour, Gulf Power, SDRlTENO@southemco.com 
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RE: Progress Energy Florida. Inc. 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan for Electrical Generating 
Facilities and Associated Transmission Lines 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review of the Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) 2010 Ten­
Year Site Plan and provides the following comments and recommendations in accordance 
with Section 186.801, Florida Statutes. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electricity-generating facilities to submit a 
ten-year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. PEF's lO-year plan includes 
continued operation of the Crystal River Nuclear, P.L. Bartow and Suwannee River 
plants and installation of a nuclear power unit at the Levy County Greenfield site. 

Crystal River Nuclear. P.L. Bartow. and Suwannee River Power Plants - PEF' s 10- year 
plan does not anticipate expansions of these sites for the foreseeable future. We do not 
recommend any additional information be developed for these sites at this time. 

Levy County Nuclear Facility - The Levy County site is located 8 miles inland from the 
Gulf of Mexico, 2.5 miles from the Cross Florida Barge Canal, and 10 miles north of the 
existing PEF Crystal River Energy Complex. The Levy County site is approximately 
3,100 acres, of which 1 (lOla will be occupied. The remainder of the site is proposed as a 
buffer preserve and exclusionary boundary. Chapter 4 of the plan indicates that the site 
is characterized by pine flatwoods and silviculture. PEF purchased an additional 2,100 
acre tract contiguous with the southern boundary of the power plant for the purpose of 
securing access to a water supply for the site from the Cross Florida Barge Canal, as well 
as transmission corridors from the plant site. 

The FWC is working diligently with PEF and the Siting Office to ensure that 
minimization and mitigation for potential adverse impacts from the plant and associated 
facilities, transmission lines, and discharges, as they relate to threatened and endangered 
species, wildlife species, and aquatic life (freshwater and marine), will be addressed 
through compliance with the Site Certification Conditions. We have not identified any 
additional wildlife-related planning information needs for this site at this time. However, 
in the interest of providing feedback to PEF in a proactive manner, we suggest that it 
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would be helpful for PEF to include point-of-contact information with their submitted 
update materials. 

In summary, we found PEF's Ten-Year Site Plan document to be suitable for planning 
purposes. If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the issues contained in 
this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or email me at 
maryann.poole@MyFWC.com, and I will be glad to help make the necessary 
arrangements. If your stafThas any specific questions regarding our comments, I 
encourage them to contact Dr. Joseph Walsh at 778-772-5094 or via email 
Joe. Walsh@myfwc.com. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/sr 
ENV 2-11-4/3 
Progress Eneray 2010_27114_062510 

72 



Florida Fish 
and Wildl ife 
Conservation 
Commission 

Commissioners 

RodneyBaneto 
Chairman 
Miami 

Richard A. Corbett 
Voce Chairman 
rampa 

KMhy Barco 
Jackaonvillft 

Ronald M. Be...,..., 
FOtt LlIudBrda/e 

DwtcM Stephenson 
Delray Beach 

Kenneth w. WrW"ot 
WlnterParl< 

Brien S. Yabloneld 
rallahassee 

Executive Staff 
Nick WIley 
Executive DIrector 

er.c-
Assistant Executive Director 

Karen V.-JmICII. 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

Offk;e of Planning and 
Policy Coordinat ion 
N .. cy I.Jneh8n 
Director 
(850) 487·3794 
(850) 410-5265 FAX 
(850) 410-5272 
(850) 922·5679 FAX 

M8n.~, /i$h and wildlife 
resources fa< their Ion,·term 
well-bein, and the bene/!t 
of people. 

620 South Meridian Street 
Tallahassee. Florida 
32399-1600 
Voice: (850) 48&-4676 

Hearinlllspeech impaired: 
(800) 955-8771 (Tl 
(800) 955-8770 (V) 

MyFWC.com 

Review 0/2010 Ten-Year Sile Plans 

APPENDIX A 

May 14, 2010 

Ms. Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399~850 

RE: Tampa Electric Company 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan for Electrical Generating 
Facilities and Associated Transmission Lines 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific Services 
Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has coordinated our 
agency' s review of the Tampa Electric Company (TECO) 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan and provides 
the following comments and recommendations. 

Projed Description 

Section 186.801 , Florida Statutes, requires electricity-generating facilities to submit a ten-year 
site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. Tampa Electric Company' s existing 
generating facilities are located at five plant sites: Big Bend Power Station (Big Bend), H.L. 
Culbreath Bayside Power Station (Bayside), Partnership Power Station (partnership), Polk Power 
Station (Polk), and I.H . Phillips Power Station (Phillips). The Big Bend, Bayside, and 
Partnership sites are located in Hillsborough County; the Polk Power Station is located in 
southwestern Polk County; and Phillips is located in Highlands County. All ofTECO's power 
stations have multiple generating units with different technologies and fuel types. 

Referenced Sltes and Recommendadons 

Bi~ Bend Power Station - The Big Bend site (1 ,500 acres) operates four pulverized coal-fired 
steam units with a total maximum net capacity of 1,590 megawatts (MW) and is equipped with 
desulfurization scrubbers and electrostatic precipitators. In addition, the station operates one 
aeroderivative combustion turbine that entered into service in August 2009 and can be fired with 
natural gas or distilled oil. The station's coal-fired units are currently undergoing the addition of 
air pollution control systems known as Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR). Three of the units 
have been modified and the remaining coal unit will be modified by the end of spring 2010. The 
planning document does not anticipate any modifications to the existing site's footprint in the 
foreseeable future. We do not recommend any additional information needs for this site at this 
time. 

HL. Culbreath Bayside Power Station - The Bayside site (213 acres) operates two natural gas­
fired combined-cycle units with a total maximum net capacity of 1,839 MW. The planning 
document does not anticipate any modifications to the existing site's footprint in the foreseeable 
future. We do not recommend any additional information needs for this site at this time. 

pqrtnership Power Station - The Partnership site operates two natural gas-fired internal 
combustion engines with a total maximum net capacity of 6 MW. This site was developed in 
partnership with TECO and the City of Tampa. The planning document is not proposing any 
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modifications to this site in the foreseeable future. We do not recommend any additional 
information needs for this site at this time. 

Polk Power Station - The Polk site operates five generating units with a total maximum net 
capacity of 972 MW. One unit is an integrated gasification combined-cycle unit fired with 
synthetic gas produced from gasified coal and other carbonaceous fuels. The remaining units are 
combustion turbines fired primarily with natural gas. Three of the units at this site can also be 
fired with distilled oil. The planning document does not anticipate any modifications to the 
existing site's footprint in the foreseeable future. We do not recommend any additional 
information needs for this site at this time. 

IH Phillips Power Station - The Phillips site operates two residual or distillate oil-fired diesel 
engines with a total maximum net capacity of 36 MW. The planning document is not proposing 
any modifications to this site in the foreseeable future. We do not recommend any additional 
information needs for this site at this time. 

Please note that TECO anticipates adding seven power-generating units, scheduled for 
construction between 2012 and 20 I 5. While the document indicates that TECO has already 
developed foundations at their facilities to accommodate these expansions and that no additional 
lands are required, the distribution of the new units between their existing facilities was not 
apparent; therefore, if the need to clear additional lands at their facilities should arise, we would 
anticipate needing to assess any changes for potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 

In summary, we found Tampa Electric Company's 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan document to be 
suitable for planning purposes. If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the issues 
contained in this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or email me at 
maryann.pooleCa)MyFWC.com, and I will be glad to help make the necessary arrangements. If 
your staff has any specific questions regarding our comments, I encourage them to contact Luis F. 
Gonzalez by telephone at 863-648-3200 or by email at luis.gonzalez@myfwc.com. 

Sincerely, 

luur h fi-oLL 
Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

mapllg 
ENV2- 11-<4/J 
Tampa Electric Company 2010 2119 0"410 
cc: Stanley Kroh - -

Tampa Electric Company 
P.O. Box III 
Tampa, FL 33601 
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June 10, 2010 

Mr. Phillip O. Ellis 
Strategic Analysis & Govenunent Affairs 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: 2010 Update to Florida Municipal Power Agency 10-Year Site Plan, Multi­
County 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our aaency's review of the 2010 update to Florida Municipal Power 
Agency's (FMP A) 10-Year Site Plan and provides the fu llowing comments and 
recommendations. 

No new proposals fur the FMPA facilities have been submitted at this time and none are 
expected fur the next 10 years. I f new proposals for the FMP A generating facilities or 
transmission facilities occur in the future, the FWC will review the submitted infurmation 
fur potential impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitats. 

We find the 2010 Update to FMPA's 100year Site Plan to be adequate furp1anning 
purposes. For future reference, we encourage the Public Service Commission to 
communicate to FMPA that by including company point-of-contact infurmation in their 
hard copy reports, they can facilitate receipt of any comments we might offer in a timely 
fashion. If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on this review, please 
contact Mary AM Poole in the Office of Policy and Planning Coordination at phone 850-
410-5272, or email maryann.poole@MyFWC.com. If your staffhas any specific 
questions regarding our corrunents, I encourage them to contact Steve Lau (772-778-
6354) or by email atsteve.JaU@MyFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Sanders 
Habitat &. Species Conservation Section Leader 

ss/map/sl 
ENV 1-3-2 
F1nrido M.,.;ap!l Pow ... A_ 2010_2'11-,1111010 
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RE: 2010 Gainesville Regional Utilities 10-Year Site Plan Review 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review of the 2010 Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) 10-
Year Site Plan and provides the following comments and recommendations, in 
accordance with Section 186.801, Florida Statutes. 

Project Description 

Section 186.80 I, Florida Statutes, requires electric generating facilities to submit a ten­
year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC). The FWC recognizes the 
efforts on the part ofGRU to include alternative and sustainable resources as part of their 
energy production with the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, LLC, for biomass 
energy sources. 

Referenced Sites and Recommendations 

Deerfield Plllnt - The GRU has identified the need to expand the Deerfield generating 
facility. In 2009, GRU and Gainesville Renewable Energy Center (GREC) filed a joint 
application for a biomass power plant in Alachua County. The existing 1, I 46-acre 
generating plant site would be expanded with the addition of2,328 acres. In accordance 
with Florida Power Plant Siting Act, FWC recommended conditions of certification for 
the site certification amendment. We recommend that the environmental issues and 
recommendations identified during the site amendment process for the Gainesville 
Renewable Energy Center be incorporated into the 10-year site plan. In the interest of 
providing feedback to GRU in a proactive manner, we suggest that it would be helpful for 
GRU to include point-of-contact information with their submitted update materials. 

IfGRU includes the environmental conditions information recently developed for the 
Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, we would recommend that the PSC find the 20 I 0 
update to Gainesville Regional Utilities' 1 O-year Site Plan to be adequate for planning 
purposes. If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the issues contained in 
this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or email me at 
maryann.poole@MyFWC.com, and I will be glad to help make the necessary 
arrangements. If your staffhas any specific questions regarding our comments, I 
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encourage them to contact Dr. Joseph Walsh at 772-778-6354 or via email 
Joe.Walsh@myiWc.com. 

Sincerely, 

lltvut ~ PMJte 
Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/sr 
ENV 2-11413 
Gainesville Region.al Utilities 2010_2783_062510 
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June 29,2010 

Mr. Phillip O . Ellis 
Strategic Analysis & Government Affairs 
Public Service Commission 

.,: '): 1.3 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

" . 

RE: 2010 Update to Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) IO-Year Site Plan, Multi-County 

Dear Mr. E11is: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific Services 
Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has coordinated our 
agency' s review of the 2010 update to Jacksonville Electric Authority'S IO-Year Site Plan and 
provides the following comments and recommendations, in accordance with Section 186.801 of 
the Florida Statutes. 

Project DesCriptiOD 

." 

Section 186.801 , Florida Statutes, requires electricity-generating facilities to submit a ten-year 
site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC). The Jacksonville Electric Authority 
(JEA) maintains three generating facilities in the Jacksonville area, holds financial interest in two 
generating facilities (the St. Iohns River Power Park in northeast Florida and the Robert W. 
Scherer Generating Station in Georgia), and is proposing development of two additional facilities 
in Florida. 

The JEA Electric System consists of generating fac ilities located on three plant sites within the 
City: the J . Dillon Kennedy Generating Station (Kennedy), the Northside Generating Station 
(Northside), and the Brandy Branch Generating Station (Brandy Branch). According to this 
update to the lO-year site plan, JEA does not anticipate any land-use changes associated with 
these sites; we did not identify any additional information needs related to fish and wildlife issues 
for these sites during this review. 

St. Johns River Power Park - The St. Johns River Power Park is jointly owned by rEA and 
Florida Power & Light. According to the current 10-year site plan, JEA does not anticipate any 
land-use changes with this site; we did not identify any additional information needs related to 
fish and wildlife issues for this location during this review. 

Robert W. Scherer Generating Station - Robert W. Scherer Unit 4 is a coal-fired generating unit, 
located in Monroe County, Georgia. According to the current 10-year site plan, JEA does not 
anticipate any land use changes with this site; being that this site is not in Florida, we did not 
identify any information needs related to fish and wildlife issues associated with this site. 

Taylor Energy Center - This site is proposed on 3000 acres located 5 miles southeast of Perry, 
Florida, within Taylor County. The site is bordered by Highway 27 to the north and Fenholloway 
River to the west. According to rEA, the need for power petition was submitted in September 
2006 to the PSC, and the need hearing was held in Ianuary 2007. There is no updated 
information on this proposed site in the 2010 site plan. Once the PSC has indicated a ruling on 
the petition and when more detailed information is developed as part of the site specific 
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permitting process, the FWC will review the submitted information for potential impacts to fish 
and wildlife and their habitats. 

Greenland Energv Center - The Greenland Energy Center is proceeding with installation of two 
combustion engine turbines. It is anticipated that the site will be cleared and developed to include 
a stormwater retention pond system; however, it is unclear as to the vegetation communities and 
wildlife usage existing or potentially occurring onsite. As we pointed out in our report in 2009, 
this update to the JEA 10-year site plan report does not have an environmental and land-use 
section. Specifically, we recommend that JEA include a section on anticipated environmental 
issues and land-use changes. Further, we recommend that this section include color aerial 
photographic maps for each of their plants and associated facilities. 

Regarding the anticipation of land-clearing activity, we would anticipate the need to assess any 
changes for potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Minimization and mitigation for 
potential adverse impacts from the plant and associated facilities, transmission lines, and 
discharges as they relate to threatened and endangered species, wildlife species, and aquatic life 
(freshwater and marine) would need to be addressed through compliance with the Site 
Certification Conditions. 

No new proposals for the other JEA facilities have been submitted at this time that would impact 
fish and wildlife resources. If new proposals for the JEA electrical system, the St. Johns River 
Power Park bulk power system, or the Robert W. Scherer bulk power system are made, the FWC 
will review the submitted information for potential impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitats. 
Also, in the interest of providing feedback to JEA in a proactive manner, we suggest that it would 
be helpful for JEA to include point-of-contact information with their submitted update materials. 

In summary, we do not find the 2010 update to Jacksonville Electric Authority's 10-year Site 
Plan document to be adequate for planning purposes. If you or your staff would like to 
coordinate further on the issues contained in this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or 
email meatmaryann.poole@MyFWC.com. and I will be glad to help make the necessary 
arrangements. If your staff has any specific questions regarding our comments, I encourage them 
to contact Dr. Joseph Walsh at 772-778-6354 or email atJoe.Walsh@myfwc.com. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/sr 
ENV2· I1 -41.l 
lEA 2010_2786_062910 
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June 1,2010 

Ms. Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: Lakeland Electric Polk CoWlty 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan for Electrical Generating 
Facilities and Associated Transmission Lines 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section, ofthe Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review of the Lakeland Electric 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan and 
provides the following comments and recommendations. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electric generating facilities to submit a ten­
year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. Lakeland Electric's existing 
generating units are located at three different plant sites: Charles Larsen Memorial 
(Larsen), C.D. McIntosh Jr. (McIntosh), and Winston Peaking Station (Winston). The 
two main plant sites are located on Lake Parker and the peaking station is approximately 
5 miles west of Lake Parker. All of the facilities are found within Polk CoWlty. The 
three plants have multiple units with different teclmologies and fuel types. 

Referenced Sites and Recommendations 

Charles Larsen MemQrial- The Larsen site is located on the southeast shore of Lake 
Parker in Lakeland. The site has three units with a total net maximum capacity ofl51 
megawatts (MW). The Wlits burn natural gas as a primary fuel with diesel as a backup. 
The planning document does not anticipate any modifications to this site in the 
foreseeable future. We do not recommend any additional information needs for this site 
at this time. 
CD. McIntosh Jr. - The McIntosh site is located in the City of Lakeland along the 
northeastern shore of Lake Parker and encompasses 513 acres. The Mcintosh site 
currently includes seven Wlits with a total net maximum capacity of 760 MW. The Wlits 
bum natural gas and pulverized coal as a primary fuel with diesel as backup. The 
planning document does not anticipate any modifications to this site in the foreseeable 
future. We do not recommend any additional information needs for this site at this time. 

Winston Peakin~ Station - The Winston site is located in the southeast quadrant ofOId 
Tampa Highway and Airport Road (CR 572), approximately 2.3 miles north ofthe 
Lakeland Airport. Lakeland Electric constructed this 50 MW electric peaking station to 
provide additional quick start generation fur Lakeland's system during times ofpeak 
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loads. The station consists of20 reciprocating cylinder engines driving 2.5 MW 
generators. The units are currently fueled by oil but have the capacity to bum a mix of 
5% oil and 95% natural gas. The planning document does not anticipate any 
modifications to this site in the fureseeable future. We do not recommend any additional 
infurmation needs for this site at this time. 

In summary, we found Lakeland Electric's Ten-Year Site Plan document to be suitable 
fur planning purposes. If Lakeland Electric decides to expand or enhance existing sites 
or develop new sites in the future, more detailed infurmation can be provided regarding 
site location, wildlife occurrences and habitats, as well as surrounding natural resources. 
If you or your staff would like to coordinate further regarding this report, please contact 
Mary Ann Poole at 850-410-5272, or email heratmmyann.poole@MyFWC.com. and 
she will be glad to help make the necessary arrangements. If your staffhas any specific 
questions regarding our comments, I encourage them to contact Luis F. Gonzalez by 
telephone at 863-648-3200 or by email at luis.gonzalez@myfwc.com. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Scott Sanders 
Habitat & Species Section Leader 

ssljdgllg 
ENV 2·11-<413 
LakciIoDd EI~2010_2782_0I\01 I O 

cc: Jolm Juiseppi, Lakeland Electric (john.juiseppi@lakelandelectric.com) 

- ------ -- -------------
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June 10, 2010 

Mr. Phillip O. Ellis 
Strategic Analysis & Government Affairs 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak: Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: 201 0 Update to Orlando Utilities Commission I 0-Year Site Plan, Multi-County 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review ofthe 2010 update to Orlando Utilities Commission's 
(OUC) 10-Y ear Site Plan and provides the following comments and recommendations. 

No new proposals fur the OUC facilities have been submitted at this time and none are 
expected for the next 10 years. If new proposals for the OUC generating facilities or 
transmission facilities occur in the future, the FWC will review the submitted information 
for potential impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitats. 

We find the 2010 Update to OUC's 10-year Site Plan to be adequate fur planning 
purposes. For future reference, we encourage the Public Service Commission to 
communicate to OUC that by providing point-of-contact information with their hard copy 
reports, they could ensure receipt of any comments we might offer in a timely fashion. If 
you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the issues contained in this report, 
please contact Mary Ann Poole in the Office of Planning and Policy Coordination at 
phone 850-410-5272, or email atmaryann.ooole@MyFWC.com. If your staffhas any 
specific questions regarding this review, I encourage them to contact Steve Lau (772-
778-6354) or by email atsteve.lau@MyFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Sanders 
Habitat & Species Conservation Section Leader 

sslmaplsl 
ENV 1-3·2 
Orlando UlilitiOi Commission 20 I 0_278S_061010 
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APPENDIX A 

RE: City of Tallahassee 10-Year Site Plan: 2010-2019, Leon County 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review of the City of Tallahassee 10-Year Site Plan (2010-
2019) and provides the following comments. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electric generating facilities to submit a ten­
year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission. The City of Tallahassee (City) 
has three plants providing power to the City: Purdom (St. Marks, Florida), Hopkins 
(Tallahassee), and Com (Lake Talquin). The City expects that no additional power 
supply resources will be required in the reporting period to meet future system needs. 

The City has been working with its neighboring utilities, Progress Energy and Southern 
Company, to identify improvements that would ensure the continued reliability and 
commercial viability of the transmission systems in and around Tallahassee. The City's 
continuing evaluation of infrastructure indicates that additional projects are needed to 
address either (I) improvements in capability to deliver power from the Hopkins Plant 
(on the west side of the City's service territory) to the load center, or (2) the 
strengthening of the system on the east side of the City's service territory to improve the 
voltage profile in that area and enhance response to contingencies. If the demand side 
management does not perform as expected throughout the planning period, a 230-kilovolt 
(kV) transmission line loop around the City would be necessary by 2016. 

Comments 

Fish and wildlife resources are not likely to be affected by Tallahassee's facilities plan 
since no facility projects or enhancements are currently planned; however, fish and 
wildlife resources will need to be considered if improvements are planned to improve the 
transmission capabilities of the City. The City of Tallahassee's lO-year Site Plan 2010-
2019 document is suitable for planning purposes. 

If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the recommendations contained in 
this report, please contact me at 850-410-5272, or email me at 
maryann.poole@MyFWC.com,and I will be glad to help make the necessary 
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arrangements. If your staff has any specific questions regarding our comments, I 
encourage them to contact Theodore Hoehn at 850-488-3831 or by email at 
ted.hoehn@myFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ann Poole 
Commenting Program Administrator 

map/th 
City ofT.llahassec E1cctric Utility 2010_2789_050710 
ENV 1-3-2 

cc: Paul Clark, City of Tallahassee: paul.c1arkCd),talgov.com 
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June 10, 2010 

Mr. Phillip O. Ellis 
Strategic Analysis & Government Affairs 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

2010 JUH II AM 9: 28 

REGULA%~~IOlf or­
COf-/PUANCE 

RE: 2010 Update to Seminole Electric Cooperative's 10-Y ear Site Plan, Multi-County 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has 
coordinated our agency's review ofthe 201 0 update to Seminole Electric Cooperative's 
10-Year Site Plan and provides the following comments and recommendations. 

Project Description 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires electricity-generating facilities to submit a 
ten-year site plan to the Florida Public Service Commission Seminole Electric 
Cooperative (SEC) identifies the need to develop a new power-generating facility, two 
transmission rights-of-way, and a switch station. 

Potentlalln(ormadon Needs and Recommendations 

Seminole Generating Station. Putnam County: The planning document does not 
anticipate any modifications to this site in the foreseeable future. We do not recommend 
any additional infonnation needs for this site at this time. An additional power 
generating unit that was proposed last year has been canceled. 

Midu/la Generating Station. Hardee and Polk COunties: The planning document does 
not anticipate any modifications to this site in the foreseeable future. We do not 
recommend any additional information needs for this site at this time. 

Gilchrist Generating Station Site: The plan outlines SEC's intention to develop this 530-
acre site for four new power generating units. [n addition, the plan calls for the 
development oftwo transmission line rights-of-way and a switching station located at a 
future intersection with Progress Energy-Florida'S Ft. White-Newberry transmission line. 
Although they provide a general description ofthe environmental conditions at the 
proposed new generating station site and a very large scale location map with few details, 
they do not provide enough detail for a complete site analysis that would enable us to 
make additional planning recommendations fur any of the fucilities associated with this 
project. For example, our review of geographic infurmation system-available data shows 
that this site within an area of the State that is likely to provide potential habitat fur a 
variety of listed species. Based on known range and preferred habitat, the following table 
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identifies wildlife species, including 12 that are protected by federal and/or state laws 
potentially occur within the general area of the project site. 

Table: List ofPotentiallv Occurrin Protected Wildlife Soecies 

Common Name Sckntiflc NamJ! St!ltu...L* 
Gopher frog Rana capito SSC 

American alligator Alligator mississippiensis SSC;IT 

Gopher tortoise Gopherus polyphemus ST 

Eastern indigo snake Drymarchon corais couperi ST;IT 

Short-tailed snake Sti/osoma extenuatum ST 

Little blue heron Egretta caerulea SSC 

Snowy egret Egretta thula SSC 

White ibis Eudocimus a/bus SSC 

Wood stork Mycteria americana SE;FE 

Sherman's rox squirrel Sciurus niger shermani sse 
Florida black bear Ursus americanus floridanus ST 

Florida mouse Podomys floridanus SSC 

• ssc - spectes of SpecIal Concern; ST - State Threatened; SE - State Endangered; 
IT - Federally Threatened; FE - Federally Endangered 

In summary, we do not find the 2010 update to Seminole Electric Cooperative's to-year 
Site Plan document to be adequate. For future reference, we would recommend that 
Seminole Electric: 

• Per:lbrm a GIS analysis of any proposed power plant or transmission line sites and 
include summary reports ofthat information in their 10-year site plan updates; 

• Contact us in advance of preparing their next update ifthey have any questions 
about how to address fish and wildlife resources in the vicinity oftheir properties; 
and 

• Include contact infurmation in their updates so that we can share our comments 
with them in a timely fashion. 

If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on this review, please contact Mary 
Ann Poole in the Office of Planning and Policy Coordination at phone 850-410-5272, or 
email maryann.poole@MyFWC.coIlL If your staff has any specific questions regarding 
our comments, I encourage them to contact Steve Lau at (772) 778-6354, or email 
steve.lau@myFWC.coIlL 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Scott Sanders 
Habitat & Species Conservation Section Leader 

sslmap/sl 
ENV 2-11-4/3 
Seminole Eleclric 2010_2730_061010 
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Florida Department of Transportation 

CHARLIE CRIST 
GOVttRNOR 

June 21 , 2010 

Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, Fl 32399·0450 

APPENDIX A 

STEPHANIE C. KOPELOUSOS 
SECRETARY 

~ , . 
(~ . 

. . , 
. ::.~ 

· " · . · .. 
'; ~ ': 

'.:"-; 
r- j 
( , 

, .". 

The Siting Coordination Office has reviewed the ten-year site plans and find these are 
suitable as planning documents. If you have any questions please feel free to call me at 
(850)414-4572. 

Sincerely, 

~;thell 
Staff Director 
Siting Coordination Office 

Review 0/2010 Ten·Year Site Plans 

'WW'N . dot. state. ft . us " AECVa..ED PAPER 
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SERVING THE COUNTIES OF • DESOTO • HARDEE • HIGIIIJINDS • OKEECBOBEE • POLK 

June 30, 2010 

Traci Matthews 

State of Florida Public Service Commission 

Capital Circle Office Center 

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd 

Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Dear Ms. Matthews, 

,, 0 , oj 

The CFRPC received a ten year power plant plan (2010 - 2019) from Tampa Electric (TECe). 
This plan was completed In April 2010. No report was received from Florida Power and LIght 
(FPL), Progress Energy Florida, Orlando Utilities Commission, Seminole Electric Cooperative, or 
Lakeland Electric Company (City of Lakeland). However, the CFRPC reviewed the ten year 
power plant plans for these entities on the Public Service Commission's website. 

A portion of Polk County receives electrical service from TECO. TEce offers a Renewable 
Energy Program that has been recently upgrading from a pilot program to permanent program 
status. Recently, the State of Florida placed a requirement on local governments to reduce 
greenhouse gases and Improve energy efficiency. This program will help the communities 
served by TECO meet the state's requirement. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this ten year power plant plan. 

Sincerely, 

J1~ 10 ~ / ' 
Marlsa M. ia~':'bY, ~;t¥' 
Senior Planner 

CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

SSS EAST CHURCH STREET. IlARrow, Fl33l13G-3931 : P,O . !lOX 2089 BARTOW. FL 33831-2089 

(863) 534-7130 • FAX (863) 534-7138 • TOll FREE (800) 297-8041 • WEBSITE WWWCFRrC ORG 
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Regional Planning Councils 

East Central Florida 
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Ch .... 

309 Cranes Roost Blvd. Suite 2000 • Altamonte Springs. FI 32701 
Phone (407).2(;2.7772 . Fax (407).262.7788' www.ecfrpc.org 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Traci Matthews, Division of Regulatory Analysis, Florida Public Service Commission 

From: George Kinney, AICP, Planning Manager 
Tara M. McCue, AICP 

Date: June 24, 2010 

Subject: 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans Review 
- Florida Power and Light 
• Florida Municipal Power A8ency 
- Orlando Utilities Commission 
• Progress Energy 

Philip Laurien. AICP 
Executive Director 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council staff has completed a review of the 2010 Ten-Year Site 
Plans for the agencies listed above. Staff comments to each utility are Italicized below. 

Florldj! Power and Light 
The 10 Year Site Plan did not include any proposed prajects or sites which conflict with the 
ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. The Council encourages Florida Power and Light to 
continue its efforts towards the Incorporation of renewable energy projects. 

Florida Mynlclpal Power Agency 
The 10 Year Site Plan did not include any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the 
ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. The Council commends the agency on its partnerships 
and continued work towards alternative energy supplies and conservation efforts. 

Orlando Utilities Commission 
The 10 Year Site Plan did not include any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the 
ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. The Council commends the commission on Its progress 
towards alternative energy supplies, reducing the commission's carbon footprint and 
conservation and education efforts. 

s.cr.tory 
Mary Martin 

VIce C .... r 
Cheryl Grieb 

Tre.sulW 
£1&1"" Renick 
CommiuioMr 
lJoke County 

Oonlel O ·Keef. 
Gubem.lori.1 Appointee 
O",npCounty 

Vic. Mayo< o f Port Or.n,e 
Volu.l. County lHtue of Citlti 

Review 0/2010 Ten-Year Site Plans 

City CommllSlon ... 
City of Kis.immee 
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prolress Enersv 
The 10 Year Site Plan did not include any proposed projects or sites which conflict with the 
ECFRPC Regional Strategic Policy Plan. The Council commends Progress Energy on its efforts 
towards the incorporation of alternative energy supplies, public and commercial Incentive 
programs, conservation and education efforts. 

Council staff will provide further comments on environmental impacts when new units, projects 
or transmission lines are proposed and related environmental and wildlife studies are provided. 

If you require any further information or comments, please contract Tara McCue, AICP at 
tara@ecfrpc.org or by phone at (407) 262-7772. 
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North Central Florida 
Regional Planning Council 

2009 N.W. 67 PLACE, SUITE A, GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32653-1603 
(3S2) 955-2200 SUNCOM 625-2200 FAX (352) 955-2209 

.. """ , ., 

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
COORDINATION AND RESPONSE 

Date: 6-29-10 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

#85- Gainesville Regional Utilities 2010 Ten-year Site Plan 

TO: Traci Mathews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shwnard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

COMMENTS ATTACHED 

..x. NO COMMENTS REGARDING THIS PROJECT 

IF YOU HA YE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THESE COMMENTS, PLEASE CONTACT 
STEVEN DOPP, SENIOR PLANNER, AT THE NORTH CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL 
PLANNING COUNCIL AT (352) 955-2200 OR SUNCOM 625-2200, EXT 109. 
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2009 N.W. 67 PLACE, SUITE A, GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32653-1603 
(352) 955-2200 SUNCOM 625-2200 FAX (352) 955-2209 

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
COORDINA nON AND RESPONSE 

Date: 6-29-10 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

#84 - Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc., Ten Year Site Plan 2010 - 2019 

TO: Traci Mathews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak. Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

CO~NTSATTACHED 

~ NO COMMENTS REGARDING THIS PROJECT 
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IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THESE COMMENTS, PLEASE CONTACT 
STEVEN DOPP, SENIOR PLANNER, AT THE NORTH CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL 
PLANNING COUNCIL AT (352) 955-2200 OR SUNCOM 625-2200, EXT 109. 
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Florida 

Reilional 

Coun<:11 Bringing Communities Together 

Baker • Clay • Duval • Flagler • Nassau • Putnam • St. Johns 

June 15, 2010 

Ms. Jeanette SI 
Florida P Service Commission 
Divl ' of Economic Regulation 

40 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Ms. Sickel: 

Please find attached the Northeast Florida Regional Council's ten-year site plan 
review for JEA. 

JEA Ten-year Site Plan: The ten-year site plan, as required by Section 186.801 of 
the Florida Statutes (F.S.), was reviewed by the Northeast Florida Regional 
CouncU staff. 

Action taken: Staffs review was approved by the Coundl and authorized 
its transmittal to the Rorida Public Service Commission. 

If you have any further requests or questions, please contact Ms. Ameera Sayeed, 
Senior Regional Planner, (904) 279-0885, ext. 151 or asayeed@nefrc.org. ' 

Sincerely, 

\..-\ '~ ·-J..... ..... r:- ", 

Margo Moehring, AICP, MRTPI 
Director 
Planning & StrategiC Initiatives 
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~
nheUl 

Florld4i 
< > Reilional 

Y Council 

DATE: 

TO: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Baker· Clay • DlNal • Flagler. Nassau· Putnam· St. Johns 

MEMORANDUM 

May 24, 2010 

Northeast Florida Regional Council 

Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
.I,' 
'It'> 

Ameera Sayeed, Senior Regional Planner 

Review of JEA Ten-Year Power Plant Site Plan 2010-2019 

INTRODUCTION 

Each year every electric utility in the State of Florida produces a ten-year site plan that 
includes an estimate of future electric power generating needs. The purpose of the ten 
year site plan is to disclose the general location of proposed power plant sites and 
facilitate coordinated planning efforts. Pursuant to Section 186, Florida Statues, Council 
staff reviewed the most recent ten-year site plan prepared by the Jacksonville Electric 
Authority (JEA). The purpose of this report is to summarize JEA's plans for future 
power generation and provide comments for transmittal to the Florida Public Service 
Commission (Commission). 

STATUTORY AUTHORITY 

Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires that all major generating electric utilities in 
Florida submit a Ten-Year Site Plan to the Commission for review. Each Ten-Year Site 
Plan contains projections of the utility's electric power needs for the next ten years and 
the general location of proposed power plant sites and major transmission facilities. In 
accordance with the statute, the Commission performs a preliminary study of each Ten­
Year Site Plan and must determine whether it is "suitable" or "unsuitable." in 
conducting its review, the Commission considers the views of appropriate local and 
state agencies. The Northeast Florida Regional Council reviews electric utility Ten-Year 
Site Plans within the region and submits comments to the Commission for review. The 
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Commission forwards the Ten- Year Site Plan review, upon completion, to the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for use in subsequent power plant siting 
proceedings. To fulfill the requirements of Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, the 
Commission has adopted Rules 25-22.070 through 25-22.072, Florida Administrative 
Code. Electric utilities must file the Ten- Year Site Plan by April 1 st. 

PURPOSE 

The intent of the Ten-Year Site Plans is to give state, regional, and local agencies 
advance notice of proposed power plants and transmission facilities. However, the Ten­
Year Site Plans are not a binding plan of action on electric utilities. As such, the 
Commission's classification of a Ten-Year Site Plan as suitable or unsuitable has no 
binding effect on the utility. Such a classification does not constitute a finding or 
determination in docketed matters before the Commission. The Commission may 
address any concems raised by a utility's Ten-Year Site Plan at a public hearing. 
Because the Ten-Year Site Plans are planning documents containing tentative data, 
they may not contain sufficient information to allow regional planning councils, water 
management districts, and other review agencies to evaluate site-specific issues within 
their jurisdictions. Each utility is responsible for providing detailed data, based on in­
depth environmental assessments, during Power Plant Siting Act or Transmission Line 
Siting Act certification proceedings. 

Summary of the Plan 

The evaluation has revealed that JEA included in their ten-year plan the necessary 
analysis to determine the current plan. The existing JEA electric supply resources, 
forecasts of customer energy requirements and peak demands, forecasts of fuel 
process and availability, and an analysis of alternative for resources that would meet 
JEA's future capacity and energy needs were reported in the ten-year plan. JEA 
forecasts accounted for the system peak demand growth and energy consumption 
resource plan, in addition to cost considerations, environmental and land use 
considerations were amply factored into the ten-year plan. JEA covers approximately 
900 square miles and services 417,000 customers. JEA had proved population 
estimates in previous ten year site plans and it appears that the current plan no longer 
includes the population forecast and accompanying discussion. 

JEA consists of three separate entities: The JEA Electric system, the st. Johns River 
Power Pari( and the Robert W. Scherer system. The JEA Electric System consists of 
generating facilities located on three plant sites within the City; the J. Dillon Kennedy 
generating station, the Northside generating station and the Brandy Branch generating 
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station. These are two dual fired plants, meaning petroleum and coke or coal burning. 
The St. Johns River Power Park is jointly owned by JEA (80 percent and FP&l (20 
percent) . These are coal fired units. Although JEA is the majority owner of SJRPP, 
both owners are entitled to 50 percent of the output of SJRPP. The Robert Scherer Unit 
4 is a coal fired generating unit with a net output of 846 MW located in Monroe County, 
Georgia. JEA has a 23.6 percent ownership interest in Unit 4 and proportionate 
ownership interest in associated common facilities and coal stock pile. 

JEA also pursues purchasing power from Southern Company, which is also coal 
powered and will provide capacity and energy per contract through May 31,2010. 
Constellation Energy Commodities Group has been added from the previous year site 
plan. Constellation and JEA entered into an agreement in October 2006. The Energy 
Authority (TEA) is generally able to acquire capacity when any of JEA's members 
require additional resources. Co-generation facilities reduce the demand from JEA's 
facilities and JEA has customers having Qualifying Facilities located with the JEA 
service arealterritory. Four of these "co-generators" are Anheuser-Busch, Baptist 
Hospital, Ring Power landfill and St. Vincent's Hospital. 

JEA continues to establish a Clean Power Capacity goal of 7.5 percent clean power 
capacity by 2015. To support these goals, the JEA has solar photovoltaic panels on 
high schools and other community buildings. JEA also has the Solar Incentive Program 
to promote solar energy. Another measure taken by JEA is the Residential Net 
Metering Policy to encourage the use of customer sited solar photovoltaic systems. 
JEA also has programs that offer indoor and outdoor lighting services to help in 
designing efficient light systems and retrofits. 

Nuclear Generation 
In March 2008, JEA approved the policy of pursuing nuclear energy partnerships with 
the goal of providing 10 percent of JEA's power from nuclear sources. In June 20OS, 
JEA entered in to a purchase power agreement with the Municipal Electric Authority of 
Georgia (MEAG) for a portion of MEAG's entitlement to the Vogtle Units 3 and 4, which 
are proposed new nuclear units to be constructed at the existing Plant VogUe located in 
Burke County, Georgia. JEA is entitled to net firm capacity of 200 MW from the 
proposed units. 

Clean Power and Renewable Energy 
JEA has pursued several clean power Initiatives and is in the process of evaluating 
potential renewable energy resources. JEA has worked with the Sierra Club of 
Northeast Florida, the American lung Association and local environmental groups to 
establish a process to maintain an action plan entitled ·Clean Power Action Plan". This 
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Plan includes an advisory Panel which is comprised of community representatives. 
Also, JEA has included in their review and planning installation of solar photovoltaics, 
solar thermal, landfill and wastewater treatment biogas capacity and wind capacity. 

Solar 
In 2009 JEA purchased a power agreement with Jacksonville Solar, LLC to provide 
energy from a 15.0 MW DC rated solar farm, the facility is located in western Duval 
County ad will consist of 200,000 photovoltaic panels on 100 acres and will generate 
approximately 22,340 MWh of electricity per year. 
Landfill 
JEA owns three internal combustion engine generators that are fueled by the methane 
gas produced by the landfill. JEA also receives landfill gas from the North landfill, which 
is fed to the Northside Generating station and Is used to generate power at Northside 
Unit 3. 
Wind 
JEA purchases 10MW of wind capacity from NPPD's (Nebraska Public Power District) 
and in turn the NPPD buys back the energy at specified onloff peak charges. JEA 
receives environmental credits associated with green projects. 
Biomass 
JEA has been In research efforts continues to conduct and evaluate the feasibility of this 
energy source. 
Other renewable efforts include offshore wind, tidal and energy crops, all requiring 
more research and development before implementation. 

Greenland Energy Center 
The GEC is a new site and JEA has proceeded with the installation of two combustion 
units. The scheduled commercial operation date for these units is June 2011 . The GEC 
will convert two simple cycle combustion turbines for operation at the Center site. This 
site will be dual fueled with natural gas as the primary fuel and oil as a backup fuel. The 
air quality and water use at the GEC are subject to the review of the FDEP and St. 
Johns River Water Management District guidelines. 

Staff Evaluation 

Council staff supports JEA and the State of Florida's efforts to continue to develop new 
programs to: 1) reduce the reliance on coal and oil as energy sources; 2) increase 
conservation activities to offset the need to construct new power plants; and 3) plan to 
develop an environmentally sound power supply strategy that may provide reliable 
electric seriice at the lowest practical cost. 

As stated previously, JEA has submitted in the past data and analyses pertaining to 
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population estimates and forecast and it's relation to energy demand and supply. This 
ten year site plan does not include this data. 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Committee and Council approve this report and 
authorize Its transmittal to the Florida Public Service Commission. 
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June 23, 2010 

Ms. Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Subject: 2010 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plans 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

r , ~ 
CI 

, , 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council has reviewed the ten year power plant site 
plan prepared by Florida Power and Light Company. Council approved the comments in 
the attached report at a board meeting on June 18, 2010. The report concludes that the 
FPL Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan, 2010-2019 is inconsistent with Stmtegic Regional 
Policy Plan Goal 9.1, decreased vulnembility of the region to fuel price increases and 
supply interruptions; and Stmtegy 9.1.1, reduce the Region's reliance on fossil fuels. 
Council urges FPL and the State of Florida to continue developing new progmms to: I) 
reduce the reliance on fossil fuels as future energy sources; 2) increase conservation 
activities to offset the need to construct new power plants; and 3) increase the reliance on 
renewable energy sources to produce electricity. The report encourages the Florida 
Legislature to adopt a Renewable Portfolio Standard during the next legislative session in 
order to provide a mechanism to expand the use of renewable energy in Florida. The 
report also includes a concern for FPL to address in next years ten year site plan about the 
potential need to provide service to a significant amount of additional customers in Indian 
River County. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

(J;lJ&----
Peter G. Merritt, Ph.D. 
Regional Ecologist 
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TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

Report on the 

Florida Power & Light Company Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan, 2010-2019 

June 18,2010 

Introduction 

Each year every electric utility in the State of Florida produces a ten year site plan that 
includes an estimate of future electric power generating needs, a projection of how those 
needs will be met, and disclosure of information pertaining to the utility' s preferred and 
potential power plant sites. The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) has requested 
that Council review the most recent ten year site plan prepared by Florida Power and 
Light Company (FPL). The purpose of this report is to summarize FPL's plans for future 
power generation and provide comments for transmittal to the FPSC. 

Summary of the Plan 

The FPL plan describes three primary factors that are driving changes in the 2010 ten 
year plan. The first primary factor is the FPL plan based on a new long-term load forecast 
that projects lower growth in electrical demand and energy starting in 2015 compared to 
the previous forecast. As a result of this new lower load forecast, FPL' s current projected 
need for new resources in the 2010 - 2019 time period is significantly lower than had 
been projected in 2009. A second primary factor driving changes in the current ten year 
plan is the FPSC' s decision in 2009 to impose significantly higher goals for demand side 
management (DSM) resources for FPL to add in the 2010 - 2019 period. DMS programs 
include both conservation initiatives and load management. The third primary factor 
driving changes in the 2010 plan is that due to regulatory and commercial developments 
in 2009, the project schedule for Turkey Point nuclear units 6 & 7 is under review. For 
planning purposes, it is now assumed that the in-service for these future units will not be 
within the ten year reporting period of the 2010 plan. 

Despite the increase in DSM programs, FPL will still require additional capacity from 
conventional power plants to meet the future demand. The ten year site plan indicates 
FPL is proposing to add 39 megawatts (MW) of summer capacity to its system from 2010 
to 2019 (Exhibit 1). FPL plans to meet some of its needs through power purchases from 
utilities and other entities. In addition, FPL is planning to increase capacity through 
modifYing existing power plants and developing new generating facilities. 

Major additions to FPL's generating capacity are as follows: 

• In 2011 , FPL plans to add West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 (1 ,219 
MW) in Palm Beach County; 
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• In 2012, FPL plans existing nuclear units capacity upgrades to st. Lucie 1 (l~3 
MW), St. Lucie 2 (88 MW) in St. Lucie County, and Turkey Point 3 (104 MW) 10 

Miami-Dade County; 
• In 2013, FPL plans to place in service the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center (1 ,210 MW) in Brevard County, and existing nuclear units 
capacity upgrades to Turkey Point 4 (104 MW) in Miami-Dade County; and 

• In 2014, FPL plans to place in service the Riviera Beach Energy Center (1,212 
MW) in the City of Riviera Beach. 

Based on the projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified seven preferred sites 
for future power generating facilities. The preferred sites include: I) the WCEC, which is 
adjacent to the existing Corbett substation in Palm Beach County; 2) the existing St. 
Lucie Plant site located in St. Lucie County; 3) the existing Turkey Point Plant site in 
Miami-Dade County; 4) the existing Cape Canaveral Plant site in Brevard County; 5) the 
existing Riviera Plant site in Palm Beach County; 6) the Space Coast Solar Energy Center 
in Brevard County; and 7) the Martin Solar Energy Center at the existing Martin Plant 
site in Martin County. 

Also, FPL has identified ten potential sites for new or expanded power generating 
facilities. The potential sites include: 1) the Babcock Ranch site in Charlotte County; 2) 
the DeSoto Solar Expansion site in DeSoto County; 3) Florida Heartland Solar in Glades 
County; 4) the existing Fort Myers Plant site in Lee County; 5) an unidentified location in 
Hendry County for a photovoltaic facility; 6) the existing Lauderdale Plant site in 
Broward County; 7) the existing Manatee Plant site in Manatee County; 8) an 
unidentified location in northeastern Okeechobee County; 9) an unidentified location in 
southwestern Indian River County; and 10) the West Broward site at the Andytown 
Substation site in Broward County. The identification of potential sites does not represent 
a commitment by FPL to construct new power generating facilities at these sites. 

In addition to the factors described above, the FPL plan also describes several other items 
that will also influence FPL' s resource planning work. Two on-going system concerns 
are: 1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, and 2) maintaining a 
balance between load and generating capacity in southeastern Florida. A third factor that 
will influence FPL's ongoing resource planning efforts is the Executive Order directive 
issued by Governor Crist in 2007 calling for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and 
for increased contribution from renewable energy resources. A fourth factor that could 
affect FPL's resource planning is the possibility of the establishment of a Renewable 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) by the state legislature in the future. 

Evaluation 

One of the main purposes of preparing the ten year site plan is to disclose the general 
location of proposed power plant sites. The FPL ten year site plan identified four 
preferred sites and one potential site for future power generating facilities in the Treasure 
Coast Region (Exhibit 2). The first preferred site is the WCEC. Units 1 and 2 are 1,219 
MW naturaI gas-fired units that were constructed on this site and went into commercial 

2 
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operation in August, 2009. Unit 3 has been approved by the FPSC and the Secretary of 
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in lieu of the Governor and 
Cabinet and is currently under construction. 

The second preferred site is the St. Lucie Plant, which is located on Hutchinson Island in 
St. Lucie County. The St. Lucie site has been selected as a preferred site for the addition 
of two types of new generation. The first type of generating capacity addition is an 
"uprate" project to increase the capacity of the two existing nuclear generating units. FPL 
is modifying the two 840 MW nuclear generating units to increase their capacity by about 
103 MW each. This capacity uprate has been approved by the FPSC. The second type of 
generating capacity addition is the proposed installation of wind generation turbines at 
the plant site. Six wind turbines are being proposed that would have a total maximum 
output of approximately 13.8 MW. The in-service date will depend on the approval and 
permitting process. 

The third preferred site is the Riviera Plant site located in the City of Riviera Beach. This 
site currently houses two operational 300 MW oil-fired units. FPL will replace the 
existing units with a high-efficiency combined cycle natural gas unit capable of 
producing 1,250 MW of electricity. The new design will be sleeker with stacks about half 
as tall as the existing ones. The modernized plant will have significant economic and 
environmental benefits. The increase in efficiency will result in the new facility using 33 
percent less fuel to produce the same amount of electricity. The new facility will improve 
air quality by reducing particulate emissions by 88 percent, and the rate of carbon dioxide 
emissions will improve by 50 percent. The project received [mal state certification on 
November 24, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of 
FDEP. The proposal to upgrade this facility is consistent with past requests by Council 
and the City of Riviera Beach to upgrade this facility. 

The fourth preferred site is the Martin Solar Energy Center (MSEC), which will be 
situated on the existing Martin Power Plant, located west of Indiantown in Martin 
County. The II,300-acre Martin Plant site was identified in 1987 as a preferred location 
for generating facilities. The site has a generating capacity of 3,700 MW derived from 
two oil-fired units and three natural gas-fired units. The site also has a 10 kilowatt 
photovoltaic facility in operation. The MSEC project will be constructed in an 
approximately 6OO-acre area on the Martin Plant site. The site has been selected as a 
preferred site for the addition of approximately 75 MW of solar thermal generation. The 
facility will produce steam that will replace steam that would otherwise have been 
produced by burning natural gas in one of the existing generating units at the site. The 
MSEC site certification has been approved and the facility is expected to be in operation 
by the end of 20 I O. Council continues to support development of the Martin Solar Energy 
Center and encourages FPL to develop other projects based on renewable resources. 

The only potential site identified in the Treasure Coast Region is an unidentified location 
in southwestern Indian River County. This area is not projected to have significant future 
growth. Therefore, selection of a site in southwestern Indian River County does not 
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appear to be consistent with satisfying FPL' s concern for maintaining a balance between 
load and generating capacity in southeastern Florida. 

The ten year plan indicates that fossil fuels will be the primary source of energy used to 
generate electricity by FPL during the next 10 years (Exhibit 3). The plan indicates in 
2010 fossil fuels will account for 65.9 percent of FPL's electric generation (5.7 percent 
from coal, 1.7 percent from oil, and 58.5 percent from natural gas). In 2019, the plan 
predicts that 72.9 percent of FPL's electric generation will be derived from fossil fuels 
(5.4 percent from coal, 1.0 percent from oil, and 66.5 percent from natural gas). During 
the same period, nuclear sources are predicted to change from 21.8 percent in 2010 to 
20.7 percent in 2019. 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has committed to add 110 MW of solar 
generating capacity by 2010 through a 75 MW solar thermal facility at the Martin Solar 
Energy Center, a 25 MW photovoltaic facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW facility in 
Brevard County. Council supports these renewable projects. However, the plan does not 
predict an increase in the proportion of electricity derived from renewable resources over 
the next ten years. Furthermore, the plan does not provide an accounting of the amount of 
electricity derived from renewable resources. Renewable resources are included in the 
"Other" category in Exhibit 3, which also includes fossil fuel derived energy. Council 
recommends that future ten year site plans provide an estimate of the amount of 
electricity produced from renewable resources in each year of the planning period. 

Other Issues 

The City of Vero Beach electric utility provides power to a large number of residents 
living in unincorporated Indian River County and in the Town of Indian River Shores. 
The City provides this power through franchise agreements with these other local 
governments. These franchise agreements expire in the year 2017 and 2016, 
respectively. 

During its review of FPLs ten-year plan, Council received communications from Indian 
River County and the Town of Indian River Shores that they were exploring the 
possibility of changing their electric utility provider from the City of Vero Beach to FPL. 
This change will require approval from the Florida Public Service Commission. 

If Indian River County and the Town of Indian River Shores are successful in switching 
to FPL, it will add within the ten-year planning period, over 20,000 new customers to 
FPLs current system. It is recommended that FPL describe in next years Ten-Year 
Power Plant Site Plan any actions FPL has taken or might take to accommodate the 
new customers. It should be noted that FPL is currently in discussions with the City of 
Vero Beach regarding its utility. They both are conducting due diligence to determine if 
acquiring that system would be in the best interests of FPL customers and the City of 
Vero Beach. 
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Conclusion 

Tbe elements of tbe ten year site plan tbat do not predict a reduction in reliance on 
fossil fuels and do not predict an increase in reliance on renewable energy are 
inconsistent with Strategic Regional Policy Plan Goal 9.1, decreased vulnerabiHty of 
tbe region to fuel price increases and supply interruptions; and Strategy 9.1.1, 
reduce the Region's reliance on fossil fuels. Over tbe last ten years, Council's 
f'mdings of inconsistency with the FPL ten-year plans have remained relatively 
unchanged, because FPL bas made little progress toward addressing Council's 
concerns. One of the main reasons for this is because the State of Florida does not 
have a Renewable Portfolio Standard or other policies designed to encourage 
electric utilities to increase fuel diversity by adding a greater proportion of energy 
from renewable sources, such as solar and wind energy. Council encourages the 
Florida Legislature to adopt a Renewable Portfolio Standard during the next 
legislative session in order to provide a mechanism to expand the use of renewable 
energy in Florida. 

In addition to the current efforts by FPL to expand solar and wind derived energy in the 
region, Council recommends that FPL consider two new strategies to expand reliance on 
renewable sources. First, FPL should develop a program to install, own, and operate 
photovoltaic units on the rooftops of private and public buildings. Such a program could 
be modeled after the Southern California Edison plans to install 250 MW of solar energy 
on more than 100 buildings in the greater Los Angeles area. This program is currently 
being expanded. The shift to rooftop photovoltaic systems distributed throughout the area 
of demand could reduce the reliance on large transmission lines and reduce costs 
associated with owning property; purchasing fuel ; and pennitting, constructing, and 
maintaining a power plant. Another advantage of this strategy is that photovoltaics do not 
require water for cooling. The incentive for owners of buildings to participate in this 
strategy is they could be offered a reduced rate for purchasing electricity. 

Second, FPL should examine the feasibility of developing an offshore wind farm for 
generating electricity. An offshore wind farm could take advantage of greater wind 
speeds available over the ocean, compared with onshore locations. In addition, the 
development of offshore transmission lines and infrastructure could be beneficial for the 
future development of ocean current technology, which is currently under investigation 
by the Florida Atlantic University Center of Excellence in Ocean Energy. 

Council considers tbe FPL Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan for 2010-2019 to be 
inconsistent with Regional Goal 9.1 and Strategy 9.1.1 of the SRPP. Council urges 
FPL and the State of Florida to continue developing new programs to: 1) reduce tbe 
reliance on fossil fuels as future energy sources consistent with the Governor's 
Executive Order 07-127 calling for utilities to produce at least 20 percent of their 
electricity from renewable sources with a strong focus on solar and wind energy; 2) 
increase conservation activities to offset tbe need to construct new power plants; and 
3) increase tbe reliance on renewable energy sources to produce electricity. The 
complete costs of burning fossil fuels, sucb as the costs to prevent environmental 
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pollution and costs to the health of the citizens need to be considered in evaluating 
these systems. State legislators should adopt a Renewable Portfolio Standard and 
amend the regulatory framework to provide rmancial incentives for the power 
providers and the customers to increase conservation measures and to rely to a 
greater extent on renewable energy sonrces. Also, the State should reconsider the 
currently used test for energy efficiency and choose a test that will maximize the 
potential for energy efficiency and renewable energy resources. The phasing in of 
photovoltaic and other locally available energy sources will help Florida to achieve a 
sustainable future. 

Attachments 
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Table III.B.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 
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EXHIBIT 2 
Treasure Coast Region 

FPL Preferred and Potential Power Plant Sites 

Note: The plan lists Southwest 
Indian River Connty al a 
potential lite. A Ipeclflc parcel 
hal not been Ident1fled. 
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EXHIBIT 4 

CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH 

_a"" 
CITYMAHAC", 

~.y 13, 2010 

Peter MariH. Ph.D. 
RqionaJ &oIopt 
TCRPC 

eoo wltST 8~UI! HaltON BLVD. 
(11111) _~OIO 

~21 S.W. Cmldcn A,..,.uo 
StuItI.P1. 3~994 

FPL 10 y .... Po ..... Plant Sit. PIm 

Dear Mr. Menilt! 

RIVIERA BEACH. FLORIDA 33.0104 
"AX tlllll) 840-33113 

RECEIVED 
MAY 17 2D10 

This Ict10r it drafted in ""'P'l"18 to your lotter dalled April 29, 2010 teqllClti"l commcn18 01\ 
FPL'.10 y_PowerP .... t Site1'lln. Wehnu~viowod Iho ibtormall'Oft)'OUpovlclecl, 
IpOCifically u it reIooIeo to !be City of ltivi«l ~ Ir>d offer !be (ollo";nl _10. 

Th. City ofRivicn Beach opprooed .. ile pion in 2009 _tho p<opoocd ltivicra Beach Next 
Oenera!iClll aeon EcerJy Center (RBJ!C). n. IlBJ!C p .... ~ to tem01Ie !be I!ltlIliDa 
llam uaju from Iho Iita and """""" !he pilot witt.. & hiIhJy dIIcIent, Iowa"""""" cI ..... 
"""'IY <eDler. 

By way of !be City'lljIIII"OWl of tho RBEC dIIo pi .... lb. City mdons !he chapte< of !be FPL 10 
Y_ Po"",, PJ.nt Sile Plan tbotrcfaoenceo tile improw:mel\lI tbr the City. 

Thank. you forprovidiuauo!be opportuaity 10 comment on !be Plan. Jlyou ..... dlllY additional 
iDtbnnation, plAM do Dot '-i_ to _ MIIy MdCIDney, n_ of Cotmnt.nity 
De~lopmenUt (561) 84S-406O. 

~/.~ 
Ruth c. Tone. 
City Mana",r 

Cc Pomola R)'IIa, City Atlonley 
P .. IWlIm ........ _Cq. "' __ 
M..y Me~. Oireda< otc-.llity o-Iopmen. 
fPL P ....... Plant File 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Peter D. O'Bryall 
Chairma" 
District 4 

Bob Solari 
Vice Cha;r",a" 

District 5 

February 2. 2010 

Mr. Annando J . OWvers 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Florida Power & Light 
P. O. Box 025576 
Miami, FL 33102 

Wesley S. Davis 
District 1 

losepl' E. flescher 
District 2 

Gary C. Wheeler 
District 3 

Subject: Franchise Agreement between Indian River County and the City Vera Beach 

Dear Mr. Olivera: 

Indian River County has a Franchise Agreement (Resolution 87-12) with the City of Vero 
Beach (COVB) which alows the City to use County right of way 'to construct, maintain and 
operate an electric system In .. . certaln unincorporated areas of Indian River County, FL', 
These areas of unincorporated Indian River County (County) are Included in a 1981 SeMce 
Territory Agreement between Florida Power & Light (FP&L) and the cova. Also, the 
County has Ordinance 2007-015 with FP&L which authorizes FP&L 10 operate an electric 
system In unincorporated portions of the County, 

Section 12 of the 87-12 franchise &graement states 'The Franchise Territory wlU be 
expanded or contracted to include or exclude lands: either by city annelC8tlan, 'endlor the 
Service Territory Agreement ~ tha Grantee (COVS) and Florida Power & Ught Is 
amended and the PubliC Service Commission of the State of Florida approves of such 
change(s) in ___ ice boundaries," 

The franchise agreement wUI expire In March of 2017 if the County does not give notlce by 
March 2012 to cove of the County's Intent to renew the franchise agreement. 

During the last several years, there has been II considerable demand by soma of the 
19,000 County residents being served by the COVS to allow for another electric service 
provider. As the current electrtc servloe provider for the 55,000 customers In the remainder 
of lhe unincorporated County, FPAL would be a logical choice to lake over the electric 
service area currently being servlced by tha COVS. 

RevieIVoj2010 Ten-YearSile Plans 

/JHII"u.~A 
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Franchise Agreement Letter 
February 2, 2010 
Page Two 

This leller requests FP&L to provide the County with Information which the County could 
review, discuss with you, end make a decision on whether to request that you provide the 
electric service for the entire unincorporated area of the County. If that were the case, we 
would want to discuss with you how to approach the Public Service Commission (PSC) 
which must approve such a change by amending the existing Public Service Commission 
Service Territory Agreement between the COVB and FP&L to allow FP&L to provide electric 
service to !ll..1lr!!! 0' unincorporated Indian River County that are currently being served 
by cove, as aliowed by Florida Statutes Ch. 366.04(2)(e). 

Points that we would like to be Included In your analysis, recommendations, and report 
should Include, but are not limited to: 

• How would/could FP&L transfer cove customers in the County when County 
Resolulion 87·12 expires in 20171 

• What are the pros and cons of such a transfer for the transferred County customers? 
• What changes would the transferred County customers encounter w~h FP&L In 

billing, administration, service, rellabiUty, etc., compared to COVB? 
• What additional economic and fiflaneial benefits Of disadvantages such as rebates, 

additional rate structures, etc., would the County customers expefience compared to 
cove? 

• Would FP&L provide the seme rates to cove customers FP&L transferred In the 
County as it does to current FP&L customers in County? 

• What does FP&L expect the retal rete comparisons with COVB to be over the next 
10 years for common residential and commercial KWH usage categories? 

• What would be the estimated assessed property tax vakJe and Increase In 
County/taxing dislrlcts tax revenue if FP&L purchased existing cove facilities In 
County? 

• What is the fair market value of cove facmlles located in the unincorporated area of 
Indian River County, e .g ., Transmission & Distribution, and is that the price that 
FP&L would pay the cove fO( such T&D? 

• Would it be axpected that the proceeds from such a purchase by FP&L of cove 
facilities in the unincorporated County would be first used by cove to defease any 
liabilities related to such a transfer of County customers from cove to FP&L? 

• Would FP&L request a change in the existing the PSC approved Territorial 
Agreement if requested to, and/or supported by, County? What ill the mechanism 
for this? 

Please contact me as soon as possible to initiate discussions and to edvlse us how long 
such a report would take considering that the County must give at least 5-years advance 
notice (In 2012) to COVB and the County must have time prior to 2012 to consider and 
discuss the report resuHs within the County, with you, and with cove and/or the Town of 
Indian River Shores as wei. 

Sincerely, \ 

·PtidA .D.~_ 
Peter D. O'Bryan, Chaman 
Indian River County Board of County Commissioners 
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Reviewoj2010 Ten-Year Site Plans 

June 1, 2010 

Ms. Traci Mathews 
Publ ic Sen!ice CL)mmis~i()n 

Capital Circle Otlice Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

~/4t 1-

~ .;'. 

RE: Regional Review of Progress Energy Florida. Inc. Ten-Year Site Plan, 2010-2019 

Dear Ms. Mathews: 

Pursuant to Section 186.80 I of the Florida Statutes and Rule 25-22.071 of the Florida 
Administrative Code. With lacoochee Regional Planning Council (WRPC) statT hereby 
submits regional review comments for the above referenced site plan as applicable to Citrus, 
Hernando, Levy, Marion and Sumter counties. Documents forwarded annually by PSC staff 
are reviewed for consistency with the Strategic Regional Policy Plan/or the Withlacoochee 
Region (SRPP). WRPC staff writes this statement for the benefit of the public and all 
interested parties to convey clearly any scope of impact on SRPP goals and policies. 

During the planning period of 20 I 0 to 2019, Progress Energy Florida (PEF) has scheduled 
power generation capacity and transmission projects for development within the region. 
Primarily, projects consist of the Levy Nuclear Plant and associated transmission lines. 
WR PC staff participated in the state-level. interagency application review process for the 
constructiun and operation of these. facilities. Staff comments for the proposed Levy Nudear 
Power Plant are contained in a final agency report dated December 8, 2008. 

Overall, it should be noted ten-year site plan content complements SRPP policies relating to 
renewable energy resource development and energy conservation. WRPC staff note that 
during the planning period up to 205 MW of additional electric generation capacity will be 
added at one existing PEF plant location. Schedule 9, Status Report and Specifications of 
Proposed Generating Facilities as of January 1, 2010, on page 3-8, identifies natural gas and 
distillate fuel oil as intended primary and alternate fuels, respectively. WRPC staff would 
encourage PEF to consider how renewable energy, alternative fuels or hybrid technology 
might playa larger role in options for project development. 
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In summary, WRPC staff finds PEF's 2010 ten-year site plan to contain positive content that 
is consistent and well supported by the SRPP. Furthermore, SRPP policies strongly support 
increased utilization of renewable energy system technology in power generation as well as 
collocation of planned facilities with other compatible economic uses. On the preceding 
basis, WRPC staff would recommend that the Progress Energy Florida, Inc. Ten-Year Site 
Plan, 2010-2019 should be considered "suitable" from the perspective of this regional 
review. A copy of WRPC staff's Ten Year Site Plan Review has been enclosed for reference. 

I look forward to future opportunities to participate in the annual plan review process. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

V--\~ 
David Connolly, AICP 
Senior Planner 

Enclosure: WRPC Ten-Year Site Plan Review for the Florida Municipal Power Agency 

Cc: Kevin Smith, Citrus County Planning Department 
Shenley Neely, Levy County Planning Department 
Ron Pianta, Hernando County Planning Department 
Jimmy Massey, Marion County Planning Department 
Brad Cornelius, Sumter County Planning Department 

Review of20 I 0 Ten-Year Sire Plans 
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REGIONAL IMPACT 

TEN-YEAR SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Within the region, Citrus, Hernando, Levy, Marion and Sumter counties are located in the 
Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) service area. PEF owns numerous electric generating 
plants statewide, with installed capacity to generate up to 9,942 MW of electric power. The 
electric utility purchases an additional 1,645 MW of power. To transfer electricity to market, 
Progress Energy Florida maintains approximately 5,000 miles of transmission lines 
connecting to the electricity transmission grid as well as the systems of22 municipalities and 
9 rural electric cooperatives. 

As summarized in its 20 I 0 Ten-Year Site Plan, PEF has obtained state site certification to 
construct a new nuclear plant in unincorporated Levy County, Florida during the planning 
period. WRPC staff participated in the state-level, interagency application review process for 
the construction and operation of the .Levy Nuclear Plant (LNP) and associated transmission 
line facilities. Similarly, in 2007, an uprate of the existing Crystal River Energy Complex 
Nuclear Unit 3, which is now ongoing, was the subject of regional review pursuant to a site 
certification application. In both instances, WRPC final agency reports made necessary 
recommendations to ensure consistency with the region's adopted Strategic Regional Policy 
Plan (SRPP) but did not ra ise formal objection to project development. 

Opportunities exist within the region to add electric generation capacity through the 
development of renewable energy systems. The StrategiC Regional Policy Plan for the 
Withlacoochee Region would support the concept of enhanced use of solar, biomass, waste­
to-energy, and/or hydrokinetic power to generate regional power supply. When 
implemented, renewable energy power generation projects would have regionally significant 
status. Currently, PEF purchases renewable energy from a variety of operations including 
municipal solid waste facilities, photovoltaic (solar), and residual sources. Commitment to 
greater and expanded use of renewable energy as proportion of total supply is demonstrated 
by Progress Energy Florida's request for proposals seeking additional suppliers of renewable 
energy. 

Specifically, staff notes the planned addition of up to 205 MW as a result of combustion 
turbine technology at an existing plant location by 2018 as stated in the Base Expansion Plan. 
Because the Withlacoochee region has no available fossil fuel resources, the SRPP 
encourages all opportunities to diversify the supply of fuel inputs used to generate electric 
power. At a minimum, planned capacity addition may represent an opportunity to utilize 
renewable energy though biomass gasification, biodesiel,lbiofuel or other alternative fuel 
input in a secondary or alternative capacity. PEF might also investigate whether use hybrid 
powers offer any benefits such as greater system efficiency, reliability or enhanced 
opportunities to collocate other economic uses onsite. 
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SRPP OOALS AND POLICIES CITED 

00a12.3 

00a12.12 

Cultivate an economic climate that provides economic stability, maximizes 
job opportunities and increases per capita income for the region's residents. 

To provide for the development and maintenance of adequate infrastructure 
and resources to support continued economic development in areas identified 
for growth in the local government comprehensive plans. 

Policy 2.3.1 0 Increase intra-regional cooperation in attraction/expansion of industry 
dependant upon close proximity to one another or actual co-location. 

00a14.14 Maintain the region's concentrations of all air pollutants for which standards 
have been established at levels less than the maximums allowed by state and 
federal standards. 

Goal 4.15 Attain per capita renewable energy consumption rates in the region that equal 
or exceed state averages. 

Policy 4.15 .1 Use renewable energy sources wherever feasible. 

00a14.16 Achieve a rate of per capita electrical energy consumption no greater than 
state averages. 

Policy 4.16.1 Encourage energy efficient building techniques, and enforce the Florida 
Energy Efficiency Code. 

Policy 4.16.2 Encourage electrical utilities to implement load management strategies to 
reduce the peak electrical demand of their customers, and energy efficiency 
programs to reduce the overall energy consumption of customers. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council staff find Progress Energy Florida's 2009 Ten­
Year Site Plan to contain positive content that is consistent and well supported by the 
Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee Region. On the preceding basis, 
WRPC staff would recommend the Progress Energy Florida, Inc. Ten-Year Site Plan, 2010-
2019 should be considered "suitable" from the perspective of this regional review. 
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email : mailbox@Wrpc.cc 
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June 1, 2010 

Ms. Traci Mathews 
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Public Service Commission 
Capital Circle Office Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

OFFICERS 

RONALD ALLEN 
CHAIR 

JOSEPH JOI'INSTON, III 
VICE-CHAIR 
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RE: Regional review of Gainesville Regional Utilities 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan, 2010 Ten­
Year Site Plan Orlando Utilities Commission, and Seminole Electrical Cooperative, Inc. Ten­
Year Site Plan (2010-2019) 

Dear Ms. Mathews: 

Pursuant to Section 186.80l of the Florida Statutes and Rule 25-22.071 of the Florida 
Administrative Code, With lacoochee Regional Planning Council (WRPC) staff hereby 
submits regional review comments for the above referenced site plans as applicable to Citrus, 
Hernando, Levy, Marion and Sumter counties. Documents forwarded annually by PSC staff 
are reviewed for consistency with the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee 
Region (SRPP). WRPC staff writes this statement for the benefit of the public and all 
interested parties to convey clearly any scope of impact on SRPP goals and policies. 

While none of the 10-Year Site plans listed above schedule or propose to develop projects 
within the region during the planning period. all three electric generating utilities have 
ownership interests in the 838 MW pressured water reactor of Crystal River Nuclear Unit 3. 
The Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Withlacoochee Region assigns regionally 
significant status to all power plants due to the necessity to maintain ample regional energy 
supply. Therefore, activity described by subject plan documents, in connection to this region, 
is consistent and well supported by SRPP content. Beyond the existing relationship to 
Crystal River Unit 3 for energy supply planning requirements, WRPC staff review of 10-
Year Site Plans for Gainesville Regional Utilities, the Orlando Utilities Commission and the 
Seminole Electrical Cooperative identified no other direct impacts to SRPP content. 
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WRPC staff would recommend that all Ten-Year Site Plans referenced above be considered 
"suitable" from the perspective of this regional review. 1 look forward to future opportunities 
to participate in this annual plan review process. 

Thank you. 

t:2-/~ 
Sincerely, 

David Connolly 
Senior Planner, AICP 

cc: Mr. Kevin Smith, Citrus County Department of Planning 
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SOUTH FWRIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

June 8,2010 

Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

Subject: Electric Utility 2010 Ten Year Site Plans 
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In response to your request, the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 
has completed its review of the 2010 Ten Year Site Plans for the Florida Power and 
Light Company (FPL), the Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), the Orlando 
Utilities Commission (OUC), and the Tampa Electric Company (TECO). Based on the 
information provided in the FPL, FMPA, and OUC Site Plans, the SFWMD does not 
have any comments regarding the "suitability" of the proposed sites. In addition, please 
note that no portion of the TECO service area is located within SFWMD jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ten Year Site Plans. If I can be of 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (561) 682-6862. 

"F~'f NL 
James J. Golden, AICP 
Lead Planner 
Intergovemmental Policy and Planning Division 

/jjg 

c: Thomas Mayton, SJRWMD 
Rand Frahm, SWFWMD 

RevieIVoj20JO Ten· Year Sile Plans 

3301 Gun O ub Road, west Palm Beach. Florida 33406 • (561) 686-8800 • FL WArs 1·800-432·2045 
Mailing Address: P. O. Box 24680, West Palm Beach, FL 33416-4680 • www.sfwmd.gov 
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Phillip Ell. - -----------.....-----------------------------------------------------------
"'-, DIomo __ I (O_·DovioIO_ ...... ·ft.u .. 

_ Thutodoy. NJy 0'. 20'03:00 PM 

To: Philip Ell.; Tr.:i ~ (TM..,...,.."SC ...... flUl) 

Cc: Rend F"","; Roy'" MezIr. Tom_og 
hbjKt: Eledric UtIlity T.n-V .... $Me PlIrlI 

Follow Up Flog: Follow up 

...... UiIW: Blue 

T,..d .... t1hews 
Mr. 'h,iI. E. , 
Faida Publk Seorvu Commlslk)n 

Re: Review of Electric Utility Ten ·Year Site Plans: 
s.~ [~ctrk Coope,.tiva, IrK. (SfC) 

Protf." fnern F1or1dI (PEF) 
r ampl Electric Company (lloo, 

'n ac:cora'lnc. with Ch.~r 116,101, florid. StIItr.rtI'. the steff af t l'le SouthwI.c FIQrid. Water Man_lenlnt Dittrh;t ICMltrIct, hIS revt.w.d the above r.t.rtnced Elec:trk UtNlty Ttf'I-Y • .,. 
stte Pill'l l (TYSft). The Olstrlct rmews TYSf's for weter raource im~c:tI, lndydinc w.~r qulltty Impacts. CUf'T'ent Wl1er .uppy Il'Id Utc and potlntl.t Nt~ demand •. W. tlk. lnto 
conud.ratk»n se!"Wit •• ,... popUII.don projecttonl Ind the type: of ttchno_iel for pow.' ,1,..,..tIO". eoolif'lllP'td", pollution control tKh~OII", w.tooec at nlJt~ '-dUtI., ch.ptlra. 
Kh.dul ••• lAd t and the land us. I nd .nvironmentll d'MIpt~r1 . The fo Uowln. c:ommentJ .r. provided for your (On,"r,tlon In the review procell . 

... 1 new fldlttiu ",d upM\Ilons to potenti.l l y be 10elted In the South.rn W.ter Use c.utiof'l Arel (SWUCA) .nd requ ire .dditk>MI q~nlit.s of water for procen.rtd cooIinI w.ter, wil 
he'll 10 COf'Iform. not only to W.ter U_ Perminln. (WUP') and/or Site Certific.ttiotl 'ICluirerMnt., but ~ 10 SWUCA NIH. Th. SWUCA 1.1 '1'1 .rel dHiln.wd by the Diltrld ln rupon .. to 
Aft w.ter Intrul6on. l~ed lib t.vell Itnd reduced Jtr.lm ftowa, which have bHt'I eluted by Ixc,.i" ,roundw.ter withdrlw-'s. Th. Diflrir;t hit hefChtllMd concern, rlIPrdin, 
potential WnPKb due to Nblrt .roundWtl'" demand. within the SWUCA .nd the futurelYllMtbUlty oJ,roundw.ter within th .... ,.. .... letau .. w.t« .. upply I.llmk,d In the SWUCA" the 
Dbtrtct .ctvilt. tMt .nd ...... th.t can be developed In v.riou, locatton. Ind te rrain. be !octted ~ ......... (ouWd. rt.. SWUCA~ Otr be d.sJined to ..... "tcmlttve Wlter IO\IrCl" ( • .• .• 
recl. lmed w.t ... , .urf.ce water. "'lin.Uon). T'hl. wouW hetp the Ddtritt ad\lew thII.otLl olltll"" In the SWUCA Recovery Strttqy. 

,.der. ,..ufetlon, fIIq'lirin. tM enhlnc,m,nt of I lr qU111ty controls to dlluWUf'I,e emiss6on. from cOII·fired Ilne,.tin. fltClUti., may add to the WIt., demtrtd. of powerP,...rttinl 
ftcilitiel. Addltion.I ........ IUppty for proet'u. coolll'll.nd/Otr . Ir poNudon control would potentldv require recul.tcwy revJew.rtd tpprOQt vttl'fther the Water u .. Permittinl prou.s 
flf'td/Of 1hroUCh I mollfieatlon of the Sit. C.rtIfiClltlon . IJdlltle. thould contlnlote: to "Kocnile tNt irnpoftM'ICII of the use of aoun::e. oth. r than .rounclw.t,r, .' wel .s water con"l'VIItion, 
.nd retltc:t th. ln future TYSf's. 

'The DIWkt', .... lonlll WI"r Supply Pit" (RWSP~ Dnft 2010\lpdetc projects tlte need for.n ~115.7"'Cd for 1M InduJtri.I/COmmen::l.l/MlnInl& Otwtttr1nC/POwe r Gcntmlon for 
eM 1010 to 1010 pltnni"l horizon . Adelltlon" inforrnttion an be found In U,C District', ftWSP .nd SWUCA~" Stnt.ecY. Tha. doc .. ments un be found It the web .dcttu., 
b!!",t'L>!l!r«~J!JIlI~. 

kmlnolt: £ttctrk Cooperat ive Inc:. (SEC); 

SEC. Schedu6t. thaw. the. utility hu p"nMd • • dditlolMl tapeb. ty In Citrus CcMMIty (SEC h .. lntefelt In Ont nuct.lr powered liNt It Prosr ... f ". ... Y"S Crtll'" Rhter Nucl •• , 
Power P'ttnt~, wtlk:h utilla .. "'Wlter for cool.,. purJIOM'. 

An Inert, .. in Qplbiky '" 1 \ll'l iU In HI'" County. whktt .re fue$ed by ntlul'lIllN Ire .Iso planned. Th." two unit.tf, loclt.d within the SWUCA. ln the ElWlronmentJl ,nd 
land U .. c:hIpter, Section 6.1st.tt. '!h. pretence of. cooIlni reservoir at the Midul. f.dily tn tt.rdM County. SEC hokb. wu,. ('11121.001) "~n. withdrt .. I, of '1'1 .n"~ 
.ver ... of S.' ",nnan l'lon. per day IMGDI.nd 1.64 MGO ..... k. wtllI, theo .. units wtI be power.d by nltuTlI,". ~y .ddltion.1 w.ter n ... would ,~.,. r'I"'-tory rwt,w 
.nd 1,,",'111 vt. tith., Itle W.t.r Use ~Inln. pnxes. 1" d/011 throUCh I modifation of the Sit, CHtiflcatian Ind wou ld be .~ect 10 SWUCA ruta. 

11('" Schedute • shows 7 pl.nned, stt.d c:.,.t:IiMtv CMI"IIfl. Of the ... CrystIJ lillYIf' Unit. atllm ~. (flllted wit" l iturnlnou. Cotl) c:.ptblltl .. will b. Incre •• ed .nd then 
~ ... d .. a ruuk of . Ir polI ... tio" c:ontrof .Clu1pme:"t ... PIr* •. o-,.tllAiver nucl .... pGWerH Unk J I;Iplbllltie. wlN.bo be Inc:,. ... d. However, cooIl", wlt.rfor the Crystll 
AWer un'h" suppl1ed bV M'Wlter int.ke. 

Two Avon hrtr: pe.kltf untts in Hilh"nds Co .. nty .nd four HIllin. peak« W\IU I" "",na. County, " "Ituft/ , •• burnlnl combuJtion turbtnts..,. shown In Schedul .... pI ..... d. 
proapectiw or committed to be p\It on told .tln~-o., or ,.tiNd by Jw-.e 101C. 

Conltructton on the Levy Co ... nty n .. ele,r power pMint I, ,t.nned to belln In lOU .nd compl,ted In 2011. It is undentood th.t cooI l", w.ter for tM. unit wlll bl withdrawn from 
th. Ctou Florida ...... Cln.1. 

Nt addttlontl combuft1on turbiM unit .apln"n I. pl&nncd, but CUIT.,..t." UII. ite4. F"el for thl. wnle: I. !'tOt listed. Th. wn.lt.d ~".kH'I could potenUtIty be Ioc.ttellll 'lWhhln the 
SWUCA an" poQn1l.U, b, dependent on .rowrwlw.ttr fOIl cool", (dtperwirc on the fUIM tVpe. whid\ i. nOC lilted).nd I lr poIution control. No Inform.tlon tel""" potlintlal 
fut...,.. dtmend. or sou,", to m", Uto.e demtncls il lnc:lude" for Ihll , ltl. AddiUoMI Wlter 1'1._ for this llqN",ion wouW flqun ,..lIIItotv ~ .nd .pJM'ov.1 viii , It her the 
Wlter UN P.rmmil'll proc:. .. Ind/or \h~UCh. modiftclt lon of the $I .. Certitkltiofl .nd wou~ be ubj'<t to SWUCA rula. 

T.mpa BICtIit Company (TECO): 

Th're ...... 4 combustion t urtMnt Wltb to be COf'vrerted 10 1'1 ...... , p. POW'rM comWr-d ~Ie ... nlb "..Mld It the P'oll Power Station ~ Polk County. The ... re to be 1000ttcf 
within the SWUCA. nco ho44t. WUP ('11741.002) tllowlnc wlthd,...l. of.n .nnutl ........ of • .• milton pions per My CMGO~ .nd t .1 MGD pelk. New quantltie. of water 
wi" requi ... reculltory fl'¥ilw .nd ~I via the Wattr U .. "rmtnl"l.,..-oc:ell Ir.d wouJd be aubject 10 SWUCA rule •. A modification of the: SIt. Certifll;lt)on may Ifio be 
required. WIllie the,. unJu wtll be powered by n~l.e,. Iny eddidontl .. ttr needs wollid ' ...... Ir. r-cu'-.ory ,...-1_ end ePP"'¥11 on. IMthtr the Weter U •• ",mJtttnc pnxeu 
end/or thro •• MOdIfk:ttkwt of the Skt C.rtlfiC31don Ind wou141 be ...... ct to SWUCA rul ... 

nco'. $ch ..... I show. thi' uttltty h •• UftIIted .ddltion .. t;lf'Klty plMned. conlilti"- of I uniU..U ,II turbin.el. While the .. units wi. be powa,.d by n.tu,.1 I". II ~ted 

within the SWUCA., .ny MdkkJMI _II nellds wovId r.q ... iN fI,W-tOry ,...,Jew .nd .pprcwal via either the WI"r U .. Pwf'1nlittinC procH' ~0If throulh • rnodlftc.t11on of tM Site 
Cettlflc:ttlon .nd woukl be subfect ta 5WUCA "' .... 

101712010 

Review of 20 I 0 Ten- Year Site Plans 
143 



APPENDIX A 

Page 2 of2 

The Oiscrkt appreciates the opportunity to 911ticiplte in ,he r"';.w of £",1ric Ut.,ty TYSPa. Hc:rwe¥tr. while some utiliti., pl"OYlda wlttr IOUrw Infof" .... tion and Itrtw to dewk)p 
attem.tive sources (I. • .• otfler thin fresh lTounctwKlt1. CUtTeN 'Iorld. Statutes which lOW'" ch_ ~ utilityTnp pfOCU. do not require utilities to p~ infOf'l'Mltion rtI,lIIrdint 
eurrwtt Ind future wlter dlmands and tOWel •. UtiMtt .... not required to pro"". the h,formUk)n.ln TlSPI. tntt 1M DI,trict requn:I to elfectJvefy nlhHtt 'f'te needl and .~.I.billty of 
wlttrfor pow.r ""nts. We h .... e. ln 1M put, recorrunended the Publk SeMel CommWion consider .eklnl the neauary slatutory.nd ",Ie ttI-ntl, JUeh th.t tuture wauf dem.nds of 
potenUII new power plant, are adequate'" c:onlld.rtd in this pllnni,. procUi. 

In II.-u of that .eenlrio, )n 1009 Dtttric:t PliInnina Department stiff Q)Orclnlted with the Pubtk Service Commtsslon (Mr. Robert GrIns) rel.reline ,ddltlonlllnfonT\llt!on to be requested 
from ,I.ellte I.ItiUtM:s. ... order to 'lin, lhelrwatar""'l nd futul'1i dem.ncb. A quHtIonMw. .. , IUllftted with ttt. follow'", Inform~k)n to '" r • .,est.d. 

• A • .".rGte qw,rJotl ,hHt .Itollld .... 'lIbmittH Jor nch exJrtlltf /Gdilt'l. III • .,.,.H., NCh addltJonolllM!hot d IIndergolnt tM rrgu/Qtp,'1 t;lpptOlIO/ proa ••• i. u"", cO/ur:tuction, 
ClCltllfnld'ioIJ ~ (1HIt tlPt )'Iff Qpe'f'(trlHoQ (K""" Hen ·ploftlMd" ettd ",/ted- (not fMcwn.,'1 for ",-c.PKtiw otId 1It1~ 1It11t1). cKh qw,tJo"twW~ ,1tofJ1d "'qui,. "bout: 

• C""rM w.r., ,oUfCe, aMI_monds/,," 1M eJtlttlttt Clnib /or procell. rtUJIIttf, "" pollution ""'tlo/"d "oIDbie '1JPfJ1y 
• WUP/CUP lttfprmotJo" /or r/tnr HJClrce, 
• Projft:ted demottds/rH .ddlriolto/ "nltl Mot 0,. ~rgolftf ,..,,,101DtY .pproWlt uttt»r c:onlfrUctkt,.. ",,,.fnlctk),, ~d (but Mt ~ OfMrtJtJolHIl) or hove bH" -planMd" 

tmd "sJcnr (not ".nJlGrY for Pf'O~Cflille tuHlllltllted ""Itt) 
• Infor1tHlfion ,egonlltto t)opf 0{ "". (i.e, proUD. cooIittt mnhod, flit polllJtlolt control. po","''' ftHds If r#wy hav. tMlr OW1t mpply. ftc.) o"d GS,odtlr.d wan, INmon. /0, "<It 

edIting aM flddiclollo' IInlt 

• C4, .. erwtJo#f prflCtb. cvmtlltly In we ot 011,.,. jodIitIe, ofNI ~ fo, II .. in oJrJItlonoillMu 
II would olso H wtV I'wlp/tll ,tlMr. wm. '"stflndartr allculotMIemou,It o/WIrter It fOh, to p'odvcc. XW oJd«trIcJr-, /ofHch production t~'1.tMleu~d II ... 
(COOMe nwtItotJ(I) tkmfMdI, air polltltlon conrro,J tUmel.,b, ere} . 

.-.aln, the OIltrlct Ippreciate. the opportt.lnity to rev"w thue utilty TYSPs In coordination with ttl. psc. W. WCMJId M,lad to off.r 04¥e .. i&tance to the I'ubIk Service Comrnlulon 
(and/or .lectric utillti.11 in obtainlnl the IMU"',... information far .tfltC1l .. TYSP revtcw or In the It'V.nt the: PSC Meb rule eNnea. If we can be of fun:her alMrtanc:., pi .... do not 
helftlt. ~ tQfItKt UL 

Since,.I.,., 

D. DIann. o.v .... AKP 
Water _elOur'CeJ Pllnner, PlannlnC Oe-pt. 

Southwest Aoridt Wal« Mln ... ".nt DI.tnct 
ISS1) "'7111, nt. 4411 
~~l!!mtnl.~...&!I. 
WWW ... Wmr.t!'!:l~fl 

To _compn. p ... t tNAp, we ",.It ftot _tv act, ltut alto ... "'; not CMIy ~a • • but"'o _"-". 
AnltoN Fr.nee 

IMPOITABT IIOT'lCl: : All a -..ail •• nt to or fro. thh .sdn •• are pu,Ou.c record and archiv.cl . Tbe .ou.tb __ ~ rlorida _.ter ~t :Dbtrlet 
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@ St. Johns River 
& Water Management District 

IOItJoI B. GrIen IV, DiIICIOf • DavId W. FIIIk, AIIIIIInI ~ 0Irec10r 

4049 Reid Street • P.O. Box 1429 • Palatka, FL 32178-1429 • (386) 329-4500 
On the Internet at lIorIdaswater.com. 

June 16, 2010 

Ms. Traci Matthews 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee. Florida 32399-0850 

RE: 2010 Ten-Year Site Plans Comments 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

St. Johns River Water Management District (District) staff have reviewed the 100year site plans 
for Florida Power and Ught Company (FPL). Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMP A), 
Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU). JEA. and Orlando Utilities Commission (OUe) relative to 
their suitability as planning documents. District staff reviews were conducted in accordance with 
Section 186.801. Florida Statutes, and Chapter 25-22.071. Florida Administrative Code. 

Pursuant to subsection n. A.I.f., of the 2007 operating agreement concerning regulation between 
the District and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP). FDEP shall review 
and take final action on all applications for pennits and petitions for variances or waivers for 
power plants and electrical distribution and transmission lines and other facilities related to the 
production. transmission, and distribution of electricity. District staff have no comments on the 
FMPA. GRU. lEA, and OUC 100year site plans. District staff comments on tbe FPL 100year site 
plan are provided below. 

FPL 
In general, the District requires that all new uses and requested increases in consumptive use 
pemtit (CUP) allocations demonstrate the use of the lowest quality source; justify the need for 
the requested allocation; demoostrate efficient use; and not impact springs. wetlands. water 
bodies. water quality. or existing legal uses. In addition, all other CUP criteria must also be met. 
When locating a site for a power facility. FPL should consider the availability of water to meet 
the proposed demands of the facility and potential impacts due to facility water use, as well as 
the cumulative impacts of locating a facility at a given location. 

------------- 0 • ., ... "," ••• "". _------------
W. I.eCrM Wood, _ .... ,..Hut1wt,- HoraCl.lWIIr.I, __ Do\.9IIc. ........ _....... _ -.u _ ...... 

lilt-' EI1II ........ H. A,.. AIdIOId G. _ AI1In H._pol _ A._ 
CK!Xl CIOIIQIID....... ~ RlIITIIalr _ 
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Letter to Traci Matthews 
June 16.2010 
Page20f2 

This letter does not substitute for or constitute pennit review. We appreciate the opportunity to 
provide general comments. If you have any questions. please contact District Policy Analyst 
Steve Fitzgibbons at (386) 329-4436 or sfitzgib@sjrwmticom. 

Sincerely. 

Jeff Cole. Director 
Office of Communications and Governmental Mairs 

JCJsf 

cc: Jim Quinn. Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Kraig McLane. St Johns River Water Management District 
Richard Burklew. St. Johns River Water Management District 
Patricia Renisb. St Johns River Water Management District 
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Alachua County 
Board of County Commissioners 

Cynthia Moore Chestnut, Chair 
lee Pinkoson, Vice Chair 
Paula M. Del aney 

Administration 
Randall H. Reid 
County Manager 

June 22 , 2010 

Rodney J. long 
Mike Byerly 

r ' 
l 

-. 

Ms. Traci Matthews 
Florida Publ ic Service Commissio!1 
Division of Regulatory Analysis 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd . 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

RE: 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan for Gainesville Regional Utilities 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

l 
C. 

Alachua County has received your request for comment on the 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan 
for Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU). According to your April 21st letter, comments 
should focus on su itability or unsuitability of the Ten-Year Site Plan as a planning 
document. 

The GRU 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan is generally suitable as a planning document. The 
enclosed comments identify issues and information pertaining to future planning and 
implementation activities relating to aspects of the Ten-Year Site Plan , including 
protection of natural resources for the area adjacent to the existing Deerhaven power 
plant site, use of reclaimed water for the proposed biomass-fueled power generation 
facil ity known as the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, consideration of energy 
demand management alternatives, and fuel price forecast assumptions. The Plan also 
notes that an additional mini power delivery station (PDS) is planned for the service 
area . If this faci lity will be located in the unincorporated area , then it must be 
established consistent with policies and procedures contained in the Alachua County 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. 

Comments related to minimum sustainability standards for biomass fuel procurement, 
as they relate to the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center, are also included . Alachua 
County has engaged in productive dialogue with the City and GRU on this issue over 
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the past few months, and looks forward to working cooperatively to address this issue in 
the future. 

If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Ken Zeichner, Principal 
Planner with the Alachua County Department of Growth Management, at (352)374-
5249. 

Sincerely, 

~~u.-.~ 
Cynthia Moore Chestnut, Chair 
Alachua County Commission 
chr10.108 

CMC/BC/bc 

Enclosures: 
Alachua County Comments on Gainesville Regional Utilities 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan 
Deerhaven Site Map 

cc: Alachua Board of County Commissioners 
Randall H. Reid, Alachua County Manager 
Richard Drummond, Assistant County Manager 
Dave Wagner, Alachua County Attorney 
Steve Lachnicht, Alachua County Department of Growth Management 
Ken Zeichner, Alachua County Department of Growth Management 
Chris Bird, Alachua County Department of Environmental Protection 
Sean McLendon, Alachua County Sustainability Program Manager 
Mayor Craig Lowe, City of Gainesville 
Russ Blackburn, City Manager, City of Gainesville 
Mark Garland, City of Gainesville Public Works 
Ed Regan , GRU Assistant General Manager for StrategiC Planning 
Todd Kamhoot, Gainesville Regional Utilities 
Department File 
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Alachua County Comments on 
Gainesville Regional Utilities 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan 

On Page 28 and 57 of the Ten-Year Site Plan document, there is discussion of the site for a 
proposed biomass-fueled power generation facility, which is known as the Gainesville 
Renewable Energy Center (GREC). Per discussion with Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) 
staff, we understand that the planned GREC facil ity will be located within the same site as the 
existing GRU Deerhaven power plant. This site ("Original Deerhaven Site" on attached map) is 
approximately 1,146 acres located within the City of Gainesville, and is governed by the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. According to Section 4.2.1 of the GRU 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan (Land 
Use and Environmental Features, pg. 57), the existing land uses for the 1, 146-acre portion of the 
site are "industrial (i.e., electric power generation and transmission and ancillary uses such as 
fuel storage and conveyance; water combustion product, and forest management)", and 
apparently most of the site has been previously impacted by these uses. 

Pages 57 and 58 of the Ten-Year Site Plan also make reference to the Deerhaven area which 
"encompasses approximately 3,474 acres." The 3,474-acre site includes the 1, 146-acre 
"Original Deerhaven Site" referenced above, in which the proposed GREC facility is planned. 
The 3,474 acres also includes 2,300+ acres which are owned by the City of Gainesville/GRU 
(identified as "Parcel A", "Parcel B", "Parcel C", and "Parcel D" on the attached map) and are 
located adjacent to the Original Deerhaven Site. GRU staff has indicated that there are no 
immediate plans for facil ities in these adjacent areas. 

The adjacent 2,300+ acres were annexed into the City of Gainesville several years ago, and 
because the City has not yet amended its Comprehensive Plan to include these areas, they are 
still governed by the Alachua County Comprehensive Plan which designates the areas as 
Rural/Agriculture and also identifies them as Strategic Ecosystems. The series of Issues and 
Recommendations below on "Natural Resource Protection for Areas Adjacent to Original 
Deerhaven Site" are intended for consideration as part of future planning efforts for the 2,300+ 
acres adjacent to the Original Deerhaven Site. 

Natural Resource Protection for Areas Adjacent to Original Deerhaven Site 

Various natural resource protection concerns about the areas adjacent to the Original Deerhaven 
Site were previously identified in a June 18, 2008 letter to the PSC as part of the County's review 
of the 2008 GRU Ten Year Site Plan. These concerns are summarized below and are still 
applicable. 

There are many environmentally sensitive features in and around the Deerhaven area. Some of 
the best ways to protect these critical natural resources are to use designs that minimize the 
development footprint on the property, protect sensitive areas under conservation easements, 
and continue sustainable silviculture activities under Best Management Practices. At such time 
when future development is proposed for this area, GRU should address these environmental 
concerns and identify clear environmental perimeters and have strict protection guidelines to 
balance the long-term goals of the Deerhaven property with effective environmental stewardship. 

Issue: The area is within the Hague Flatwoods Strategic Ecosystem. This system is part of the 
headwaters of both Rocky Creek and Turkey Creek. The undeveloped areas are former pine 
flatwoods forest converted to planted pine with scattered wetland swamps. Areas designated as 
Strategic Ecosystems are considered conservation areas under the Alachua County 
Comprehensive Plan and are afforded stringent protection under the Land Development Code. 
As discussed above, the property is now located within the City limits of Gainesville, however, 
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this ecosystem crosses jurisdictional boundaries and any development of this area will have 
impacts to other parts of the ecosystem that are located in the unincorporated county or other 
jurisdictions. 

Recommendations: Any expansion or new development on the property should be designed to 
maintain the ecological integrity of strategic ecosystems. The Alachua County Comprehensive 
Plan includes standards for strategic ecosystem protection which address resource-based 
planning, minimizing impacts and protecting upland habitat, and wetlands, and wetland buffers. 
The City of Gainesville is in the process of developing similar protection standards for strategic 
ecosystems as those provided in the Alachua County Comprehensive Plan. The County hopes 
that the City will expedite adoption of these standards, and recommends that these types of 
standards be in place to address natural resource protection issues for any development of 
future facilities in this area. 

Issue: Soil conditions for the area are characteristic of flatwoods and depressional wetlands. 
These soils are typically somewhat poorly to very poorly-drained. 

Recommendations: Site disturbance and vegetation clearing during and after site development 
should be minimized. Strategies should include low percentage of impervious areas through 
building design, narrow road widths, and Low-Impact Development (LID) practices like site 
fingerprinting (only clear areas for structures, access, and defensible place, and leave the 
remaining area undisturbed), rain gardens, swales, cisterns to collect rain water and other 
practices and designs that will reduce flooding issues. Impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers 
should be avoided. 

Issue: There are extensive wetlands scattered throughout the property. Based on desktop 
information , it is estimated that approximately 60- 80% of the surface area consists of wetlands 
and/or is within the 1 ~O-year floodplain . 

Recommendations: Wetland acreage and function should be protected, and wetland impacts 
should be avoided. This area floods under current conditions, so it is recommended that future 
development in this area should be designed with floodplain and wetland concerns in the 
forefront. Future development should avoid locating stormwater ponds, infrastructure, and 
impervious areas within wetlands and wetland buffers, and it is recommended that a 75 ft . 
average buffer or larger be maintained around wetlands (as required by County Code). The 
protection of the Floridan, intermediate and surficial aquifers or systems is critical in this area. 

Issue: A large portion of the wetlands in the Hague Flatwoods forms the headwaters of Rocky 
Creek, a tributary of the Santa Fe River. 

Recommendations: Maintaining large intact natural buffers is crucial to maintaining the water 
quality of Rocky Creek. It is recommended that the headwater wetlands be identified and 
maintained, and that wetland buffers wider than default or minimum requirements should be 
implemented. It is also recommended that alteration of buffers be prohibited, including the 
placement of stormwater ponds within the wetland buffers. Limit potential pOint sources (i.e . 
large stormwater ponds and hazardous material storage sites) , require strong restrictions on 
fertilizer, pesticide, and herbicide use, and limit well construction and septic tanks, if applicable. 

Issue: The property has the potential to contain many rare and endangered species, including 
the Sherman's Fox Squirrel (Sciurus niger shermam), black bear (Ursus americanus floridanus) , 
little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) , snowy egret (Egretta thula), tricolored heron (Egretta tricolot') , 
limpkin (A ramus guarauna) , white ibis (Eudocimus albus) , wood stork (Mycteria Americana), 
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Bachman's sparrow (Aimophila aestivalis) , Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperil) , gopher tortoise 
(Gopherus polyphemus) , eastern diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus adomanteus) , flatwoods 
salamander (Ambystoma cingula tum) , Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus) , 
eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon cora is coupen) , and short-tailed snake (Stilosoma 
extenuatum) . The isolated wetlands are important amphibian breeding sites and provide feeding 
habitat for wading birds. The area also has potential habitat for a number of listed terrestrial 
orchids, butterworts, and rare wildflowers, including Catesby's lily (Lilium catesbael). 

Recommendations: Within and adjacent to areas to be impacted, it is recommended that an 
evaluation of the property and survey for listed species be conducted. Identify habitat needs for 
maintaining species diversity and sustainability. Require conservation easements and 
management plans (include exotic control and prescribed burns) for areas to be preserved. 
Prescribed burns are an important component to maintaining and enhancing wildlife habitat and 
reducing the risk of wildfire. Require connectivity between habitats, minimize fragmentation, 
protect habitat and needs of listed species. Maintain connectivity with the Buck Bay Strategic 
Ecosystem. 

Energy Demand Management Alternatives 

The GRU 2010 Ten-Year Site Plan addresses existing and planned demand-side management 
programs. As provided on pages 29 through 32, currently available demand side management 
programs include energy audits and low income household whole-house energy efficiency 
improvements. GRU also offers various rebates and other financial incentives as detailed in the 
Ten-Year Site Plan. 

GRU's demand-side management programs are key factors in the community's efforts to 
enhance energy conservation and efficiency measures. The utility was also of service to 
Alachua County in the development of its Energy Conservation Strategies Commission Report, a 
1 ~O-year visionary document with recommendations to create a more energy efficient and 
resource resilient community. 

Alachua County is developing a comprehensive Energy Element to be adopted in its 
Comprehensive Plan. Among the community-wide goals of the Energy Element are to reduce or 
mitigate the effects of rising energy costs; create energy independence from fossil fuels ; reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions; and promote the long-term economic security of the residents of 
Alachua County through energy conservation , efficiency and alternative energy deployment. 

Recommendation: To achieve these goals, Alachua County and GRU should continue their 
partnership with an emphasis on aligning and expanding conservation and efficiency objectives, 
meeting a common greenhouse gas reduction goal, and developing a common greenhouse gas 
accounting methodology. 

Fuel Price Forecast Assumptions 

Fuel price forecasts are provided on Pages 34 to 36 and 48 of the GRU Ten-Year Site Plan for 
distillate fuel oil, residual fuel oil, natural gas, performance coal, compliance coal, and nuclear. 
The forecasts rely on US Department of Energy projections, PIRA Energy Group, and 
contractual agreements as sources. 

In projecting future fuel prices, the cost of fuel as a commodity and the transportation cost are 
included as part of the total cost. Pages 34 and 35 of the Ten Year Site Plan state that the fuel 
price forecasts account for the specific transportation costs associated with delivery of various 
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fuel types to GRU's sites. Future fuel oil prices, therefore, will affect the projected price of all 
sources of fuel used by GRU for power generation. 

Page 35 of the Ten Year Site Plan provides that distillate fuel oil was used to produce 0.06% of 
GRU's total net power generation during the 2009 calendar year. Residual fuel oil was used to 
produce 0.21 % of GRU's total net power generation during the 2009 calendar year. Although 
these figures indicate that the quantity of fuel oils used by GRU for power generation is low, fuel 
oils are used for various extraction, processing, and shipping activities which indirectly affect the 
delivered price of other fuel sources such as coal , which comprised 71.5% of GRU's total net 
power generation in 2009. 

Recommendation: GRU has been a leader in the State for alternative energy programs and 
demand-side management. Though perhaps beyond the scope of this planning document, to 
hedge against the volatility of fuel oil prices, GRU in conjunction with Alachua County and the 
community at large should continue to explore strategies for decreasing fossil fuel use, 
enhancing demand-side management programs, and increasing alternative energy production 
over the next 10 years. 

Proposed Mini Power Delivery Station 

Page 50 of the Ten-Year Site Plan notes that an additional mini power delivery station (PDS) is 
planned for the northern part of the service area near US 441 no earlier than 2015. The specific 
location of the planned PDS is not identified, and it is unclear whether the location is within the 
jurisdiction of unincorporated Alachua County. If the proposed PDS will be located in the 
unincorporated area, please note that it must be established consistent with the policies and 
procedures contained in the Alachua County Comprehensive Plan and Unified Land 
Development Code. 

Use of Reclaimed Water for Proposed Biomass Facility 

Page 58 of the Ten Year Site Plan discusses the potential water usage for the proposed biomass 
fueled power generating faci lity known as the Gainesville Renewable Energy Center (GREC). 
According to the Plan, "industrial water usage associated with the new unit could be as much as 
two million gallons per day (MGD)", and that reclaimed water from GRU's Main S1. and/or 
Kanapaha wastewater treatment plants may be made available to the site to supply industrial 
process and cooling water needs. The Plan also indicates that "other water conservation 
measures may be identified during the design of the projecf'. 

The County believes water conservation is a concern in our area, and recommends that the City 
of Gainesville and GRU implement water conservation strategies, such as the use of reclaimed 
water for industrial process and cooling water needs at the proposed GREC facility, based on an 
evaluation of all options. 

Minimum Sustainability Standards and Stewardship Incentive Plan 
for Biomass Fuel Procurement 

On February 12, 2010, the Board of County Commissioners sent a letter to the City of 
Gainesville regarding an evaluation of Gainesville Renewable Energy Center's pending 
application for Site Certification as required by the Florida Power Plant Siting Act, and the 
proposed Minimum Sustainability Standards and Stewardship Incentive Plan for Biomass Fuel 
Procurement. The Alachua County Board of County Commissioners continues to commend the 
Gainesville City Commission and GRU for bold and innovative leadership in building local 
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capacity for renewable sources of energy production. The February 12 letter identified 
opportunities for strengthening the proposed minimum standards and incentives related to 
biomass fuel procurement in order to further reduce adverse environmental impacts. 

Alachua County staff has participated in a series of productive discussions with GRU and GREC 
representatives regarding the technical details of the proposed Minimum Sustainability 
Standards and Stewardship Incentive Plan for Biomass Procurement. The February 12 letter 
identified the following areas of concern: 1) harvesting of diverse hardwood hammocks, 2) 
harvesting of wetlands and floodplain forests , 3) impacts related to increased competition for 
wood resources, and 4) opportunities to strengthen the specific compliance/enforcement 
language associated with the proposed standards and incentives. 

The collaborative dialogue between the County, GRU and GREC on these issues is expected to 
continue in order to ensure a sustainable framework for biomass fuel procurement activities by 
strengthening the proposed Stewardship Incentive Plan and Minimum Sustainability Standards. 
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Attachment 4 
State of Florida 

"uhli.c~.er&i.c.e QIommiutnn 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE: November 22,2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

Timothy J. Devlin, Executive Director ~ If,h ~ 
Division of Regulatory Analysis (FOgle~r, H1 nPe;) g r 
NARUC Conference Univeral Service Briefing RE: 
Critical Information: Please place on the November 30,2010 Internal Affairs. 
Briefing Only. 

At the November 9,2010 Internal Affairs the Commission expressed an interest in being kept up 
to date with issues concerning the Universal Service Fund (USF). Staff recently attended the 
NARUC meeting in Atlanta, Georgia and attended sessions that were applicable to the recent 
discussions that have taken place at Internal Affairs. Staff has summarized some of the 
viewpoints and opinions that were presented by panel members at these sessions. Panel 
members consisted of state commissioners, industry professionals, consumer advocates, and staff 
from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA), and the Rural Utility Service CRUS). 

Throughout the meeting there were several key issues that surfaced in almost every session. The 
panelists for each session offered differing perspectives and facilitated a great deal of discussion. 
The overarching topic of interest was the implementation of the FCC's National Broadband Plan 
(NBP) and what that means for USF and intercarrier compensation reform (ICC). Overall, most 
panelists agreed that the two programs must be reformed together. A list of concerns and ideas 
that were discussed follows and the source of the comment. 

Universal Service Fund Reform 

• In a recent report, thc National Deficit Commission identified USF as a means to 
facilitate deficit reduction by decreasing spending from the fund. (CLEC) 

• Should universal service funds be distributed to "narrowband" providers? (CLEC) 
• Wireless and broadband providers have no obligation to serve in rural areas. (CLEC) 
• Universal service funds should be awarded in block grants to state government for 

distribution to providers. (CLEC) 
• Competition has reduced subsidies from urban areas that support rural areas. Many 

companies receive USF support to offset those reductions. Therefore, if USF 
transitions away from voice service to broadband, service to rural areas may be 
threatened. (ILEC) 

• Providers that do not receive support from the USF should be deregulated. (ILEC) 



• The reform plans need to have a structure that considers the differences in state 
regulation whether rate of return, price cap, or competition. (State commission staff 
member) 

• The high cost fund cap should be based on an existing cost basis rather than historical 
embedded costs. (Broadband) 

• States have an important role in ensuring Lifeline and Link-up efficiency and 
accountability. (Rural Carrier) 

• The FCC needs to halt the growth of the fund and eliminate support where there are 
other unsubsidized carriers competing in the same service area. (Cable) 

• Calculating USF support on a per line basis where support is needed will reduce the 
size of the fund. (Cable) 

• The USF should only fund initial construction and then consider sustainable support 
based on a sound business plan. (Cable) 

• Should the FCC base USF support on total company rate of return to determine USF 
support? (Consumer Advocate) 

• ICC reform may lead to revenue shortfalls that some suggest should be made up by 
the USF at the same time many are searching for ways reduce or maintain the size of 
the fund. (Consumer Advocate) 

The NBP recommends reform of intercarrier compensation (ICC) as a means to standardize the 
charges associated with the exchange of all types of traffic between carriers. The NBP 
recommends that state rates be brought in line with (in most cases) lower interstate access charge 
rates. Should the FCC adopt reforms of this type it will create a revenue shortfall for some 
carriers that must be made up through increased rates for other services or increased subsidies 
through state and/or federal sources. One source that is often recommended is the USF. ICC 
reform may make it more difficult to control growth in the size of the USF. 

Intercarrier Compensation Reform 

• Phantom traffic is traffic that carries no identifying information to permit accurate 
billing. Phantom traffic may be a result of the deficiency of records exchange data by 
tandem providers and the use of common trunks. It is a growing concern as it can 
cost carriers a great deal of money. (Industry Consultant) 

• £P-based traffic providers do not believe that ICC charges are applicable. The FCC 
should affirm that all IP-based traffic providers are required to pay proper 
jurisdictional compensation for originating and terminating traffic. (Industry 
Consultant) 

• Arbitrage relating to phantom traffic and VoIP is very costly to carriers. (ILEC) 
• Carriers delivering traffic to the tandem party should be the party responsible for 

payment of access charges (ILEC). 
• Tandem providers should be required to provide originating numbers in order to 

accurately bill access on ,all toll traffic. (lLEC) 
• How should the FCC incent state agencies to reduce intrastate rates to match 

interstate rates? (Cable) 
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• Reform should address the tension between companies that depend on access charge 
support for sustainability and have received stimulus funding with the phasing out of 
ICC all together. (Industry Consultant) 

• Will the decrease of ICC rates affect the ability of companies to pay back low interest 
RUS loans? (Rural Carrier) 

• States need to work together with the FCC and should provide accurate intrastate data 
to the FCC for analysis. (FCC staff) 

• Because lost ICC funds cannot be entirely recouped through rate increases, loop and 
transport costs should be eligible for funding through the Connect America Fund 
(CAF). (Broadband) 

• Some states have used a state USF to replace lost revenue from access charge 
adjustments. (ILEC) 

Broadband Reclassification and Regulation 

• Competitive markets are not always effective when it comes to meeting social goals. 
(Consumer) 

• States should be involved in broadband regulation in the following ways: (Cable) 
• Consumer protection rules and regulations 
• Service quality 
• Emergency Services 
• Resolving disputes 
• Mapping and data collection 

• It will be difficult for anyone to distinguish between reasonable network management 
and discrimination. (Industry) 

• If the "Third Way" is adopted, it will be tied up in courts for years. I (Consumer 
Advocate) 

• The main question is whether or not the FCC has the jurisdiction to regulate 
broadband. (Consumer Advocate) 

• The FCC had the power to initially classify broadband under Title II, so why can't 
they now use that same power to reclassify the service under Title I? (Consumer 
Advocate) 

• The FCC may have overstepped its authority because Congress only asked for a plan, 
not implementation of that plan. (State commission staff member) 

• Are the speed recommendations in the NBP reasonable and achievable? (Industry 
Consultant) 

• There needs to be across-the-board consumer education. (Consumer Advocate) 

FCC Chairman Genachowski was in attendance and addressed the association during the general 
session. He reiterated universal service reform proposals that were previously identified in the 
National Broadband Plan. He acknowledged that the current universal service program "has 

I The "Third Way" proposal suggests that the FCC recognize the transmission component of broadband access 
service as a telecommunications service and simultaneously forbear from application of the many sections of the 
Communications Act that are unnecessary and inappropriate for broadband access service. 
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become outdated, inefficient, and poorly targeted." To fix the high-cost program, Chairman 
Genachowski stated that the FCC should transition the existing programs to a new CAF. He said 
that this approach to USF reform rests on the following four pillars. 

1. Universal service must be transformed to focus on broadband. 

2. The FCC must be fiscally responsible and get control of the growth of USF and eliminate 
waste and inefficiency. 

3. The FCC must demand accountability. The CAF must use improved performance 
metrics to ensure investments are delivering the intended results. 

4. The policies adopted by the FCC must be market-driven and incentive-based. 

Chairman Genachowski stressed that a meaningful and predictable transition for the program 
must be put in place. He also noted that last month, the FCC voted to move forward on a 
proposal to establish a Mobility Fund within USF. The new high-cost program will repurpose 
existing funding to deploy 3G mobile networks in areas that are unserved. 

cc: Charles Hill 
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TO: Office of Commission Clerk (Cole) · ~ ~ mtJ ,,~ A ,t
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FROM: 	 Division of Economic Regulation (SlemkeWlcz, Ck!Wetti, Draper, P. Lee, Lester) cP 
Office of the General Counsel (Kiser, Helton, Be~tf:-- ft~. 

RE: 	 Docket No. 080677-EI - Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light A .dI 

Company. 	 . U~ 

Docket No. 090130-EI - 2009 depreciation and dismantlement study by Florida 
Power & Light Company. 

AGENDA: 	 10/12/10 - Regular Agenda - Decision on Stipulation and Settlement - Interested 
Parties May Participate 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: 


PREHEARING OFFICER: 


CRITICAL DATES: 


SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 


FILE NAME AND LOCATION: 


Argenziano, Edgar, Skop 

Skop 

None 

Take up before Docket No. 100410-EI 

. S:\PSC\ECR\WP\080677-090130.RCM.DOC 

Case Background 

On March 17,2010, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-I0-01S3-FOF Granting in 
Part and Denying in Part, Florida Power and Light Company's Request for a Permanent Rate 
Increase and Setting Depreciation and Dismantlement Rates and Schedules (Final Order) in 
Docket Nos. 080677-EI and 090130-EI. The Final Order was issued as a result of the 
Commission's vote on Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL or Company) revenue 
requirements and ratesat the Commission's January 13 and January 29, 2010, Special Agenda 
Conferences. The Final Order was a culmination of the rate case proceedings which commenced 
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Docket Nos. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
Date: October 8, 2010 

on March 18,2009, with the filing of a petition for a permanent rate increase by FPL. While the 
Office of Public Co~el (OPC), the Office of the Attorney General (AG), the Florida Industrial 
Power Users Group (FIPUG), The Florida Retail Federation (FRF), the Florida Association for 
Fairness in Rate Making (AFFIRM), the Federal Executive Agencies (FEA), South Florida 
Hospital and Healthcare Association (SFHHA), the Associated Industries of Florida (AIF), the 
City of South Daytona, Florida (South Daytona), the I.B.E.W. System Council U-4 (SCU-4), the 
FPL Employees Intervenors (Employee Intervenors), Thomas Saporito (Saporito), and Richard 
Unger (Unger) intervened in this proceeding, only FPL, OPC, FIPUG, SFHHA, and Saporito 
filed post-decision motions. . 

On April 1, 2010, both FPL and FIPUG filed Motions for Reconsideration. FPL included 
in its motion a Motion for Clarification. On April 8, 2010, OPC, SFHHA, and FIPUG filed 
responses to FPL's Motion for Reconsideration and for Clarification. On that same date, FPL 
filed a response to FIPUG's Motion for Reconsideration. On April 15, 2010, FPL filed a Motion 
for Leave to File Response to SFHHA's Response to FPL's Motion for Reconsideration and 
Clarification. On July 22, 2010, staff filed its recommendation on the Motions for 
Reconsideration. At the August 17, 2010 Agenda Conference, the Commission voted to deny 
staffs recommendation on one issue of the recommendation on Motions for Reconsideration 
(Issue 2 regarding fuel clause over-recoveries). Consideration of the remaining issues was 
deferred to the August 31, 2010 Agenda Conference. 

On August 20, 2010, FPL filed an Agreed Motion for Approval of Settlement Agreement 
to resolve all of the outstanding matters in Docket Nos. 080677-EI and 090130-EI. The 
signatories to the Stipulation and Settlement (Stipulation) are FPL, OPC, AG, FIPUG, FRF, 
SFHHA, FEA, and AIF (Joint Movants). Staff withdrew its recommendation on the 
reconsideration requests upon receipt of the Stipulation. The Stipulation will not affect the 
Commission's vote on Issue 2. On August 26, 2010, staff sent data requests to all parties seeking 
clarification of certain aspects of the Stipulation. The responses were filed in the docket file on 
September 7 and 8, 2010, and are available for review. 

On January 19, 2010, Saporito, who withdrew from the docket three days prior to the 
Prehearing Conference, filed a petition for a base 'rate proceeding, asking that the Commission 
use the evidentiary record from this docket to reach a different decision. Since Saporito's 
petition was filed after the Commission's decision setting forth the revenue requirements, his 
petition is addressed in this recommendation. With respect to Saporito's petition, a petition such 
as Saporito's must comply with Rule 28-106.201, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Failure 
to comply with the rule should result in dismissal of the petition, without prejudice. 

This recommendation addresses the Stipulation and Saporito's petition. The Commission 
has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, (F.S.), including 
Sections 366.041, 366.06, 366.07, and 366.076, F.S. 
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Discussion of Issues 

Issue A: Should the Commission grant the Joint Petition to Assign Settlement Agreement to the 
Full Commission for Decision? 

Recommendation: Yes. Pursuant to Section 350.01(2), Florida Statytes (f.S.), the full 
Commission should consider whether to approve the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. The 
full Commission should also consider whether to approve Mr. SapOrito's base rate petition. 
(Kiser. Helton, Bennett) 

Staff Analysis: On October 8, 2010. the Commission staff filed its recommendation regarding 
the proposed Stipulation and Settlement Agreement and Mr. SaPOrito's base rate petition. The 
recommendation cover page shows that a panel consisting ofCommissioners Argeoziano. Edgar, 
and Skop are to decide these two issues. 

The Motion 

On October 5. 2010, the Office ofPublic Counsel (OPc), the Attorney General (AO). the 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG), the Florida Retail Federation (FRF), the Federal 
Executive Agencies (FEA), and the South Florida Hospital and Hea1thcare Association (SFHHA) 
(referred to herein collectively as Intervenors) filed a Joint Petition to Assign Settlement 
Agreement to the Full Commission for Decision. In their petition. the Intervenors state that on 
August 20, 2010, Florida Power & Light Company (fPL) and the Intervenors reguested the 
Commission to approve a Stipulation and Settlement, approval of which would resolve all issues 
in Docket Nos. 080677-EI and 090130-EI. The Intervenors state that their motion requesting the 
full Commission to decide whether to approve the Settlement Agreement is guided by section 
350.01(6), F.S .. which provides: 

A majority of the commissioners may determine that the full commission shall sit 
in any proceeding. The public counselor a person regulated by the Public Service 
Commission and substantially affected by a proceeding may file a petition that the 
proceeding be assigned to the full commission. Within 15 days of receipt by the 
commission of any petition or application. the full commission shall dispose of 
such petition by majority vote and render a written decision thereon prior to 
assignment of less than the full commission to a proceeding. In disposing of such 
petition. the commission shall consider the overall general public interest and 
impact of the pending proceeding, including but not limited to the following 
criteria: the magnitude of a rate filing, including the number ofcustomers affected 
and the total revenues requested; the services rendered to the affected public; the 
urgency of the requested action; the needs ofthe.consuming public and the utility; 
value of service involved; the effect on consumer relations. regulatory policies. 
conservation, economy, competition, public health. and safety. of the area. 
involved. If the petition is denied, the commission shall set forth the grounds for 
denial. 
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The Intervenors contend that the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement provides 
assurance to customers that through the end of 2012 they will continue to receive important 
benefits provided by Commission Order No PSC-I0-01S3-FOF-EI. issued March 17.2010 (the 
Commission·s decision in FPUs last rate case). According to the Iiltervenors. one ofthe benefits 
from the last case was that the Commission set FPL's authorized return on equity at a range of 
9% to 11% in recognition of the cost to FPL of acquiring capital that pr$wails under current 
econoIilic conditions. The Intervenors believe that these same difficult economic conditions. as 
well as the related low risks currently faced by FPL.persist today with no near term end in'sight. 
The Intervenors contend that the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement will ensure that FPUs 
actual earnings remain within the range set by the Commission. The Intervenors assert that 
similarly. the base rates aporoved by the Commission will contiD.ue through the end of 2012 if 
the Commission approves the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. The Intervenors contend 
that without the agreement. there is a'significant possibility that FPL would seek to raise rates ' 
again before the end of2012 by filing a new petition for an increase in base rates. 

Intervenors believe that consideration of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement will 
be among the most imoortant decisions facing the Commission during the next two years. 
ACcording to the Intervenors. the decision will affect all 4.5 million customers of FPL, and the 
monetary impact of the decision could easily amount to hundreds of millions of dollars. 
Intervenors assert that it is in the public interest to assign this matter to the full Commission 
because of the significance and impact of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. The 
Intervenors assert that it is fully appropriate that the two newest Commissioners be included in 
this important decision regarding the settlement because the impacts of the settlement will be 
realized during their terms. 

The Intervenors report that recently the full Commission approved a joint motion for 
,approval of a stipulation and settlement agreement concerning Tampa Electric Company 
crECO)' Intervenors state that stipulation and settlement agreement resolved all issues pending 
in Docket No. 090368-EI an re: Review of the continuing need and costs associated with 
Tampa Electric Company's 5 Combustion Turbines and Big Bend Rail Facility) and all issues in 
the appeal of the TECO rate case Final Order and Order on Reconsideration. According to the 
Intervenors. all Commissioners, including Commissioners Graham and Brise, participated in that 
decision, even though Commissioners Graham and Brise had not been appointed at the time of 
the TECO rate case Final Order or at the time of the Order on Reconsideration. The Intervenors 
argue that just as it was appropriate for Commissioners Graham and Brise to participate in the 
decision regarding the TECO settlement, these two. Commissioners should participate in the 

,decision regarding the FPL settlement. The Intervenors conclude that the two new 
Commissioners' participation in the decision on the FPL settlement agreement will be consistent 
with the manner in which the Commission handled the TECO settlement agreement. 

The Intervenors point out that the Commission Staff have opened Docket No. 10041O-EI 
for the purpose of addressing the issue of potential overearnings by FPL. The Intervenors state 
that this new docket has been assigned to the full Commission. Intervenors contend that the 
interrelationship of the settlement agreement to the potential overearnings issue provides an 
additional reason why the Settlement Agreement, like the new overearnings docket, Docket No. 
100410-EI, should be decided by the full Commission. 
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Staff Analysis 

Legal staff agrees with the Intervenors that the full Commission should consider the 
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement Section 350.01(6), F.S .. and Section 2.05@)(3), 
Administrative Procedures Manual (APM), describe what is to be considered in determining 
whether the full Commission should sit in a proceeding. The Commission should consider: 

mhe overall general public interest and impact of the pending proceeding, 
including but not limited to the following criteria: the magnitude of a rate filing. 
including the number of customers affected and the total revenues reguested: the 
services rendered to the affected public: the urgency of the requested action: the 
needs of the consuming public and the utility; value ofservice involved: the effect 
on consumer relations: regulatory policies. conservation. economy, competition, 
public health, and safety ofthe area involved. 

Section 350.01(6), F.S.: Section 2.05(B)(4)(c), APM. 

As stated by the Intervenors, the decision will affect 4.5 million FPL customers. Staff 
agrees with the Intervenors that the monetary impact of the decision could amount to hundreds of 
millions of dollars. The two newest Commissioners should be included in the decision because 
the policies that may be established by approval of the agreement will be realized during their 
terms. 

Legal staff believes that the decision to approve or reject the Stipulation and Settlement 
agreement will have policy implications that the Commission will be applying over the next 
several years. For instance, if the Stipulation and Settlement agreement is approved, there is a 
limitation on the ability of the parties, including OPC, to seek a rate case until 2012. If the 
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is rejected. the Commission may see a new rate case prior 
to 2012. If approved, the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement allows for the inchision of an 
electric generation facility through the capacity cost recovery clause with rate impacts 
commencing with the 2011 fuel factor. This means that the Commission would deal with the 
effects of the StipUlation and Settlement Agreement in the current fuel cost recovery clause 
proceeding. If the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is rejeCted, West County Unit 3 will be 
in service in 2011, and FPL may be in a position to seek recovery of those costs in a limited or 
full rate proceeding. The Stipulation and Settlement Agreement also has implications that may 
affect the overearnings recommendation also being considered by the Commission in Docket No. 
10041 O-EI. 

According to the Public Service Commission's General Counsel the Stipulation and 
Settlement Agreement (and Mr. Saporito's base rate petition) are the type of issues the 
Legislature intended the full Commission to handle. It is the opinion of the General Counsel that 
the Legislature designed the Commission to have a five-Commissioner panel as the appropriate 
resource to handle large-scale cases such as the docket at issue. As a state Senator, Mr. Kiser 
was instrumental in developing and passing Section 350.01, F.S., and, thus, has special insight as 
to the intent of this statute. Mr. Kiser states that the legislature intended the full Commission be 
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involved in rate cases of the type that is currently before the Commission. Mr. Kiser's opinion is 
that Commission panels were intended for dockets that involve smaller. less complex issues. In 
the opinion of the General Counsel. having more Commissioners with varied and contrasting 
areas ofexpertise are needed to reach the types of decisions posed by the questions raised in the 
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. as well as the petition by Mr. Saporito. 

In conclusion. legal staff recommends that the Cot:iu:nission grant the Intervenor" s Joint 
Petition to Assign Settlement Agreement to the Full Commission for Decision. Staff 
recommends that the full Commission also vote on Mr. Saporito's Petition for Base Rate 
Proceeding. 
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Issue 1: Should the Commission approve the proposed Stipulation and Settlement? 

Recommendation: Yes, the Commission should approve the proposed Stipulation and 
Settlement. (Slemkewicz, Draper, Lester, Cicchetti, P. Lee, Bennett) 

Staff Analysis: The Joint Movants have proffered the proposed Stipulation (Attacbment 1) as a 
complete resolution ofall matters pending in Docket Nos. 080677-EI and 090130-EI. The major 
elements contained,in the Stipulation are: 

• 	 Current base rates frozen through th.C last billing cycle in December 2012 
unless return on equity falls below 9.00 percent. (paragraphs 1 and 6) 

• 	 Recovery of storm damage costs and storm damage reserve replenisbment 
(not to exceed $4.00/1,000 kilowatt-hour (kWh) monthly for residential 
customers) will begin, on an interim. basis, 60 days following the filing of 
a petition. (paragraph 3) 

• 	 Recovery of the West County Unit 3 non-fuel revenue requirements equal 
to the projected fuel savings associated with the operation of the unit until 
the next base rate proceeding. The recovery will be accomplished through 
the capacity cost recovery clause. (paragraph 5) 

• 	 Discretion to amortize the theoretical depreciation reserve surplus up to 
$267 million each calendar year in 2010,2011, and 2012, not to exceed a 
total of$776 million. (paragi:aph 7) 

The proposed StipUlation consists of II paragraphs of agreement among the Joint 
Movants. Staff believes that several of the paragraphs merit comment or clarification. These are 
as follows: 

Paragraph 3: Paragraph 3 addresses storm, damage cost recovery. After 60 days 
following the filing of a petition seeking recovery ofstorm damage costs, the Joint Movants have 
agreed that FPL will be allowed to implement, on an interim basis, a monthly storm cost 
recovery surcharge of up to $4.00/1,000 kWh on residential customer bills based on a 12-month , 
recovery period. If the storm costs exceed that level, any additional costs will be recovered in a 
subsequent year(s) as determined by the Commission. However, if FPL incurs storm damage in 
excess of $800 million, FPL reserves the right to petition the Commission to increase the initial 
12-month recovery above the $4.00/1,000 kWh level. The Joint Movants have also agreed that 
FPL's earnings level will not be an issue at the time any request for storm damage cost recovery 
is made. 

As reflected in Order No. PSC-I0-0IS3-FOF-EI, FPL is no longer authorized to make 
any accruals to the storm damage reserve. Paragraph 3 also allows FPL to use the surcharge to 
replenish its storm damage reserve to the level as of the implementation date of the Stipulation if 
it is totally depleted. It is estimated that the storm damage reserve level as of the implementation 
date will be approximately $201 million. Based on the $4.00/1,000 kWh monthly cap for 
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residential customers, the annual amount of the surcharge would be $220 million for residential 
customers and a total of$377 million for all ofFPL's customers in the event ofa major storm. 

Paramph 4: Paragraph 4 addresses recovery of the costs of capital projects or other 
costs not currently recovered in base rates through various cost recovery clauses. A,ccordingto 
FPL and the intervenors, this paragraph does not preclude or prevent FPL from petitioning for 
cost recovery through a clause for capital projects not currently recovered in base rates. Staff 
notes that, while the stipulation "freezes" base rates, it allows flexibility for FPL to petition for 
recovery of base rate costs through various cost re<;overy clauses. Staff further notes that the 
Commission's review of such petitions would be on a case-by-case basis and that intervenors can 
oppose any such petition. 

Examples of costs for which FPL Could request recovery through a cost reCovery clause 
would be incremental cybersecurity costs (capacity clause), the cost of projects not included in 
base tates and which result in fuel savings (fuel clause), and the cost of' environmental 
compliance equipment and qualifying solar projects (environmental clause). Further, new or 
atypical costs imposed by an authorized governmental entity could be considered for recovery 
through a cost recovery clause. An example of cost which FPL could not recover through a 
clause would be increases in,typical capital costs such as investment in transmission assets. 

Paragraph 5: Under Paragraph 5, FPL would be allowed to collect annually through the 
capacity cost recovery clause that portion of the annual revenue requirement associated with 
West County Unit 3 (WEe 3) that equals the projected annual fuel savings. The aBBaal revenue 
reEJ:,eirement would be based on the projeeted eosts iR the need detefl'B:inetioll* adjusted fur the 
lQ.OO percellt ROg authorized ift this doeket. According to the Stipulation, the fuel savings 
amount would be calculated by modeling FPL's system with and without the addition of West 
County UBit 3 WEe 3. The applicable fuel price forecast would be the same forecast that is used 
to calculate FPL's fuel factors in the fuel and purchased power cost recovery proceeding. It 
should be noted that the amount of the Vlest COUlity Unit 3 WEe 3 revenue requirements 
recovered from the ratepayers will be based solely on the projected amount of fuel sayings. 
Regardless of the subsequent actual amount of fuel savings, no adjustment would be made to the 
revenue requirement recovered through the capacity cost recovery clause for any difference 
between the projected.and actual amounts offuel savings. The calculation of fuel savings can be 
reviewed and contested by the intervenors. In addition, according to FPL, the revenue 
requirements for West C09lity Umt 3 WEe 3 for 2011 and 2012 would exceed the fuel savings. 
However, only the amount equal to the projected fuel savings would be passed through the 
capacity cost"recovery clause. 

In Paragraph 5(b), the Stipulation specifies that the projected non-fuel annual revenue 
requirements associated with WEC 3 will reflect the costs upon which the cumulative present 
value revenue requirements were predicated, and pursuant to which a need detennination was 
granted by the Commission in Order No. PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI.2 as adjusted by the application 

oj. OraeF No. PSG 08 0591 FOF EI. issaea Septemeer 12, 2008, in Doeket No. 080203 EI, In Fe: Petitiante 
aetermine fleed for West GOllfity EaeFg)' Genter Unit 3 eleetrieal po'....er plant, by Florida Power & Light Compafty. 
2 Issued September 12,2008, in Docket No. 080203-EI, In re: Petition to determine need for West County Energy 
Center Unit 3 electrical power plant. by Florida Power & Light Company. 
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ofa 10.00 percent return on eqgity (ROE) in lieu of the ROE that was used in the determination 
ofneed proceeding. According to FPL. the cmplication of a 10.00 percent ROE as specified by 
Paragraph 5(b) results in an overall cost of capital of 8.42 percent. In the Final Order. the 
Commission groyed an overall cost of capital of6.65 percent. The 2011 revenue requirements 
for WEC 3 based on the cost of capital prescribed in the Stipulation is groximately $14.3 
million greater filan the revenue reguirements for WEC 3 based on the cost ofcapital amroved in 
the Final Order. 

The fuel savings would be passed on to the ratepayers through the fuel clause on an 
energy, or kWh basis, while the revenue requirement would be collected tJU-ough the capacity 
cost recovery clause, on a deman~ or kilowatt (kW) basis. While on a total retail basis there 
would be no impact from including ''lest CeuBty UaK 3 WEC 3, various rate clQ,sses will see 
slightly different bill impacts depending· on their energy versus demand consumption. For 
example, the residential class typically places more demand on the system when compared to 
their energy consumption. Thus, the revenue· requirement amount allocated to the residential 
class in the capacity cost recovery clause would be greater than the corresponding fuel savings 
amount allocated to the residential class in the fuel clause. In response to Staff's Data Request, 
FPL projects the 1,000 kWh residential bill to be $100.45 for the period January through May 
2011, prior to the inclusion ofV.lest Ce1:lBty UaK 3 WEC 3 in rates. For the period June through 
December 2011, after the inclusion ofv.lest Cetmty Uait 3 WEC 3. FPL projects the 1,000 kWh 
residential bill to be $100.61, or $0.16 higher (including gross receipts tax). Conversely, 
industrial customers, who are typically large energy users, are expected to see a slight reduction 
in their bills as a result ofthe fuel savings attributable to 'Vest Ce1:lBty UBit 3 WEC 3. 

Paragraph 6: Under Paragraph 6, FPL can petition the Commission to amend its base 
rates if its actual, adjusted earned retam eft eEttiity tROE~ falls below 9 percent, per its monthly 
earnings surveillance report (ESR), during the term of the Stipulation. The Company can 
petition the Commission to amend base rates in a general rate proceeding or a limited 
proceeding. Likewise, any party can petition the Commission to review FPL's base rates if the 
Company's actual, adjusted earned ROE exceeds 11 percent, as reported on the Company's 
monthly ESR, during the term of the Stipulation. For May and June 2010, FPL reported 
achieved ROEs of 11.28 percent and 11.43 percent, respectively. The Company has requested 
and received the automatic 31 day extension provided by Rule 25-6.1352, F.A.C., for its July 
2010 ESR. FPL has also received an extension for filing the 2010 Forecasted ESR. 

Paragraph 6 doeS not bar FPL from recovery of costs otherwise contemplated by the 
Stipulation; does not apply to requests to change FPL's base rates that would become effective 
after the Stipulation expires; and does not limit any party's rights in proceedings to change base 
rates in proceedings allowed by Paragraph 6. 

Paragraph 7: Paragraph 7 addresses the amortization of the $894 million depreciation 
reserve surplus (Total Depreciation Surplus) the Commission identified in the Final Order. By 
the terms of this paragraph, FPL would be given flexibility in the amount of reserve surplUs 
amortization it would record in each year of the 3-year settlement period. The Joint Movants 

3 Based on the projected revenue requirements for the period June 20 II - December 2011, or the 7 months WEe 3 
is expected to be in commercial service in 2011. 
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have agreed that FPL would amortize an amount of the Total Depreciation Surplus necessary for 
it to maintain an ROE; measured on an FPSC actual, adjusted basis, of at least 9 percent and no 
more than 11 percent in each 12-month period of the settlement term. The niaximum annual 
amortization amount is $267 million and the maximum 3-year total amortization amount is $776 
million, unless a greater amortization amount is needed to avoid a surveillance report showing 
eamings of less than 9 percent in any given year. Additionally, FPL is required to use the 
remaining available Total Depreciation Surplus for the purpose of increasing its earned ROE to 
at least 9 percent before initiating a petition to increase base rates. 

IfFPL records less than $267 million in a given year, it is permitted to carry forward and 
increase the maximum yearly amortization that may be recorded in a subsequent year of the 
settlement term. For example, ifFPL records an amortization of $200 million in 2010 so that its 
ROE is in the 9 percent to 11 percent range, it would be permitted to carry forward and record in 
2011 or 2012 the $67 million difference between the amount booked and the yearly cap of $267 
million, in addition to the $267 million capped amount for 2011. To the extent there exists any 
remaining unamortized reserve surplus at the end of the 3-year settlement period, FPL would 
amortize it in 2013 in accord with the 4-year amortization period approved in the Final Order 
unless the Commission requires a different result pursuant to a final rate order effective on or 
after January 1,2013. 

Paragraph 9: Paragraph 9 provides that the cost of service and rate design issues remain 
as set forth in the Final Order. This paragraph also allows FPL to request approval of new or 
revised rate schedules or tariff provisions, provided that such request does not increase any base . 
rates during the term of the Stipulation unless the new or revised tariff is optional. 

Staff has reviewed the terms of the Stipulation, and believes that the Stipulation provides 
a reasonable resolution of the outstanding issues in Docket Nos. 080677-EI and 090130-EI and is 
in the public interest. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the Stipulation. 
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Issue 2: Should the Commission grant Thomas Saporjto's Petition for Base Rate Proceeding? 

Recommendation: No. The Commission should not grant the Petition for Base Rate 
Proceeding. The petition does not meet the requirements ofRule 28-106.20 I, F .A.C., because it 
fails to allege any material issue ofdisputed facts. (Bennett) 

StaffAnalysis: 

SAPORITO'S PETITION 

On January 19, 2010, six days after the Commission voted on FPL's petition for a general 
rate case, Thomas Saporito filed a Petition for the Conduct of a General Rate Case and Request 
for He~g and Leave to Intervene. Saporito asks that the Commission conduct a general 

. investigation andlor a general rate case .of FPL's rates as approved at the January 13, 2010, 
Agenda Conference. Saporito asks that the Commission determine whether FPL's rates effective 
as ofthat date should be reduced and/or refunded. 

Saporito states that he intends to rely upon the evidence and testimony filed in Docket 
No. 080677-EI. He states that the disputed issues of material factwill include but will not be 
limited to, whether FPL's current electric rates should be decreased. Saporito states he reserves 
the right to identify and develop additional issues as the docket progresses. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Staff recommends the Commission deny Saporito's petition for base rate proceeding 
because it fails to meet the criteria established in Rule 28-106.201. F.A.C. Staff believes the 
petition fails to allege any disputed issues of material fact, which the Commission has not 
already resolved by the issuance ofOrder No. PSC-I0-0IS3-FOF-EI. 

It is staffs opinion that this petition would be nothing more than a rehearing of the prior 
proceeding. The Commission heard, considered, and rendered its decision based on the evidence 
in the record. Included in the record is testimony filed by Saporito, OPC, and other intervenors, 
arguing for a rate decrease. Mr. Saporito states he will rely on that same evidentiary record in 
the new proceeding for a rate decrease. Therefore, the Commission has already resolved all 
issues ofdisputed fact which were before it regarding the rates that FPL would charge. 

Furthermore, Saporito's interests were represented in this docket. Saporito participated 
as a party in the FPL rate case docket. Saporito was granted intervenor status by Order No. PSC­
09-0280-PCO-EI, issued Apri129, 2010 in this docket. Saporito filed testimony and evidence in 
the docket, conducted discovery, and filed a prehearing statement. On August 13,2009, 4 days 
prior to the Prehearing Conference, Saporito withdrew from the docket citing health reasons, and 
the withdrawal was accepted by the Prehearing Officer. The hearing was conducted over several 
weeks in August, September and October. On October 2, 2009, Saporito filed a Withdrawal of 
his Motion to Withdraw which was denied by the presiding officer as an untimely new petition to 
intervene. See Order No. PSC-09-0687-PCO-EI, issued October 14,2009. 

- 11 ­

http:28-106.20


Docket Nos. 080617.EI. 090130-EI 
Date: October 8, 2010 

While Saporito was not physically present at the technical hearings in the proceeding, his 
and all other consumers' interests were represented by both OPC and AG. By statute, OPC 
provides "legal representation for the people of the state [of Florida] in proceedings before the 
[public Service] commission ... ," Section.367.0611, F.S. The AG, as chief legal officer of the 
state of Florida, was granted intervention on behalf of the state of Florida. As part ofhis position 
in the request to intervene, the AG cited State ex. ReI. Shevin v. Yarborough, 257 So. 2d 891 
(pIa. 1972) for the proposition that "there is no statute which prohibits the Attorney General from 
representing the State ofFlorida as a consumer, and offering such evidence and argument as will 
benefit its citizens." See Order No. PSC-09·0289·PCO.EI, issued May 1,2009, in this docket. 

CONCLUSION 

The petition for a new base rate proceeding seeks a different decision, a reduction of base 
rates on the same factual record as was used by the Commission to reach its decision in the Final 
Order. Saporito participated in the issues that were ultimately decided by the Commission in the 
Final Order. Therefore, Saporito's petition fails to state any material issue of disputed fact and 
should be dismissed as failing to meet the requirements ofRule 28·106.201, F.A.C. 
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Issue 3: Should these dockets be closed? 


Recommendation: Yes. These dockets should be closed upon the expiration of the time for 

appeal. (Bennett) 


Staff Analysis: These dockets should be closed upon the expiration ofthe time for appeal. 
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:ihe.Ai~~i~!<~~,()rJ'"lQ~da ,(jlUF,'~ye s.i8l,!e4::,~,;@P~~~:.B.I1~ ;:~!#1~t1l~ftthe; 

kAijiemene.t.um~ the COiitexF6IeanY'ie9wres oth~~~me~term:~ip~i::Dr:~affi~stfme.an$ 

'!l:~i~t(j,ry:tojli~A~ent)~,and ' 

waP.~.OI1MBnih l~j~qQ'~ :F.pL ~ti1ioAcd~eJ;lq~~~:~¥~~~.~~,~,C,b~slli<m 

'("FP~,¢"'~1'''¢Qmnlis;ji9nryI9t m.~m.C{e8SC1p.l1ase,rate~ofJPPro~y.~1.Aq l'HH'o.~irt20J(!. 

,'.iUb$equenfyear Jidj~t :tQ'64Se.rmes ofa.ppi.ifiin:it1Wi'$241.;4:~iltiorlth'2atti,ap.pto"Jil'fo.;.. 
. '. "" " - -­

continue the-Generanon.BttSe .1We~Ad'il$ent mecbaniSm:t6.ad'Ustbase:tates"for:tl)e additiOn of:" " " , , " . ", .. " ',' ~.. , '" ., .. ,.. ,,', ,!l.. .." .. ',' ,'.', " .. , '_'" ,"", ' .. , 

new. gei1e~gpr~ts:>such B$ .the· W~t.Co.ul)iy~~y C~~t~Ii;$.14~: 'f.we.4~·g~~ty;tr~~;'~i, 

that' i$ nmu'ected''w anmtri service in June 2011· aIidotherrelatcateU~.5ana.~~ . ~-". , ....,. 
WliEREAS" on MarCh 1~•.·.2009~ FPLfiled ·comp@~iv~~pj1e~~oJ,iSAidies. ih' 

abcordan~ with FPSC Rtile2S.6.'0436(S)(a), ~torlda Adm.l1UsttatlVc,C6de;, and:' 
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.' 

~.::~:P~ filed:vO!.i!UiiiiOi,tS'~~: ~u_:~:~~. 

exteosty~4~;.~:~.~'Cf~<:e;:p'~g!~·~.~:~t'~~~r~p. 

~4>~~~(~ aD,4~1·btJ~;~it~~'~~~;~;~.A~1io~:.~ 
i:OiduSiOD·'Orth~.h~aiid 

WIIERBAS. tblf~cn;.~Ordef:N~. PSq;;.1~~~·~~:l1.~:20l0: 

intho~~~_~i)~~hi:wmcjt.tb,~~~~';.:~~;trt~: 

i:lffcctive~Mirchf;~Ol~ or~y,·s.7~£S;mUJi~~: ." 

WHBItEAS~oii.Aprill. '2()l~~>Wt iiDd mUG me:ct iriouOili.loi·~idemtioi\'ot 

.~~·ot_-,.a,l:0r4~.~ 

~. iii ~~~. liiltt'JQ, .~:'~. ~:()~.~,~~ by ~. 

cdmlrii$SiOn,a~ Oli~rUildoi'ati~to tlieS~e Caaii~~:8tii1: 

WJ;J3REI\S,. the P:Sttie;s ~·~thi$':l&a. pCrii.)a:,Qf' ~ec:(iiloi:Jijd, 

~tf·8rld·~t!:1#·~~prq'\li~tate·~ty·to:~~.:·~d~i!g~1; 

·ierm oftiie Agreemeni;;~d; 

~,~.I!~lj).thJ$~~ibll.~ liii~tb._l~:tiiiIlNe.sjiU$bd:trt, 

.~O:~js:sOA$;wp,i.ilf~t#~~~oNl¥tU~#fA1W~"':b$'~~~;·, 

~~W ~:iii ~~~o~~;~ ~gti~'J;it{'~~~.~f4':C()~~. 

'beridn;:titeP~;herebt·stipUla~and~~ 

'1-. 	 ThiS' ApCni¢b,(willbei»meemcti"e-:~po~,apPfC!v8l~d filW.:6.'~{tio.:~sSiott 

(the· "Imp1cmartnUOtI'Daic',)amf tontinu~'1hrouglj. 1lie:'!m·bi!l1ng ~e: in ~. 
•• 	 ., ••",. ",. ' , ••" , .' • ,' •• ". :. ,,' "", :, ,,' .': l.." ,'. • .'.. ; " .' • ,'" ,,' ~ ~;, 

.2012 ·(th~ pmo·d.:from ·tb:ettDp,;emeiitmon Date·~i1 :l1i~ l8:tt biir'~ cyci~ in' 

. December 2012 ttUiy beref'eirCd to heroinas' the "Tcrln"Y; .BaSe· tat~S ·.set·ill the Final. 

Order stum ~u~<idd~g ~,Tetm ~~t as Qthe~'~~ iitthill· 
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A . .........,;,. ......
"116&._' 

i N~ m,tiIis A~.'eemmfsball:':~::~i;,:~~.~~"~~f.I!(~~ ~; 

a~.tbe~etr")f:ciOSt.i:Uiit\m··=vei1lble~:~'~ ..~~Dclcleari 

~~~~.~~O''f~~(;.S.I~~TFJ.Qri~~ !i.h4;cgmmls!ll~auJl!i:Z5.4ii9.~~... 

?~¢;. j~~~;~.·~~i~'~~,~,,~,.~.~~~,~~~)~~ 

rexaieiUh~(jimd~;~~.PP.L"8~. 

3.:.. 	 N,'Q_l~~~~9Hih~Jr,~11i,~·~t;i~,P.;lifl~i~cw.nrg~~;t.9·j·~eP~ 

mcoYCEY9f'·~~~'~~;·~d.l~~.~~·!4~~·~ '~9P{9t/'ID.'i"tQ~ot 

~'.~ ..<#;~~!i.·i~~:qri#ViWS·in'::~,~.mlii"6or:l~cl: 
. ". 	 '." 

~t'~~caI'~~litiOri:#~erv~·~~t\\'.itli:"~i,~*~~gn:~~d::~:f~1'th ,~, 

Pt.d~:No~.ps~~~pp~:,m~·t¥1~I!:a~'~';.~··~~,.~;1:~~: 

ci.istoiriCciWiU':~~ od anmtei:bn.:6asi$. soot da~ ibli:owidi:'1bo iiIiDg;cr':'j,.,oost
• •••. • 	 " '," t. ' • .'" • .~ 

~Vel1:~U:itij#·~. ·te.n#'Witb. tbe,~i~n ~.lYSU·:'~.ba$i:!d/.1:tit:.·Jl"monW 

~:~~:ittii~~.()~:~!)Ii~,49~ot:~··$4~~{~~O.~~'~~~Y~~ti.~, 

~~lJlCr.:;~~~·1h ~~~~~. ~~':#p"~·~~',!~~.~·~l~~'it':lmr:~ij!~·~~~·:~·· 
~mss:,'of,,$:4:0011~QDG' kWii.. :sfuill.~~"recl&erea 'lli i;:;sub.illit ~" &i,~.~> 

d:~~'b tlilf:Q1ttiiD.iS$ioJ)';,'0,.........Alh#omB~lilt~t()oSti$lUil.t'bd':CIICUI.;·................................ .ddi .~,........ Y., ... ,.. ~...~, 

". '. 'ri:..._.....l:' 'n'~.t·.:sb .""... ".,. "'ifi.. "'.':'id,·, '~>*j"i_ . --"t8" or.~uanfto:~~~on:~e -=-e!Ol43i~;J\;;~'~d'~~~~~~~~~:.~~1l~: 

~.'e!.~'¢$l ~:~e¢l;r;aieJ:.4aji~fll#ijciiD6~.ot iWSi:!=l9X;:t~i tfl~, 

e!rilirta~·i:lrJnCtement\dC(lstS'b,*e: tlie:1C#el'of':atbhri.;reSel:ge·· nortl)tl1e Sfotrll>ririclto',..' . .',.' 	 .......... , ..... , ....... ' " '.. , ., ....p .. " ....... ,. . 


,~he :reptenijhin~t of'.t4e ~(!l1ll,res~.to~e Jevel~ o(t,he'l~ptemen,taJ:io~qilte.:iJJl.~· 
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'~!"~'-P.~,:~:;w::~~r~p'jK.~',~~·9l",P.9lfWIP~:'~;$~~,~P9~~ 
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'tQ:~j~:lS"\fl::~;~'~~ bt(~';.(~iw!i':~~;,~;~ 

:_.(q):.~!~~,:~.t~'lt~ljJ~,~~'~~~ilf~Q:~ 

,;~:~,ptn.~:~~~~·t~~91P1UfJ.lOl.'{4\.:~:tt'JQ,~,~,<i)mOO)O,~~ 

,~tp. ~:'~'Uo~oq:O~~"IIic*.l,Amid~'citp!OpnI=nti!*'JhJ!QoN '''' 

·~~;q~tJfl~:,~J(.):t~.:~~;~:~~~ 

~~~p~':~'~~'~~::w.;~;~~~:l~:~:;~;·~~ 
;~iii:;~~~~i'}1i~uiUip.:iQ:;~.ulj':~~"~~.~ 

~i;iiIA ~~;~~j~;:~:-'~~'P'lT9·~;_':.·,~~;~ 

,'qJ. ~J;I~J~9.!~f:i(~i'~lF~~ ;([~;~~il\:'O~~!l~:~~~I:a!L~j);:~~ ~ 

~'9~~!#vi:~ ,~;:do~iDq~~t~lJf!O "~.~;p.hl:~~:~ 

~,~.~~~.:~;~Oj~J$.ii~~.'!~¥~:p'j!;iit~ 

:a~'M";JJl!I~ ~,~,'J~:,~:g$.'"~:~p.~'::W-,~·1:cr.lf:j~ 

~~l:~~(J.~~,,~~~~t-:t~~:~~:~'1~~:'~ 
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~.~edtal:...~tY.\m8'!~;~.f:.'tni..;~L..~l_;__ di 

~iCat~~~~·{lQQj~cimJ:~~llOt)iml__.to.~~r.·~~.~;~:~ 

cybersecuri,#., ~ .()oDCUtt"ill·wi~",(bo.~Pzl .()r:,s.u~:: ~~:.. ~"" 

UiguJ8i1irC.aii:c1Iod~omririS5iOzi~UbOni.Cl~Pt to:teObveidloie're1atM:a,Sts:tliiD;li,fi 

.a::oo.$hccij~-OJ.~,: :l\lc:it.!Un&:~~;~~:~·~,-Cbe,,~;fi;Qm.t;:J~w, 

~~:~;~W!J'~~::.~~.:·~,~~:.!:o,~Cf~.~~~:.pl@~~·:~·i~lt~:: 

didet.·· 

~~. . ,~):; ;~f.t:~~Jlj~:Jt~-P9~jl~r"~j:~::~;:~~~~::~~~:4~,~:~: 

~~ot:~~t~:.,~:~~~~~·:·~ Th~:~~~,.~~~;)~~~i~~.: 

WitJithe·'~/bjUi~.:.~~·:on:oJ: ..~;ili~, da2~llU·Wbicn:W:dSt:'d6wltt"tiEiit!·!Lat$. 

oomriicrChiJ ~ice.:.JE~ ~ ·1?,C.. ~c:tP.:~··d.~g,:~~illIlil¢r·~r~.: 

CIl{~"ar·r~~,~!#.O?·:p~j~~.pIpj~~·::DOli~~~l:~v~c:·~~~~:~te4;wi§· 

FPU..::west.domitrtIhlF3Whlch,cquafs,:thc-;.projcctcd:fud.::sa~:~ assoCiated, wit1i;:tbc 

~ma:oii:(I(';W'~fC<iUi:l:tr·~Uiiif3:·:CbiQuth·:;tbc~6'daQQ¢.·i)(ttie:::0Iild¢::¥ear.'.YiifFPl¥.'${ 

atpacay:cDSt. ~¥eay cn.~c.· ~Crd~g.'tim·,:r~, WI;.;SbA.P be~o~!~): 

~~:8J1D~r..Jhm;u~J~;:·capac!,br~;~~ c~auso:::~·pqt;ti~'9t#lc .~~: 

reviDUe l'eqwteinents: assoe:iatcd1·1-;itli WEsfC(jWiii' tttiiij:'ih~f~uateHotbe'pltiji:iCiM. 

~rti1~l:sa:yrt)gs.' ~l!(t~··Wjtlf:~~·addfti~ii·6fw:e_sV~liiltY::U~t3...p~Yi:~,:th@t·i{· 

f~~:p!pJ~t.I#.;~l;90~~~~~~~(~~~~;:~~.·~.·r,~~~~:~~!Y(.~: 

¢ptW,w:tJ.mt:',·U1en;~t!,*~vci:t.li~t:ifirtbfj{s~Q~ $~i·~~&.f.~~j:tle':·~ijij:.
,,', 1:.···· 

.. ~~li.ercq~i:ri~·qf;WIi$t:CI;Iti.htYVnit3'· 
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~~. '~·~~~:~~der~~~~~+Ju~W#.~uaty. 
.tJ~dtaJdi-=~~,i;:~·:t\iOl:.cd$t~~:i6It~_·ihC:: 

pnt"" " ',t~ tUCt:;:.....w.;... .... UsdCiJfed: Wftbj tbO:additi01l1)f'W~'·:CO,t'ft-:Umt3;""P.~. wits' .' ~y....., ....... ".. ....,,,... .~"'J... .... . 

~Metltt!~:~~I,I,:..~ty,::Wie.:moJ~::~'~P ~~.:~t6."eu, 

,_ij~~f,We$,~:~.~:~,_~~r~:~cCQ~:~,Jtiif.tem.of 

itSs~,afuftUtteiit:~'W;dlUm~hig,iDlIt~M~{~:loa(·ii1d 

'~ct~ tbal.lt,~pl~~·Mtj~:iti;'~l;!;lO~:~'Jh~f~¢.l:i~o~,~~: p'~gtl?: 

,C9~·fho:to~·~,~~,:;~:~!·~~~la~~~;qt:ti1~~:dd,1~Q·9t\v~B~~ 

itldt !·:to::llit toW:ftiet'~;lt lIdiriliCtit -\Yi(h: Ollt. 8ddiffon,6f·WeSitt:ount)d1idtl. 

S~iJ:Ieo~Jt'!Mtt(·!fM·:·~lOrii~ph'9f''tA''::~:'~fuCl ~I!t:~~::,:~~, 

m~~:ih~~~:~DS!f:~::~~~;J4~~;·9t·~~tritit::~iEPt.·: 

~t·1ie"a~~~~'t9i~~:••~l),O,~oJl,~~~.~~.~~~~ ass.ociaii:d' 
Wlth·W~:counif.'Uiiid·::tlit¢u-,¥WrlOOi,to:.the:1h~L;a~:P.i?J~fecltOt.W'~~.. 

Unit 3:~,,;.;.u;ioi...':tIlo::;o........t"'J::'~""':·fWv""'*'C1-us:e.,. :11'li6,re.Vi$CcNUel,···· jtt@'~';faCtOt'
, .~~~.... , ~'.:r.:~'''''' ,~:.T:.. JL ". '", , '.' . ...Cf!...••,. ,.~'<C~-R;..... , ~ 

mi~;~e.~$,ed;.~~~~~fa~9t~r:~'C!ll~tit.ejI~4.~«~pi~.~on.; 

timed,.so as to accompiiSb;thc: Ultcnt of.1bc.~.whi·blt:f$j1Uif,mvenue§o61feded lc: 

mcQ.ve,r·,'IIi~~·.ijf~Wtil~;~~~:,West'~~U$~!1~1J~:~mp~IY.P~, 

,W~j~·!.(ci~~;~~~i~;~:titi(t~i~f~g;~oTCrinr. ~~~~~~i:t;. 

.rrv~ll~ fWa·90¥t:.~:~~.~.:~C7l~~itGitti~~re~~lQn:'8Qd.to, 
the''p8tU(i$lt:ftij;:iidii!'it',lUlmiitif: t.tkfq~~6i1 df'W~ 'Gdijlttr' mut:·3~J~~u~: 

.... ~ ...ent$ iltlie' ;lilmt $: .. 't.2u't....""..th~··~1.f.Wiltint...,.;·~L~8··~QCt{o:ri.of1u~oost.teq~ '., r ...C: ."'~_ .~~'r .. .p.~. " ... ""'~ .. , .. p,•.":,,,... ", ... ,c'" 

savings assooialedwfthWOstCOmlir:Uriit3., 
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(c1) FPL~•.•.lO·a;oow:ffu;:~ot_~tbOtl~=~·~;foJ.·West' 

l'N"""" Uait1:+Ti"::isj)ft'aet~;;."",:"""""";A:",, ~..ftli;:~NHif.·fb·lbiSi·~·c ·sfiaU
'~~~ .' ...~ .•..•...•:!#..1::~~~~""~,~~,",, ...... ,¥' _¥.,_... ~ 

~~~..~~:~~:.~p.~~~t.)ql~i~!~;~·:~l~.~lle,w·~~, 

~·~·~~~~~Ji:~~·~;-CP.h~:~;~~·~:~~ 
6O)[~fiicl~·ieqWftiii~IOtW.~Q:;Imt1:trmi3i Tht:~.~_~ 

.'~ . 

:~.~:P~~·5.,;~J·~t~·~~'U:~.#,*w.~~:~·~~~9f 

~·~~;~·~tlLo~_:~:W~ ~~·ti~ ~~ Q{:~~' 
tODCcti()d,ot~.:ponronot:ilic,:~~~cats,IIS'OCiIted,W!th. 

w._·COUDwUili(,:{tJiat~~tbS,jmieefecf:t1ioUa~~~__ tbitlDii4 ~ 
, > "1"', , 

~'p~··DUriii&~·~~~~tql~4~~.~~::~:ot 

Ownl~ ~.o~$..•th.~~~:~,nt1i'~:~~Q~,~,~~~·¢.o.,".hijd 

dUrbig:~catcnd8i'-y'car 1i:l,:Whtoti·Wcb:~:8tli:I.·cOstS ~ .~~ WI* 

~:lho inv,l:lstfucQt;hiWcStC61,iJ:1tf:Qnl('l; iQ. ,~¢' .~~ 'l~~.,bMo'd~g 

~•. ~:~:~!i1s;.:~~11 ".a#\f.o:.tWI)l':~ ~1i1~.a~tJn 
~~:Wi~ w~~doun~~tiiiif.hhatfib:ccords.~.lb(l:Yemlii- tfls1b.e·milid'.6f.itbc: 

P,arti~:tllat:the.·proViSiOriS. retatdiJl~We;H~~~trni~·a:~iiltCgmt'jtQ:aDd:UttCaCti(Ca· 

'Wiih:fhC::otl:i "'. ViSiQ" .ol'.tb.I.iI ,A";;;'in'f ACcD·;:U"~l"·::hD'JI.~",~··"\..\lf"'D"""-"'~.s:'... ,~pt;(t." ....II!\ ", _.. n~·~ _ .... ~~,.,.~, ..}.~m;~...,~~,.... 

shall be. collSUued'to.- llniii the 'abtm.Y .. "'.' qf:.RL··and·.~., , ot6eri': ''' ....~~..0,' '·to inv".D].qtf'1h!ir'", .. . . .. '.' .'...... ' .'......'...... ..." ...... 

respecdve rI~ to,se~cliaD-ges~fiH:lW.~.piiiwantt6.'P~ 6of1nis:A~t 

iD.;'tIie ~tth'c(iI¢~lW9*.of,the::~;atij.::te.V~~,~~~w!tl?:':W:~:~~yUnu3. 

'~~I,\~~with:tI:d.a:~~;~~::~~-:<lf·~t·,1~'refmnon .W 
~~:FPJjs .. ~;~oii'e(:fidty·iD~r:8:'thMSh()id.OfPiilagmpl1'6belOW. 

, . - ... 

8' 
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.' 

6. .N~·~··l::ilbO~.:tt·~F'P{j~ir·~~:MtmiiL.i.oilAxiiiimoil:·~if·fiiirs: 

bcl~W·;~·~:the.::l'erm::~;8#.~~.Q~Y!~#iJ~;~~."ifr.«·~~~~.oij~· 

FPs.e:actuaJ/~UsteiI;;~is.m·~y;~~~::~e;~.S.c;!~;~~~:~t.;1;!~ ~~~ cffitc¢as' 

. a::geneail'ratC ~:.~~~:~~~.J)fi:;an:!l:3~~70:1.::Eot.id..:'~~~oru:a: 

:l.irlilied 'pio~ i':Uful~ Se'(iic,ll' 3·6:6.(j16i· FlOiia&;: ~~ ~~t .tJi1S; 

~emf·'FP$O.•ctrii~.~jQ~~~(HJI($ia'l :lili:~1:~.ctUiUd~~:~~ j'e~~Sl'iIU1::m~ 

~~::~n.~.~..ti··~lil~~~,t9.··~~!r,.;~~;~:~r~~qgm~f¥!(~!.~:~~:·9r.· 
.... ;.. .... '. "~. .. .". ;" _,~!I i:!:o-'-_.l' .-...<.t ....'.,;,.:;: _~.........

ordcr'\. but·:.cxcludiDl';pro.;~~~:·a4J~I.W\;Il~) 'u.'FP&'lllcs:a.~~:to· 

, . ;". ," . '!', 'P, w~ , _ 

~ate:'ii::~D~tiite~~i#"Fantib;1liiS~~yjSjo~~tm~~t~~m~ 

~:in~:·~,~·::~tP~~Qn,(.~t.~OP;·~~~;Vl~~·n~~~;~;: .~c:;o~Cf 

~~~'tq. ib1s.A8~~~~,:s~tl.j~e;'~rt4~e4·:~"Pari1~~::ID::~~~~;i#~.:~r 

FPL.·tC; ,iDCrCaSe ~·rBtespmuuit'tb;~this.:~~i;·,ziDd.~\~lWtiile{imU$::r~ueSt 

Ntitwithstariding~~:l ·ilbciv~.iffP~'$,cameiCr~:·o#:(:~riii:i19,,·eq*i1Y.·:'~~; 

11·%.durin~·thc:t~;~n··~~l.i~9~@t·~;su~ce:~)J:t_s.~(on:.~.~S9: 

~Cfuali a<1~; basis; 'any ()th~r P'&1Y ~Jialr~een6tled, to;P,«llion.fue,d,mmisSlon (o1'"a 

ieVieW ofFPL's ~: ratC$.. In.:an, ~U1itii.itd:!bY'$I:;.Qt·~y:o~et:.Parw~:t6~ 

this;. PBragraPh, iil1 pl!ttl~ Will': :liIiyc':·fuIl:ii~::*,~: :bi,;~w.. ·}Ilq~ltllS:~#liig; 

~~plt i 4~y~.~j~m,cm;:si18$l1~~'~P~.,,~:·i~~~~~~~::~t~·~t 
ortferissuCdiii ani such:*~ii*J~utsi'ihlit:to;lht!l.,PJiiakt~1i::6lliiifel\Bij;ellEllr;~~iiase: 

i:8~.. piior.~··p~~m~,~l~,·~Pl~. :1;'JiJ~~J.Ii1i'grlij>,~:cr@:·~#.\\i~:W~~ilJ~P~¥'9t;. 

IiInifi<P~to~y:re~pt~:'~~~;CX!n..tcm.p:~~J.~;Ii;sre~~x.tit:~i~~ 

notnpply-to8ity·reques(.to,chnnge.·FPr"~blise:t8t~silia(Wow(t6~me;~fieetlv.e:aner1lUs. 

A:gr¢ement tiitriLiria{es; ruid (c)sllilli n(jt 1ki~.;rliiY'::~iitti"s tl~~ ';ilip~¢~~gs 

9 
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'conccnIiDs:'~'1O;:1iase-~ tha't-.'W01ila ~~;~~ 0. 
~....uoil.·-of:a;:"'A8r··· , ... ,. ';" ,:.... ,. :.~:~.' .:' ~~R.OB~· ..... .......:...,:»:.t..,~.~~ " ~.~1O,~. ,r,I::U.SI . .~__, 

~HbaD~tQ'U~~ 

'i. 	 in iho:·Fmal Oide'r. tJic CoiriniisSiott ~,.iiet"~:~·~ 

sUiplus iii 1b~ total·~ of .$89.4:. dU1If&D f'TotJ1 '~-SUiP.lUS")~Th6' 

~~~,di~:~b.~·.~~Ze~:'f<#i.:~~~,~:.~.j~m'! 
lire 'l .- ,".. ~ l"":-" :"'."~., ... ~ , '. p~~..~:~.~ auf. ~~,::Y4*:() ... ~~~ m"!b&.1lJ., : . 
~if tG.~'die·8iii6uiih'f"~an·' ttotarti~~~S,O:.;;..,.,;.;;:;takiiit,~It.""!'-! .. . :I) .~- 'f::~ '" . 

!rii>4i!.. ~ded>tba'f!"'\'~"""····;""""'.atr~~~; . '~'~!UDf :.n;,t;I.;.;..:.~:J.;i~.,-., l'A",,,,.,. , .. "-!'I.e- ~.~~' .. _....~~,.- _ ."" ¥7.'~:""" ..~, .... ,._ 

~.. QJl ~~tr·(~.~ o~.:•.~9. ~:,~:~~~~;;~,::~ 

WQW·~·.FPr.· DlllIiamottize.-d: ~·am01Ulf:ot.,·.lIYIlilabl~~olii~~oii~ 

s·····ms'rf" , .,. :io·m8t.in·bi-Clcfi.::i.·,. ~...t.~1~~Od't~~,.:M;;.·t:.... ...,.."'._,.,....,1:"!IV~riIV.:..:n.~'~.CCCSSII1'f. ... .' II.'!"II 	 '.7~\Ul, 

~L, ~Y-nO~ ~~r(j~t~b~~·.s;ttp1(IB.Jtt;_.: ~c;Wt:lI~~t~fsJ.ft as.t, 
~~g,!ltettlriloi1 ~·~:~,:tjj~)l~·(~~~;ji'Pij'd·~..u~, 

basiS). in any sucn iZ.JI1bOtIi~oci,as·~d·bi sUf.tJeDliuiCe:+its: m~ by 
FPI.'du;Qng the Te~_ <oJPPT:..M:,iI#1~:no tiI«im·~:'$~JrimIoD·ofltifTqbll 

bcp~on:Sm.P.us·I*:.ca1~~itt~:a~ll·ibc,t~ (but.~~ii$·~_:mll~4~'DC~) 

yearlY .·8,IX1ortization: istaketi.in:~yQtdendar:year durlng.!hoT. thentbe.remathmg·'., ". . '. .,' ..,' ,,'.' ,. ­

.Y~~b~: .~~ti94(·~( mf(.:Caiff ~..tQ:.;~ ;1,liC;\~i¢i ··Y~'J· 

~Q)t~::.~;.1io .Jir~~,:~~~~~entca1~:~:~~·tJi~;·t~J~ 

NotWithstaridi~the 'fo.rc$Oln8t1n no ~~FPL1lirt6ttiiC'inDt6tfWtm(i·:iiUlllcm·at: 

itl''TotalOepreoiiitiOii Suq;1U$:~g:'tIii·~:J8ntillt:11; ~Ol~~:~::Qecembetl.i';. 

'10. 
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2012.:.UiIlCsl.:":~:iit!io.·'Qf~~jriijj),I1.iS·Jj~:~:.VQ•.ilii:qC1U".it: 

~:.~;$$G~.adj~.~,~.~qity:qf:l~;~,.~t ~~J~~iy: 

th~ ~cntofPMa~6_·~tttS~,~j~...cd~:~~~Dl~·¢t~ 

bCIow90~'oD-a.monthly stii'vCiUaiiCc:repod bCroteit 'mar,1rjjitjj'te:8;ipeGiiort:.tcdilcieaSC' 

l?8Se·~~diuiiJg:tlie'r.~:Ubl~Ft»L~liPt.~y;'of·tE~:Io't!ir:p-Cj'-~~~:$wp,ltiS.; 

.~ reJnilin$1lv,ailaJ?li;for ~·~:of.~ingit,S:~ed1fc1~QP,'~'~iit4~: 

~ fcidbc·pcriod:in queStion. 

!. 	 No. Party to thiS -A~.Will request"siijJport·ot:seel(to'~'..a':~bh8iige.:uUne 

~ppll~~~n .Q£~yj)royiSiQ!l.~~t:.·Bxcept·j$;:p~yi~.~.~~~'6, .~p~,~~,:,~, 

A~~;~:g~iiher.~ ~~,;sopP.'?ri:.~ ~Uo~: m:Wt.f~/~e"l;!'f~;m,C(lU~~; 

lliiiitCci.:iiUeiiinormirtlfiier;iaiC:deCt~;:tiiat;\ivOUld.t8kC:~ffC¢t;#iOi'~~1ik:fuSt:biiMg: 

~le:;fci~:f~'70,13. ·~~tWf.~y·:s:l,ich,;re4.jJ.~op,~~~~b.)'m»t.-~i>ra.s:·t$th~· 

~y.tdcc(to~#.i:tbis~· FfL.~~~l~-~:1.)ftji_~29r·p.~'~~*­

~1iefdUti~l~ tb~ tenn:~~t!lS.:Pl'!3yid.¢:t~dQ'~~?~(j-·ot(hb ~~~:~l.'!:~ 

npt l?~luded .from .$Cekfu~:.htierimrlifuUed ::or:~enctill·bii.S~iaie-iOUonhat ::WbUId: be, 

cffectivc;duri~gor at:\er ~~ ~billil)gcycl~jn~ImWil:y:~Ol?r~~Jnt~;'~l1c~nw.Y:-~ 

base4·-9~tiple.perio~ Wo~~~ l. ~A3=.·CQ~t~t.~1P;s.~~:~.~p~6#.$,~a 

statUtes, and.calculated without:~' to .the'provisions:ofthls:J;;greement 

9~ 	 Cost of$elVice and rate ~~e.n.meth9doJo~~: Will. ~e.!~se,t i~·iIt!*~.Final ~~r. 

NClthing in iliis A~eilt willPitolud~ tl¢:.£(;mIi.any,ffbni'fiUDW&!ifWe ComJril~Oil 

~m approvi1'lg,ariy. n~orre\'i$.ed tatiffprovisioti$<ir~'sche4\il,¢~~\l~t~byFPL; 

.Rroyi~'1hai: s~~h t,arittrequestci~:notinOl'e4Seat;lyext$.~g;;~$S~'~~ml'Q.p~t·Qt~ 

Ii 

- 24­

http:n~orre\'i$.ed
http:ilii:qC1U".it
http:2012.:.UiIlCsl.:":~:iit!io.�'Qf~~jriijj),I1.iS�Jj~:~:.VQ


Docket Nos. 080677·EI, 090130-EI Attachment 1 
Date: October 8, 2010 

" 

.taiift':or_;SClied~\~~:~iml6Sj.IliO.'ll68iio'lia'iSiiCli~~ii~·tijrili 

.ot1!I~#h~IW~Usopti_.w.:~Y~.:~ 

10. 	 tbC~VislbDS 6tdiis·~'~·C1()~:~~~~.'t:W~!~.t:~:~j~: 

~;l ~y' ttiQ;! ~iqD; ~nKH~8dlQ:-~ejii:i.~·thJij, iti,:;!wnt ~,'6 
~·i'''''''-~.'aiai:twtn: .- ., .... ~M~':ao··,:Otde:f.1'C1iel'"b';I;;.~" :,~Ot7"""'.1riit: -. ':;:n-r-...~~. , ._.:'JIot~, '~""I:'!"~'<,.¥,. ,.~ ........~~~f!j., ~t... ..-~.~ 


w.ith~~#~;~~f,~:!mY~4~~lili'j~·~J.l¥·~· 

~~~·oi:"~~~,.~tMim:~~,:~~'lIaoPti~;;C)i"~OIl'ot 

tIiiS:~~",,~.1lj*.tIiilt~&qCd£NOiiiixlf-Mn~'ih~~;~ 

~c,CommiSsion:Iti:at,thii.~:C!rany.~1b;'1~'iCtbe~~,.,._
" ,',. t' , .. ".'., , , •.••••• ,'. " ..... , ••••.•• 

~enti8l value..Approwi:-Of.lhts: ~fui~,~t#l:\yut~p'~:~:~~'iQ; 

.DoQJc~ N~. 08dti17i-BI .......tJi013O'::Bl ~:fu ·Sildili:. ~,,1tith::·sectiblt:
:' 	 , 

.i2g,~7.(4j:._~d~ $~ Vpo# appro,~ _Qrtbi~;i\~~hiit~j~;,~.tt;t. ~i 
~~~t; :~ i!lP.Q~' :will:' ~ths~w *~:~~V,B: ~~ (gr: 

ReconSidetiaa6it::Of:rtiiePinit~Th~:DlickeiS.wlJitlc dosea~tivlt.on:tJle·:" 

ilie:',~it.Qrd~'~ tht$· )\~bttt ~~:~aniftid P'~~jifiit:Ir·~: 

~peiilUeNVi~of:m.Y: .~l:dltt~'o~ , ','" 	 ." .' ,',' " ~.- ., .... , ',""... , ..." '.",.. 

·lL·. 	 i11is: At;reem!2\r~' ~t¢,1U\' or August: 20i~Hh' ,It:~r'be,:~~~~~'C!9JI~~! 

~i1sili(l~ jDd~a~muro ofa,H:)tt8!rtafSl.gnatUrCshiiIHta;,tIeemea~:~gr,rRlt 

lli witness ~t· thevP8rUcs evidence ·thetr;acceptanceand ~'t.wich ,the:. 

~ptoVisio.riS.Qf.tb4Agreeint!1i oy tbdillignafur~.. 
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;S~1r~ 
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