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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: He arings on Load Forecas ts , 
Generation Expansion Plans , and 
Cogene ra t i o n Pr i ces for Peninsular 
F l orida' s E lectric Utili t i es . 

DOCKET NO . 890004-EU 

ORDER NO. 20845 

I SSUED: 3/3/89 

!" .. ~ .. .. , ..... "" .,,..,,.;r.,. .:~ Prehearing Conference was held on I 
Februa r y 20, 1989, in Ta ll ah assee, Fl o rida, be f o r e Commi ss i oner 
Ge r ald L. G~nter. 

APPEARANCES : MATTHEW M. CHILDS, Esquire , and CHARLES A. 
GUYTON. Es qu i r e , Stee l Hecto r and Davi s , 310 
West Co llege Ave nue , T d ll ahasse e . F l o rida 
32301- 1'106 
On be ha I f of Fl o rida Po~ and Ligh t C:o111pa ny 
(FPL~. 

JAMES D . BEASLEY . Esquire , and L EE L. WILLIS, 
Esqui re . Au sley, Hc Nu l l en . NcGehce . Ca r othe rs 
and Procto r. Washington Squ are Bu ilding, 22 7 
S. Ca lhoun Street . P . 0 . Bo x 39 1, T a ll ah assee, 
Flo rida 3230 2 
On beha lf of Tampa El ectri c Company (TECO). 

PATRI CK K. WIGGINS, Esquire , Ranson & Wigg ir.3 , 
P. A., P. 0. Drawer 16 57, T a llahassee , Flo rida 
32302 
On beha lf of Al a bama Elect ri c Coope r at ive 
(AEC). 

ROY YOUNG, Esquire, Van Assenderp, Varnadoe & I 
Benton, P. A .• P. 0. Bo x 1833. Tall a hassee, 
Flo rida 32301-1406 
On be ha lf o f Orl ando Utllitie s Commi ss ion 
( OUC), City of Lake land (LAKELAND), C i t y of 
Jacksonville ( JEA) and Ci t y of Tallahas see 
(TALLAH). 

JAMES A. McGEE, Esquire, 3201 34th Stree t, 
South, P. 0. Box 14042, St . Petersburg, 
Flo rida 3 3 733 
On be h a lf o f Fl o rida Powe r Co rporati o n (FPC). 

RI CHARD A. ZAMBO , Esquire , 20 5 N. Parsons 
Avenue , P. 0 . Bo x 8 56 , Bra nd on, Fl o rida 
33 511, and PAUL SEXTON, !:.squire , 8 20 E . Park 
Avenue , # 200-A, Tallahassee , Fl o r ida 3230 1 
On be half of F l o rida Indust ria l Cog~rat i on 
As sociatio n (FI CA) and Dade Co u n ty (DADE) . 

RICHARD D. MELSON, Esquire, Ho pp 1ng, Bo yd, 
Gr een & Sams, 123 Sou t h Ca lho un St r eet . P. 0 . 
Box 6526, Ta l lahassee . F l o rida 32J l 4 
On behalf of the F Lo rida E l ectr i c Power 
Coo rdinating Gro up (FCG ). 

R. Y. PATTERSON, JR., Esquire , P. 0 . Bo x 5 100, 
Maitl and, Flo rida 32 7 5 1-5 100 , and MIKE NAEVE, 
Esquire , Skadde n, Arps, S l ate , Meager & Flom. 
1440 N. Y. Avenue , N. w. Washing ton, D. C. 
20005-2 107 
On be h a l f o f Flo rida Ga !:> Tran smi ssion Company 
(FGT). 
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APPEARANCES: YVONNE GSTEIGER, Es quire, P. 0 . Box 272000, 
Tampa, Flo rida 33688-2000 
On behalf of Seminole Electric Cooperati ve , 
Inc. (SEC) 

SUZANNE BROWNLESS, Esquire, Florida Public 
Service Commission, Divi s ion of Legal 
Services, 11}1 Ea::.t Ga in~s SLrE:et , ·rallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0C 63 

Backaround 

Gn behalf of the Commiss i on Staff. 

DAVID 1:.. SMITH, Office of General 
Divisio n of Appea Js , Flo rida Public 
Comm;ssio u 101 East Gai nes 
Tallahassee. Florida 32399-08 62 
Counsel to the Commissioners. 

?REHEARING ORDER 

Counsel, 
Service 
StreeL, 

Pursuant to Section 366 . 04(3), Florida Statutes, t ~e 
Commission has jurisdiction over t he "planning, development, 
and maintenance of a coordinated electrical power grid 
throughout florida to assure an adequa t e and reliable source of 
energy for operational and emergency purposes tn Florida and 
the avoidance of further uneconomic duplication of generat i on, 
t r ansmission, and distribution facilities .. . • 

In order to fulfill these responsibilities, the Commission 
has instituted this docket for the purposes of: 

(1) Adopting 20-year optimal s t atewide 
generation expansion p Ianning studies for 
Northwes t florida · 

(2) Reviewing the individual 20-year optimal 
generation expansion planning studies of 
florida Power Corporation, Florida Power & 
Liqht Company, Gainesville Reqio nal 
Utilities, Jacksonvile Electric 
Authority, the City of Lakeland, Or lando 
Utiltties Commission, the Semino le 
Eleccric Cooperative, Inc . , the City of 
Tallahassee, a nd Tampa Electric Company; 

(3) Understanding t he relationship between 
the peninsular Florida 20-year optimal 
generation expansion planning studies to 
the individual 20-year optimal generati on 
expansion studies of the utilities listed 
above; and 

(4) Based on peninsu lar Florida's 20-year 
optima l statewide generation expansion 
planning studies, t o set the prices at 
whtch investor-owned utilities must 
purchase energy and capacity produced by 
qualifying cogeneration and small powe r 
production facilities. 
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The peninsular Fl o ri da generatio n expansion planning 
studies referred to above have three parts : a Forecast 
Document, Generati o n Expansion Planning Document and 20-year 
plan. Pursuant to Order No . 18804, issued on February 4, 1988, 
this Commission approved the work plan which the Florida I 
Electric Power Coo rd i nating Group (FCG) had filed o n behalf of 
t he peninsular utilities f o r t.h e completion of these studtes. 

'fhe peninsular Florida u tilities timely filed the Forecast 
Document on JunP. 29 . 1981:! ; the Genera t ing Expanston Study o n 
September 1, 1988 ; a nd the Aggregate 20-Year Plan on September 
15 , 1988. On December 8 , 1988. FCG, FPC, FPL, TECO , Dade , 
filed direc t test imo ny. Staff filed dtrec t testimony on 
December 9, 1988 , and suppler.:enta l direct testimony o n January 
27, 1989. JEA filed d i rect t estimony o n Dec e mbe r 13, 1988. 
FGT filed d irect testimony o n January 6 , 1989. SEC filed 
direct testimo nj' o n Januar y 13, 1989. Rebuttal testimony of 
Richard A. Basfo rd ( FCG ) and Frank Seidman (FICA) wa s filed on 
January 13, 1989. On January 27, 1989, FICA, FCG, TECO. FPC. 
FPL, FGT, Dade Co unty, SEC , City of Tallahassee, Orlando 
Utilities Commissio n, City of Lakeland, and Staff filed 
prehear i ng statements. Or. February 20, 1989 , Dade filed an 
Amended Prehearing Statement, and on February 24, a Supp lement 
t o Amended Prehearing Statement. Heari ngs will be conducted o n 
Ma.rch 6, 8-10, 1989, in Ta llahassee. 

On February 17, 1989, AES Cedar Bay, Inc. (AES) filed a 
petition for intervention in this docket . AES has state d tha t 
it has a substantia l interest based o n the language in Orde r 
No. 20671. issued o n January 30, 1989. In Order No. 20671, I 
Prehearing Officer Wi slon denied Staff's motion to implead FPL 
in AES's need determi nat ion application docket but requested 
that all parties to that docket be prepared to discuss the use 
of planning hearing findings in need determination application 
d ockets. For that reason, we grant AES' petition for 
intervention. 

AES has not. however. filed a prehcaring statement nor has 
it attended the prehear ing c o n(ercnce . Pursuant to Rule 
25-22.038, Florida Admi ni s trative Code, a ny party who does not 
attend the prehearing conference, unless excused by the 
Pcehearing Office r, has waived his right to raise issues or 
take positio ns on any issues r a 1s ed by o ther parties to the 
docket. A party who does not attend t he p rehea r ing confere:ace 
has also waived hi s r ight to file post -hea ring briefs. Tt.us 
the o nly r ight retai ned by AES i s the abi lity t o conduct cro~s 

examination at the hearing sho u ld AES c hoose to at tend. 

Use of Prefiled Testimo ny 

All testimo ny which has been p refiled in this case wi 11 be 
inserted into the reco rd as thou g h read after the witness has 
taken the stand and af(irmed t he co trectness of the testimony 
and exhibits, unles s there is a s us tainable objection. All 
t e stimony remains s ub ject t o a ppropriate o bjectio ns. Each 
witness will have the oppor tunity to orally summarize his 
testimony at the time he o r she takes the stand. 
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Use of Depositions and Interrogatories 

If any party desires to use any portio n of a depos ition o r 
an interrogatory, at t he time the party seeks to introduce that 
deposition or a portion thereof, the request will be subject to 
proper objections and the appropriate e vident iary ru les will 
govern. The parties w111 oe tree to ut11izt:: dray t:Aitii:lils 
r e ques ted at the time o f the depos i t i ons subject t o the s ame 
co nditions . 

Order or Witnesses 

In k~eping with Commission practice , wi t nesses will be 
qrouped by t he subject matter o f their test imony. The witness 
schedule is set for th bel ow in o rder of appearance by the 
witness's name , subject mat ter, and the i s sue s which wi 11 be 
covered by hi s or her testimony. 

Witness 

Direct Testimo ny 

R. A. Basfo rd 

M. f. Jaco b 

G. L. Gillette 

M. F. Jacob 

J. J. Murphy 

W. H. Smith 

J. C. Evelyn 

D •. Corn 

Subject ma t ter 

fCG study overview and 
general policy iss ues 

FCG l oad forecast issues 

FCG generat i o n planning 
studi es 

FPC demand and energy 
forec as t 

FPC ge ne ration expansion 
pla nning s tudies 

FPL 's generation expan
sion planning documents 

FPL's load fo recast 
document 

FPL's avoided costs 

6 . 
13 , 
33 , 

1. 

3. 
a. 
13, 
21, 
32, 

1. 

1 

1, 
6, 
11. 
11, 
17, 
23 . 
26 . 
29, 
34, 

2 

12 , 
18. 
22, 
27, 
33, 

r s sues 

7, 8. 9. 11, 
1 tl • 16. 23, 
33 , 3 7 

2 

4. 5. 6. 7, 
9, ll, 12 . 

14, 16, 
23, 31. 

33 

2 

2, 3. 4. 5, 
7, 8. 9, 

12. 13, 
15, 16, 
21. 22. 
24, 25, 
27, 28, 
32, 33, 

35 

16, 17, 
19, 20, 
25, 26, 
28, 29, 

34 . 35 
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Witness 

Direct Testimony 

J . B . Rami 1 

T. w. Moore 

G. D. Tipps 

P. G. Para 

s. c. Horton 

L . A. Dellapa 

T. Ba 11 inger 

Rebuttal Testimony 

F. Seidman 

R. A. Basford 

Subject matter 

TECO ' s generation expa n -
sion planning document 

TECO's forecast document 

SEC's expansion planning 
documents; power supply 
study 

JEA's generation planning 
studies 

Gas ava i 1abi li ty - FGT 

Avoided cost pol icy - Dade 

Plann i ng studies and 
allocation - Staff 

FCG's generat i on expansio n 
planning studies ; avoided 
uni t - F ICA 

Subscription l imits - FCG 

Issues 

3, 4. 5. 6, 11 
81 91 11, 12 1 
13. 141 151 
16, 17, 18. 
20 , 21. ~3. 
l4, 25 , 261 
27, 28, 291 
30, 31, 32, 
33, 34, 35 

21 61 91 11, 
1 2 , 141 15. 
18, 22, 23 

12, 141 16 1 171 
19. 201 221 
231 241 251 
26, 211 281 
29, 30, 321 
331 34 1 35 

3. 4, 6, 
11, 12. 
14. 15, 
17, 18, 
20. 21, 

. 13, 2.4, 
29, 30. 
3 2, 33, 

1 1 21 
11 91 
13 1 

16, 
19, 
22, 
28, 
31, 
34 . 351 38 

16 
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EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Number Witness Descrietion 

I 101 Jaco b Planning Hearing 
Forecast Document 

102 Gillet t e t983 ~l annina 
Hearing Genera-
tion Pla nn i ng 
Studies 

103 Gille tte 1989 Pla nning 
Heari ng 20-Year 
Plan 

104 Gillette (Gl,G-1) -Compari-
s on of long-range 
plann ing study 
and avoided unit 
study ; comparison 
of long- r ange 
planning study 
and aggregate 
indi v idual 
utility plans 

lOS Gillette (GLG-2)-Summary 

I 
o f corrections t o 
FCG's generation 
expansion 
planning studies 
document, 
includi ng 
c o rrected pages 

201 Jacob FPC forecast 
document 

202 Murphy FPC generation 
expansion 
planning studies 
document 

301 Smith Document No. 1 
FPL's gene ration 
expansion 
planning document 

302 Evelyn FPL's f orecas t 
document: Exhibit 
302 

I 
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Exhibit Number Wit ne ss Desc ri:Et ion 

402 Moo re (TWM-1) - Histo ry 
and f orecas t of 
wint er peak I demand, s ummer 
pea K m::manu cs 1. -.,) 

net c norg)' f r.. r 
l oad 

403 Moo re TECO forecas t 
Docume nt 

50 l T ipps SEC's individua l 
ut i l ity e xpansion 
planni ng document 

60 1 Para J EA's e xpansion 
planning document 

701 Dellapa Vi t o 

801 Ballinger (TEB-1 ) - Cr gene-
r at i on Need 
Determination 
Orde r s 

802 Ba 11 inger (TEB-2 ) - Summary 
of fuel Price Data 

803 Ba 11 inge r (TEB-3) - Avoided I Unit Sensitivity 
Results 

804 Gi llette Responses to 
Staff's First Set 
of Interroga-
tories to FCG 
Nos . 1, 8. 9. 10, 
11. 13 

805 Gil l ette Responses to 
Staff's Second 
Set o f Interroga-
t o r ies to FCG 
Nos . 18, 19 

806 Gi l lette Respo nses to 
St aff's Thi rd Set 

' of Interroga-
t o r i es to FCG 
Nos . 21-23. 

807 Gillette Responses to 

I Staff Interroga-
t o ries Nos. 24-7 

90 1 Se i dman (fS- 1) Effects 
of out-of-state 
purchases on need 
for capacity 
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Exhibit Number 

90 2 

90 3 

10 00 

Wi t ness 

Se idma n 

Seidman 

St ipul ated 

Desc r i ptio n 

{fS-2)-Compar ison 
of pe ak forecast s 
in 1986 and 1 989 
APH avoided unit 
s tud1es 

{fS- 3 ) Ca paci t y 
payment l eve l s 
ass um i ng fCG c os t 
pa r ameters a nd 
pa yme nts begin-
ni ng in 1989 

C ity o f 
Or l a ndo 's, 
Ta llahasse' s and 
La ke l a nd's, 
I nd ividua l S t udies 

BAS I C POS ITIONS Of THE PARTIES 

STAff : The avo i ded un it s tudy and long-range p lanning s tudy 
prepared by the Flo rida El e c t ri c Power Coordina t i ng Gr o up {fCG) 
are reasonable and c a n be cons idered app r o pria t e fo r peninsu lar 
Florida at this time. The three c ombi ned cycle un i t s of 2 20 MW 
each with a n in-serv ice da t e o f 1992 as identified i n t he FCC's 
avoided unit study s ho uld be de s igna t e d as the avoided units 
f o r the purposes o f ca l c u lating c ogene ratio n pa yments in 
peninsular Florida . Sho ul d e no ugh c ogenera t ion be subscribed 
to avoid the 1992 c ombi ne d cycle unit s , cogeneration payments 
should be based o n t he set of five 1993 2 20 MW c ombined cycle 
units designated in the FCG ' s avo ide d unit s tudy. If enough 
cogeneration is subsc ribed t o defer the 1992 and 1993 combined 
cycle uni t s, c oge nerat i o n p ayme n ts s ho uld be based o n two 1994 
220 c ombined cycle u ni ts . 

I n o rde r t o c omply wit h t he requirements of Rule 
25-17.083 (3)(a). F l o r i da Admini s tra t ive Code, the availability 
of a standard o ffe r c o n t ract b ased on the 1992 units should 
terminate o n J a nu a ry 1, 1990. Subs equent to that date, the 
1993 uni t s identi f i e d in the a vo ide d unit study should be made 
available f o r subscr i ptio n. 

Fo r the 1992 avoi de d units , firm e nergy payme n t s s hou l d be 
based o n the lesser of delivere d o il and natura l gas fuel 
prices associated wi t h the Florida Power a nd L ight Company's 
(FPL) Put nam plant times the heat rate of the avoided uni t and 
they also should include variable 0 & M c osts. The capacity 
facto r at which the c ogene rato r is required t o supply firm 
energy s hould be c o n s i s tent with the type o f unit upon which 
the standard offer is based . Standard tariffs whi c h 
incorpo rate these s t a nd a rd o f f ers should be filed by 
investo r - owned util it i es . 

In o rder f o r l e as t-c ost e xpa n s i o n pl a n s t o be operable, 
i nves to r-owned, mu nic i pal and ru r a l e l ectric c ooperative 
u t il ities mus t par t i cipa te in a nd f o l l ow s uc h pla ns . Unless 
all electric uti l i ties i n t h e St a t e o f f lo rida s hare in the 
i mplementation o f l eas t - cos t gene r a tio n planning, the 1992 
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avoided unit will not be def erre d, as currently projected. In 
the past, the Commissio n has used the Planning Hearing findings 
as a surrogate for certain factual findings required by the 
Florida Power Plant Siting Act, Sections 403.501-.517, Florida 
Statutes. In order for these fi ndings to be accurate, the use I 
0f ~ ~r~~Qwi~P avoiden unit must be accompanied by an 
allocation of capacity among all the state's electric 
utilities. The allocated capacity a:, t.alculated by Staff is as 
follows: 40\ to FPL, 19\ t o Florida Powe r Corporation (FPC), 6\ 
t o Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and 33% to the municipals and 
rural electric cooperatives . for the 1992 avoided units, this 
allocation results in subscription limi ts of 264 MW for FPL, 
125 MW for FPC and 5 3 11W f o r TECO . 

FCG: FCG's basic positio n is that the FCG stud ies satisfy · the 
Commission's order and the Work Plan in t his d ocket . The 
studies provide the Commission with a good source of 
information on the generati ng ne eds in Peninsular Florida, and 
o n a method of satisfying thos e needs that t akes into account 
the numerous fin a nci a l and no nfi nancial considerations that go 
into any utility decision to add new capacity. They also 
provide the Commission with t he requested information about thP. 
statewide avoided unit, which is a 220 MW combined cyc le unit 
in 1992. 

FPC: FPC's Demand and Energy Forecast and its Generation 
Expansion Planning Studies satisfy the requirements established 
by the Commission for this proceeding. The planning studies 
filed by FCG are reasonable and adequate for the purpo s es of 
this proceeding. The FCG Studies demonstrate that a 220 MW 
combined cycle unit in 1992 should be designated as the 
statewide avoided unit for the calculation of capacity and 
energy payments to QFs under FPC's standard offer contract. 
The capacity factor at which a QF must operate to qualify for 
firm energy and capacity under the standard offer contract 
should be based on the capacity factor of the avoidec' unit, 
both on average and during peak pe riods. 

FPC ' s position on t h e designat i on of a statewide avoided 
unit stated above and on various issues below is based on a 
recognition that the methodology for determining payments to 
QFs in this proceeding must comport with the Commission's 
Cogeneration Rules ( Sections 25-17 .060 through 25-17.091, 
Florida Administrative Code ), and with the concept of a 
hypothetical statewide avoided unit emo•Jdied therein. 
Accordingly, FPC's s uppo rt of the particular statewide avoid~d 
unit identified by the FCG Studies does not imply an 
endorsement of the underlying "statewide" concept. To the 
contrary, FPC firmly believes that both the pri ce and the 
amount of a utility's capacity purchases from' OFs should be 
based on the costs, operating characteristics, and capacity of 
the unit avoided by that utility. FPC the refore supports 
revisiting the Cogeneration Rules as the most effective means 
to recti fy the inadequacie s of the Rules, which have been 
recognized in the testimony of both Staff and utility witnesses 
in this proceeding. 

FPL: FPL has developed a twenty year power supply expansion 
study which appropriately considers the cost effectiveness, the 
Fuel Use Act, the FEECA goals, financing and siting 

I 
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considerations, fuel diver s ity and other r elevant factors. Th e 
resulting p l an, when us ed in conjunction with the other 
individual plans submitted by the other utilities in this 
proceeding, is suitable for planning purposes a nd for us e in 
determining the pricing of qualifying facility (Qf) capacity 
;onrl pn<>r9y. 

ConsistenL with Rule 25-17 . 083, Flo :i1a AJminis t rativ~ 
Code, the designation of the statewide avoided unit to be used 
for calculating QF prices should be based on the indtvidual 
udlity filings rather than thP FCG Statewide Study. Based 
upon t he ind i vidual utility filings, the avoide d unit s hould be 
a combined cycle unit in 1992 . 

As a prac tical mat t er, FPL is pressing f o r the use of 
individual utilit i es' filings because it beli e ves t hat will 
facilitate the determinatio n of t he utility with the statewide 
a voided unit. Designating which utility has the statewide 
avoided unit is essential to the Commiss i o n's goal of having 
other utilities market their purchase o f QF power to the 
utility with the need for capacity. Although the Commission 
could make such a designation while using a statewi de plan, u se 
of costs associated with the statewide plan could significantly 
deviate from the costs developed in the individual utility's 
plan, thereby increasing potential marketing problems. 

TECO: Tampa Electric concurs with the conclusions reac hed by 
the FCG studies. 

Tampa Electric's Base Case Study shows that the company's 
system wil l require 75 MW of peaking capacity additi o ns each 
year from 1993 through 1997 to maintain s ystem reliability . 
Combustion turbine capacity is t he most economic generation 
alternative to meet these requirements, coupled with a 70 MW 
heat recovery steam generator in 1998 to be interconnected with 
the 1996 and 1997 combustion tu ~bines to form a combi ned cycle 
unit. Tampa Electric's studies further indicate t hat the 
company's avoided unit would be a 1993 combustion turbine. 

SEC: The SEC Individual Uti l ity 
Commission's Order Number s 18804 and 
docket. SEC's posit i ons o n factual. 
are identical to those ta ke n by the 
Statement, due to SEC's participation 
has no additiona l ·1ssues o r positions. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agre e with FCG. 

Filings sati~fy the 
19427 ente r e d in this 

legal and pol icy issues 
FCG in this Prehearinq 
within that group. SEC 

FICA: FICA's basi'c positio n in t hi s proceeding is: 1) that the 
generation expansion planning studies provided by t he Florida 
utilities and the FCG fail to provide the Commiss ion with 
sufficient information for it to determine standard offer 
capacity payments for QFs; 2 ) that the demand forecasts used in 
the avoided uni t studies appe ar to understate demand by the 
amount of the unco~nitted c o nservation a nd a certa in amount of 
nonfirm self-service c o ge neratio n; 3 ) that the capacity 
forecasts used in the avo ided unit study overstate Florida 
utility capacity by the amo un t o f out-of-state purchases and, 
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appa rent ly, by the amou nt of QF c apacity assoc ia ted with 
no nfirm e nergy and capacity; 4) that the avoided unit studie s 
understate the need for and timi ng of an avoided unit by 
faili ng to consider all alternatives to Florida generation on 
a n equal basis ; and 5) that the avoided unit designate d fo r I 
purposes of setting the standard offer rate shou ld be a coal 
unit wi th a n in-service da te of 1989. 

FGT : FGT ' s basic position as set forth in t he t estimony o·f Mr. 
Ho rton is that gas-fired combined cycle electric generati o n is 
the most cost -effective and appropriate technology fo r meet i nq 
the f utu re electric genera t i o n needs of pen i ns ular Florida. 

DADE: The Public Service Co~~ission s hou ld establish four 
policy guidelines as a basi s for determining when new utility 
ger.eration and/or transmission capacity need s to be buil t in 
Florida, and t he type a nd cost of utility genera t i o n and/or 
transmission capaci t y that mi ght be avo ided by encouraging 
ratepayers to invest in conservat i o n, non-firm rates and 
self-gene r ation from waste e nergy, cogenerat i Of'\ , and so lar 
power. These po licy guidelines include the fo llowing: 

1. The Commi ssion should evaluate all 
investment alternatives which "avoid new 
utility capacity purchases or additions" o n 
an equal basis. These alternatives are 
conservation, load managemen t and 
interruptible service goals, power purchase 
contracts since 1985 from Southern 
Companies, power generation from quali fying 
facilities and new utility generation and 
transmiss1on investment options. 

2. The Commission should establish a cons i stent 
~ethodology f o r evaluat i ng the "cos t 
~ffectiveness" of all programs t ha t the y 
approve that compete wit the addition of 
uti lity generat ion and transmission capacity. 

3. The Commi ssion should insure that he 
evaluation c r iteria for comparing 
a lternatives to utili ty capacity additions 
i nc lude, at a minimum cost, reliability, 
primary ~uel ef f i cienc y and Florida's 
ba lance of payments. 

4. The Commission s hou ld e nsure that there are 
equal opportuni ties fo r all classes of 
ratepayers to part icipate in incentive 
programs that avoid t he additio n of utility 
capacity . 

Using the policy guidelines recommended above to 
determine "full avoided cost", the Commission would only 
consider those util ity generation and transmiss ion fac ilities 
included in the last Annual Planning Hea ring as available t o 
serve capaci ty a nd reliability demand. Th is would, at a 
minimum, require new capacity contracts f rom Southern 
Companies , newly approved transmi ss i on additions , 
conservation , non-fi rm tari ff s, etc., to compete equally with 
waste e nergy, s olar, cogeneration, etc . 

I 
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LOAD FORECASTS 

FACTUAL ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Are the forecasts of e nergy and seasona l peak 
demand as oresented in the FCG's Forecast Document 
reasonably a~equate fo r pl anni ng purposes? 

PC'S IT IONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG : Yes. The aggrega t i on of individual utility 
forecasts, coupled with a comprehr:!nsive rev1e•N by 
experienced utility fo recasters , produced a hi gh qua lity 
fo recast for Peninsular F lorida that i s appropriate for 
planning purposes. ( Jacob) 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Yes . (Smi t h) 

TECO : Ag ree with FCG (Moore ) 

SEC: Agree wi th FCG. 

J EA : Agree with FCG . 

ouc 1 TALLAH 1 LAKELAND: Agree wi th FCG. 

FICA: No. To the extent t hat the energy and demand 
forecasts include reductions associated with uncommit ted 
conservation and load man~gement , they a re not prope r for 
use in the Avoided Uni t Study. (Se idman) 

FGT: No pos ition. 

DADE : No posit i o n. 

ISSUE 2: Are t re nds in 
adequately considered in 
l o ad and e nergy forecasts? 

POSITIONS 

lli.E.E= Yes. 

conservation and cogeneration 
t he FCG's peni nsular Florida 

FCG: Yes. The forecasts include t he agg r egate of each 
utility 's ' bes t estimate of conservation and 
cogeneration. The utilities predict t hat t he 
conservation reflected i n the base case forecas t wi ll 
occur whether or not t he re are addi tiona l QFs. Thus it 
i s appropriate to ref lect t hose programs bo th in the 
l ong-range pl anning study and in the avoided un it study. 
( Jacob) 

FPC : Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Yes. (Smith, Evelyn) 
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TECO: Ag ree wi t h FCG . (Moore ) 

SEC : Agree wi t h FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC , TALLAHt LAKELAND: Agree wi t h rCG. 

FICA: No . To the e xtent t hat t he enerqy ana uema nd 
forecasts include reduct i ons ascociated with uncommitt ed 
conservation and l oad ma nagemen t, they are not prope r fo r 
us e in the Avoided Uni t Study. To the extent t hat 
as-available e nergy i s cons idered as having c a pacity 
value , the y ace not proper f o r use i n t he Avoided Unit 
Study. (Seidma n) 

FGT: No pos itio n. 

DADE : No . The f o recast s di scoun t Lhe Ltminq fo r need o f 
new capac i ty by unrnet conse rvati on goal s and new , 
optional , ou t - o f-state purcha ses. (Dellapa) 

FUEL FORECASTS 

ISSUE 3: Have unce rta inti es in 
appropriately c o nsidered? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

fuel price forecasts been 

FCG: Yes. High-band and l ow-band forecasts were 
prepared f o r all f ue l s based on a scenario approach to 
fuel price forecasting. ( Gi llette ) 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Yes. (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Ramil ) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Ag r 2e with FCG. 

ouc 1 TALLAH 1 LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: Yes, but only fo r purposes of deve l o ping the 
information-source obj ective o f the Plann1ng Hearing. 
However, for purposes of meeti ng the r ate- setting 
objective, the st r a t eg ic uncertainties should be given 
additional weight. (Se idman) 

FGT: Yes, agree wi th FCG. 

DADE: No positio n. 

I 
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GENERATI NG TECHNOLOGIES 

ISSUE 4: I s the treatmen t o f generating techno log i es as 
presented in the FCG' s Generation Expansio n Planning 
Studies document reasonably adequate fo r planning 
!'"r!'"'ies? 

POS ITi uNS 

illff : Yes. 

FCG: Ye~. FCG screened a t o tal of 75 generating 
techno l ogies in arnvtno at t he three techno log i es 
ultima t e ly ~elected fo r de t a iled s t udy. (Gill e t t e ) 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Agree wi t h FCG. (Smi. t h) 

TECO : Ag ree with FCG. (Ram il) 

SEC : Agree wi t h FCC. 

JEA: Agree with FCC. 

ouct TALLAH t LAKELAND: Agree with FCG . 

fiCA: As to the combust i on turbine based technologies, 
FICA questions the t e chnical and economic viabili t y o f 
c oa l-gasif icat i on in prov i ding "fuel flexibility. " FICA 
notes that nuclear plants did not c l ea r the s creening 
process based on expectations of regulatory imped iments. 
(Seidman) 

FGT: Yes, agree with Fer.. 

DADE: No . 
issue . 

Dade County adopts FICA's positi on on this 

ISSUE 5: Did the FCC ' s screening process used to se lect 
candidate technologies adequately consider alternative 
and emerging techno l ogies? 

POS ITIONS 

STAFF : Yes. 

FCG: Yes. Seventy-five a lternat ive generat i on 
technolog1es {inc luding bo t h existi ng and emerg ing 
technologies) were inc l uded in t he screening process . 
Preliminary screening eliminated 55 tec hno logies, 
including any techno logies t ha t would not be commercia lly 
available before 1997. The 20 remaining technologies 
{includ ing two t ypes of IGCC units ) were carried through 
economic screening cu rve ana lys i s. The screening curves 
were used to identify tbe three t echno logies subjected t o 
detailed econo~ic analys is. (Gillette ; Exhibit 102 ) 
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FPC : Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Although the FCG 's screening process i s adequate 
for statewide assessments. the FCG process i s re f l ecti ve 
of the aggregated technology risk perceptions of I 
individual u tilities composing the FCG . Therefore , the 
screeni ng process cannot ref lect each indlVlduat 
util t ty's t.isk perception and acceptance threshold . 
(Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG . (Rarnil) 

SEC : Agtee with FCG. 

JEA : Agree with FCG . 

ouc , TALLAH . LAKELAND: Yes. 

FICA : No posit ion. 

FGT: Ag ree with FCG . 

DADE: No position. 

LONG RANGE GENERATION EXPANSION PLANNING STUDY 

ISSUE 6: Is the FCG's long range ge neration expansion 
planning study reasona bly adequa te for estimat i ng 
peninsular Florida's future electrical capaci t y nee ds? 

POSITION 

STAFF: Yes . 

F~G: Yes. The study produces a valid picture of 
Pe n i nsular Florida's future electrical capacity needs 
over the study period. The study used reasonable 
assumpt i ons, a sound met hodo l ogy, and was performed by 
expe rienced ut ility forecasters and planners. It was 
fully documented in a c omprehens ive report, and detailed 
backup informatio n was available to all parties through 
the discovery process . (Basford. Gillette) 

FPC : Ag ree with FCG. 

FPL: Yes . (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: Yes , but only for t he 
information-source objective of 
(Seidman) 

purpose of meeting t he 
the Planning Hea ring. 

I 
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FGT: Yes . 

DADE: No . The fo recasts discount t he timing fo r need of 
new capacity by unmet conservation goals and new, 
optional , out-of-state purchases. (De ll apa) 

ISSUE 7: Did the ~CG adequately address fue l f l exib il ity 
i n i~s long- range planning study? 

POS IT IONS 

STAFF: Yes . 

FCG: Yes. Fuel flexibili ty was one of severa l strateg ic 
considerations addressed in t he FCG's study. The 
combined cycle and combustion turbi ne options provide the 
capabi l ity t o burn either oil o r gas. In add iti on, t hese 
options can be retrofitted with coa l gasifiers i f the 
price differential between coal and oil o r gas becomes 
large enough to make the addition c ost-effect ive. 
(Basford, Gillette) 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Ac;ree with FCG . (Smith) 

TECO: Ag ree with FCG . (Rami l) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA : Agree with FCG . 

ouc. TALLAH 1 LAKELAND: Agree with f CG. 

fiCA: No . Fue l flexibility requ ires that a unit be able 
t o burn coal, as well as oi l and gas . Si nce o il and gas 
prices/ava ilability are c losel y linked and a re 
potentially vo la t ile, a unit that can burn only t hose two 
fue ls lacks t he "flexibility" t o switch to a fue l that is 
mo re i ns ulate d from the vu lnetabi l it ies of' t he o il and 
gas markets. (Seidma n) 

f GT: Yes, ag r ee with FCG. 

DADE: No . 
issue . 

Dade Coun ty adopts FrCA ' s position on th is 

ISSUE e: With r espect to penins ular Florida r el iability, 
is the i mpact of assistance f r om the Southern system 
adequately addressed in t he planning study? 

POSITIONS 

STAff: Yes. 
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FCG: Yes. Fo r reliability purposes, the study modeled 
the assistance t o peninsular F l orida from the Southern 
System on a probabi listie basis, assuming that the 
assistance available to Florida would equal the existing 
Unit Power Sales (UPS) contracts at 90\ availability plus I 
"""' n f ~nnt- hprn' s avai lable dai l y reserves after meeting 
opP.rat ing and other system r equ i cement s. The total 
assistance canrot exc~P.d t~e transfer capabtli t y (3200 
MW). This ass umptio n was based on the best j uugment of 
t he FCG study group, a fter c onsu l ta t i ons with Southern. 
(Basfo rd, Gillette ) 

FPC: Agree with FCG . 

FPL : Agree with FCG. ( Sm ith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG . (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

ouc, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Ag ree with FCG. 

FICA: No position. 

FGT: Yes . 

DADE: No position. 

ISSUE 9: Do the t ype and timing of unit additions in the 
FCG's long range planning study characte rize a least-cost 
generation expansion plan~ 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: 'ies. 

FCG : 'ies, given that a least cost plan is de f ined as one 
that properly takes into account both financia l and 
nonfinancial strategic co ncerns in orde r to se lect optimal 
uni t addit i ons tha t have the l e a s t cost from a fina ncia l, 
risk and strategic perspect ive . (Basford, Gil l ette) 

FPC: Agree with FCG . 

FPL: FCG's generation expansion plan c~nnot simply be 
characterized as a "leas t-cost" generation expansion 
p lan. FPL maint i ns t ha t t he appropriate approach to 
generation expansion p lanning is a planning process which 
considers not o nly cos ts but also attendant risk s and 
strategic factors . (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Rami l) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA : Agree with FCC. 

I 
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OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with fCG . 

FICA: No . A least-cost generation expansion plan should 
evaluate a l l alterna t ives o r combinations of alternatives 
reaso nably available fo r the purpose of either s upplying 
~~"~r~tion and transmission capacity to meet proj ected 
demand or alternative means of reducing projected demand 
J t the least c u s t, consi:;t~nt with str~tegic 

c o nsiderations . The FCG Long Range Planning Study docs 
not do this becaus e it incorpo rates snme demand and supply 
alternatives t o utility g~neration as internal to the 
study . All al t ernatives to utility generation have not 
been c o nsidered a s e qual ly J vai !able suppl i ers or dema nd 
reducers. The r efo re, it cannot be concluded t h at t he type 
and timing of unit additions chaLacterize a least-cost 
generation expans i o n plan. (Seidman} 

FGT: No positio n. 

DADE: No. The study did not consider (i) cogeneration 
and s mall power production o n an e qual e ..;onomic basis as 
c o nservat i on, load management, interruptibl e service goals 
and new power purchases from Southern Companies; (ii} the 
evaluation criteria for "least cost" generation did not 
cons ider the value o f primary fuel efficiency and 
Flo rida's balance o f payments; and (iii} the met hodology 
for determining the value of avoiding building a utility 
plant is based on the value of deferral rather han the 
revenue requireme nts a utility would receive if they 
actually built the avo ided unit. (Dellapa} 

ISSUE 10: With respect t o penins ular Florida reliability, 
is the impact of a ss istance from the Southern s ystem 
addressed adequately in the avoided unit s tudy? 

POSrTIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG: Yes. For reliability purposes, the study modeled 
the assistance to peninsular Florida from the Southern 
System on a pro babilistic basis, assuming that the 
assistance avail able to Florida wo uld equal the existing 
Unit Power Sa les (UPS) contracts at 90\ avai l ability plus 
50\ o f Southern· s available daily reserves after meeting 
operat ing and other sys t em requirements . The total 
assistance cannot exceed the transfer capability (3200 
MW) . This assumption was based on the be. t judgment of 
the FCG study group, after consultations with Southern. 
(Basford, Gillette) 

FPC : Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Agree with FCG. (Smith} 

TECO: Agree wi th FCG. (Ramil} 

SEC : Agree wi t h FCG. 
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JEA: Ag ree with FCG. 

ouc. TALLAHt LAKELAND: 

FICA: No position . 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: No positio n. 

Ag ree wi th FCG. 

ISSUE 11: Do t:>iases exi st in the FCG's lo ng-range planraing 
study agai nst addi ng coa l uni ts , combi ned c yc l e unit s or 
combustio n t u rbine units? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Biases against adding coa l unit s may result from 
ass u mpt i o ns regarding the fuel forecas ts, coa l unit 
ava ilab i li t y and availabili ty of economy purchas es . 
Biases against adding c omb i ne d cyc l e un its ma y result f r om 
assumptions regarding the capital cost of coa l units and 
fuel forecasts. Bias e s against combustion t urbinLs may 
result from ass umptio ns rega rdi ng t he fuel forecasts. 

FCG: No. The assumptions and methodology o f the study 
were designed to minimize or eliminate biases f o r or 
agaii.nst any genera t ing alternative. Numerous sen~i.t ivity 
studies were pe rfo rmed to s how the effect on the study 
results of changes in key assumptions . (Basford, Gillette) 

FPC: Agree with FCG . 

FPL: No. (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG . (Ramil) 

SEC : Agree with FCG. 

J EA : Agree with FCG. 

OUCt TALLAH t LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: Yes. Biases a ppear t o exist in that coal unit 
sizes are const r aine ·J in a way which may be un reasonable 
for the intended purpose. As a result, the greate r 
reliabi l ity and fuel flexibility of coal uni t s i s ignored 
or understated as i s the availability of s n:a ller 
increments of QF capacity wi t h characte ristics of 
coal-f i red generation. Thi s bias tends to understate the 
benefits of QF capacity defer ring coal generation i n 
smaller increments,thereby underv aluing QF c apacity. 

Further, FCG · s stud ies failed to i nclude the c os t of 
coa l gasi f ication in the cost of combined cyc l e units. 
Combined cycle units were selected because they can burn 
oil and gas, wh ich a r e relative ly i nexpens ive at prese nt. 
They are a lleged to have the capability to burn coa l or 
coal derivatives i f t he availability and/o r price o f oi l 
and gas so dictate. However, this capa bil ity is available 
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on ly after t he addition of costly and potentially risky 
coal-gasification/trea t ment equipment. If fuel 
flexibility is a factor in selecting units, then the cost 
of providing that flexibility must be included. Becaus e 
such costs are not included, the unders t ated cos t o f 
combined r.yr.lA. units results in a bias i n their favor. 
(Seidman) 

FGT: Agree with FCG . 

DADE: Yes . Dade County adopts FICA's positi on o n t his 
issue. (Dellapa ) 

AVOIDED UNIT STUDY 

ISSUE 12: Doe s the FCG's avo ided unit 
reasonably adequate basi s on whic h to 
prices fo r peni nsu la r Flo r ida? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes . (Ballinger) 

study provide a 
set cogeneration 

FCG : The avo ided unit study demonstrates that the avo i ded 
unit is a 220 MW combined cycle unit in 199 2 . FCG has no 
position on how this informati on s hould be use d in the 
setting of cogeneration prices. (Gillette) 

FPC: Yes . 

FPL: Yes; however, the individual utilities' avo ided unit 
studies provide a better basi s on which t o set 
cogeneration prices. (Smith, Corn) 

TECO: Yes. (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree wi t h FCG . 

OUC. TALLAH, LAKELAND : Agree wi t h FCG. 

FICA: No for three reasons: 

a) The FCG' s Avoided Unit Study does not provide a 
reasonably adequate bas is for t he identificatio n of the 
appropriate avoided unit fo r peninsular F lor i da. The 
studies appear to improperly treat utility capacity, 
demand, uncommitted conservation and ce rtai n QF 
self-service load. Further, the studies appe ar to have 
capacity value to as-ava ilable energy and improperly 
assume out-of-state capacity and energy purchases as 
non-avoidable utility capacity. In addition , the studies 
appear to employ ge nerat ing units at c apacity factors t hat 
are inconsistent with hi stor i cal d a t a. (Seidman) 

b) The Generation Expansion Planning Studies performed by 
the FCG and the individual utiliti es do not p rovide the 
Commission with t he in fo rma t i on needed to establish 
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standa rd offer rates f o r QFs . Since t he studies do not 
treat all alterna tives t o Flo rida cogene ratio n o n an equal 
basis, they do not contain the correct demand a nd energy 
inputs, t hey do not ide nt ify the type and quantity of 
generation that c ould be avoided by these alternatives. I 
T h P ~tudies do not contain suf fici en t information 
r egarding the quantity and cost of the capac i t y and energy 
of eoch of the Sou ther r> uui :..s from whi ch pu:-chases c1re 
being made or ate to be made . (Seidman ) 

c) In the event t he Commission designates a co~bined 
c ycle unit as t he avo ided unit, the costs included in the 
FCG Study are not ad~quate to determi ne a basis for 
capacity payments. The cost of p roviding for f uel 
flexibility, i . e . . t he cost o f coa l gas i fication, i s 
needed to fairly represent the full cos t of a un1t wi t h 
true f uel diversity characteristics. (Seidman) 

FGT: No pos iti o n. FGT i s no t addressing the issues in 
the proceeding concern1ng the avoided unit studies and 
appropriate payment levels to cogenerators. Taking no 
position as to these i ssues . which are irrelevant to FGT, 
shou ld in no way compromise FGT's position t hat combined 
cycle un its are t he appropr i ate technology fo r the next 
addition of electric generating units in peninsular 
Flo rida . 

DADE: No. The methodolog i es for eva luati ng the "cost 
effective ness" of "full avoided cost" in t he APH should be 
the same as the "cost effectivenes s" met hodolog i e s fo r I 
conservation, nonfirm r ates, and construction of utility 
generation and transmission capacity . The Commission has 
approved differing empirical formulas for determin i ng the 
"cost e f fectiveness" of conservation and o ther programs 
which are intended to prov ide price signa l s t hat result in 
avoiding utility capacity additions. These fo rmu l as have 
been named " the conservation cost effectiveness test", 
"the value of differal", "ave rage embedded cost", a nd "the 
revenue requirements test". ( De l lapa ) 

I SSUE 13 : Did the FCG adequately address fuel flexibility 
in its avoided unit study? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes . 

FCG: Yes. Fuel flexibili t y was one of sev~ra l strategic 
c ons i derations addressed in the FCG 's study. The combined 
cycle and combustion turbine options provide the 
capability to burn either o il o r gas . I n addition, these 
options can be retrofitted with coa l gas i f iers i f the 
pr ice differential between coal and oi l or gas becomes 
l a r ge enough to ma ke the addition cost-effective. 
(Basford, Gillette ) 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 
I 
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FPL: Yes. (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree with 7CG. 

OUC . TALLAH, LAKELAND: A~ree with FCG. 

FICA: No . Fuel, fl e xibility r~quires that a uni t be able 
to burn coal. a:. well as oil and gas. Si nce oil atld gas 
prices/availabi lity are cl osely li nkeu and ace poten t ia l ly 
volatile, a un it that c an butn only tt1ose two fuels lacks 
the "flexibility• t o switch to a f uel that i s more 
insulated from the vulnerabilities o( t he o il and gas 
mar ket s. (Se idman) 

FGT: No positton. 

DADE: No . 
issue. 

Dade County adopts FICA's position on this 

ISSUE 14: Do the type and timing of unit additions 
presented in the FCG's avo ided unit study c haracterize a 
least-cost gene r ation expansio n plan? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes, give n t he assumptions c ontai ned in the plan. 
(Ballinger) 

FCG: Yes, given that a least cost plan is defined as o ne 
that properly takes into accounl both f inancial and 
nonfinancial strategic co r.cerns in order to select optimal 
unit additions that have the least cost from a financial , 
risk and strategic perspeclive. (Basford , Gillette) 

FPC: Ag ree with the FCG 

FPL: FCG's avo ided unit study cannot simply be 
characterized as a "leas t -cost · ge neration e xpans ion 
plan. FPL maint ains that the appropriate approach to 
generation expansion planning i s a planning process which 
considers not on l y cos t s but also attendant ri s ks and 
strategic facto r s . ( Smith) 

TECO: Agree wi t h FCG. (Rami 1) 

SEC: Agree with the FCG 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: No. A leas t-cost generation expansio n plan shou ld 
evaluate all alternatives or combi natio ns of alternat ives 
reasonably available fo r the purpose of either supplying 
generating and transmi s sion capacity to meet projected 
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demand or a l te,rnative means of r educi ng projected dema nd 
at the l east cost, consisten t wi t h strategic 
considerations. The FCG's Avoi d e d Unit Study does not d o 
this because it incorporates some dema nd and s uppl y 
alternatives to util1ty generation as i nternal to t he I 
study. All altern1tives to u t i lity generat i on have not 
been c o nsidered a s equa ll y available suppliers or a e md nu 
redu.;ers. Ti.e:et ore , it cannot be concluder1 t:ha t t he type 
and t iming of unit addi t ions chaLacterize a l east- cost 
genera t i o n expansion p l a n. ( Seidman) 

FGT : No positi o n. 

DAD!'.:: No. The study d i d 110t cons ider (i) cogeneration 
and small power production o n a n equal econo mic basis as 
c o nservation, l oad management, inte rruptib l e service goal s 
and new power purc has es from Southern Companies; (ii) the 
evaluatio n criteria for "l eas t cost•• generation did not 
c o nsider the va!ue o f p r imary fuel efficienc y and 
Flo rida's balance of payments; and (iii) t he methodo logy 
f or determi ning the value of avoiding building a utility 
plant is based on the value of defer ral ra t her than the 
r evenue requ irements a utility wo uld receive i f Lney 
actually bui l t the avo i ded unit. (Dellapa ) 

ISSUE 15 : Do b iases exist in the FCG's avoided unit study 
against coa l uni ts , combined cyc l e units or combu~tion 

turbine units? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Biases agai nst adding coa l uni ts may result from 
assumptions regard ing the fue l forecasts, coal uni t 
a 1ailability and availability of economy purchases. 
Biases against adding combined cycle units may result from 
assumptions regarding the capi tal c os t of c oa l units and 
fuel forecas ts . Biases against combustion turbines may 
result from assumptions regarding the fuel forec asts . 

FCG: No . The assump t ions and methodology of the study 
were designed to minimize or e liminate biases for o r 
against any generating alternative, and numero u s 
sens itiv ity s t udies were performed t o shQ.w the effect on 
t he study results o f changes in key - l ssumpt i ons. No 
biases exist t h at i mpact the result of the study. 

In particular, no bias result s from the u sc of s tudy 
purposes of g;enerat1ng unit sizes that are c ommerc ially 
available; are large enough to e xhi b it economies of scale; 
and have an appropriate relationship t o the size of the 
peninsu l a r Flor ida system, which has a capacity need 
during t he first year of the avoided uni t study that 
exceeds the largest unit size used in the study. 

Furthermore, no bias results from excluding the costs 
of coal gasification from the c os t data for combined cycle 
units. Costs related to c o nve r sion t o coa l s hou ld be 
deferred for as long as possib le, to avoid burde ning 
r atepayer s with such cost s unless and unti l conversion 
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proves to be cost-effective. FCG"s studies s how that coal 
gasification for t he 1992 combi ned cycle units is not 
cost-effective under either the base case fuel forecast or 
the fuel forecast sensitivities. 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: No. (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with the FCG. (Ramil) 

SEC : Agree with FCG. 

JEA :: Agree with FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: Yes. Biases appear to exist in that coal unit sizes 
are c ons trained in a way which may be unreasonable for the 
intended purpose. As a result, t he greater rel i a bility 
and fuel flexib i lity of coal uni ts is ignored or 
understated as is the ava i labi 1 i ty of smaller increments 
of QF capacity with c ha racteristics of coal-fired 
generation . This bias tends t o understate the bene fi ts of 
QF capacity deferring coal generation in sma ller 
increme nts, thereby undervaluing QF capacity. 

Further, studies failed to include the c ost of coal 
gasification in the cost of combined cycle units. 
Combined cycle uni ts were se lected because they can burn 
oil and gas, which are relatively inexpensive at present. 
They are alleged to have the capacity to burn coal or coa l 
derivatives if the availabili ty and/or price of o il and 
gas so dictate. However, this capacity is ava i lable only 
after the addition of costly and potentially risky 
coal-gasification/treatment equipment. I f fuel 
flexibility is a factor in selecting units, then the cost 
of providing that f lexibi 1 i ty must be included. Because 
such costs are not included, the understated cost of 
combined cycle uni ts resul ts in a bias in their favor. 
(Seidman) 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: Yes. Dade County adopts FICA' s pos ition on this 
issue. (Del l apa) 

ISSUE 16: What are the appropriate avoide d un its for 
peninsular Florida? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Three 220 MW combined 
in-service date of January l, 1992. 

cycle units 
(Ballinger) 

with an 

FCG: The appro pri a te avoided unit is a 220 MW combined 
cycle unit in 1992. (Basford, Gillette) 
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FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Based upon the ut il ities• i ndividual s ubmissions 
filed pursuant to Florida Administrative Code Rule 
25-17.083(4)(a). the avoided unit for peninsular Florida I 
;~ ~ 1A~ MW r.ombined Cvcle Unit in 1992. The next avoided 
unit for peninsular Florid a is a 220 MW Combined Cycle 
Unit in 1992. (Smith, Corn) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Rami 1) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: The appropriate uni t is a base load coal plant in 
service in 1989. If the Commission designates a combined 
cycle unit as the avoided unit, Qfs weuld not be 
adequate ly compensated foe the avoided cost of energy. 
Rule 25-17.083 assumes that the avoided unit wil l be a 
base l o ad unit wi th relatively low fuel costs. QFs will 
receive less than full avoided cost if a comrined cycle 
unit is designated. Subsection (6) of the rule requires 
that Qfs be paid the lesser of the avoided energy cost of 
the statewide unit and the as-available energy cost, 
matching relatively high base capacity costs with 
relatively l ow base energy costs. However , 1! a combined 
cycle unit is designated, the relatively low c ombined I 
cycle capacity payments wi 11 at times be mismatched with 
relatively low coal -based energy cost payments. (Seidman) 

FGT: No position. 

DADE : Dade County adopts FICA's position on this issue. 

ISSUE 17: Based upon the appropriate avoided unit, how 
should firm capacity and energy payments be set? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Firm capacity payments should be developed using 
the value of ai!ferral methodology . Prior to 1992, firm 
energy payments should be based on the purchasing 
utility's avoided energy costs. Beginning in 1992, firm 
energy payments should be the l esser of the a voided unit's 
energy costs and the individual utility's avoided energy 
costs. The avoided unit's energy costs s hould be based on 
the lesser of the costs of low sulfur residual fuel oil 
and natural gas. Variable operation and maintenance (O&M) 
cots should be included in firm energy payments. 
(Ba 11 inger) 

FCG: No posit ion. 

FPC Agree with Staff, pro vided that the Mappropciate 
avo d t:d unitM is understood to be the unit avoided by the 
ind vidual purchasing utility. 
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FPL: Firm capaci t y payment should be develope d using the 
value of deferral me t hodo logy . Prior to 1992 , f irm e nergy 
payment s hould be based on the purchasing utility ' s 
avoided energy costs . Beginning in 1992, f irm energy 
payments should be the lesser of the avo ided unit's energy 
~n~~~ ~nrt the individual utility's as available energy 
costs. Af ter 199 2, O&M costs s hould be included in the 
cal=ulation of firm c apaci t y paymen t s . (Corn) 

TECO: fi em c apacity payments should bl'l de ve l oped usi ng 
the value of defer ral met ilodo l ogy. Prior to the 
in-service da t e o f t he avo ided un i t , firm ene rgy payments 
should be based on the pucchasi n~ ut ili ty ' s avoide d energy 
c ost . Beginning wi t h t he i n- service date of t he avoided 
unit , fi rm energy paymen ts shou l d be t he lesser o f the 
avoided un i t ' s energy cost and the indi v idua l u tility's 
as - available e nergy c ost . Af te r the in-::;ervice date, O&M 
c osts should be included in t he calculation of firm 
capacity payments. (Ra~iJ ) 

SEC: No pos ition. 

JEA: No position . 

OUC, TALLAH , LAKELAND: No position. 

FICA: They should be developed in the same fashi on as the 
current prices for firm energy and capaci ty under e xisting 
standard offer tari ffs. These e xisting tari ffs need only 
be adiusted to reflect changes in the va lue of de fe r ral 
due to updating of financial parameters, escalation rates, 
tax changes and the like . In addition, the tariffs should 
also be modified to reflect the a ppropria t e in-service 
year . (Seidman). 

FGT: No position . 

DADE : Dade County adopts FICA's posit ion on this issue. 

ISSUE 18: To t he e xtent possi ble within t he 
Rule 27-17.083 , Flo rida Administrative Code , 
capacity and e nergy payments to be established 
the deve l o pment o f a r ange o f a l ternative 
t echno l og i e s ? 

POSITIONS 

limits of 
should t he 
provide for 

ge ne r ating 

STAFF : Yes. 
subsidizat ion 
ratepayers. 

Howe•; e r . t hi s 
of al ter na t ive 

s hould not resul t 
techno logi es by 

in a 
utility 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: No position. 

FPL: Yes . To the e x tent t ha t more than one generation 
type a l terna tive res ults in approximate ly t he same total 
level of payments o f the purchase of firm e nergy and 
capacity f rom qualifying facilities over the life of the 
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c ontract , 
c ontracts 
avo idance 
also be 
contracts. 

FPL proposes alternative Standard Offer 
which a llow foe pricing to be based on the 
o f more t han o ne gene cat ion type. Thi s could 

achieved through individually negot ia ted 
(Corn) 

TECO: Utilities shouln pay 
ad i usted avo.>iJed cost fo r 
capacity. (Rami!) 

S~C: No posit i on . 

JEA: No positio n. 

no more t han t he ir rtsK 
QF supp li ed e ne.-gy a nd 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELANO: No pos iti o n. 

FICA: They shou ld be based primarily on base l oad 
generating plant techno l ogy and operati ng 
characteristics. However. those QFs which exh ibit 
d ifferent c haracteristics s ho uld be el igible f o e capac i t y 
payments commensurate with t heir particular 
characteristics. (Seidman). 

FGT: No position . 

DADE: Yes. (Dellapa ) 

I 

ISSUE 19: What shou ld be the capacity factor el i gibility I 
criterion to receive f irm capacity and energy paymen t s 
pursuant to t he 1992 combine d cycle avoided uni t? 

POS ITIONS 

STAFF: Cogenerato rs s hould be eligible to receive firm 
e.\ergy and capacity payments pu rsuant to a standa rd offer 
c ontract based o n t he 1992 c ombined cycle units if they 
s upply energy at any capacity factor greater than or equal 
t o 69\ . (Ba l l inger ) 

FCG : No pos ition. 

FPC: To be e ligible for 'f irm e nergy and capacity payme nts, 
a QF should operate at or a bove both the average c apacity 
facto r and the peak peri od capacity facto r of t he avoide d 
unit. Estab li shment o f a min i mum peak period capacity 
facto r is particular ly essentia l when no n-base load 
generation (combus ti on turbine or combined c ycle ) is 
selected as the avoided unit. 

FPL: The capacity factor requirement prescribed by the 
cogeneratio n ru les is 70\ which is basP.d on a 12-month 
rolling average. However, s ubsect ion (3)(a)(iii) of Rule 
25-17.083 allows f o r " additional cri t e r ia reasonably 
required by the utility planning the statewide avo ided 
uni t , related to t he de l ivery of firm e nergy and capacity 
by the qualifying facility during the utility' s da ily ar.d 
seasona l peak periods. " The refore , FPL' s position is that 
it is enti rely appro priate to ma ke addi tio nal capacity 
factor eligi bility criteria consistent with t he optimum 
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operation o f the designated statewide 
determined in the generation planning 
utility with the statewide avoided unit . 

avoided unit as 
studies of the 

(Smith, Corn) 

TECO: 70\ as provided in t he Commission's existi ng rules 
pertaining to coQeneration and small power production . 
(Ramil) 

SEC: No position. 

~E~: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No position. 

FICA: Based o n the information made available by t he FCG, 
the capacity factor eligibi li ty s hould ue reduced to 40\ 
to c orrespo nd wi t h t he ave rage duty cycle at whi c h a 
combined cyc l e wou ld be e xpected to operate. (However , 
this is not consistent wi t h present rules ). (Seidman} 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: No pos ition. 

ISSUE 20: Should inves tor-owned utilities file standard 
offer tariffs which reflect pricing of the appropriate 
avoided unit? And i f so, what should be the effective 
date of those tar i ffs? 

POSITIONS 

STAfF: Yes . The se tari ffs s hould have an effective date 
which corresponds to the date of the Commission's vote on 
this docket . (Ballinger) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: No position. 

FPL; Yes, as r e quired by Commission rule. The date of 
the Commission's vote resolving this case should be the 
effective date of the standard offer tariffs . (Corn) 

TECO: Investor- owned utilities sr.ould file standard offer 
contracts as o f the effective date of the Commission' s 
vote. (Ramil) 

SEC : No position. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No position . 

FICA: Yes. The revised standard offer s hould be 
available to any QF i nunediately upon the Comrniss ion vote . 
The u ti l ities need only revise their tariffs to reflect 
any changes prescribed by the Commission. (Seidman) 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: Yes, the effective date shou ld be t he date of the 
Commission's final determination after appeal rights have 
been exhausted. 

299 



300 

ORDER NO. 20845 
DOCKET NO. 890004-EU 
PAGE 29 

ISSUE 21: f or investor-owned utilities . what are the 
appropriate values for the following parameters associated 
with the avoided unit? 

a. Type of fuel 
h . AvP.r-'OP. Annual Heat Rate 
c. Cost of fuel 
d. 1988 ConsLruction r.o~t $/KW 
e. Construction Escalation Rate 
f. In-Service Cost ($/KW) 
g. Increment;;! Capital Structure 

l. Debt 
2. Preferr~d Stock 
3. Common Stock 

h. Cost of Capital 
1. Debt 
2. Preferred Stock 
3. Common Stock 

i. Plant Life 
j . AfUDC Rate 
k. Effective federal/State Tax Rate 
1. Other Taxes and Insurance 
m. Discount Rate 
n . In-service fixed O&M Costs 

($/KW/yr) 
o . In-service Variable OlioM Costs 

($/Mwh) 
p. Variable OlioM Escalation Rate 
q. Value of K 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: The parameters are as follows: 

a. Type of fuel 
b. Average heat rate 

distillate/ natural gas 
8,394 (Btu/kwh) 

c . Cost of fuel Lesser of distillate and natural 
gas at Putnam 

d. 1988 construction 
cost ($/KW) 

e. Construction escalation 
rate 

f. In-service Cost 
g. Capital - debt 

p.stock 
equity 

4 70 

5.6\ 

h. Cost of capital - debt 9.9\ 
p. stock 
equity 

i. Book life 
j. AFUDC rate 
k. Effective Federal/ State 

tax rate 
1 . Other taxes and i ns urance 
m. Discount rate 
n. In-service fixed OlioM costs 
o . In-service variable O&M 
p. Variable O&M escalation 

rate 
q. Value of K 

8.8\ 
14.2\ 

37.63\ 

l. 5\ 

8.94 
2.27 
5. 4\ 

620 
44\ 
9\ 
47\ 

30 years 
11.82\ 

10. 18\ 

1.5975 
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FCG: FCG takes no posit i o n o n the value s to be used for 
cogenerat ion pricing . For the Commissio n's info rmatio n, 
the FCG study used the following parameters for t he 1992 
combined cycle unit (the avoided unit). As indicated 
below, items "c", "e", and "p" vary year by year. See the 
inni~~ted pages of the FCG's Generation Expansion Planni ng 
Studies document fo r the year by year values. (Gillette) 

Combined Cycle Unit 

a. Oi l. gas, c o al (fu tu r e) 
b. 8,394 Btu/kWh 
c . Varies (see page 151) 
d. $ 470 
e . Varies (see page 160 ) 
f. $ 620 (1992$) 
g. Debt 44\ 

Preferred Stock 9\ 
Common Stock 4 7\ 

h. Debt 9 . 9\ 
Preferred Stock 8.8% 
Common Stock 14.2% 

i . 30 Years 
j . 11.82\ 
k. 37.63\ 
1. 1. 5 \ 
m. 10.18\ 
n. $8 . 94 ($/kW/yr ) 
o. $2.27 ($/MWh) 
p. Varies (See page 160 ) 
q. 1. 5219 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: The appropriate values for the fo !lowing parameters 
a ssociated with the avoided unit are t hose values taken 
from Forms 3 . 1, 3.2 and 3.3 in t he study from the u t il ity 
the Commission identifi e d as having the statewide avoided 
u ni t . From the individual u t i li ties f ilings, it would 
appear that t he pa rameters associated with FPL's 1992 
Combined Cycl e Unit a r e appropriate . (Smith) 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d . 
e . 
f. 
g. 

h . 

i. 
j . 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 

Natural gas /dis t il l a te 
7, 620 Btu/kWh 
3.08 cents/kwh (1992 dollars) 
$ 5 1 1. 6/Kw 
Varies from 3.6 t o 6 .1% over time 
$ 686.29/Kw 
Debt 43\ 
Preferred Stock 9\ 
Common Stock 4 8% 
Debt 10\ 
Preferred Stock 9\ 
Common Stock 14.5\ 

30 Years 
1 2 . 0\ 
37. 63\ 
l. 6\ 
10.45\ af te r tax ; 12\ pre tax 
$ 14 ($/kW/yr) 
$. 59 ($/MWh) 
Varies be tween 3 . 5 a nd 6 .0\ ( See Form 1 . 3. p. 2 of 2) 
1.431 
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TECO: For the paramete rs associated with a statewide 
avoided unit, Tampa Electric agrees with the values 
provided in the FCG position . (Ramil) 

SEC: No position. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC . TALLAH. LAKELAND: No posit i o n. 

FICA: 

a. Co a 1 
b. 10,000 Btu/kWh 
c. Coal at TECO' s tliq Be ndlt4 
d. :iil.023 
e. 5. 6\ 
f. $1. 156 (1989) 
g . Debt 44\ 

Preferred Stock 9% 
Common Stock 47% 

h. Debt 9 .9\ 
Preferred Stock 8.8% 
Common Stock 14. 2\ 

i . 30 Years 
j . 11.82\ 
k. 37.63\ 
l. l. 5\ 
m. 10.18\ 
n. $21.53 ($/kW/yr) 
o. $4. 65 ($/MWh) 
p. 5 . 53\ 
q. No position at this time 

1;owever, if t he Commission des ignates a combined cycle 
unit as the avoided unit, the costs included in t he FCG 
Study are not adequate to determine a basis for capacity 
payments. The cost of providing for fuel flexibility, 
i . e., the cost of coa l gasificalion, is needed to fairly 
represent the full cost of a unit with true fuel diversity 
characteristics. (Seidman) 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: Dade County adopts FICA's position on this i ssue . 

ISSUE 22: Should the lo,cation of the QF be cons idered in 
determining the amount of capacity to be' oeferred or 
avoided? 

STAFF Agree with FICA. (Ballinger) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: Agree with FPL . 
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FPL: Yes . The ability of a u ti I i ty to accept QF capacity 
may be adversably i mpacted by the inability of t he 
transmission s ystem to accept t he i ncremental power. In 
addition, incremental QF capacity may impair t he u ti lity' s 
ability to utilize its transmission system capability for 
economic o r a ssistance in te rchanqe. Since t ransmission 
capabi li ty is a fu nc t io n of location on the e1ectr1ca1 
grid, t he locati o n of a vF s hou ld be conside red i~ 

determining tne net capacity be nefi t t o t he rece1v1ng 
util ity. The effects o f location must be evaluated on a 
case- by case basis. (Smith, Corn) 

TECO: Yes. 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA : No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Yes . 

FICA: No. Because the FCG study is based o n gener ic uni t 
additions, it does not recognize cost savi ngs or pena lties 
associated with plant location, l and costs, e nv iro nmental 
tradeoffs, etc . it wou ld the refore be inappropriate to 
c ons ider t he impact of l ocation , benefic ial o·r otherwi se , 
of OF l ocations for purposes of this docket . ( Seidman) 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: Yes, but as an alternative to ut ility transmi s sion 
and gener at i on options. (Del l apa) 

ISSUE 23: Should the evaluation and approva l of all 
programs which are competing capac i t y a l ternat ives (i.e., 
conservation, l o ad management, interruptible s ervice, 
cogeneration, resource recovery, out-of-state purchases, 
etc.) that can be compared to building new utility 
gene ration and transmission be inco rpo ra ted into t he 
Commiss i on's annual planni ng hea r ing? 

STAFF: Agree with FCG. (Ballinge r) 

FCG : No. It would be admini st ratively impractical t o 
expand the scope of t he APH to inc lude e v aluation and 
approval of a ll such programs. ( Basford, Gillette) 

FPC : No . 

FPL: Yes, if such evaluation i s performed ' o n an 
indiv idual utility basis. (Smith) 

TECO: The focus of the pla nning heari ngs is o n opt imizing 
supply side a l ternatives. Exis ting a nd expected 
cost-effecti ve demand side programs a re considered in the 
process. The demand side programs which a r e 
cost-effect i ve are. by definit i o n, less costly than supply 
side alternatives. Therefore, t he app ro pr iate focus of 
the planning hear i ngs i s on s upply side a l ternatives. 
(Rami l) 
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SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree wi th TECO. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND : Agree wi t h FCG . 

FICA: YPs. The Avoided Cost Stud ies performed by the FCT 
and the individual ut ilities do nut properly consider all 
alt~rnative resources (conservation, load mar.agement 
cogeneration and out-of-state purchases) for avoiding the 
construction of capacity on an equa l basi s. If all 
alternatives to construction by Florida utilities are 
considered on an equal footi ng it would change the avoided 
unit from a combined cycle unit in 1992 to a coal fi red 
unit in 1989. (Seidma n) 

FGT: No positi on. 

DADE : Yes . Evaluation of t he need f or new capacity and 
the cost/benefit o f the. va ri ous capacity addition options 
should be evaluated on a common empirical basis. A si ng le 
statewide Electrical Energy Generation and Use Plan s hould 
be developed. (Dellapa) 

I 

ISSUE 24: Should the methodo logy for eva luating capacity 
addition alternatives include higher weighted cost 
considerations for capacity additions which improve the 
efficiency of primary fuels, use renewable primary f uels, 

1 improve in-state energy resource reliability, improve 
system reliability based on location and system need? 

STAFF: These considerati ons are already taken into 
account in the FCG studies, or are not appropriate for 
inclusion in a statewide avoided unit study . (Ballinger ) . 

FCG: No position . 

FPC: No. 

FPL: Except for renewable primary fuels and improving 
system reliability based on location and system need, 
these factors are already evaluated. As noted in Iss~e 
28, the impact of location on system rel iabi li ty and need 
should be considered . (Smith) 

TECO: No. The methodology for evalua ting c apacity 
addition alternatives should be designed t o produce a 
resulting capacity addition plan which is the most 
economical evaluated plan for Florida's r atepayers. 
(Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with TECO. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos ition. 

FICA: 
value 

The Commission s hou ld cons ider 
of capacity alternat ives 

evaluating 
based 

relative 
on the 
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characteristics o f 
permissible under 
(Seidman) 

FGT: No position . 

t he alterna tive , to the extent 
the Commission' s statutory aut hority . 

DADE: Yes . The Commission should consider t he ene rgy and 
economic advantage<; a r.d d1sadvantages of a ll enE-rgy 
cons umers, including the ut ili ty in e valuating 
cost-effectiveness . 

ISSUE 25: 
limited?. 

Should subsc ription lo the standard offers be 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. Subscription to standard offers s hould be 
limited to the number o f megawatts o f t he units upon which 
the offe rs are based . (Ballinger) 

FCG: No posit ion. 

FPC: Yes . 

FPL: If the Commission decides to designate one or more 
generic avoided units without designating the u t ility or 
utilities with those units, then a subscriptio n limit 
equivalent to the MWs of the designated avoided unit(s) 
s hould be developed for the standard offer . ( Smith, Co rn) 

TECO: The concept of subscription to t he standard offer 
has not been developed to t he po int where Tampa Electric 
can conclude that it would be appropriate to use this 
concept in pr1c1ng c ogene ration and small power 
production. Thus, it would be premature at thi s time to 
attempt to set l imi ts on the subscription to standard 
offers. (Ramil) 

SEC: No posi t i on. 

JEA: No positio n. 

oucc TALLAHc LAKELAND: No position. 

FICA: No position. 

f:Q.! : No position. 

DADE: No position. 

ISSUE 26: Should a s ubscription limit be established for 
the amount of cogeneration power to be purchased by the 
individua l investor-owned utilit i es? 

POSI TIONS 

STAFF: Yes . (Ballinger ) 
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FCG: No position. 

FPC: Yes, if properly establ ished. 

FPL: If the Commission decides to designate one or more I 
gene·ric avoided un its without desicma t inq the utility or 
utilities with tt•o se units, then a subscription limit for 
individual in~estor-owned ut i l it ies should be 
established. (Smith, Corn) 

~: This reference to subscription appears to encompass 
a procedure in which cogeneration would be dllocated among 
the i nvestor - owne d utilities. This concept nee ds to be 
more fully developed in order to c l a rify how 1t would 
operat;e. Until that time, it is premature to attempt to 
establish a subscription (allocation) limit . (Ramil) 

SEC: No position at this time. 

JEA: Agree with TECO . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Ag ree wi t h TECO. 

FICA: No position. 

FGT : No posit ion. 

DADE: No positio n. 

ISSUE 27: If the Commission determines that t here sho uld I 
be a subscription amount f or investo r-owned uti lities, how 
should that amount be c a lculate d and what are the proper 
subscription a mounts for each u t ility? 

STAFF: The subscription limit should be d eveloped by 
applying the following percentages to the MW of the 
avoided units: 40\ to FPL. 19\ to FPC, 8\ to TECO and 33\ 
to the municipals and rural electric cooperatives. 
(Ba 11 inger) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: A subscription limit 
should be based on the si ze 
utility's avoide d unit. 

for each individual utili t y 
and timi ng of the individual 

FPL: If the Commission dec lines t o designate t he utility 
with the avoided unit(s) and creates a g e n e ric a voided 
unit, the capacity of that uni t s hould be al located among 
the utilities with capacity needs in thot year. Those 
allocation factors should be derived by totalling all the 
MWs of capacity needed in a given yea r from all t he 
utilities' individual plans t hen divid i ng e ach utility's 
capacity need for that year by that total. For instance, 
if the individual plans show three utili t i es needing 
capacity in 1991, utility A needing 200 MW, utility B 
nee ding 200 MW and u t ility C ne eding 400 MW, and the 
Commiss ion found the avo ided unit o r units to be 600 MW in 
1992 , the allocation wo uld be : utili ty A- 150 MW; utility 
B- 150 MW; utili t y C- 300 MW. (Smith, Corn) 

I 
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TECO_: In vi ew of Tampa E lectric's res pons e to I ssue 34, 
it ts p remature to ca leu late percentage a lloca tions for 
the affected electric u tilities . (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree wi t h TECO. 

ouc, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with TECO . 

FICA: No position . 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: NO position. 

ISSUE 28: If t he 1992 avo i ded units are full y s ubscr i bed 
prior t o January 1 , 1990, what action s ho uld then be taken ? 

POSITION: 

ST~Ff: The Commi ssion shou l d designate subsequent avo : ded 
un1ts: in 1993 five 220 MW combined cycle units and in 
1994 two 220 MW combined cycle units. As soon as the 1992 
comb ined cycle units are fully subscribed or until January 
1, 199 0, whichever comes first, the Commission should 
r emov e the 1992 avoided unit standard offer and substi tute 
a new standard offer based on the 1993 combined cycle 
un its. Similarly, once the 1994 units are f ully 
s ubsc ribed, then that standard offer would be removed and 
a new standard offer, based o n the ne xt identified unit in 
t he FCG' s avoided unit study would be substituted. 
(Ballinger) 

FCG : No position . 

FPC: Given the frequency of Planni ng Hearings every two 
years, FPC doe s no t consider it necessary to provide for 
subscriptions in excess of the avoided unit within that 
short i nterval . However. if such additional subscription 
l imits are e stablished, they s ho uld be based o n each 
individual utility' s s ubseque nt avoided unit . 

FPL: In developing the standard &her to be offer e d to 
QFs, t he Commission s hould designate a series of avoided 
units with the unders tanding that once an avoided unit 
becomes fully subscribed, the terms of the standard offer 
would change to correspond to the parameters associated 
with next succeeding unit . The Commission should 
des ignate a sufficient number of a vo ided units to avoid 
the possibility of full subscription prior to January 1, 
1990. (Smith, Corn) 

TECO : Tampa Electric d oes not embrace t he concept of 
subscription. The company would simp ly continue to apply 
the existing Commission rules o n c ogeneration a nd s mall 
power product i o n. (R ami !) 
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SEC: Agree wi t h FCG. 

~: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No position . 

FICA: FICA has no position on this issue but is concerned 
that it pre::upposes designati on o f a combi neJ :::ycle unit 
with a 1992 1n-service date . This is a determination to 
be made by t he Conuuission in thi s proceeding . (Seidman ) 

FGT : No position. 

DADE: No position . 

ISSUE 29: What s hould be the capac i t y fa cto r el i gibility 
requirements f o r receiving firm capacity and e nergy 
payments pursuant to : a) the des igna t ed 1993 avoided 
units, and b ) the des igna t ed 199q avo ided units? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Cogenerators s hould be required to supply energy 
to the purchasing ut ility in both instance s at an average 
annual capacity factor of 69\ or greater. ( Ballinger ) 

FCG: No position. 

I 

FPC: To be elig i ble for firm energy and capacity I 
payments, a QF should operate at or above both the average 
capacity factor and the peak period capacity factor of the 
avoided unit . 

FPL: The capacity fac t or require~ent prescribed by the 
cogeneration rules is 70\ which ~ s based on a 12-month 
r o lling average. However , s ubsection (3)(a)(iii) of Rule 
15-17.083 al l ows for "additional criteria reasonably 
required by the utility p lanning the statewide avoided 
un it, related to the delivery of firm energy a nd capacity 
by the qualify ing facility during the utility's daily and 
seasonal peak periods." Therefore, FPL's position is that 
it is e ntirely appropriate to make additiona l capacity 
factor eligibility criteria c onsistent wi th t he optimum 
operation of the designated statewide avoided unit as 
determined in the generat i on planning studies of the 
utility wi th the statewide avoided unit. (Smith . Corn) 

TECO: Tampa Electric does not embrace t he c o nc ept of 
subscription. Therefore,the capacity factor shou d be the 
same a s prescribed in the Commission's rules for the 
designated avoided unit. (Ramil ) 

SEC: No position . 

~: No position . 

OUC TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos ition . 

I 
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FICA : FICA has no post t ton on this issue but i s concerned 
that it presupposes dP.signation of combi ned cycle uni ts 
with a 1994 in-servi ce date. Thls is a dete rmination to 
be made by the Commission in this proceedi ng. (Seidman) 

FGT: No position . 

DADE : ~o position . 

ISSUE 30: How should firm energy and capacity payments be 
set for t hese subsequent avoided un i ts? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: F1rm capac i ty payments s hou ld be developed using 
the value o f deferra l meLhodo l ogy. Prior to 1993, firm 
energy payments should be based on the purchasing 
utility's avo ided energ y costs. Beginning in 1993, fi rm 
energy payments should be the lesser of the avoided unit 's 
energy c o sts a nd the individual utility's avoided ene rgy 
costs . The avoided unit's energy costs should be based on 
the lesser of the costs of low su lfu r r esidual fuel oil 
and na t ural gas. Variable operation and maintenance ( O~M> 

cost s should be included i.n f irm energy payme nts. 
(Ballinger) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: Agree with Staff, pro vided t h a t the • s ubseque nt 
avoided units• are understood to be the units avoided by 
the individual purchasing utility. No position. 

FPL: No position. 

TECO: Altaough Tampa Electric does not embrace the 
concept of subscription, the company feels t hat firm 
e nergy and capacity payments r.a n be properly set . Firm 
capacity payme nts should be developed using the value of 
deferral methodo l ogy. Prior to the i n-service date of the 
avoided unit, firm e nergy payments s hou ld be based on the 
purchasing u t il ity's avoided energy cost. Beginning with 
the i n-se rv ice date of the avoided uni t, firm energy 
payments should be t he lesser of the avoided unit' s energy 
cost and the i ndividu al u t ili t y' s as-availab le e nergy 
cost . After the i n-service date, O&M costs s ho uld be 
inc l uded in t he c a lculation of firm e nergy payments. 
(Ramil) 

SEC: No position. ' 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos i tion . 

~: FICA has no position on this issue but is 
concerned that it presupposes designation o f combined 
c ycle units with a 1994 in-se rvice date. This is a 
determina t i on to be made by the Commission in this 
p roc e ed ing. (Seidman) 
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FGT : No position. 

DADE: No position . 

ISSUE 31: For investor-owne d utilities, what are the I 
appropriate parameters fo r the s ubseque nt avoided un1ts1 

a. Type of Fuel 
b. Average Annu a l Heat Rate 
c. Cost of Fuel 
d . 1986 Const r ucti o n Cost $/KW 
e. Plan t Cost Escalation Rate 
f. In- Service Cost ($/KW) 
';J . Incremental Capital Structure 

1. Debt 
2. Preferred Stock 
3. Common Sto ck 

h. Cos t of Capital 
l. Debt 
2. Prefe r red Stoc·k 
3. Common Stock 

i. Plant Life 
j . AFUDC Rate 
k. Effective Federa l/State Tax Ra te 
1. Other Taxes/In s urance 
m. Discount Rate 
n. In-service Var iable O&M Costs 
o. In-Service Vari a ble O&M Costs 

I p. O&M Escalat i on Rate 
q. K-Factor 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: 

1993 1994 1995 

a. distillate/natural gas coal 
b . 8. 394 8,394 9,790 
c. lesser o f d is tillate & gas at Putnam Coal at 

Big Be nd 
#4 

d. 470 470 1,023 
e. 5.6\ 5.6\ 5 . 6\ 
f. 649 681 1,603 
g. 44\ 44\ 44\ 
h. 9.9\ 9.9\ 9.9\ 

8.8\ 8.8\ 8/8\ 
14 . 2\ 14.2\ 14 .2\ 

i 30 yrs. 30 yrs. 30 yrs. 
j • 11.82\ 11.82\ 11.82\ 
k. 37.63\ 37 . 63\ 37.63\ 

I 1. l. 5\ 1. 5\ 1. 5\ 
m. 10.18\ 10.18\ 10 . 18\ 
n . 9.4 1\ 9.92\ 29.74\ 
o . 2 .39\ 2 . 52\ 6 . 42\ 
p . 5 . 4\ 5 . 4\ 5.4\ 
q. l. 59 75 1.5975 1 .5975 
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FCG: FCG takes no posit ion o n the va lues to be used for 
cogeneration pricing. For the Commission's informat ion, 
the FCG study used the following parameters for combined 
cycle units, c ombustion turbines un its, and coa l units . 
As indicated below, items "c", "e", and "p" vary year by 
~·e::!!" . c:.... ...... ; nrii r;otpri OiiOP.S o f the FCG' s Generation 
Expansion Plann i ng Studies document for the year by yea r 
values. (Gillette, 

Combi ned Combustion 
Cycle Turbine Coal 
Units Units Units 

a. 0 i 1. gas, coal Oi 1. gas, coa l Coal 
( f u ture ) (fu t ure) 

b. 8,394 Bt u/kWH 13. 800 Btu/kWH 9,790 Btu/kWh 
c. Va ri es Varies Varies 

(see p. 151) (see p. 15 1) ( see p. L 54) 
d. $470 $ 283.00 $1.023 
e. Varies Varies Varies 

( s ee p . 160) ( see p. 160) (see p. 160) 
f. $717 (1995 $) $417 (1995 $) $1. 6 03 (19 95 $) 
g. 44\ 44\ 44\ 

9\ 9\ 9\ 
47\ 47\ 47\ 

h. 9.9\ 9.9\ 9.9\ 
8.8\ 8.8\ 8.8\ 
14.2\ 14.2\ 14.2\ 

i. 30 yrs. 20 yrs. 30 yrs. 
j . 11.82\ 11.82\ 11.82\ 
k. 37.63\ 37.63\ 37.63\ 
1. 1. 5\ 1.5\ l. 5\ 
m. 10.18\ 10. 18\ 10. 18\ 
n. $10 .47 $0 . 70 $29.74 
o . $ 2 . 66 $6.29 $ 6 .42 
p. Varies va ries Varies 

(see p. 160) ( see p. 160) (see p. 160) 
q. 1.5219 1 .5020 1.5219 

FPC: No position . 

FPL: No position . 

TECO: Although Tampa Electric does not emb r ace the 
concept of subscription, the company accept s the FCG's 
parameters for the subsequent avoided units . (RJmil ) 

SEC: Agrees with FCT. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos ition. 

FICA: FICA has no posit ion on this issue but is 
concerned that it presupposes designation of c ombined 
cycle units with a 1994 in-service date. This is a 
determination to be made by the Commission in this 
proceeding. (Seidman) 
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fGT: No positi o n. 

DAD~ : No position. 

T~<:tll=' ,, . OnP.S 

Studies pro v ide 
peninsula? 

the fCG Generation Expansion Planning 
for adequate fuel di versity wi t hin the 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. (Ballinger) 

FCG: Yes. The FCC studies take statewide fuel diversitv 
into consideration as a strategic facto r . The FCG studies 
show the addition of c ombined cycie units fi red on natural 
gas. c ombustion turbine units f ired on distillate oil, and 
pulverized coal units fired o n c oal. The addition of 
these units would contribute toward maintainin~ fuel 
diversity within t he Peninsula. (Basford, Gillette} 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

fPL: Yes. (Smith ) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. (Ramil) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

~: Agree with FCG. 

ouc, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: No, because it appears that the studies result i n 
replacing a substantial portion of coal-based capacity 
from the Southern System with oi : and gasified combined 
cycle units. ( Seidman) 

FGT: Yes . Agree with FCG that the abi 1 i ty of combust ion 
turbines and combined cycle un its l o use gas o r oil and 
the capability of conversion of combined cycle units to 
utilize coal provides fuel diversity. 

DADE: No . The Planning Study i s not consistent with ttte 
South Florida Reg ional Planning Council's energy goarl 
established under the Flo rida Growth Management Plan. 

ISSUE 33: Should lhe Commission designate a unit that 
does not burn coal? 

STAFF: Agree with FCG. (Ballinger} 

I 

I 

FCG: The Commission should designate the optimum unit , 
taking into account economic a nd strategic I 
considerations. Fuel t ype is only one of many 
considerations that goes into that determi natio n. No law 
o r p o licy prevents the Commission from designating a unit 
that does not burn coa l. (Basfo rd, Gillette) 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 20845 
DOCKET NO. 890004-EU 
PAGE 42 

FPC : Yes . 

FPL: If the ind ividual utility fi l i ng s demonstrate that 
the avoid ed unit is not a unit that burns coaL then the 
Commission should designate t hat unit as the avoided 
unit. The designation of a combined c ycle uni t does not 
preclude the use of coal as a f uel. ( Smith, Corn) 

TECO: Yes. ( Ramil) 

SEC : Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

ouc, TALLAH 1 LAKELAN~: Agree wi Lh FCG. 

fiCA: The utilities' purc has e of out - of - state base l oad 
coal capacity is scheduled to decrease beginning in 1993. 
Instal l atio n of combi ned cyc le units that burns only oi l 
or natural gas beginning in 1992 will increase o i 1 and 
natura l gas consumption and expos e ratepayers to the risk 
of fue l price escalat ions bef o r e coal conversion, imposing 
both higher fuel costs a nd higher capita l costs. Finally, 
coal-gasific ation is a ques tio nable technical c h o i ce. 
(Se idman). 

FGT: Agree with FCG. 

DADE : No. Dade Co unty ado pts FICA's position o n t his 
i ssue. 

ISSUE 34: If t he Commission se l ects a 1989 avoided unit, 
should it wa ive the requirement of Rule 25-17.083 (3)(a) 
that QFs en~er into a con t ract at least two years before 
the in-serv :ce date of the statewide avoided unit? 

STAFF: No. The two yea r pro v1s1 o n is not procedural but 
substantive and can't be waived under Florida case l aw . 
(Ballinger ) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: No. 

FPL: No. Obviou s ly, standard o ffer cont r act s e ntered 
into between now and t he next p l a nn ing heat i nq will no l 
allow deferral or avoidance of a 1989 unit . The two year 
requirement in Rule 25-17 .083 (3)(a) wa s inserte·d to 
provide ut i lities with some pl a nning certainty, a nd it s 
wai ver would a dverse ly impact u ti l ity planning efforts a nd 
utility customers. Absen t some o ver r iding state statute 
o r federal law or rule, the Commi ssion cannot waive i n an 
adjudicatory pro ceeding such as this its own s ubstant i ve 
rules without c ommitting reversib l e error . ( Smith , Co rn ) 

TECO: No. (Rami 1) 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 
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JEA: No positio n. 

OUC, TALLAH , LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

~: Yes. Flo r ida utilities have purchased o u t - of-state I 
capacity in lieu of offerinq to purchase this capac ity 
from QFs. lf s uch actio n con f licts wit h Federal law or 
c1Ccumvents Rul e 25- 17 .083, it is appro priate to waive the 
2-yea r thres ho lc i n s u bsection ( 3)( a ) of t he r ule as a 
r~medy. ( Se idman) 

FGT: No positio n. 

DAD'==: Ye:; . Uade Co u n t y ado p ts F !CA" s position o n t h is 
issue . 

ISSUE 35: Sho uld Qfs pro vidi ng a s -available e nergy 
receive avo ided cos t payments f or c a pac ity de f e rra l ? 

POS ITIONS 

STAFF: No . (Ballinge r) 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: No. 

FPL: No. As a n as-available QF i s a faci li ty Lhat has 
not made a contractua l comm i t ment to the time, reliabil ity I 
o r quantity of the e ne rgy bei ng pro duced by the facilit y 
and being d e l ivered to the utility. As such , the utility 
therefore cannot count o n the energy being delivered by 
the QF for inclusion i n i ts generat i o n expansion plans as 
firm capacity in order to defer generation. (Smith, Corn) 

TECO : No . (Ramil) 

SEC: No position. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No po sition. 

n ·CA: Yes, to t he e x tent the utilities rely on QFs 
providing as-available energy f o r capacity deferral 
purpo~es in the p l ann ing process . (Seidman ) 

FGT: No posi tio n . 
\ 

DADE: Yes. Agree with FICA. 

I 
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LEGAL ISSUES 

ISSUE 36: Can 
25-17 . 083, Florida 
extent that they 
tt> i s prncPPtiino? 

POSITIONS 

and should t he prov1s1ons of Rul e 
Administrative Code, be waived to the 

are inconsistent with the fi ndings of 

315 

STAFF : To be technically correct, t he Commission should 
waive the provisions of Rule 25 - 17.083 which conflict with 
the findings in th1s docket. However , pursuilnt to statute 
and case law the CommissioA may not waive o r act 
i nconsistently with its own rules. 

FCG: No position. 

FPC: No posi tion. 

FPL: Absent an overriding requirement of a state statute 
or federa l law or rule, no. FPL i s aware of no state law 
or federal re qu irement incons istent with Rule 
25-17.083(3)(a) which would allow the Commission to waive 
that rule . 

TECO: No. 

SEC : No position. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos ition. 

FICA: This proceeding is governed by Rule 25-17.083 and 
the Commission is precluded by Section 120.68(12)(b), 
Florida Statutes, f r om deviating from the prov1s1ons of . 
the rule. However, a waiver is permissible and, in fact, 
is required to the extent that the rule is consistent with 
law or the rule itself has been circumvented. 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: Dade County adopts FICA's pos ition on this issue. 

ISSUE 37: Should the Commission accept as reasonable, 
generation expansion plans which would increase Florida 
utilities ' consumption of and reliance on na tural gas and 
oil fuels? 

POS I TIONS 

STAFF: Yes. Agree with FPL. 

FCG: Yes. As a l ega l matter, there is no prohibition 
against increas ed cons umption of natu ra l gas and oil fuels 
so long as the unit s meet the Fuel Use Act requireme nt for 
capability of conversion to burn coal . As a policy 
matter, the Commission s hould accept as reasonable a study 
that ide ntifi es the opt i mum uni t additions , taking into 
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account eco nomic and strategic factors. Fuel type is only 
one of many factors that goes into t he generation planning 
determination. (It s hould be noted that with the new 
generating units selected in the Long Range Planning 
Study, Peninsular Florida will stay below the Commission's I 
loAo """"""rA '.!""1 l) f 1)8 million barrels at least through 
1995, the last year i n wh i c h the study identifies 
additions by fuel type.) (Basfo rdi 

FPC: Yes . 

FPL: Neither FEECA nor the Commission' s rules 
implementing FEECA prec lude t he Commissicn from accepting 
a gene ratio n e xpa nsi 0 n p ~ an that would result in thP 
increased consumption of and reliance on natur<sl gas and 
oi 1 if the plan meets o the r important criteria set forth 
in FEECA. Fo r ins tance, overall cost-effectiveness is an 
important criterion specifical ly addressed, See Section 
403.519, Flor i da Statutes. Not all the goals ofFEECA are 
necessa rily compatible, and the Commission is intended to 
exercise its discretion in weighing and implementing these 
sometimes competing policy directives. The complexity of 
the pro blems to be faced as well as the potential 
solutions to be implemented was specifically acknowledged 
by the Legislature. See Sectio n 366.81, Florida 
Statutes. While an expansion plan embracing combined 
cycle technology may increase absolute consumption of o il 
and gas over levels o f all c o al e xpansion pla ns, it is 
important to under s tand t hey will res ult in t he more 
efficient use o f gas and a more efficient overa ll energy 
mix. Such results are consistent wi th the intent of 
FEECA. Thus, if a generation expansion plan which 
property considers eco nomic risks, relevant strategic 
factors and all FEECA goals, then the Commission should 
accept that plan as reasonable eve n if it would increase 
Florida utilities' consumption and reliance on natural gas 
and oil fuels. 

TECO: Yes. 

SEC: Yes. 

JEA: Yes . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Yes. 

FICA: No, for two reasons: 

a) Rule 25-17.083 appears to be based on a n assumption 
that a base-load coal unit will be' d e signated and 
designation of any other type of ' unit would be 
inconsistent with the rule. Further, des ignating a unit 
that does not burn coal would violate FERC regu l at ions, 
since Rule 25-17.083(6) would preclude a QF from receiving 
full avoided cost. 

b) It would be contrary to FEECA to designate an avoided 
unit that would cause more natural gas or oil to be burned 
in the state for t he production of energy. In the last 
Annual Planning Hear ing, the Commission determined that 

I 
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the po licies stated 
would no t allow it 
17480 , at 10) . 

in Section 366 .81, Flo rida Statutes, 
to des ignate such a unit (Order No. 

fGT: Yes. The planning for installation of combined 
cycle unit capable of being fired by natural gas or oil is 
reaso nable. These units have significantly l ower capita l 
coste than coal firer! uui :. s a nd are capa ble o f conversion 
to ut i lize coal should relative fue l prices e vtr ma ke such 
a cho ice c o st effective. 

DADE: Dade County adopts fiCA' s posi tion o n this issue. 

ISSUE 38: Are t he prescribed "statewide op timal 
genera tion planning studies " necessa ry for t he purposes of 
setting peninsular florida cogene ration prices? 

STAff: Yes, in addit i o n to being useful tools . statewide 
planning may s oon become abso lutely necessary to comply 
with statewide sulfur di o xide e mission rates and tonnage 
caps required by f ederal acid r a in legislatio n. 

fCG: No positio n. 

fPC: No . 

fPL: No. They are not required nor envisioned under the 
Commission· s cogenera tion rules. The rules envision tha t 
the Commission make a determination based upon individual 
utilities' filing s . The primary problem with the 
statewide optimal plan approach is that it fails to 
identify the utility which has the statewide avoided unit 
and to estimate accurately the parameters for individual 
utilities' units. This, in turn, raises impleme ntation 
problems in trying to market power bought pursuant to a 
standard offer which is higher than the individual 
utility's avoided cost. 

~: The statewide opt imal generation planning studies 
are useful tools in the planning process, altho ugh Tampa 
Electric wo u ld hope that the Commission would no t l ose 
sight that the circumstances faced by an individual 
u t ility may influence the appropriate prices that shou l d 
be pro perly paid by that u t ility for c ogenerated 
electricity. 

SEC: No position . 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No positio n. 

fiCA: Possibly not , but prices s hould be establishe d 
unifo rmly on a statewide bas i s for all investor - owned 
utilities and not o n a utility-by-ut ility bas i s . ( Se idma n) 

fGT: No pos iti o n. 

DADE: Dade Count y adopts F I CA' s posit i on o n t hi s i ssue. 
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ISSUE 39: Does FCC ' s avoided unit study comply with Rul e 
25-17.083? 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG: Yes. 

~· pl...: Yes. 

frL : Yes. 

TECO : Yes. 

SEC : Ag ree with FCG. 

J EA: Yes . 

ouc. TALLAH1 LAKELAND: Yes . 

.fiCA: No. The rule requires that t he stud ies exclude 
f rom c onsiderati on the anticipated KW and KWH contribution 
to the system from existi ng or proposed qualify i ng 
facilities which are not under contract fo r t he delive ry 
o f firm energy and capac ity. Furthermore, the r ule does 
not contemp la te tha t utilities will assume l e ve l s of 
uncommitted conservation or l oad management o r to avo id 
the obligation to purchase QF capacity by making 
out- of- state capacity purchases. The studies submitted in 
t his proceeding do not appear t o conform with these 
requi cements . 

FGT : No position. 

DADE: No. 
issue. 

Dade County adopts F ICA ' s pos ition on this 

ISSUE 40 : Does FCG's avo ided 
Sect ion 210 of PURPA and 18 
292 .303(a) and 292.JOq(b)? 

STAFF: Yes. 

uni t study comply with 
C. F.R. §292.10l(a)(6), 

FCG: Yes. FCG is not aware of any federal law t hat 
dictates t he content of its avo ided unit study o r that 
would limit the Commission's ability to re ly on the FCG's 
avo ided unit study. 

fPC : FCG • s avoided un i t study is cons 1s tent ~li th the 
requi rement of PURPA 

FPL: Yes. 

TECO: Yes . 

SEC: Ag ree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

ouc£ TALLJ.H1 LAKELAND: Agree with FCG . 

I. 

I 
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FICA: To the extent t hat the study does no t result in the 
payment of full avoided costs t o QFs, it does not comply 
with the above-referenced law and regula t ions. It appears 
that the trea tment o f QF energy, out- of-state purchases of 
energy and capacity and uncommitted conservation and load 
rnera~JP.I'I'P"t- r"'•wlt-c: in t-hP unrlArvaluina of QF capacity a nd 
therefore payments less than full avoided cost. 

FGT: No posit i~n . 

::>ADE: No. 
i s sue. 

Dade County adopls FICA's pos ition on t his 

ISSUE_ll: Does Rule 25- 17.083 ( 3) requ ire the utilities to 
make the rev ised st~ndard offe r ava ilable upon the vote of 
the Commiss i o n? 

STAFF: No. Co nsistent wi t h Commi ss i on practice, the 
revised standard of fer s hould have an eff~ctive date 
coincident with the Commission ' s vo te. The tariffs which 
reflect the vote should be fil e d for approval by the lOU ' s 
within 10 days o f that vote . Such tari f fs will not be 
available until approval by the Commission. Such approval 
should, however, be given as quickly as feasible. 

FCG: No posit i on. 

FPC: No . 

FPL: Rule 25-17 . 083{3) does not specifically addres s this 
issue. 

TECO: No. 

SEC: No position. 

JEA: No position . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No position. 

FICA: Yes . Rule 25-17.083{3) requires each utility to 
maintain a tariff containing a standard offer and, barring 
extraordinary c~rcumstances, each utility must make the 
standard offer auailable to all QFs upon the Commission's 
vote. In any event, the c urrent standard offer must 
remain in effect unt il the revi sed standard offer becomt!s 
available. 

FGT: No positio n. 

DADE: Yes. 
issue. 

Dade County adopts FICA's pos i t ion on this 
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ISSUE 42: What roLe shouLd the findings of 
Hearing play in revie wing need determinations 
utilities i n the state filed pursuant 
403.501-.517 or 403.519, Flor i da Statutes? 

~· ThP.fiP findings s hould be used 
i nformationa l pur?Oses. 

FCC : Agree with FPL. 

the Pl ann i ng 
f o r electric 
to Sect ions 

only for 

FPC: A determination of need by t.,e Commission pursuant 
tel Section 403.519, Florida Statutes , must be based o n 
evidence from t he record in a proceeding conducted 
thereunder. The Planning llea rings s erve to incre ase the 
CoiMlission's overall unde r standing of pres~>nt and future 
capacity condit ions wi t hin t he stdte, and there by enhance 
the deci s ion ma k i ng pro c e ss in nee d determination 
proceedings. 

FPL: The need determinat ions statute contemplates a 
utility specific and unit specific need determination. 
Consequently, need determinations for elect ric utilities 
should be based upo n the record developed in those 
proceedings. While the findings in the Annual PL .. nning 
Heari ng no doubt wi 11 be inf ormative to the Commissio n and 
may prove helpful in crystallizing i ssues t o be c o nsidered 
in the individual uti l i t y' s need determinations, the 
findings in the APH hearing should no t be b i nding in 

I 

electric utility's individual need determinatio ns. Given I 
the current statewide approach, the rigid constraint s o f 
the work plan, the necessarily dated data input and other 
log istical constraints associated with the planning 
hearing, the ultimate findi ngs are not likely to be timely 
or accurate in regard to an individual utility's need 
determination. The more relevant information can be found 
in the individual utilities' filings. 

TECO: The results of the Planning Hearings shou ld provide 
the Commission a good basis from which to address the type 
and timing of capacity needs in t his state. With this 
basis and other relevant criteria, the Commission can 
evaluate an individual utility's request and determine if 
it is compatible with the s tatewide needs . 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA : Agree with FPL. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FPL. 

FICA: Any action by a u t ility to add generating capacity 
through powe r plant c onstruction or purchase s from other 
ut ilities (including installation of necessary 
transmission facilitie s ) or to add any de mand side 
c onservation/load manageme nt programs which were not 
i ncluded as planned alternatives in the expans i on plans 
relied o n by the Commission in the planning hearing 
process should be required to ha ve prior Commission 
approval. In t he e ve nt the equivalent cost of s uch 
alternatives exceeds t he payments available to QFs under 
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the then-effective standard offer, the u tiliLy s hould be 
required to offer to purchase capacity from QFs at t he 
equivalent price of the al te rna tive. 

fQI: No position. 

DADE: No position at this time because t here neeas to oe 
legal r esea tch t o d~t~r::~ine how the State' s po licy 
regard ing p.:>wer plant and transmi ssion citing relates to 
thP. State's po licies regard i ng growth management cont r o l. 

ISSUE 43: What rol e should the Planning Hea ring 
reviewi ng a need determination for a qualifying 
filed pursuant to Sections 403.501- . 517 or 
Florida Statues? 

play in 
facility 
403 . 519, 

STAFF: These findings should be used o nly for 
info rmat ional purposes. 

FCG: No pos ition. 

FPC: A determinatio n of need by the Commissio n pursuant 
to Secti on 403.519, Florida Statu tes, must be based on 
evidence from the reco rd in a proceeding conducted 
thereunder. The Planning Heari ngs serve to increase th~ 

Commission's overa ll understand i ng of presen t and future 
capacity conditions within the state, and thereby e nhance 
the decision making proce s s in need determination 
proceedings. 

FPL: Current ly, the planning hearing process results in 
the quantification of need and the establishment of prices 
to be paid to OFs f or capaci t y o n a statewide basis and 
all electric utili t ies must offer to purchase capacity on 
a •standard o:fer· basis regardless of which utility has a 
need for capacity. Under these circumstances, it does not 
seem appropriate for a separate need determination for QF 
capacity so long as there cont i nues to be a capacity need 
in excess of that contemplated by the standard offer 
contract. 

If, on the o thet hand, the need for additional 
capacity is quantified on a u t ili t y Qy utility basis and 
prices are set accordingly, then the - commiss ion may want 
to consider some coo rdination between the planning hearing 
and need determination processes . Absent resolution of 
the issue of subscriptio n and consideration of timing 
issues, however , it is diffic ult to conclude how this 
coordination could best be accomplishe~~ 

TECO: The results of the Planning Hea rings should provide 
the Commission a good basis from which to address the type 
and timing of qualifying faci lity construction i n the 
state. With this basis and other relevant criteria, the 
Commi s sion can evaluate a particular QF applicant's 
request and determi ne if it i s compatible with the 
statewide needs. 

SEC : Agree with FCG. 
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JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No pos it i o n. 

FICA: None . The need f o r QFs has been established by 
law. Any facility des iqnated as a Qualifying 
unner Feder a l law or whic h can meet Feoe r a l 

is assumed to have established need . 

Federal 
Facil i t y 
c riteria 

FGT: No pos ition. 

DADE : No (JOS i.tLon at t hi s time because t here •leeds to be 
legal r e s earch to dete r mine how t he State ' s policy 
regarding power plant a nd transmission cit ing re l ates to 
the StatP's po l icies regarding growt h ma nageme nt contro l. 

f.101'IONS 

The re are no pe nding mot i o ns . 

STIPULATIONS 

FUEL FORECASTS 

ISSUE 1: Is the fuel price forecast as presented in the 
FCG' s Generation Expans i on Pl anning St udies documer. t 
reasonably adequate for pl anni ng purposes? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG: Yes. The FCG ' s fue l forecast used reasonable 
assumptions, used the most current data available at the 
time it was pre pared,and reflected input f r om a number of 
experienced utili t y forecasters. 

FPC: Agre e with FCG. 

FPL: Yes. ( Smith) 

TECO: Agree wi t h FCG . 

SEC: Agree wi th FCG. 

~: Agree wi t h FCG. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with F~ . 

FICA: No position. 

FGT : Yes. 

DADE : No position. 

1-
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ISSUE 2 : Are t he F'CG 's base year weighted average fuel 
p r ices for each fuel t ype appropriate? 

POSITIONS 

<::T.i~,F~· v .. .., 

FCC:: Ye::.. 

FPC: Yes. 

FPL: Yes. (Smith) 

TECO : Ag r ee with FCG . 

§EC: Agree with FCG . 

JEA: Agree with FCG . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Ag ree with FCG. 

FICA: No pos it ion. 

FGT: Yes. 

DADE: No position. 

ISSUE 3: Are the ave r a·ge 
the FCG applies t o base 
app l i ed appropriately? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG: Yes. 

FPC: Yes. 

annual escalation 
yea r fuel prices 

fPL : Agree with FCG. (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG. 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree with FCG. 

FICA: No position . 

FGT: Yes. 

DADE: No position. 

rates which 
derived and 
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ISSUE 4: Has t he t r anspo rtation compone n t of the 
delivered pr ice of coa l been accounted for appropriately? 

POSITIONS 

~· VPt:. . 

FCG: Yes. 

FPC: Yes. 

FPL: Agree with FCG. ( Smi th ) 

TECO: Agree wi th FCG . 

SEC : Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: Agree wi th FCG . 

FICA: No pos itio n. 

FGT : Yes. 

DADE: No position. 

I 

ISSUE 5: Is the FCG's long range planning study 
reasonably consistent with the individual utilities' I 
long-range planning studies? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. Although the FCG's study is not e xactly 
consistent with the individual utiliti es ' studies there is 
not sufficient cause to reject FCG ' s study. The 
differences between the FCG's study and the individual 
utilities ' studies can be conside red reasonable. 

FCG: Yes. The timing of unit additions and the types of 
generation added are reasonably consistent betwee n the FCG 
study and the aggregate utility plans. 

FPC: Agree with FCG. 

FPL: Agree with FCG. {Smith) 

rug: Agree with FCG. (Ramil} 

SEC: Agree with FCG . 

~: Agree with FCG . 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND : Agree with FCG. 

FICA: Yes. (Seidman) 

FGT: Yes. 

DADE: Yes. 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 20845 
DOCKET NO . 890004-EU 
PAGE 54 

ISSUE 6: 
consistent 
studies? 

POSITIONS 

Is the FCG's avoided unit study reasonably 
with the individual utilities · ~voided unit 

STAFF: Yes. Althouyh t he FCG ' s s t udy is no t exac t ly 
c o nsis t ent with the intliv i c;ual. utilities' studies, there 
: s not suf fic ient cause to reject the studies. The 
differences bet ween the FCG ' s study and the individual 
utilities' studies can be c o nsidered reasonable. 

f CG : Yes. 

FPC: Yes . 

FPL : Yes. ( Smi t h) 

TECO: Yes. 

SEC: Yes . 

JEA: Yes. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND : Yes. 

FICA: Yes. 

FGT : No position . 

DADE: Yes . 

ISSUE 7: Should Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC) 
be allowed to continue to offer avoided capacity payments 
equal to 100 percent of its avoided demand cost f r om 
FPUC's wholesale s upplier if a nd when capacity delivered 
by OF's results i n a reduction of FPUC's monthly billing 
demand? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG : No position. 

FPC: No position. 

FPL: No position. 

!£QQ: No position. 

SEC: No position. 

JEA: No position. 

OUC, TALLAH, LAKELAND: No position . 

FICA: No positi o n. 

FGT: No position. 

DADE: No position. 
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ISSUE 8: Should FPUC pay QF's an avoided e nergy cost 
equal to the monthly average fue l cost billed by FPUC by 
its supplier in each division? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes . 

FCG: No positi on. 

FPC: No position. 

FPL : No pos iti o n. 

TECO: No p0sition. 

SEC : No position. 

JEA: No pos itio n. 

OUC, LAKELAND, TALLAH: No position . 

FICA: No position. 

FGT: No pos ition. 

DADE: No position. 

I 

ISSUE 9: Is the FCG's assumption that natural gas will be I 
available in the amoun ts required in the Planning Studies 
reasonable? 

POSITIONS 

STAFF: Yes. 

FCG: Yes. The studies assume that 600 million cubic feet 
per day of natural gas will be available to the electric 
utility industry in Florida. This is based on the planned 
Phase II expansion of the Florida Gas Transmission 
pipeline into the state . 

FPC: Yes. 

FPL: Yes . (Smith) 

TECO: Agree with FCG . 

SEC: Agree with FCG. 

JEA: Agree with FCG. 

OUC , TALLAH, LAKELAND: Ag ree with FCG. 

FICA: No positi on. 

FGT: The assumpti on made as to the availability of 
natural gas f o r the FCG studies is reasonable for planning 
purposes. 
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DADE: No position. 

Based on the foregoi ng, it i s 

ORDERED by t he Florida Public 
these preceedinqs shall be qoverneo 
modified by tlae CoulmiS l:iion. 

By ORDER 
Officer, this 3rd 

( S E A L ) 

SBr 

day of 

Service Commission that 
oy tn1s o rder unless 

Prc hearinq 
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