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I. INTRODUCTION 
Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, requires generating electric utilities to submit a Ten-Year Site Plan to the 
Florida Public Service comrmssl ' 'on (Commission) at least once every two years. The Ten-Year Site plan 
contains proiections of the utility's electric power needs for the next ten years and the general location of any 
proposed power plant sites and major transmission facilities. The Comnum ' 'onisresponsibleformakinga 
pdhimry study of each utility's plan and must determine whether it is "SUitubW or "unsuitable." As part 
of its review of the plans, the Commission solicits comments from federal, state, and local government 
agendes as well as from the public. These comments provide feedback to the utilities on any coxems that 
review agencies might have regarding proposed power plant sites. All comments are contained m this 
document, which is forwarded to the Florida Deparbnent of Fnvimnmental Prokction PEP) for 
consideration at any subsequent electricai power plant site certification pmcedhg. 

To fulfill the statutory requirement mtained in Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, in 1997 the Cr . 'on 
adopted Rules 2522070 through 252.072, Florida Administrative Code. Rule 2522071, Florida 
Admrmshativecode,requirestheTTerryear~teplantobefiledannualy,,byApril1 ofeachyear. However, 
this rule exempb utilities whose exidng generating capaaty is less than 250 megawatb unless they 
plan to build a new generating unit larger than 75 MW. 

section 377.703(e), Florida Statutes, requires the comrmssl ' 'on to perform electxicity and natural gas forecasts 
foranalysisbytheFloridaDepartmentofCommunityAffairs(DCA). Thisstatutoryrequirementisfulfilled 
bytheTTen-yearSiteplanreviewcontrinedinthisdocument 

1 .  

PURPOSE -What is the purpose of this document? 

0 

0 

to review and comment on the long-range generation and traMrmss . ion plans of Florida's electric 
utilities; and 

to satisfy the requirements of Sections 186.801 and 377.703(3)e, Florida Statutes. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Pursuant to the State of Florida's policy of "government m the sunshine," all workshops and hearings at the 
Commission are open to the public M e m h ~ s  of the public may directly parlicipate m any of the 
Commission's proceedings. 

The COmrmm . 'on held a public workshop on August 8,1997 to solicit public comments on the Ten-Year Site 
Plans. The Commission received oral and written comments from the Legal Fnvhnmental Assistance 
Foundation and the projed for an Energy Effident Florida. 
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TheRoridaReliabilityckudmf? . ting~~cc)wascreakdmoctober,19%toensureelectricreliability 
mthe%teofFlori& AsanewregionoftheNorthAmericanElectricReliabilityCouncil(NERC).theFRCC 
is developing a formal reliability asesment process to annually review and aspess issues that either exist 
CURentfy or have the potential for developing. FRCC member utilities are expected to exchange information 
m both planning and operating areas related to the reliability of the bulk power supply, and review activitig 
within the FRCC region relating to reliability. The FRCC has formed a reliability Bssessment group to 
determine what planning and operating studies will be performed during each year to addreps these issues. 

priortoiEp~~asa~counci~onofNERCtheFRCCwaslaMwnastheFloridaElechicPower 
coordinating Group (FCG). In pastyears, the FCG ocfasiodly perfomred cwrdinated statewide reliability 
studies. However, it primarily compiled mdividual utility data m the form of the Ten Yew P h  /State of 

relied on the 1997 Ten Yem P h  m its review of the mdividual utility Florida (Ten Yem Ph). The comrmsaon 
Ten-Year Site Plan figs. 

By its very nature, planning is a dynamic process. Many factors fhat influence utility plans are subject to 
change. Variations in weather, economic conditions, and population growth can impact the results of a load 
forecast. ~ ~ ~ t s i n ~ o ~ a r e c o n s t a n t l y m o n i t o r e d , a n d c h a n g e s ~ g o V e m i n g ~ ~ a n d  
laws. as well as shifs in public policy, may impact utility plans. It is the respomibility of each utility to 
devebpandmaintainitsplansbasedonthemodtup~teinformationavailable. Becauseoftheunsettled 
national debate on elechic utility restructuring and retail wheeling, the plans of some utilities may become 
based more on power PufihSJes from unspedfied sources and less on traditional least-mstplanning. 

. .  

TEN-YEAR SITE PLANS: SUITABILITY AND CRITICAL CONCERNS 

Thecommrsa ' 'on has dassified eight (8) 1997 Ten-Year Site Plans as suitabk for planning purposes. Florida 
Power&LightCompay("L)and JackfonviueElechicAuth~ty(JEA)alsofiled1997Ten-YearSikPlans, 
but withdrew these plans on December 12,1997 and December 18,1997, mpchely .  

TheCommissiOnhasidentifiedsomeareasofconcemwhichmayim~~the~bilityofsomeT~YearSite 
plans. Due to these concerns, it may be difficult to judge whether the plans are able to withstand significant 
variationfrombasecaseassumptions. Theseco~emsarediscussed below: 

0 As shown m the FRCCs 1997 Ten Year P h ,  Peninsular Florida's utilities, m aggregate, are planning 
to carry dedining reserve margins m the later years of the planning horizon The 1997 Ten Year P h  

FRCC Ten Year P h  is simply a compilation of individual utility data, and is not &e result of a 
coordinakd stalewide reliability study. In response to Commission mcerns on reserve margins, 
the FRCC performed a coordinated statewide reliability study, the 1997 Assssmmt. The 
FRCC presatted this study to the commission at the November 17,1997 Internal Affairs wnfemxe 
The FRCC believg that Florida's utilities, in aggregaie, have adequate resource expansion plans in 
place to meet forecasted demand and energy requirements with adequak reserves. However, as 
noted herein, the Commsmn 

shows a forecasted 8% winter reserve margin (13% summer) m ux)6 for peninsular FloIida. The 

has questionedsomeassumptionsusedby FRCCinpreparingthe . .  
ReliabillyAssessmmt. 

0 has concerns with Gulf Power Company's (Gulf) forecasted reserve margin. Gulf TheComrmsslon 
forecasts a summer reserve margin of lesthan 15% for each year covered by the plan Wmter 
xeserve margin is forecasted to be at or below 9.0% each year until 2004. SOuMem Company, Gulfs 

. .  
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parent company, has a target reserve margin of 15% for its members. Gulf does not have adequate 
firm- to- short-tenncapaaty to meet its deficient reserve margin. TMs concern 
may be mitigated since Southern Company's members, in aggregate, expect to meet their -e 
marginaitexiawerlheplanninghorizon Asaresul~Gulfexpcfstorelyoninbchangepufihases 
from other Southem Company utilities. However, Gulps Ten-Yew Site P h  should indicate with 
morecertaintytheeinw~Gulfplanstomeetitsimmediatecapaatyneeds. 

When generating capacity from a single generating unit is shared by two utilitk, only one utility 
should include that capacity in its calculation of - margin for the same summer or winter 
sslsonThipisofparticularconcemwhenPeninsular Florida's aggregate forecaskd reserve margin 

their reliability aiteria, the issue of who has first call on the capaaty becumes important during 
capaaty shortfall events such as those occurring during the extended 1989 Chrishmu freeze. 

islowerthlmhistoriclevels. Alth~~purchasingsharedcapaatymay~owbothutilitiestootisfy 

TEN-YEARSITEPLANS RISKS 

In addition to these aitical concerm, there are elements of risk that may influence the viability of the Ten- 
Year Site plans: 

0 

0 

0 

As noted by some reporting utilities, the national debate on electric utility restructuring and retail 
wheeling is causingutilities to defer power plant construction and rely more on power- 

Evolving envhmmental regulatiom due to global warming conems may cause electric utilities to 
bear additional s i e t  compliance costs in the future. To comply with existhg and lrroposed 
environmenhl regulations, utilitia must stay informed on evolving envhnmental Legislation to 
performcost-effectivecomplianceplanning. 

The resenre margin for Peninsular Florida's utilities is -tly comprised largely of load 
managemmtandhbmuptiblentermptiblesenrice Duringthe ten-year planning horizon, it is acpected that load 
maMgementandhbmuptible~wincompriseanevengreater~~~ofpeninsularreserve 
margins, resulting in less generating capaaty reserves. 

I n a d d i t b n t o t h e ~  ' colloe~ls and risks, some Ten-Year Si& plans did not include dficient data 
to evaluate the mhtness of the plan in light of changing conditions. To satisfy this omem, some utilities 
provided supplemental data at the request of the Commission staff. 

The table and illuskations on the next three pages mmmariz the aggregag plans for the State of Florida's 
utilities. These illushtions show the total planned resoure additions by type, as well as planned mapr 
trawmissionlines,werthenexttenyears. 

Reviewof19VTen-Year ?&e Phu 



THE STATEWIDE PLAN 
TABLE 2 

RESOURCE ADDITIONS/ (REDUCTIONS) IN THE NExr TEN YEARS (1997-2006) 

COMBINEDCYCLE 
3338 Megawatts 

CONSERVATION AND DEMANDSIDE 
MEASURES* 

2358 Megawatts 
Ephsymbol-mMW 

1320 Megawatts 
-15OMW 

I 

COAL 
163 Megawatts I Msymbd-rlrMMW 

COGENERATION 
Ephsymbol- 73Mw 75 Megawatts 

RENEWABLS 
40 Megawatts 

STAM (pas- or oil-fired) 
CAPAClTY ADDlTIONS OR RETIREMENTS 

T(JTALKNOWNREs0URcE ADDlTlONS - 6905 Mwawatts 

? ? ? ? ?  uNspEcIFIEDCAPACl ' IYPUR~3 I 1082 Megawatts 



Executive Sumnunv 

Figure 1: Resource Additions in the Next Ten Years ' 



Figure 3 
Roposed Major Transmission Lines (1997-2006) 

LENGlTi INSERVICE VOLTAGE 
m TERMINALS (MILES) DATE (kv) 

1 FPL conrervation-corbett 57 Jan 1997 500 

2 FPL rhlsemltion-L.evee 36 J= = 500 

A 



III. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS - STATEWIDE PERSPECTIVE 

INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING 

Integrated resotme planning (nrp) is a utility 
planning p~ocess that indudes bolh demand-side 
reso- (e.g., comervation meimues) and 
supply-side mources (e.g., generating units) to 
theactentiheyarecost-effective. h4anyviewIRP 
as a sharp contrast to traditional utility planning, 
which focused p- on the construction of 
utiliiy-owned supply-side resoumes to meet 
systemdemand. 

While there is apparent agreement on the general 
meaning of IRP, m~~tmversy sutx)1IILds the 
desnitiondIRPspedfics. Muchofthedebatehas 
centered on the following qugtions. 

0 

0 

0 

What is &e appropriate definition of the 
term wst-eff..-ve? 

~areenvjnmmental extemalites to be 
considered, if at all? 

Should utilities be required to promote 
certain technologies, even if not cost- 
dective, to aid in promoting social goals? 

THEIRPPROCESSIN~ORIDA 

Although Florida Statutes and Commission Rules 
do not specificauy define IRP, they do provide a 
solid framework for flexible, cost-efktive utility 
resource planning. The following statutes and 
rules are the basis for elecbic utility intepted 
reMuceplaNlinginFlorida. 

STATUTES 

Section 366.04(2)(c), 366.@40, and 366.05(8), 
Florida Statutes. Commontyknownasthe "grid 
bill", its purpase is to ensure the development and 
maintenance of a reliable and coordinated power 
grid throughout Florida. 

Seaion36&80-36&85,FloridaStatutes. Known 
as &eFlorida Energy Effidency and consenration 
Act (FEECA), originally enacted in 1980. FEECA 
requires the setting of goals for redudon in the 
growth rates of peak demand and energy-. 

Section 40339, Florida Statutes. Statute that 
the forum for the makestkc 

determination of need for an electrical power 
generatingplantasdefinedbythePowerplant 
Siting Act (Section 403.501 - 403.517, Florida 

. .  

Statutes). 

Section 403537, Florida Statutes. Need 
determination statute for transmission linea as 
defined by &e Transmission Line Siting Act 
(Section 403.52 - 403.536, Florida Statutes). 

Section lSaSUl, Florida Statutes. Statute 
requiring utilities to submit Tm-Year Site Plans to 
the Comrmsa . .onforreview. 

RULES 

Rule2F2um)-252207ZFlOridaAdministrn tive 
Code. Addresses the mnht submission, and 
review of the Ten-Year Site plan. 

ative Rule S17Mn - 25l7.Ol5, Florida Adrmnurh 
Code. Addresses comervation goals and related 
matters. Rule 25-17.001 requim that utilities 
"aggressively integrate non-traditional  source^ of 
power generation into the various utility service 
areas to the extent Cast-effective.." Rule 25-17.0021 
addressesthesetblngofnumericDsMgoals and 
requirements for monitoring utility progress in 
meetingthosegoals. 

Rule25-2U%O-S2ZO82,FloridaAdmhish tive 
Code. Governs power plant need determinations 
and requires detailed information on viable 
generating and non-generating alkmatives to the 

. .  



proposed plant Rule 25-22.082 is the 
Commission's bidding rule. 

Rule 25-22.075, Florida Adminish ative Code 
Addresses trammus . ionlineneeddetermma . tions 
and q- information on alternatives to 
constructionoftheline. 

Rule2547~-25-l7.09l,FIoridaAdminisk ative 
Code. Gownrp utility obligations with regard to 
cogeneratorsandsmallpowerpmdu~. 

While the spec& approaches to IRP for each 
utility vary, t h y  are all consistent with a generic 
process thathas sixbroad steps: 

(1) Allassumptionsandsystemperformance 
data are updad This indudes the 
assumptions that must change based on 
Commissiondecisiommvariousdockets 
as well as other mput assumptions of 

generating unit operating characteristics, 
etc. At this step, the load forecast 
exdudes future DSM installations. 

demographics, finanaal . paramebers, 

(2) A reliability analysis is wnduded to 

to meet expeded load Utilities generally 
usetworeliabilitycriterk reserve 
margin and loss of load probability 

unserved energy instead of LOLP. 

debxmhewhenresnmes may be needed 

(LOLP). someutilitiesusescpected 

(3) Based on the reliability analysis, the 
magnitude and timing of new capaaty 
needed is determaed ' . Atthisstep,itis 
undetermined whether the need will be 
met by supply-side or demand-side - Onlythetimingandamountof 
capacityneededarelolown. 

(4) An initial saeening of demand-side and 

6nd candidates to meet the scpected 
resowceneed. 

supply-side resnmes is performed to 

(5) Demand-side and supply-side resnmes 
compete against each other to decide 
which combination meets the need most 
cast-effectively. 

(6) Utilitymanagementreviewstheresulkof 
the previous steps, and a finalIRPplan is 
adopted. The utility's IRP plan may 
require Commission approval, such as m 
a power plant need dehmination 
proceeding. In addition, after reviewing 
the plan the Commission may, on its own 
motion, open p- to address any 
partoftheplan. 

The Ten-Year Site Plan is the result of a utility's 
IRF' process. The final plan adopted by utility 
managementisreviewedbytheGmmuss ' ion,and 
appropriate action is taken to address any 
conmns. commentsmadebythecomrmsnOn 
and other review agendes on this yeafs Ten-Year 
Site plan filings should be incorporated by the 
utilities into next yeafs plans. In this way, the 
Commission fulfills its oversight and regulatory 
responsibilities while leaving day-today 

. .  

operations to utility management 



LOAD FORECAST 

The first step in developing an integrated resou~e 
planistheloadforecast Load- . gisthe 

energy needs. From these estimates, utilities 
forecast when a d d i t i d  capaaty may be needed. 

pmcess usedbyektticlltilities toestimate future 

The comrmspl ' 'onreliesonttueetypgofamlyses 

reviewing the methodology used to pmduce the 
in its review of a load forecast The first involves 

forecast to insure that it uses reasonable models 
andassumpiions. Thesecondexaminesthe 
historical accuracy of forecasts to determine 
whether or not the fomcasfjng p n r e s  has 
performedwellinthepast Thethirdcompares 

Taken together, these evaluation procedures can 
either lend credibility to a forecast or cast doubt 
on its reliability. The evaluation criteria used to 
pehrmeachtypeofanalysisaredescriibelow. 

forecasted values to historical growth patterns. 

EVALUATION OF LOAD FORECASTING 
MElXODOL€)GY 

Although each reporting utility has developed its 
0WndiStinctfo- gprocgs, there are4 steps 
whichaliforecastmethodologieshaveincommon: 
(1) collection of historical data upon which the 
forecast models are based; (2) derivation of the 
forecast model parametem; (3) assembly of a set of 

forecasts themselves. 
forecast assumptions; and (4) calculation of the 

Historical data forms the foundation upon which 
utilityloadandenergyforecastsarebuilt This 
data indudes energy usage patterns, number of 
customers, economic, demographic, and weather 
data for the utility's senrice -tory, and 
appliance saturation and energy consumption 
characelish. TheCommissionrevieweewedtfige 
data sou~ces for their reliability and accuracy. 

The parameters of a forecast model quantify the 
relationship between the economic and 
demographic data of a utility and the energy 

usagepattemsofitscustomers. Theseparameters 
must be updad periodically to ensure that 

customer energy consumption patterns. The 

on current data so that the resulting energy 

forecastr pmduced by the model reflect current 

Commissionexpectstheseparameterstobebased 

estimatesreflectlecentenergyusagepattems. 

Forecast a s s u m e  repmsent utility 
expectations of future ewnomic weather, 
teciu~ological, and demographic wnditions in 
their senrice berritory. overly optimistic 
assumpiionscancausetheresultingloadforecast 
tobetoohigh;OVeIlypepsimiSticassumptionscan 
cause the forecast to be too low. In evaluating 

reviewed forecast assumptioM, the Comnuscaon 
the sou~ces from which the assumpiions were 
drawn,theconsistency of those assumpiionswith 
othereumomic and demographic pmjecths, and 
the validity of any adjushents made to thcse 
assumptions arising from k n m  changes in a 

. .  

utility's service tEmibny. 

The load forecast is calculated by inputting 
fkcastassumptkmsintotheforecastmodel. The 
mathematical result may be adjusted to reflect the 
professional judgement of the forecast0, or to 
reflect the impact of collservation prugrams or 
other events not already quantified by the model 
parameters or the forecast assumptions. The 
Commission reviewed any adjwlments made to 

adjustments were appropriate. 
the utility forecastr to dekrmme ' if these 

EVALUATION OF HISTORICAL FORECAST 
ACCURACY 

Reviewing the past results of a load and energy 
forecastm ' g  methodology reMals whether a 
methodology has produced accuRlte forecasts. A 
pattern of OMI- or under-forecastm . gisindhiive 
ofpastforecast- that could be carried forward 
intocurrentforeawsts. 



w-=compaY 2mx an% 
~ R e & M l l J t i L i t k 3  1.91% -1.91% 

NuMERlC AVERAGE FOR ALL 279% 425% 
EFORTING- 

For each reporting utility, the Commisfion 
reviewed the historical forecast -acy of total 
retail energy sales for the five-year period from 
1992 to 19%. The analysis compared actual 

made tluee, four, and five years prior. For 
example, actual 1992 energy sales was compared 
to forecasts for 1992 prepared in 1987,1988, and 
1989. Thesedifferencg , scprensed as a percentage 
error rate, were used to calculab two measures of 
a utility's hkbrbl forecast accuracy. The first 
me-, average absolvtc fmcaast mm, is an 
averageofthepercentageerrorralescalculatedby 
igrmringthepositiwandnegativesignsthatresult 
when a forecast over- or under-estimates actual 
values. 
me- of the accwacy of past utility foreutsts. 
The second measure, average fmcaast mm, is an 
average of the percentage error rates calculated 
witttoutRmovingthepositiveandnegative~. 
Thistypeofaveragemeasumsautilitfstendency 
to over-forecast (positive error rates) or under- 

e n e r g y s a l e s f O r ~ & ~ ~ t o e n e r g y S f i l e . S f o ~  

This calculatin\ provides an overall 

forecast (negative - rates). 

These analyses show the forecast error in each 

reasonable to assume that forecast error rates 
would be higher for eight- to ten-year forecasb, 
since accuracy is known to diminish as the 
forecastperiodexpands Asummaryofhistorical 
forecast accuracy for each Teporting utility is 
contained in Table 3 ( t h e  was indficient 

fheFloridaMuniapalPowerAgency). Adetailed 
dixussion of individual utility historifal forecast 
errorsiscontainedinsectionIv. 

Consistencyof ForecastswithHisbricalTrends 

As a final check of the pn+cfions, the 

topastloadforecasb. Unexpededchangesin 
forwasted growth rates not explicitly accounted 
for in the forecast methodology may indicate that 
the load forecast does not properly reflea past 
consumer behavior, and fhe forecast likely is in 
error. TheCommWoncompares propaed 

uaty's he- to five-year forecasls. It is generally 

historical data to analyze the forecast Kcuracy of 

G . .  comparesforecastedgrowthpattems 

enegyEc lrwunpt ionpa~toh i s tor ica lpa~  
andpreviousforecasstoodetermme . iranychanges 
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RE€OKTlNGUTILIN HlsToRlcAL FOE- 
[(w)inleror (s)unmurpalisepsonl AAGR AAGR DEFERENCE 

FhxidaPow€TandLight0 3.47% 1.73% -1.74% 

FhxidaPowercorponbDn ‘ 0  7.55% 1.16% -639% 

SemimkEkhic- ‘ 0  526% 3.86% -1AOX 

T.mp.-comppnl0 em% 223% -247% 

Ja&mviUe6le=kicAutbrity0 4.50% 3.66% 484% 

GUlf-comppnlO 1.72% 134% -038% 

F h x i d a M * P m @  3.9% 25ox -1.40% 

CilydLlreknd0 5.55% 3 m  -228% 

G.inesvSeR4iolulUSJitkSit*s(S) 3.48% 225% -123% 

NUMERIC AVERAGE KIR ALL m x  2391. -1.99% 
REFORTINGuIILmEs 

CitydT.ILhrrsce(S) 3.64% 188% -1.76% 

forecasted peak &d (1W-2006) for each 

demand is lower than actual peak demand has 
reporting utility. Each ut i l iys  forecasted peak 

beenhistoricall Y. 

Summary of Load Forecast Evaluation Rofeas 

After analyzing the load forecastr of the ten 
found that the teporkg utili&, the Comrmsmon 

load forecasting p d m  used by the utilities 
generayI provide reliable and acfurate forecasts 
of Florida’s future energy needs. However, the 
summer and winter peak demand forecasts for 
P&llSUh Florida utilitig have haeased 
significantly since last year. The current forecast 
for 1998 and 20E summer peak demand has 
increased by 621 MW and 7l9 MW, respeaively 

current forecast for winter peak demand for 

. .  

OMT what was forecasted last year. similarly, the 

in energy consumption fomcasted by the utility 1998/199¶ and 2004/2005 has baeased by 1,462 
are reasonable. Mw and 2D94 Mw, nqedmdy . overlastyear% 

Detailed discussions of each utility’s forecasts. 
load forecast, including the reason for the large 
forecastedinaeasesm peak demand, are provided 
inS€€tionN. 

The graphs on the next two pages refled 
forecasted aggregate peak demand, energy, 
number of customers, and energy omsumption 
per residential customer. As shown in Figure 4, 
peak demand is scpected to grow at a slightly 
lower rate than the number of customers. Figure 

expectedtogmwslightlyfasterthanthenumber 
of custoaers. Figure 6 shows that percustomer 
energyconsumptionisforecasted toincreaseover 
the forecast period, although at a lesser rate than 
in the past This last observation is athibuted 

replace older, less effident appliMps with newer, 
moreenergy4ficientmodels. 

Table 4 compares the average annual gmwth rate 
(AAGR) of historical peak demand (1986-1996) to 

5 reveals that blal energy consumption is 

largely to the expectation that households will 



Figure 4: Firm Peak Demand - State of Florida 
History and FO-t (1987-2006) 
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Figure 5: Net for Load - State of Florida 
Hist~ry and F a a t  (1987-2006) 
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Figure 6c Annual Energy Consumption Per Residential Customer - State d Florida 
History a d  Forecast (1987 - 2006) 
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DEMANDSIDE MANAGEMENT 

Dmrmrd-sidc - F t  0 is an m e a l  
part of each utility's integrakd resource plan. 
DSMreducescustomerpeakdemandandenergy 
requkments, and has avoided OT deferred the 
needtoconstructnewgeneratingunils. 

Florida's utilities were among the first in the 
nation to promote energy comervation practices. 
Florida's elechic utilities have offered 
conservation and DSM programs since 1980 as a 
rcsultofthe Florida Iagislature's enactment of the 
Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act 
(FEECA). The Commission's broad-based 
authority over electric utility conservation 
measures and progams is embodied m Rules 25- 
17.001 through 25-17.015, Florida Administrative 
code. FEECA places emphasis on reducing the 
growth rates of weather-sensitive peak demand, 
reducing and controlling the growth rates of 
electridty consumpticm and reducing the 

consumption of expensive resources such as 
petroleum fuels To meet these objectives, the 
Commission sets DSM goals, and the utilities 
develop and implement DSM programs designed 
tomeetthegoals. 

As a whole, Florida's electric utilities have been 
successful in meeting the overall objectives of 
FEEck Dispabirable (e.g., load management and 
interruptible service) and nun-disptduabk 
cowenration programs (e.g., attic insulation and 

aggregate summer peak demand by 3601 MW 
(9.4%), winter peak demand by 4622 MW (ll.l%), 
andenergyconsumptionby6wu)GWh(32%). By 
2006, DSM programs are fomcasted to reduce 
summer peak demand by 5640 h4W (12.2%), 
winter peak demand by 6977 MW (13.6%), and 
energy consumption by 83% GWh (35%). These 
demand and energy savings are illushated in 
Figures 7,8, and 9. 

energy-dficimt lighting) have reduced Florida's 

Figure 7: Estimated Impact of DSM on Summer Peak Demand - State of Florida 
Histoy and FO-t (1987 - 2006) 
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Figure 8: Eathated Impact of DSM on Winter Peak Demand - Stale of Florida 
Hidq and Forecast (1987 - 2006) 

l o . m  

Figure 9: Estimated Impact of DSM on Net Energy For Load - State of Florida 
HistoryandForeca~t(l987-2006) 
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Fbrida's inv&or+wned utilities have spent a vast 
amount of money to implement DSM p~ograms. 
This money has been cukted from utility 
ratepayem through the Energy Gmservation Cost 
Recovery Clause (ECCR). Since 1981, Florida's 
i n v e s b r d  utilitig have collecbd nearly $1.9 
billion through the ECCR clause. As shown in 
Figure 10 at the bottom of page, conservation- 

since 1989. 

When FEEC.4 was enacted by the Florida 

was subject to its requirements. After FEECA was 
first revised in 1989, the statule applied only to 

more than 500 GWh. The twelve utilities that 
exeeded this threshold comprised approximately 
94% of all electridty CoIISumption in Flmida. 
FEECA was revised again in 1996, and this 
rwisionincreased the minimum sales threshold to 
2ooo GWh as of July 1,1993. As a dt, FEECA's 
requirements now apply only to the five investor- 

related expenditures have significantly i n d  

Lzgislaw in 1980, every electric utility in Florida 

t h e  electric utilities with annual energy sales of 

owned utilities and two muniapal utilities, JEA 
and OUC The new FEECA utili- generate 
approximately 87% of all energy comumed in 
Florida. It is not known at this time what hnpact 
the recent statutory revision will have on future 
DSM plans and forecast3 for the affected 
cooperative and municipal utilities that are no 
longer subject to FEE- However, all former 
FEJX.4 utilities who file Ten-Year Si& Plans have 

conse~~ation efforts, and some expect to expand 
theirefforts. 

committed to continuing their current 

Figure 10: Investor-ormed Utilities - Conservation Program Costs reanrered through the 
Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause (1967-1996) 

I 
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State Comprehensive plrn 

Energy conservation is a "mponent of the State 
Comprehensive Plan. Section 187201(12)(a), 
~ s t a t u l € s , ~  ' theStakCompwhensive 
Plan's goal concerning "ergy: 

To meet this goaL the State of Florida has set forth 

through the development and application of end- 
use - alternatives, renewable energy 
mources, efficient building d e  standards, and 
by informing the public of energy conservation 
measure through active media campaigns. The 
Commission set DSM goals and approved DSM 
plans for electric utilities. The Commission's 
Bureau of Consumer Information and 
Conservation Education promotes end-use 
efficiency and wtomer-induced conservation. 
The Commission conhues to work with DCA to 
ensure a building code that results in the most 
energy-efficient ccst-effedive new construction. 
This work is evidenced by the joint Commissiok 

of the building code. The 
Comrmsslon's activities in these areas have the 
effediwnes 

effgt Of promoting a d - w  efficiency and 
reducing per-capita energy cunsumption from 
what it othemme ' may have been. 

policiestoreducep-ca~energycbnsumption 

DCA taskhce Whkh IecentIyreViewed h cast- 
. .  
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COMMISSION ACTIONS AFFECTWG DSM 

Demand-side Management Goals and Plans 

set demand and energy DSM TheCo 
goals for the four large investor-mned utilities m 
October, 1994 and approved their DSM plans in 
June, 1995. When it approved the DSM plans, the 
Commission made two additional dedsiolrs that 

. .  

mayaffectfutureDSMplans: 

0 The investor-owned elechic utilities were 
ordered to conduct research and 
demonstration W D )  propcts on ~ h u a l  

water heatin& and dehumidification As 
part of this resear&, the electric utilities 
will g a h r  ccst-effeclivemss and 
performance data on technologies for 
possible inclusion in future DSM 
programs. The Commission approved 
these natural gas R k D  p b  in 
September, 1995. 

formed a task force with 0 The- 
DCA to examine the ast4fectivenes.s of 
the current building code. Although 
utilities have no direct involvement in 
writing building codes, the code can cause 
effects such as impmwd envelope 
-cy that directly reduce a utility’s 
load forecast In February, 19%, the task 
force found that the -t building code 
iscost-efkctiw , and that no other actions 
are available to improve the current 
code’s cost- . Nofurther 
actionisanticipa&datthistime. 

The comrmssl ’ ’onestabli,shedrmmericDSMgoals 
for FbridaPublicUtilitiesCompany (FF’IJC) and 
the Large municipal and cooperative utilities in 
April, 1995. The Commissioll subsequently 
a p p d  the DSM plans of FPUC and the City of 
Tallahassee in March, 1996; all other municipal 
andcooperative utility DSM plans were approved 
in November, 1995. However, only the DSM 
plans filed by JEA, OUC and the five mvestor- 
owned utilities can be enforced because the 19% 

gas technologies for heating, cooling, 

. .  

revisions to FECA exempted the remaining 
utilities in the &a&. 

Two utilities, Gulf Power Company (Cult) and 
Tampa Electric Company WCO), are currently 
not achieving a sufficient level of demand and 

approved DSM goals. The Commission wiU 
monitor these two utilities over the u p n i n g  year 
to see if they show improvement The individual 
utility discussion of ‘IECCYs and Gulps Ten-Year 
Site Plan, contained in Section lV of this report, 

energy savings to meet their Comrmsa . ‘on- 

hasmorediscwmm . onthissubject 

The Commission plans to revisit the DSM goal 
setting p- within the next year. Docket Nas. 
97lWEG through 97lW-EG have bear opened 
byMeCommissionforthepuposeofsettingnew 
DSM goals for the investor-owned utilities. It has 
notyetbeendeterminedwhetherthegoal-setting 
process wiU include a study on the scale of the 
1993 Synergic ResouFces Corporation study that 
was used as a basis to set= goals in 1994. 
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RELIABILmREo UIREMEhTS 

After completing a load and energy fonxast, 

demand plus allow for planned maintenance and 
forced outages at generating units, as well as 
variations from normal weather or basease 
population propctions. Defined as the amount of 
capaaty that exceeds firm peak demand, reserve 
murgin may be expressed either m megawatb or 
as a percentage of firm peak demand. 

However, reserve margin m o t  capture the 
impact of random events such as a forced outage 
ofageneratingunit Therefore,manyutilitiesalso 
use a p r o b a W  reliability criterion. The most 
common one is loss of load probability OLP), 
expressed m days per year. The LOLP criterion 

per year, meaning that a utility wili likely be 
unable to meet ib daily peak load on one day m a 
ten year planning period. The LOW criterion 
allows a utility to calculate and incorporate its 
abilayto importpowerfromneighbo~gutilities. 

LOW does not account for the magnitude of a 
forecasted capaaty deficiency. A second 
probabilistic method, crprctcd unsrroed energy 
0, accounts for both the probability & 
magnitude of an energy shortfall. Utilities that 
use the EU'E criterion typically calculate a ratio of 
NE to net energy for load (EUE/NEL), and the 

on average, a utility will likely be unable to serve 
1% ofitsannualnetenergyrequirementsina 
pivenyear.TampELechicCompany(TESO)uses 
the EUE/NEL ratio m addition to reserve margin; 

utilities plan their eleclric system to meet peak 

used for plalulingpurpases is typically 0.1 days 

t y p i c a l i s l % E u E / N E L .  Thismeansthat 

Seminole Elechic Cooperative (SEC) uses the 
EuE/NELratiodusively. 

Once reliability criteria are established, a utility 
compares its load forecast to existing system 
resoums. Reliability concerns arise if a utility's 
reservemarginfallsbelowtheestablishedaiteria 
(for example, 15%) or the LOW is close to or 
above1 day m ten years. The utility must build or 
puchase addihdcapacity (supply-side options) 

or reduce peak load through the promotion of 
additional cwt4fechve ' co"serVationpr0grams 
(demand-side options). An integrated resource 
plan is developed by combining supply-side and 
demand-side options to satisfy the utility's 

criteria decide the timing of a utility's planned 
~gou~ce additions. 

The electric utility ind- is evolving towards a 
competitive generation market As this -, 

purchases m order to defer the construction of 
new generating units that may bewme future 
stranded mvestment Competition is expeaed to 
impact the way utilities plan for generating 
resoure additions. 

The two graphs on the next page, Figures 11 and 
12, show the aggregate forecast of reserve margin 
over the next ten years, both statewide and for 
Peninsular Florida's utilities. From a peniMlkr 
perspective, it is not dear whether utilities have 
adequate generating resource additions planned 
to ensure the ability to meet customer needs for 
electridty over the next ten years. Note tht the 
aggregate winter reserve margin for Peninsular 
Florida's utilities is foreaskd to drop to 8% by 
2006. This concern is addressed m greater detail 
m thesection"Risks Affect& Plans." 

reliability criteria. This fact implie9 that reliability 

utilities may optto make short-ierln firm capacity 
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Figure 11: Foleusted Reserve Margin (1997-2006) - STATE OF FLORIDA 
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Figure 12: Foleusted Reserve Margin (1997-2006) - PENINSULAR FLORIDA 
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FUEL FORECAST 

Although utilities must d d e r  strategic factors 
such as fuel mix, fuel availability, and 
environmental compliance prior to selecting a 
generating resoure, the fuel price forecast is the 

affectr the type of generating resource addition. 
Utilities typicauy apply generally accepted 
escalation rates, such as those of DRI/McGraw 

(EIA) to current fuel prices to provide a known 

also evaluate asumptions such as inflation rates, 
available mources, productivity levels, and 
lechnologicd advances. Moreover, utilities should 
prodm=sRrerafuelpriceforecaststoevaluatethe 

expansions under difkrent economic and 
technical scenarios. Finally, utili& should 
detemune . whethera project willbe cost-efkctive 
under a worst- scenario. The worst-case 
SCeMTio is a check to detemune ' whether a project 
will retain overall mt4feChwn ' esr under all 
reasonable prices for the competing fuels. 

The sipifhnce of fuel price forecast smmios 
played an integral role m the GmmLa ' ion's 1992 
decision to partiany deny a joint petition by 
Florida Power k Light Company (FPL) and 
Cypress Energy Partners (Cypress) for a 
~ ~ o f n e e d f o r t w o 4 o o M w p u l v e r i z e d  
coal power plants. FPL chose the Cypress project 
based in part on fuel forecasts that propaed 
increa&& divergent prices between coal and 
natural gas or oil. However, historical data did 
notsupportFPL'spredicted sustained divergeme. 
While the Commission granted FPL's need for 440 
Mw,thespedficcoalunitsproposedbyFPLwere 
denied becaw the units we.m not found to be the 
most wst-dfedive alternative available. FPL's 
selection of the Cypress pulverized coal project 
did not follow a anuse that would allow for the 
inherent uncerhn ' ty of FPL's fuel forecast If the 
forecast had proven wrong, FPL's ratepayers 
would have been forced to pay the high capital 

primaryandmc6tpotentiallyvolatilefactor which 

W or the Energy Information Adminidm tion 

starting point for future pricing trends. utilities 

cost-efkctiveness of potential generating plant 

cost of a pulverized coal plant with minimal 
offsetting fuel savings. 

FORECAST ANALYSIS 

COAL 

A- the nation, coal dominates ekhicity 
production because of low-ccst domestic reserves 
and productivity advanements. Electric utilities 
nationwide burned a record 862 million tons of 
coal in 1996, up 35 million tons from 1995. 
Homer,  Florida's generating utilities burned 
approximately 30.5 million tons in 1996, down 
from 31.4 million tons a year earlier. Independent 
forecasts by the EIA and the American Gas 
Assodatioll(AGA)e&natethatcoalconsumption 
by electric utilities and independent power 
producers nationwide will inaease between 1-2% 
over the next ten years. Wda's utilities project 
an annual increase of less than 1% for coal 
consumptionover~forecasthoriwn 

Florida's utilities have traditionally relied on 
eastern supplig of coal to meet their generation 
needs. However, with current and future 
restrictions on toxic emission levels by the Qean 

foreign and westem sources of lower sulfur coal 
for electric generation These alternate coal 
soufig contain favorable chemical properties that 
allow the utilities to meet load requirements and 
comply with emission constram . ts while avoiding 
the cost of capital-intensive scrubbers. 

BothEIA and AGA predict that coal prices should 
increase at less than the inflation rate over the 
forecast horizoh The reporting utilities project 
coal prices to escaIate from an average of 170.29 
cents per million Btu (MMBtu) in 1997 to 198.54 

Seminole Elechic 
Cooperative (SEC) and the Florida Municipal 
Power Agency (FMPA) forecast the lowest and 

AirACtheIl~ts,Utilities~lCQkillgtobOth 

cents per MMBtu by 2006. 



highest2006 coal prices at 173.00 cents per -tu 
and 238.00 cents per -tu, reqxdkdy. 

on 

Approxjmately a y- ago, 
expeaations of world oil -es, technological 
advances, productivity expansion, the market 
intbnce of OPEC, and increasing con- about 

to move away from &fired generation. The 
Commission established an oil -t cost 

ntepayersfmmthepoliWuxertam ' tyandprice 
volatility assodated with oil. Utilities could 
recover costs associated with cost-effecfive 

eIlvironmentai impacts provoked Florida utilities 

recovery clause to protect Florida utility 

lzwwtluction or conversion projecls that 
economicaUy displace oil-fired generation. 

approved two oil- Subsequently, the comrmslon 
b a h t  propctr: FPL's two 500 kV 
lines from Georgia; and Tampa Electric 
Company's (TXO) W o n  plant -&on 
fromoiltocoaL 

In 1995, the Comuuss . 'onrepealedtheoilbackout 

utilities were no longer primady dependent on 
oiL If a utilityjudies a project that will result in 
fuel savings for its ratepayers, thase costs will 
generally be recovered through the fuel cost 
recoveryclauseonacase-by-casebasis. 

Con- to recent trends,many utilities switched 
from natural gas to oil as oil temporarily became 

. .  
. .  

cost recovey &use &, since Florida's elechic 

mnecompetifiveinl9%. EIA reports that receipts 
of petroleum delivered to us. electric utilities 
totaled 106 million barrels, up from 84 million 
barrels in 1995. Although at a slower pace than 

increased their oil I3msumption m 1996 to 
MtbIld trends, Florida's Utilities modestly 

approximately 36.9 million barrels, up from 35.1 
million barrels a year earlier. 

However, the reporting utilities project a long- 
term downward trend for &fired generation. 

isexpected to dedine to 14,112 GWh (22.5 million 
BBL) in 1999 before rebounding to 18,067 GWh 

oil-firedgenerationamongthereporlingutilities 

(28.8 million BBL) by 2005. Nationwide, EL4 
forecasts a long-term downward trend in &fired 
generation, while AGA foresees a long-term 
upwardtrend 

One common amam in oil price foreca& is that 
each utility typically includes the possible 
occurrence ofa catashphic event, such as the oil 
embargo and price shocks of 1973. Such 
possibilities do exist however, no one can 
accurakdy predict when or whether they might 
happen. As a result, aU utility oil price hecasts 
are somewhat pgsimistic protechons 
neithermaterializenorcommunicateappmpriate 

that may . .  

Pricing- 

Residual oil: The average residual oil price for 
the reporting utilities is forecasted to rise from 
309.%cenIsperMMBtu in 1997 to437.85 cents per 
MMBtu by 2006. Although the utilities have 
experienced wide price swings on a year-to-year 
basis during the past ten years, the utilities expea 
prices to follow a general upward trend 
throughout the forecast horizon The City of 
Tallahassee (Tabhasee) forecasted Me highest 
2006 residual oil price at 598.00 cents per MMBtu, 
while Gulf Power Company (Gulf) foreursted the 
lowestprice atZl6.W cents per MMBtu. However, 
neither Tallahasfee nor Gulf expects to use any 
residual oil during the planning horizon 

Didlateoil: Pricesarescpectedtoinaeaseat 
a rate similar to residual oil and natural gas. 
Distillate oil should remain the most expendve 
fuel type usedforelectricgenerationin Florida. 
The average price for distillate oil for the reporling 

MMBtu in 1997 to 708.57 cents per MMBtu by 
2006. Florida Power Corporation and 
FMPA have the lowest and highest 2006 price 
forecastp at 477.00 and 997.00 cents per -tu, 
mspectkely. Bothutilitiesusedistillateoil 

utilities is forea&d to rise from48204 cents per 

primady for peaking unils. 

NATURALGAS 

since enaclment of the 1990 clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA), Florida utilities have 



*&' turned to MlUd gaS to COmply with 
CAAAPhase I and II emission restrictionsplaced 
on elechic generation sources. Utilities can bum 
this low-sulfur fuel cleanly, effichtly, and with 
minimal capital mveshnent Both EIA and AGA 
expect naturaI gas-fked generation to increase 
signithntly during the forecast horizon due to 
llU&IplaIlt- &and-glysmaller 
reserve margins at coal-fired plants. Florida's 

inrease by appmaimately 6.4% annually to 57,115 
GWh in 2006. FF'C, FMPA, SEC, and Tallahassee 

Utili* e X p d  M W  p f k e d  g€XETatiOIl to 

are prhwily lesponsiile for the increased 
forecasted usage. 

EIA reporkd that us. eledxic utilities burned 
26OObiU.ioncubicfeet@cf)ofnaturalgasin1996, 
down from 3,023 bcf a year earlier. SimiIarly, 
Florida's utilities burned only 2827 bd in 1996, 
down from approdmately 304 bcf in the prior 

competitive with other fuels as a fuel source for 
m. AS~ceshCTeaSdM~gasbgamelesS 

electricgareratioh 

As indhled by historical trends, coal and 
distillate oil should form the floor and ceilin~ 
respectively, for ~tural  gas prices during the 
forecast horizon Among the reporting utilities, 

from 27l.30 cents per MMBtu in 1997 to 378.19 
cents per MMBtu byuK)6. FPC and FhPAhave 
the lowest and highest 2006 price forecastf at 

FPC expects to increase its NltUral gas-fired 
generation with the addition of two combined 
cyde units at its Polk site and the conversion of 
several peaking units from oil to natural gas. 
FMPA also plans to add a combined cycle unit at 
its Cane Island site during the forecasthorizon 

ORIMULSION 

Orimulsion is a coal derivative with physical 
CharacteristicpSimilartooiL In1994,FPLreceived 
Comrmsaon approval of a ccst-recovery 
mechanism for the conversion of Manatee UNts 1 
and 2 fmm heavy oil to Orimulsion. The 

th€averagepricefornaturalgasisexpectedtorise 

225.00 and 559.00 mts per MMBtlb n?§pe&vely. 

. .  

conversion propa involved the insmation of 

esUipment (induding scrubbers) tu enable the two 
783 M W  units to bum Orimulsion. Howorer, on 
April 23,1996, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting 
as the Power plant Siting Board, denied 
certification of the project, expxessing concern 
aboutperceivedemrironmentalimpacts~tedto 
Orimulsion. On May 14,1997, the Florida First 
DiStriaCourt of Appeal in TalMwsee ruled that 
thePowerplantSitingBoardshouldreconsiderits 
decision to deny certififaton of the proposed 
project SuLxsequently, FPL has modified its 
proposal to include the followins stricter air 
emission limits; improved spill prevention, 
contauunen t, and cleanup systems; removal of 
byproducts by rail; and establishment of a $200 
milliontrustfundforpreservationandrestoration 
of Tampa Bay. Finally, on September 9,1997, the 
Power plant Siting Board voted to obtain 
additional information from state agencies before 
makingafinaldecisioh Ifauthorizedtobum 
Orimulsion at its Manatee units, FPL propcts to 
burn approximately 25 million tons by 2006. 

moLmMcoKE 

Petroleum coke (petmke) is a pure carbon by- 
product of the oil refining process. Fuel grade 
petcoke (approximately 17.5 million tons 
annually) typkally exceeds 14,000 Btu/lb and 
contaks high levels of sulfur and vanadium, 
Petcoke is markled on long term Conhlled price 
agreeme& toelectric utilities at prices at $0.70 per 
million BTU or les. Petcoke marketers must 
include such tenns to ovmme pricing and 
equipment modifications which have formerly 
precluded utility use of *le. 

FPC, FPL, "Ea, Jacksonville Elechic Authority 
@A), and the City of Lakeland (Lakeland) are 
among several utilities nationwide that have 

their fuel mix. With the proper emission conhl 
technology, utilities could reduce future fuel costs 

pehnnedtestbumsorareddering*~in 

with petcoke. 



GENERATION SELECTION 

A balanced utility system typically includes 
capacityfromdifferentgenerationtypes. Overall, 
Florida's uiilith supply electrkity from many 
generating unit types, including nuclear. 
Additional nuclear power plants are not 
collsidered aviable option in the future, ptimarily 
because of their high construction cost The 
adwm@gesddisadvantages ofotherviableunit 
typgm- below: 

0 Combustion turbine (cr) units are the 
least capita-intensive unit type to build 
and do not require permitting under 
Florida's Power Plant Siting Act CT units 
bumnaturalgas or oil, but they have high 

theleastfuekffben . tunittype. Forthis 

meetpeakloadneeds. 

Opeating-~usethey~generally 

reason, CT units are typically used to 

0 

0 

0 

b b j n e d q c l e  (CC) units are exhmely 
efficient units that use the exhaust gases 
of one or more CT units to aeate steam 
and, m turn, generate additional 
electricity. CC units bum natural gas or 
&dareless capilal-intensive than C o a l  
units. cc units typically serve 
mtemediate or baseload capaaty needs, 
and can be built in stages to more closely 
hack a utility's load growth. 

Pulverized coal 0 units utilize a low- 
cost abundant, domestic fuel source but 
arecapitd-intemive. Overallcostsavings 
may not OCCUI until several years in the 
future. Pcunitsprimarilysemebaseload 
capaaty needs. 

Integrated coal @cation combined 
cyde (IGCC) units are a variation of the 
combined cycle tedulology. IGCC units 
useacoalgasif ierthatchemkdy 
manufacturesgasfromcoaL Thegasis 

then is used as a fuel for the combined 
~ t o i m ~ ( m i n i m i z e ) e m i s s i o n s ,  

cycle unit IGCC units are capital- 
mtensive but dow fuel flexibility. IGCC 
units typidly serve a utility's baseload 
capaaty needs. 

GENERATION SELECTION PROCESS 

A utility's generation selection process typically 
begins with a financial analysis of the present 
worth revenue requhnents (PWRR) of each 
optionunder consideratim Combinations of unit 
types, like those mentioned above, are added to 
the system in yeam when the utility forecasb a 
need for capaaty. This process calculates 
inaemental capaaty costr and total system fuel 

chosen by the uiility for wnstxuction. 

When ahalysis of resouce alternatives yields 
options whose PWRR may be nearly the same, 
other factors may be ccnsidered m making the 
final unit selection T h e  other factors indude 
consideration of sdsting generation mix, 
environmental concerns, regulatory policy, and 
the flexibility of the plan to changing cunditions. 
The o w e  is to include, m the generating unit 
selection process, factors other than solely cost- 
effdiv-. The result of incorporating these 
other factors is a robust integrated resoume plan 
that ensures fuel/capital cart f lexii ty.  

casts. ThechoicethatminimizgsystemPWRRis 

Alternative scenarios, which d t  from analysis 
oftheotherfactors,werenotincludedinmany 
of the utilities' Ten-Year Site plans. Some utilities 
provided scenario analyses in respase to the 
Commission StafFs supplemental data requesls. 
Though considered in each utility's decision- 
making process, h s e  non-cwt factors do not 
appear to be the primary factor driving any 
utilitykgeneratingunitsekction. 

The Ten-Year Site Plans indude proposed 
generating units which either do not require 
certifkation under the Power Plant Siting Act, or 





Figure 13: Energy Generation by Fuel Type (19&2006) 

consider whether a site can support a coal 
gasification plant and all the implications to the 
l d t r ~ t i o n ~ c t u r e .  

Hydroelectric: While existing hydroelectric 
generating units continue to make a minute 
confribution to Florida's generation mix, there are 
no pkns to construct new unik due to the absence 
of a feasible location for such a unit Florida's flat 
&main does not lend itself to hydroelectric . power. 

Interchange Pm&ases Florida's utili* often 
purchase capaaly from out-of-state utilities. 
Jnterchange purchases are tvpicauy short-term 
plurhasesof~~paCitydenergybetween 

The maximum amount of power &at utilitie. 
Florida can import over the southem Company- 
Florida in- ' is appmximately 3600 
MW. The utilities forecast a reduction m long- 
tenn firm in- power purchases over the 
next ten years, primady because load growth m 
southem company's territory is expecaed to use 

much of the excess capaaly and energy currently 
available for resale. While the amount of 

capacity from Southem company should remain 
for economy and emergeq &ansactiom. 

pruchases from Qdifyhg Facilities: QFs sell 
firm capaaty to some Florida utilities under long- 
term purchase contrack. QFs do not have an 
obligation to serve and, therefore, only build and 
operate power plank to saw a contractual 
requirement and earn a profit The amount of QF 

interchang.2powerispropctedtO~,.some 

capacity purchased by Florida's utilities is 
expecaed tolevelize overthe nextben years. 

The Commission continues to believe that utility 
Ten-Year Site Plans should be as flexible as 
possible with respect to fuel type without 
signifkantIydeviatingfromaleast-tx6tplan. 



RISKS AFFECTING PLANS 

YEAR 
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Because the future is unmtam, . anyutilitylong- 
range plan will contain risks that &both the 
reliability and cost-efktiveness of the plan The 
major elements of risk are oomprtitirm, the 
availability of natural gas, ~ o n t a i n t y  with the 
mSt-rff;rctioorrss of demand-& mallagemalt 
pmgnmrs, and noinnmrmtal amnplianru. 

ekments of risk associated with theelectric utility 
The following discussion ' identifiesthemajor 

Ten-Year S i k h .  

- wINIERREswvEA4ARGINFoREcAsTFR0M SUMMERRESERVI 

1993 1991 1995 1996 1997 1993 1991 199s 19% l W  

15% zl% 24% 22% 19% 22% z3% 24% 25% 22% 

13% 18% 23% 22% 17% 20% z1% 22% 22% 19% 

13% 18% 19% 15% 20% 21% 23% 22% 19% -. - - 
-. - - 0% 

8% -. - - 
11% 14% 17% 16% 11% 18% 18% ao% 17% 15% 

- 15% 16% 15% 9% - a% 19% 16% 14% 

- 16% 15% 10% - 18% 16% W% - 

COMPEIlTION 

The cost of elechic generating capaaty, 
natural gas-- combined cycle and 

combustion turbine units, has dramatically 
d6ueasedmrecentyears. Self+ervicegeneration 
may become more attractive to large industrial 
retail custoaers. Therefore, utilities have become 
morecos tdous .  

At present a form of Competition exists at the 
wholesale level m Florida. Utilities seeking to 
purchase wholesale ekchicity, either to meet 
resou~ce requirements or for economic purposes, 
can currently choose their electridty supplier. In 
April, 1996, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
commission (FERc) issued OIltr SSS, which 
requires electric utilitig to provide comparable, 
open- ' 'on access for all entities - utilifies, 
non-utility generators, and power marketers. 

The possibility of retail competition may already 

planning and the reserve margins for 
Florida's utilities. According to some utilities, the 
threat of retail Competition is driving utilities to 
wait until the last v i l e  moment to commit to 
building a new power plant Waiting may allow 
utilities to minimize potential stranded casts due 
to new power plant construction. The down side 
to this approach is that, to enswe system 

be having an impact on long-term generation 

reliability, utilities may be forced to choose an 

12% 16% am 18% 13% 

13% 15% 20% 16% 11% 

I MARGIN FORECAST FROM 

19% 19% n% a 
18% 18% ZML 1, 

17% 

15% 

15% - 16% 14% 

- 8% - 13% 



alternative that does not necesad 'yresult ina 
least~resourceplan. 

Because many utilities are hesitant to cormnit to 
new power plant construction far in advance, the 
traditional ten-year generatiun planning horizon 
has been reduced to approximately five years. As 
a result, the Ten-Year Site plans filed by the 
reporling utilities may not contain enough 
committed, firm capacity to meet foreursted 
demand m the later years of the plans. 
consequently, the aggregate reserve margin 

shown in the FRCCs 1997 Ten Year Plan, is 
expected to fall below historic levels. Table 6, on 
the previous page, contains aggregate reserve 
margin projections made m each year sina 1993. 
This table shows illustrates that Peninsular 
Florida's reserve margin has steadily d d  

forecasted by Peninsular Fl&S utilities, as 

witheachyeafsforecast 

In the future, utilities may need to build new 
power plants on short notice to address declining 
reserve margins caused by the utilities' hesitaMy 

YEAR 

1997 

1998 

1999 

am, 

arm 
aooz 
sun 
m 
2005 

loamunit to new power plan@ m advance. These 
new units will likely be p f i r e d  combustion 
turbines requiring approximately 24 months of 
lead time to build, including 12 months for a 
bidding process. Building new generahg unib 
on short notice would address reliability concerns. 
However, unless dual fuel capability with natural 
gas and oil is maintained, utility ratepayers may 

otherwise would have been. 

The FRCC has excluded UNPecified purchases 
from%cakulationofparinsular Florida's reserve 

reserve margin planning mterion, the aggregate 
planned reserve margin is expecki to fall below 
15% slarthg in2000 for wine (ZOD3 for summer). 
By2006. the end ofthe ten-year planning horizon. 
the FRCC shows an aggregate f o e  8% 
winter reserve margin (13% summer) for 
Peninsular Florida. The Comrmss . ion will 
maintain a dose watch over the coordination of 
generation resoure planning and reIiability m 
Peninsular Florida. 

be locked mtohigha elechk bills than what they 

margin. WhilethereisnoPeninsular Florida 

WINTER PORECAST FROM: 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

63% %% 41% 45% 52% 

72% 54% 44% 47% 60% 

75% 57% 45% 54% nx 
81% 64% 50% 59% mx 
83% 68% 52% 68% 90% 

100% nx 60% 69% 9zx 

- 65% 63% 72% 114% 

- 65% 72% 108% 

- 73% 119% 

SUMMER FouEcAsT FROM: 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

35% 34% 31 % 34% 38% 

40% 39% 35% 38% 46% 

41% 39% 35% 40% 4 n  

43% 43% 38% 45% 53% 

43% 46% 41% 51% 60% 

49% 45% 42% 53% 5Yc 

- 41 % 45% 56% 64% 

- 45% 59% 69% 

- 59% 65% 



Dedining reserve margins pose one other major 
risk - Peninsula Florida may be more susceptible 
to capacity shortfalls caused by severe weather, 

freeze. F d e r  exacerbating the Commission's 
concern is that the aggregate reserve margin of 

comprised largely of load management and 
interruptiile demand. In the future, it is expeded 

contribute even more to pwinsular reserve 
margins, resulting in less generatjng capacity 

This is of greatest concern during the 
winter peak season, especiay. when load 
management and interruptible demand are 

more than 100% of 
available peninsular winter reserves starting in 
2003. Table 7, on the previous page, illustrates 
how the contribution of load management and 
inkmaptible servke to reserve margin has 
increaAwitheachaggregateforeastperformed 
since 1993. 

To increase the availability of their generating 
units, most Florida elechic utilities have increased 
theamountofunitmaintenance. Additionally,the 
size of new generatingunits has decreased from 

suchas what d during the Ch isbas  ,1989 

Peninsular Florida's utilitk is currently 

that these two d-d-reducing aeasure~ will 

forecasted to make up 

the 400400 MW range seen m the 1980's towards 
the 250 M W  range. These two fictors appear to 
have enabled many utilities to maintain reliability 
with a 15% reserve margin, rather than the 20% 
seeninthepast 

Some of Florida's larger electric utilities use a 
minimum 15% reserve margin criterion for 
planningpurpases. Acornparisonofeach 
reporting utility's reserve margin criterion, along 
with the forecasted summer and winter reserve 
margin in 2006, is shown m Table 8 above. Note 
that this table does not indude the Ten-Year Site 
PlanswithdrawnbyFPLandJEA. 

At the August 8,1997 workshop, the Comnus40n 
voiced its concerns with the forecasted declining 
reserve margins. To address these cauems, the 

Florida's electric systea The FRCC presented its 
study,knownasthe1997ReZiubiZiiyAsscssmnrt,to 
thecomrmssl ' 'on at Inlend Affairs on November 
17,1997. The R e W f y  Assessment cunduded that 
the aggregate summer reserve margin is 
forecasted to meet or exceed 15% for eachyear 
during the next ten years. The Rebi l i fy  
Assessmmt also shows that the peninsular winter 

. .  

FRCC studied the reliability of Peninsular 



reserve margin falls to 13% by 2006. Finally, the 
Reliability Assessmmt concluded that Peninsular 
Florida's assisted L.QW does not exceed 0.1 days 
per yearduringthenextknyears. 

is concerned with the outcome of 'Ihecommsmn 
theFRCCReliabi?ityAsscssment. T h e d t s s h o w  

which was presented at the August 8, 1997 
workshop. However, thip improvement is due to 
the FRCCs addition of an estimald 1500 MW of 
capacity not contained m the composite 1997 Ten 
Year PLm presented at the workshop. 

(3neoftheFRCCs goals during 1998 is to develop 
astandarddterkmforreliability. TheFRCChas 
indicatedthatitwiUincludetfieCommissionstaff 

. .  

an improvaent inforecasaed reserves from that 

inthiSprocgs. 

AVAILABILITY OF NATURAL GAS 

Current national policies promote the 
amsumption of natural gas over other fossil fuels. 
Not only dog natural gas offer envhmmenw 
benefits, but because it is a domestic product, ik 
usage decreases Florida's dependence on foreign 

Ameadments of1990 and the Energy Policy Act of 
1992, favor natural gas usage. These policies 
couldincreasenaturalgasdemandinFlorida. 

Figure 14, at right, Uwh'ales current natural gas 
consumption by end-user. Natural gas vehicles, 
fuel cells, and gas air conditioning currently 
represent less than 1% of the total natural gas 
usage in Florida. While coNumption by these 
uses is expeded to haease m the future, even 

oil. T~~ fedeal acti-, the a m  ~ i r  A& 

lapidinaeaseswiUnothaveanyma&riaIbearing 
OnM~dgaSCOISUm@OIIfor~dyedIS. 
the other hand, the reporting electric utilities 
propcta65% im'ea9einnaturalgasusageduring 

gas for eleckicgeneratimis directly dependent on 
available pipeline capaaty on the Florida Gas 
Transmission (FGT) system and the priae of 

h?neXtkllyearS. The feasibility Of &gMhUd 

Mhld gas dative to 0th- fuels. 

Natural gas pipeline capaaty is acpressed as 
maximum daily throughput capability in billion 
cubic feet per day @cf/day). F a ,  the onh/ gas 

pminda~Florida,hasacapadtyofjustunder1.5 
bCf/day. Appmximatdy 79% of Florida's natural 
gas pipeline capaaty is used for electric and non- 
utility electric generation pwposes C-tly, 
FGT does not have any unsubscrii  capaaty. 

are possible only if pipeline capacity is h a e a s d  

FGT has indicald that it is willing and able to 
expand exkting natural gas pipeline capaaty, as 
needed, to meet the future natural gas 

gas pipeline capaaty can be made available to 
meet the needs of all capaaty additions should 

Combustion turbine units require a %year lead 
timetobuild. Assumm ' g that planned reserve 
marginsareadequate,currentdataindhlesthat 

begin by the winter of 1998 to maintain the 

tmnsportatim pipdine currentiy serving 

Thus, large future increases m gas a)llpumption 

of elechic Ufit i€S.  suffident Mhld 

they be replaced with pf i red  generating units. 

C O ~ t r u C t i o n  of new power plants may have to 

reliability of Peninsular Florida'selechicsystea 

FGT can expand pipeline capaaty with 
compressors at various points on its system to 
acrommodate inaeased demand Thisability, 
which quires a s h d  lead time of 12 to 18 

Fgure 14: Natural Gas Consumption by End-User 



months, should reduce concem~ with constrained 
pipeline capacity. FGT has indicated that it may 
expand pipeline capaaty via c o m p d o n  as 
d~dfornaturalgasrequires. Toassurethere 

generating units, allow for growth on the natural 
gas distriition systems, and fulfill the potalial 
needs of the UNPecified capacity additions, an 

by 2006. FGT estimates that nearly 0.5 bcf/day of 
addithd bnsportation capaaty can be achieved 

is ample capaaty to fuel foFecasted pf i red  

additiOnalo5w/dayofcapaatymayberequired 

'hroughcomprearion. 

On August 15,1997, FGT initiated a Notice of 
OpenSeasun,acoeptingnominations f o r a  

expansion of its scisting gas 
pipeline syslem. The 3O-day open season 
conduded on Septemter 15,1997. Estimated in- 
service dale for the expansion is late 1999 or early 

fkxibdity to accommodate jnawnental growth. 
The proposed expansion will be accomplished 
through compression and minor looping. The 

. .  
PrnPased - 
2000. FGrs existing infmsmlcture allows 

open season will also iruorporate Offers from 
scisthrgfirmShip~topermaneny.releaseh 
capaaty that would reduce the need for 
colrshuction of incremental facilities in connech 'on 
with the proposd facilities. However, at this 
time, FGT has not committed to construct the 
expawinLnorhasitfiledany petitionswith the 
Federal Energy Regulatoxy CommissiOn. 

Thesecondary market also may be a viable option 
for elechic utilities to acquire natural gas capaaty. 
The current market price of gas pipeline capaaty 
on the secondary market the demand and 
availability. Recently, the price in the secondary 
market has fluctuated between 10% and 100% of 
the maximum allowable rale. Such discounts 
suggest that capaaty is available at limes. 
However,thesecondarymarketmayonlyprovide 
c a ~ m s h o r t ~ ~ a l s c o m p a r e d t o ~ t  
fiImcapaaty relinquishments. capaaty obtained 
fhwghthe secondary market also may be subject 
todeliveryconstram ' ts at the point of receipt 

Electric utilities will need to arrange for natural 
gas capaaty for new generating unitr due to be 

placedintoservicebetweenu)oand2006. If 
electric utilities do not subscribe for gas 

expambm, they must identify a contkgency plan 

available at the time required. Forecasted gas 
requirements indude the needs of both QFs and 

ITansportaton capaaty to fuel future generation 

to obtain  ans sport at ion capaaly if Ilone is 

gas distribution utilities. 

UNCIBTAINTY WITH THE COST- 
EFFECIWENESS OF DEMANDSIDE 
MANAGEhiENT(DS~PR0GRAMS 

The cast of new generating units has dedined in 
'gent-. cowequenth/,thecostofanavoided 
unit - that is, the cost of a generating unit 
avoidable by DSM - fontinues to decrease. The 

programshasalsodeclinedinrecenty~ 

Although the i n v e s t o r d  utilities rwised 
'on- 

approved DSM plans as recently as March, 1995, 
the decrease in avoided cost rendered many DSM 

has p~amsnotcostdfective. Thecomrmslon 
recently appmved several utility requests to 
modify these programs to restore their ~ast- 
effectkeness. Thesemodificatonsusuallyconsist 
of reducing the incentive level paid to 
partiapating customen. If, ultimately, customer 
parlicipation deueases as a result of incentive 
level reductions, utilities may not meet their 
Commission-approved DSM demand and energy 
goals. Further, the utilities may need to modify 
their TewYear Site Plans to add capaaty ~px~u~ces 

to offset their DSM d&ts and, therefore, meet 
their reliability requirements. 

ESlllt is that thecost-efktiveness of utility DSM 

their DSM programs as part of lheir comrmspl . 

. .  
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E N v I R O ~ A L C O h f P L I A N c E  

Evolving envinmmental regulations may cause 
electric utilities to bear additional si-t 
compliance costs in the future. To comply with 
BcistingandpropaMdenvinmmentalregulati~, 
utilities must stay informed on evolving 
~legislationtoperformcosteffectke 
complianceplanning. 

overall# elechic generating unik represent the 
largest stationary source of air pollutank in 
Florida. Thus, much attention has been focused 
on reducing power plant emissions. The 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 

for establishing ~ t i d  air and water 
pollution limits for power plants. The Florida 

responsible for carrying out the provisions of the 
DepartmentofEmrinnunen tal proteaion PEP) is 

specificstandards. 
Air Act in Florida and establishing Florida- 

Any entity building a generating unit in Florida 
must comply with envinmmental standards 
established by both EPA and DEP. Utilities 
achieve compliance by building cleaner burning 
plank, adding p o l l u h  control equipment (e.g., 
scrubbers or particulate filters) to existing power 
plank, or burning cleaner fuels Such compliance 
measwescanbeexpemiw. Tokeepelectricrates 
as low as possible, utilities continuously explore 
altemak compliance measures and select those 
resulting in the lowest cost 

The most comprehensive envinmmenial 
iegishtionaffecting Florida's eleckic utilities is the 
federal Clean Air Act The 1990 Clean Air Act 

establish a ~ t i d  cap on total allowable sulfur 

and require a reduction in nitrogen oxide (NO,) 

utilitiestoreduce~emissionsbyappmximaiely 
5 million tons below 1980 lev& by January 1, 
1995. Existing coal unik must achieve new NO, 
emission rates based 

& u ~ e ~ ~ ~ o n s b y a n O t h e r 5 m i l l i o n t o n s b y  

Amendmens (CAAA) enacted by congress 
diodde(sQ3emissionsfromelechicpoWerplank 

emissions. C A A A P h a s e I r e q ~ e l e C t r i c  

on firing technologies. 
CAAA Phase II requires us. eleckic utilities to 

January 1, uxw) to achieve the ~ t i d  emission 
cap of 8.95 million tons. NO, emission ratg are 
expected to be established during 1997 with an 

1980 levels. 

In addition to So, and NO, reductions, the EPA 
recently proposed a s@irkant rule change to 
capture more dust and soot emissions. Utilities 
may be faced with a d d i t i d  actions to trap 
airborne partides as small as 2.5 microns (or 
approximately 1/28 the diamebx of a strand of 
hair), down from the ament 10 micron 

will decrease the cost-effedveness of older 
generating facilities, which primarily consume 
coal and heavy oil. 

ultimate target reduaion of 2 million tons below 

requirement ~ e n ~ e n t a l r e q u i r e m e n t s  

C * 'onActivitiesAffectingh~ental 
compliance 

In 1992, the Florida Legislature enacted seaion 
366.825, Florida Slatutes, which allows utilities to 

for approval of a plan to petitionthecomnmwn 
bring afkaed generating units into compliance 
WithflleCAAA. This statute was followed in 1993 
by Section 366.8255, Florida Statutes, which 
requires the Commission to establish an 

prudently inmured &tal compliance 
cats to be recovered from utility ratepayers. 

Todate,onlyGulfhasfodysubmit&daClean 
Air Act Compliance plan for approval by the 
Commumn WhileFPC,FPLandTECOhavenot 
fled f o d  plans. their compliance strategies 
have been the subject of discussion in other 
d d e t e d p r o C e e d i n g s s u c h a s t h e E n ~ t a l  
cost Recovery aause (Eo and Fuel cost 
Recovery Clause p-. FPL, Gulf, and 
TECO currently recover costs for inaeased 
envinmmental constraink d o n e d  by the 
am ~ i r  ~ctthrough the ECRC 

. .  
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IV. REVIEW A N D  ANALYSIS - INDMDUAL UTILITY PLANS 

FIORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

Florida Power Corporation's 0 generating 
system Eurrently has a winter capaaty of 7,341 
Mw. Thesystemconsistsoffourcoa-firedsteam 
turbine units (2276 MW), eight oil-fired steam 
tUrbineunits(lPMw),44combustionturh 
(2,680 MW), and a 90.4% (755 MW) ownership 
share of the Crystal River 3 nudear unit FPC 
currently pufihases lpas Mw of firm capacity 
from 16 qualifying facilities. 

FPC plans to add three generating units to its 
system wer the next ten years. Inkcession City 
Unit 11 is due to be placed mto senrice in 1997. 
ThisCOmbUShOn . turbine unit wiU bepmtly 
owned by FPC and Georgia Power Company. 
FPC will receive the winter capaaty (167 MW), 
while Georgia Power wiU receive the summer 
capacity (143 MW). Polk Units 1 and 2 are 
identical 505 Mw gas-fired combined cycle units 
with scpected m-service dates of 1998 and 2004, 
respectively. In addition to these new units, FFC 
plans to retjre 17 generating units with a total 
generating capaaty of 581 MW. The following 
sites will be afkcted: Bayboro (232 MW), Higgins 
(158 MW), Suwanee (147 MW), Avon Park (64 
MW), Turner (36 MW), Port St Joe (18 MW), and 
RioPinar (18 MW). Fpc plans to ConVertfoUr oil- 
fired auni t s  to nahualgas. 

propaedgenerationmixbyfueltype. FPCS 
Figure 15, on the next page, conbins FPCs 

Propaea increape in natural gas-fimi generation, 
caused by the addition of the new Polk units, is 
leflected m this graph. 

IDADFORECAST 

FFC identifies and justifies its load forecast 
methodology via its models, variables, data 
sources, assumptiom, and informed judgments. 
The Commission beliares that all of these factors 

have been accurately documented. A combination 
of economelrk and end-use models provides a 
sound foundation for planning pqmses.  The 
variables used were obtained from reputable 
sou~ces and are representative of a valid load 
forecastmodel. 

FFCs absolute percent error m its 1992-1996 retail 
sales forecasts is 3.50%, which is higher than the 
2.79% numeric average for the ten reporting 
utilities in the state. FFCs average forecast enur 
for the same period is the highestwer--in 
the state at3.50%. 

FPCs winter peak demand forecast for the next 
ten years is pmpaed to inuease at an average 
annual growth rate (AAGX) of 1.16%. This 
amount is considerably lower than the 7.55% 
AAGR during the 1987-1996 period and the 217% 
AAGRprcjeckdinthe1996TYSP. FFCstated 
that lower forecasts are a direct result of an 
assumed loss of a short-term wholesale cml~act 
with SEC as well as other wholesale load and 
energy losses not committed to FFC throughout 
the entire b y e a r  planning horizon. 

CONSERVATION 

FPCS DSM PLan W of 14 p'ogam~ - four 
residentia$ninecommerdal/md~andone 
reseaKhanddevehpment FPCalsohasalow 

the Department of Community Affais. In total, 

winter peakdemand by 207'8 Mw (20.3%) in 2006. 

Much of FFCs f o e  savings are due to its 
ResidentialEnergyManagementprogram.one0f 
the largest load conhl programs m the country. 
This dispatchable DSM program is expeaed to 
account for 1267 Mw of winter peak demand 

income pilot program o f f e d  m conjmdion with 

these program are estimated to reduce FPCS 
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Figure Is: FPC GeneratimMiu- % by fuel type (1991-2006) 

savings in 2006. mer substantial savings are 
forecasted to come from FPCs nokdippatchable 
conservation programs (410 MW) and its 
interruptiile senrice tariffs (192 MW). Over the 

to contribute nearly 30% of the aggregate winter 
demand savings forecaskd by the slate’s utilities. 

To date, the cumulative demand and energy 
savingsfromFFCsDSMprogramshaveexceeded 
the residential and commercial DSM goak set by 
the Comrmss . ionm1994. 

~tenyears,FPcsDSMpmgramsarepropcted 

FUELFORECAST 

FPC provided a base, low, and high-price forecast 
for all fuel types except nuclear, to which FPC 
only provided abasease  forecast An FPC- 
affiliated company, Elect& Fuels Corporation, 
provides the coal price forecasts which represent 

its price to FPCfor coal delivered to the Crystal 
River plant site. FPC developed the other fuel 

asmmpfions. Oilandnaturalgaspricesarebased 
on n d  weather, no radical changes m the 
world energy mkets, and stable world 
governments Price forecasts for oil delivered 
through the Tampa Bay area indude a-ts 
for transportltion and delivery. Natural gas 
prices were adjusted to develop a price delivered 
into the Florida Gas Transmission (FGr) system. 

price forecasts based upon the following 

FPC forecask that all five fuel types will 
experience an average annual price krease of 
about 1% during the next ten years. FPCs 2006 
price forecasts are at or below the reporling 
utilities’ average 2006 price forecasts for the five 
fuel types. 



ENvmoNMENTALcoMPLIANcE 

FFT is not sum to sulfur dioxide (so3 
compliance mshidions contained in Phase 1 ofthe 

known requirements of Phase II ofthe CAAA are 

FPC's long-term compliance strategy, like most 
otherutilitig, is to increase reliance on natural gas 
and switch to lower sulfur coals and oils. FPCs 
secondary compliance methods include 
anmormwtaldispatchandaUowancepw&ases. 

Envimnmental compliance and coordination with 

1990 am ~ i r  ~ c t  a h t s  (-1. AII 

integrated into FPC'S resource planning process. 

respective regulatory agencies are discussed in 
FPC'S plan to the extent that those isrues are 

FPC fomcask are not suL3stmtively different 
compared to gthnatgfromhtyearscceptfor 

addressedinthesitecertificationprocesf. 

showingelevatedemisabnlevelsfor1997. Thisis 
consiftent with the extended outage of Fpcs 
Crystal River Unit 3 nudear unit which began in 

FPC's total emissions are more sensitive to 
demand growth BssumptioM than to fuel price 

September of 1996. Like many other utilities, 

forecast asSUmptions. 

SUTABKllY 

Based upon the review of Fpcs Ten-Year Si& P h  
andt5erelaledgovemmentandpublic comments, 
FPCs plan is suitable for planning purposg. 

Review ofl997Tm-YSnSteFkm 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

[NOTE: Florida Power 6r Light Company @) officially withdrew its A& 1997 Ten-Ycm Site P h  on 
Decemberl2,1997. ThefoUowingconunen~relatetothisnow-with~mplan TheCommissiondidnot 
dassify Me withdrawn plan as "suitable" or "unsuitable.* FPL has stated its intent to file a 19% Ten-Yem Sitc 
P h  by April 1.1998.1 



GULFPOWERCOMPANY 

Gulf Power Corpoation (Gulf) relies heady upon 
c~d-fired generation capaaty to meet its 
CuSbmas'electricitydemand. Gulfcunentlyhas 
11 Cdfired steam turbines ( 2 m  MW SUmmeT 

c a p & i l y ) , ~ f c d  steam turbines (88 MW), and 
one combustion turbine (32 MW) on its system. 

Gulf expects to install 200 MW of combustion 
e atthe adsting Scholz site in 2003. No site 
has yet been &asen for the additional 200 MW of 
combustion turbines to be added in uK)6. Gulf 
alsoplanstorefire a 32 MW combustion turbine at 
the Smith site m 2006. 

Competition m the electric mdustry has caused 
numerousuncertam . tiesmthenearfuture. Asa 
result, Gulf states its belief that it is unwise to 
commit capid mvesiment to build power plant 
facilities m the near term when it can purdrase 
needed capacity from Sou- Company and 
othersourcg. Gulfbelievgthatthisstrategywill 
havase flexiity and d- risk expamre 
under emerging cumpetition. Gulf plans to meet 
short-lerm - ' initsreservemarginby 
making a series of power purchases over the next 
five  year^. Although the Southern Company's 
target reserve margin is 15%, Gulfs reserve 
margin at winter peak is well below 15% for each 
of the next seven years. Thedore, Gulf is 
expected to be a net buyer of capacity from the 
Southern Company pooL This is illustrated m 
Figure 16 on the next page. 

LOADFORECAST 

Gulf llse~ different methods to proauCe ik short- 
term fowxasb (&2 years) and ik mtemredta . teand 

forecasts are the aggregate ofdktrictpropctiolrs 
performed by dktrict pemmnel for each revenue 

These methods are not specifically identitled in 
Gulps Ten-Year Si& Plnn. 

long-term forecasts (3-25 years). The short-term 

dass,baseduponawr%yofforea&n ' gmethods. 

Gulfs intermediate and long-term forecasts use 
models that integrate end-use and econometric 
methods. They include the Residential &&Use 
m W W -  0 and Commerdal 
End-use Model (COMMEND). Data snlrces were 
not specificauy identified, nor did the Company 
include any sensitivity analysis results (high and 
low band forecasts). Gulfs historical forecast 
error rate was lower than the average error rate of 
thetenreportingutilities. 

period grows by 184% AAGR while customer 
Gulf's customer forecast during the forecast 

growth has historirally been 3.11% AAGR 
However, Gulps forecast of customers in the year 
2005 is less m the 1997 Ten-Year Site Plrm than in 
the 1996 Ten-Year Si& Plnn. Gulf cited the impact 
of an update to the 1990 Census, as well as a 
forecasted redudion m the number of military 
installations in its service territory, as the reasons 
forthedecrease. 

Gulfs AAGR m winter peak demand over the 
forecast period is O.W%, compared to a 520% 
AAGR over the last 10 years. In response to 
Commission insuiry regadhg the substmtial 
decrease m the forecas&d demand growth rate 
ampared tohistorical growth rates, Gulf cited the 
stabilization of appliance saturation rates and 
appliance ef6&n&sduringthepastseveralyears 

forecast Gulf utilized the Residential End-Use 
EnergyplaMingSystem(REEPS) tomodelwinter 
demand for the residenfial sector, which accuunk 
for such appliance saturations and effiaencies. 
Ander factor contributing to a s u m o n  m 
demandgrowthishaeased residentialdemand- 
side management Without the growth m DSM. 
the forecasted AAGR would have been 1.60%. 
Consideringboththeforecastedcustomergrowth 
rate and historical trend m winter demand, the 
REEPS model, as employed by Gulf, may 
underestimate future growth in winter demand. 
Gulf forecasts larger- m the growth rate 
of both demand and energy than it did last year. 

as the main facbxs driving this low-growth 
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Figure 16: Gulf Qneration Mix - % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

Howwer,GulfhasaComrmssl . ‘on-approvedDSM 
plan containing new DSM programs. Most of 
Gulfsforecasteddemandsavingsarescpgtedto 
result from the existing Good Cents Home 
programandtheAdvancedEnergyManagement 
program. In 1996, Gulf implemenkd Solar for 
Schools, a green pricing pilot program which 
obtains funding for the installation of solar 
technologies m participating schools. 

AUof Gulfssjstingandnew DSMprogramsare 
expectedtoreducetheux)6winterdemandbyan 
gtimated 533 MW (n%) from what it would have 
beenwihmtDSM Overthenextb?nyears,Gulfs 

approximat+ 7.6% of the aggregate winter 
demand savings forecasted by the state’s uiilities. 

DSM programs are pmpaed to conhibute 

CONSERVATION 

Gulf does not have an mlerruptible service tariff. 

To date, Gulfs residential DSM programs have 
yielded cumulative summer demand and annual 
energy savings that are less than Gulfs residential 
demand and energy goalssetbythe Commission 
m 1994. Further, the winter demand savings from 
commeraal . / industrial (C/o programs have 
failed to meet Gulfs goal Gulf has met only ik 
C/I summer peak demand goal. Gulf does not 
have a numeric goal for residential winter peak 
demand or for C/I annual energy. Gulfs failure 
to meet some of its DSM goals appears to be due 
to delays in implementjng newly-approved DSM 
programs such as the Advanced Energy 

because the equipment was unavailable for 
imlallaiion in customer homes until August 1997. 
Gulf came closer to meeting its numeric DSM 
goals m 1996 than it did m 1995, and Gulf expeck 
to catch up to its cumulative goals. The 
Commission will continue to monitor Gulfs DSM 
savine to determine whether Gulf meets its 
Commission-approved goals for 1997. 

Managewnt(AEM)prograa AEMwasdeLayed 
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NnFORECAST 

Each year, the Southern Company develops a fuel 
price forecast for coal, residual and distiIlate oil, 
and natural gas which extends through Gulfs 

developed by a fuel panel made up of the fuel 
procurement managers at each of the five 
operating companies, with input from southem 
Company Services fuel staff and outride 
consultants. The fuel panel developed a set of 
assumptiom on the supply and demand factom 

along with current market prices were utilized to 
produce a spot market forecast for each fuel type. 

Next internal and extemal fomcasts and 
assumptions were consolidated to derive the fuel 
panel'sbasecaseforecast Thefuelpanelthen 
devebpedsensitivitiestothepricefo~based 
on seasonal supply and demand assumptions. For 
aU fuel types except residual oil, Gulfs 2006 price 
forecasts are at or above the q0rth-g utilities' 
average 2006 price forecash 

plarming- Thel997fuelpriceforecastwas 

which influence fuel prices. These assumptions 

ENvIRo~ALcoMpLIANcE 

Gulfs compliance strategy is a of the 

For the 1997-1999 period, Gulf plans to switch to 
alower suIfuranlent coal for Crist UNts 6 and 7. 
Gulf- &isstrategy to remain in force for the 
foreseeable future subject to any significant 
regulatory changes. Gulfs estimate of emissions 
is only for base case assumptions, and Gulf did 
mtprovideemhionsestima&sforsensitivitiesof 
fuel price or demand. This is probably because 

This hend is likely toumtinueuntilGulfmalces a 
greater effort to use morenatural gas in its units. 

To date, Gulf is the only Florida utility h t  has 
formally submitted a Clean Air Act Compliance 
Plan for approval by the Commission. Gulf 

overall southem company compliance strategy. 

Gulpssystemhasminimal system fuel diversity. 

~torecovercostpforpredpitatordurngg, 
continuols emissioas monitoring equipment, 
groundwater monitoring, and hazardous 

materials through the Environmental cost 
Reccrveryclause(EcRc). 

SUlTABILlTY 

The Commission has some concern regarding the 
level of Gulfs reserve margin during the ten-year 
planning horizon. Gulf currently does not have 

term capacity to meet forecasted needs. Gulf 
should indicate, with more certainty. the manner 
in which it plans to meet its capacity needs. 
However, because of Gulfs ability to rely on the 
Southern Company to meet any capacity 
defichties, Gulfs Ten-Ye0 Site Plrm is suitable 

sufficient finn commitments to pmhase short- 

for planning pulposg. 



TAMPAELECTRIC COMPANY 

Tampa Electric Company's (I'ECO) elechic system 
-tly has a total winter generating capacity of 
3,650 MW. As shown in Figure 17 on the next 
page. TEWs installed capacity is dominated by 

requirements. As a dt, TwxTs in-* 
consistf primarily of wholesale energy and 

can relyonoil-and natural gasfired generalion, 

to d f i r e d  generation. 

Ten ma-fired units at Gannon and Big Bend 

capacity. TECO has small amounts of capaaty 
from five fossil steam units (Zl2 MW total), four 
combustion turbines (204 MW total) and two 
digelunits (34 MW total). Polk Unit 1, a 250 MW 

TECO 

unit, but future plans call for TECO to fuel the unit 

Cd- fhd  generation, which alone exceeds load 

capacity sales to other utilities. Although TECO 

thgefUeltypeSEurrentlYremainminimal~la~ 

supply 2950 MW of TwxTs current system 

integraadcoal~tioncumbinedcycle(IGcc) 
unit, was placed into service last year. 
initially plans touse gasified coal to fuel the new 

with gasified petcoke. 

TEC(JsfuturegaPlati0nexpansionplans include 
the installation of two 181 MW natural gasfired 
combustion turbine units at the Polk site, one each 
in ZOO3 and 2004. TECO currently plans to retire 
all five fossil steam units at the Hookers Pointsite 
(212 MW total) in m. 
Until 1996,l"s reliability criteria w a  a 20% 
reserve margin and an L0L.F' of 0.1 days per year. 
Last year, TECO reduced its reserve margin 
uhia to 15%. Because L0L.F' is calculated based 
on an gtimate of assistance from other Utiwes ,  
TECO was unsure of how much offhis assistans 
would be avaiJable in the future. For this reaso~ 
Tw3oswitchedtoanEuE/NELaiterion. 

LOADFORECAST 

TEC(Jsloadf0reCastis the d t  of three separate 
forermtingmethods. Themostcumprehensiveof 

the three is the detailed end-use model. The 
results of two additional models (multiple 
regression and trend analysis) are blended with 
the end-use model to form the basis of the 
forecast TECO's Ten-Year Site P h  does not 
identify how these models are reumciled. 

TFCOs end-use forecast method considers a wide 

its plan. In addition to base case energy and 
demand forecasts, TECO constructed high and 
low band energy and demand using 
explicit assumptions of customer growth, per 
capita income, employment, and elechkity price. 

TECCYs absolute percent m r  in its 1992-1996 
retail sales forecastp was 3.01%, which is slightly 
higher than the 279% average for all reporting 
utilities. TECCYs base case energy sales and 
summer and winter demand f o m  through 
2005 are higher than the comparable base case 
foRcasts mrhined in last year's Tm-Year Site P h .  
TECO's winter demand has historically grown at 
a rate of 4.7096, but it is forecasted to grow at 
223%duringtfieforecastperiod. 

r a n g e o f f o a g a s t ~ ~ ~ t a r e i d e n ~ i n  

CONSERVATION 

TECO offersten D s M ~ t o t D i t s t o m e r s .  
Most of TEWs forecasted demand savings are 
arpeaed to m e  from nodispatchable 
conservation programs (winter demand reduction 
estimated at 697 MW in 2006) and a dispatchable 
load management program (400 MW). 
Intermptible service is to continue its 
contriition to TECO's demand savings, but 
winter demand savings from inlemtptiile service 
arefonmded to decrease from 220 MW in 1997 to 
185 MW by 2006. 

In total,TECO's DSM programs are forecas&d to 
reduce winter p a k  demand by appmxima&ly 
1186 MWin2006 (25.6%). Over the next ten years, 
TECO's DSM programs and non-firm service 
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Figure 17: TECO Generation Mix - % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

tariffs are pmpcted to contribute about 17.5% of 
the aggregate winter demand savings forecasted 
by the state's utmes. 

To date, TECCYs residential DSM prugrams have 
yielded demand and energysavingsthatare less 
thanfhegodssetbytheCommissionm1994. The 
energy savings from commercial/mdustrial 

goaL TECOhasmetonlyitsC/Iwinterand 
summer peak demand goals. TECO's failure to 
meet some DSM goals appears to be caused by 

programs. 
TECO came closer to meeting its DSM goals m 
19% than m 1995. The Commission will continue 
to monitor TECO's DSM savings to determine 
whetherTEc0 meets its DSM goals for 1997. 

programs also fail to meet TEms C/I energy 

delays m ilnplemenling newlyappmved DSM 
This is evidenced by the fact that 

FUELFORECAST 

TECO provided a base, low, and high-price 
forecast for residual oil, distillate oil, and natural 
gas. Onlyabaseaefuelpriceforecastwas 
pmvided for coal TEcxYs 2006 fuel price forecast 
for all fuels other than coal is above the utilities' 
average 2006 price forecasts for these fuel types. 
The Commision questions whether " E m s  
residual oil, distillate 05 and natural gas price 

diffeIentidbetweenfmeca&d coal and natural 
gas prices causes concern Additionally. the 

provide high and low case price forecastr for coal 
so that mtereskd parties may gauge the relative 
sensitivity of its generation expansion plans with 

forecastpwillmaterialize. TEcxYspropcted 

commission strongly enmurages TECO to 

respeatofuelprices. 



ENvIRo~ALcoMPLIANcE SUITABILITY 

TECO is subject to compliance restrictions 
mtained inboth Phase 1 and Phase Il ofthe 1990 
aean ~ i r  A C ~  
annpliancestrategy is to defer additional scrubber 
capital mvesbnents as long as pradical by using 
fuel switching, base loading the Polk 1GCC unit, 
and through purchases of allowances. TECO has 
already made allowance pufihases covering the 
period 1995 through 1999. The Polk IGCC unit is 
forecasaedbreduceTEc(Tsannualsulfurdioxide 
emission rate beghming m 2lWO which would 
offset additional allowances required to meet 
retailloadpwthdanands. 

TECO relied on various sou~ces to base its 
estimabeofemifsionlev&. Estimatesoftotaltons 
emitted are more d t i v e  to energy forecast 

dependence on older coa-fired generation, the 
emission rates ofW TECO and Gulf are higher 
than those of FPL and FPC 

Based upon the review of TEWs Ten-Ycm Site 
P h  and the related government and public 

(CAAA). TECO'S comments, TECO's plan is suitable for plannjng 
purposes. 

assumptiars~bfuelprice. Becaust?ofTEco.s 

Rev*w ofl997Tm-Yearsite plpu Page 43 



FLORIDAMUNICIPAL, POWERAGENCY 

The Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) is 
an OTganiZation of26 municipal elechic utilities 
that jointly manage and operate elechic utility 
operations. Six members -tIy comprise the 
All-*. ' Roject,medningthatFMPAhas 
committed to plan for and supply all power 
requirements for these members. By 1998, FMPA 
plans to add four more all-requimnents member 
cities Fort Pierce, Key West Lake Worth, and 
VeroBeadL 

FMPA's existing generation facllitig indude two 
coal-fired steam turbines 

rmdearunit(74Mw), one combined cyde unit (54 
MW), and five combustion turbines (88 MW). 
During the planning horizon, FMPA plans to 
irrstan a 12D Mw combined cyde unit in Uxn. The 
addition of Fort Pierce, Key West Lake Worth, 
and Vero Beach to FMPA's system by 1998 is 
forecasted to inavase net in- from 394 

(237 Mw summer 
capacily), an ownership share in rn's st Luck #2 

Gwhin19%to1936Gwhbyuw)6. 

The aggregate load for FMPA's members exceeds 
thei~ combined capacity. To serve load that 
exceeds generation, FMPA purchases capacity 
from other utilities. FMPA's member utilities 
savenearly47O~wtomers. Membercitiesnot 

~kforplanningtheirowngenerationand 
fransmission needs. FMPA's load and energy 
forecasts Bccount for DSM savings athibutable to 
member utilities' comervation pmgrams. 

Figure 18, on the next page, contains FMPA's 
p r w  generation mix by fuel type. The 

reflects FMPA's need to xely on interchange 
capaaty to serve its four new &requirements 

involved m the all-requirements propa ale 

primaryinformationgainedfromihisfigure 

member aties beginning in 1997. 

LOAD FORECAST 

FMPA used various econometric models to 

municipality, supplied by the All-Requirements 
F'roject Time series and time trend modeling are 
also employed to foremst load. However, the 
forecastmethodsanddesignsareonly genedy 
described. FMPA did not idenfify data sources. 
Some general economic and demographic 
asumptions are iden- however, applying 

systems may not represent the bgt information 
for the geographicaUy4spemed muniapalities. 
The plan indudes no discussion of weather 
assumptions. FMPA did not pmvide sensitivity 
analyses based upon varying economic and 
demographic BSPUmptiOllS. Furfl~er, insufficient 
historical forecast data exists to cumpare FMPA's 

forecast sales by Isle dass, specific to each 

g *' edeconomkassumptionsacmssallsuch 

forecast accuracy to other utilities m the slate. 

The addition of Ft pierce, Lake Worth, Key West, 
and Vero Beach to FMPA's All-Requirements 
Project is the main reason for the following factr: 

0 

0 

0 

the2006NJ2LforeCastis 144% higher than 
19% actual NEL; and 

theaw6aunmerpeakdemandforecastis 
147% higher than 19% actual summer 
peak-& 

CONSERVATION 

Member utilities individually promote their own 
CoNervatiOn programs with assistance from 
FMPA WA'sall-mpimnentspa~tiapantsmay 
choosefromamongsevenconservationpmgmms 
that have been waluald to ensure cost 
effecliveness. FMPA propctr these programs to 
reduce2005winterpeak demandby anestimated 
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Figure 18: FMPA Generation Mix - % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

9 MW (0.8% of the total winter load of FMPA's 
~ u 6 U i e s )  oVerthenexttenyears,FMPA's 
member utilities are pmjected to conlribute just 
overO.l%oftheagpgatewinterdemandsavings combined cycle unit 
forecasted by the state's utilities. These 
propdions may change in fulure Ten-Year Site 
Plans due to the Legislature's revision of the 
Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act 
(FEECA) statute during the 1996 session. 

approximately 50% higher than the average. Not 
mrprishgly, FMPA uses distiuate oilsparinghl as 
an alternate fuel in its combustion turbines and 

ENVIRONMENTALCOMPUANCE 

None of Florida's municipal utilities are subject to 
restrictions contained inphase Iofthel99oClean 
Air Act Amendments (CAAA). At &is time, 

FUEL. FORECAST FMPA does not appear to be severely impacted 
(on a tonnage reduction basis) by Phase II of &e 

F M P A p d e d a w f u e l p x k e f o r e c a s t f o r  CAAk ThisisbecauseofFMPA'spartkipationin 
all five fuel types. No high- and low- price Orlando Utilities Commission's (OUC) stanton 
sensitivities were pmvided for any fuel. FMPA's Unit 2 Stanton Unit 2 is a scrubbed, coal-fired 

above the average for the reporting utilities. emissions and seleaive catalytic reduction 
S-, FMPA's 2006 nudear fuel price 
forecast is more than 60% above the average, and 
its 2006 djstiUate oil price forecast is 

2006 price forecast for each fuel is significantly unit with precipitators to control particukte 

technology to reduce NO, 



FMPA's response to the Commission's 
supplemental data requests did not provide 
annual emissiOn levels. FMPA generally 
mponded that environmental issues are 
appmprialdy addressed in the siting process, and 
that all board meetings addressing its expansion 
plans are public meetings. 

Based upon the review of =A's Ten-Year Site 
P h  and the dated government and public 
comments, FMPA's plan is suitable for planning 
Purposg. 



GAINES VILLE REGIONAL UTILITIES 

GainesviUe R e g i d  utilities' (mu) elechic 
generatingsystemcurrentlyhasawintercapacity 
of540 W. The system consids of a 218 MW coal- 

turbine units (145 Mw), six combustion turbines 
(166 MW), and an 11 MW ownership share of 
FPCs CIyStal River 3 nudear unit 

As illustrated in Figure 19 on the next page, GRU 
expectr to be a net seller of interchange energy 
untiltheyear2OO0,althoughitshandnon-h 

mnumally to GRWs generation mix. Most of 
GRU's energy (86%) currently comes from the 
single d-fired unit, Deerhaven 2, since more 
than half of GRU's natural gas-fired capaaty is 
usedstridyforpeakingpurposes. Thistrendis 
expectedto continue into the future, because GRU 
does not plan to build any new generation 
additions during the next ten years under their 
basedemandandenergyforecast Underahigh 
demand and energy forecast sensitivity, GRU 
forecask a generic need for55 MW of additional 
capaaty in the year 2003. 

fired steam turbine unit, three gas-fired steam 

transactions Cwnbibllte only . .  

LOADFORECMT 

GRUemploysaseriesoflinearmultiple Tegression 
models in order to forecast energy consumption. 
mu's his&rid data has been O M e d  from 
reputable sources, including the Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research (BEBR) at the 
University of Florida and the US. -t of 
Commerce. GRU also outlined the key 

these are the f o m  n o d  weather 
conditions, dedining real electridty prices, an 
inflation adjustment of all income and price 
figures indexed to base year 1986, a 3.5% average 

forecast horizon. and the impacts of demand4de 

a.%¶lmptionsunderpinningthisforecast Among 

annual inaation rate increase throughout the 

maqementpnlgramuponallretailpN$ectipropaions. 

GRU's absolute pemxnt error in its 1992-1996 retail 
sales forecastp is 1.91%. lower than the numeric 
average for the ten reporthg utilities. GRWs 
average forecast m o r  for the same period is - 
1.91%,whichshowsatendencytoun&-forecast 

GRWssummerpeakdemandforecastforthenext 
ten years is propaed to increase at an AAGR of 
W%, less thanthe3.48% AAGRfor the 1987-1996 
period. GRU does not e c a l l y  address the 
rationalethatjustifiestheselowergruwtilateJ. 

Overan. GRU's load forecast ai* are adequate. 
The statidid models used for this anah/sis are 
simple, yet comprehensive and very appropriate 
for the purposes ofthis study. 

CONSERVATION 

GRU is no longer subject to the mpimwnts of 
the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
Act (FEECA). However, the utility plans to 
continue ofkring comervalion pfognuns. GRU 
does not have a load management program or an 

audits, home &-up programs, ~tura l  gas 
displacement of electric space heathg and water 
heating, and public information and education 

GRLJ's winter peak demand by an estimated 29 
M W  (5.1%) by 2006. Over the next ten yean, 

about 0.4% of the aggregate winter demand 
savings forecasted by the state's utilities. 

In the near future, GRU plans to begin rebate 

infermptibleserviceprogram GRuofkrsenergy 

~Thesepnlgrarnsarescpectedtoreduce 

GRU's DsMpmpmS arepmpcted to contribute 

programsfor - -  . programs, 
including t h d  energy storage, heat recovery, 
and gas-fired cooling. GRU also plans to begin 
two residential DsM programs to encourage the 
use of solar ewgy: a solar water heater rebate 
~rrogram, and a green pricing program for grid- 
connected p h ~ o l f a i c  systems installed on the 
roofs of homes. 
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Figure19 GRUGenerationMix- % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

FuaFOREcAsT 

GRUpravidedabase,low,andhigh-p*foreast 
for all  fuel types except nuclear, to which GRU 
onlyproviddabaseaseforecest GRUdevelops 
a twwpart fuel forecast short-term (2-3 years) 

forecast considefi current fuel contra&, mdustry 
condiiions, competitive p”ssures and short-term 
inflation rates. The long-term forecast applies the 
escalation factom prwided by the DOE’S Annual 

transportation prices separately and 
independently of fuel commodity prices. High- 

applying DOE escalation rates. Future nuclear 
energypriceswerepmvidedbylTC 

GRU predicb that the price diffemntial between 
thedelivered price of natural gas and coal will 
widen over time. Coal is an abundant domestic 

and long-term (3-20  year^). The short-term 

Energy ovtlook. GRU plqected fuel 

and low- sensitivities are detemuned ‘ b y  

fuel sou~ce that historically has had stable prices, 
while natural gas prices have typically been 
higher during the w i n k  due to weather. Over 
the planning horizon, GRU expects fuel prices to 
escalate at an average annual rate of 2.3% for 
natural gas, but only 1.4% for Coat As in pmvious 
years, most utilities expect the price diffemntial 
betweennaluraIgasandcoaltowidendurhgthe 
planning horizon. This year, however, the 
magnitudeofthisdifferentialhasdeueased. 

GRU‘s 2006 coal and nudear energy price 
forecasts are below the average of all reporting 
ulilities. However, GRU foRcasts residual oil, 
distillabs oil, and ~Wal gas prices to be 
signiikantly higher than the average of the 
reporting utilities. 



E N V I R O ~ A L C O ~ C E  

GRU is not subject to so, restrictions mwm 
PhaSe I Ofthe 1990 clean Air Act Amendments 
(CAAA). GRU does not appear to be Seyerely 
impacted (on a tonnage reduclion basis) by phase 
IIoftheCAAA. 

Deerhaven Unit 2 achieves anrironmental 
compliance stridly by purchasing compliance- 
quality coal because the unit does not have a 
saubber. Thismaybecorneaconcerniftheprice 
for compliance coals begins to rise m the future. 

GRU's  pome to the comrmssl . 'on's 
supplemental data requesk indicates that total 
emissions are more sensitive to GRU's demand 
forecast than to ik fuel price forecast 

STATE, REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCY 
COMMENTS 

The following agencies provided the COmrmsa ' 'on 
with commenk on GRU's Ten-Ycm Site Pk. 

ncddaDcpmtmentofEn. . @EP)DEP 
find. GRVs Tm-Yes Sk Plan to be gavnnY sui* for 
Plsrmingpvrposea 

N o a h ~ ~ R g l o l v l p L r m i n g ~ ~ c R I p c ) :  

ttrrgOalSrwdpC.li&SoftbeE&iZXldph 
N C F R F C f i n d r t h a t G R L P a T o l - Y ~ S k ~ m ~ t w i t h  

SUITABILJTY 

B a d  upon &e review of GRU's Ten-Year Site PLm 
andthedaledgovemmentandpubliccommenk, 
GRU's plan is suitable for planning purposg. 



JA 0 C AUTH 

( N a  Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEh) withdrew its Apr& 1997 Ten-Year Site Plan on 
December 18,1997. The following comments relate to ti& now-withdraw plan. The Commission did not 
cbsmfy thewihirawnplan as “suitable” or “unsuitable.” JEA has stated its intent to file a 1998 Ten-Year Site 
Plan by April 1,1998.1 



The City of Lakeland's 654 MW elechic system 
ConsiStP of five gas- and &fired steam turbine 

gas-fired combjned cycle unit (124 MW), and two 
gas-fired combustion turbine units (62 MW). In 
2001, Lakeland plans to use funds from the US. 
L+wlment of Energy to build McIntosh Unit 4, 
a 157MW fluidized bed coalunit T o m  that 
this planned facility is the least-cost choice, 
Lakeland issued a request for proposals (RFP) for 
2Oyearsoffhncapacityandenergy. Responses 
are due later this year. 

uniis (m Mw), one d f i r e d  unit (197 Mw), one 

cormnent with this planned generating resource 
~m2001Lakelandexpgtstoretire67MW 
of steam-fired capaaty. Lakeland plans to add 
two 56 MW gas-fired combustion turbine units at 
a yet-bbe determined site. These units are 

2005. The impact of these resource additions on 
Lakeland's generation mix is shown m Figure 20 
on the next page. 

- to be placed mto service in 2002 and 

LOADFORECAST 

Lakeland's load forecast methodology includes 

saIes,Nn,andpeakdemand. Lakelandrelieson 
Polk County population projections from the 1996 
BEBR forecast In addition, the service territory 

numberofresidentialaomuntsm the area and the 
results of the 1994 Appliance Saturation Survey. 

Lakeland's absolute percent error in its 1992-1996 
retail sales forecask is 232%,lower than the 
numeric average for the ten Teporting utilities m 
&state. Lakeland's average forecast error for the 
same period is -220%, which shows a tendency to 

forecast for the next ten years is propaed to 
-at an AAGR of 327%, which is lower than 
the 5.55% AAGR for the 1987-1996 period. 

several regression mod& measuTing populaw 

population projections are obtained via the 

under-forecast Lakeland's winter peak demand 

Lakeland does not spedhUy addresf a rationale 
that accounts for these lower growth rates. 

Overall, Lakeland's load forecast is appropriate. 
The analyses are welldocumented and have been 
supportedbydatafromcrediblesourcg. 

CONSERVATION 

Lakeland is no longer subject to the requirements 
of&FloridaEnergy EfficKncyandconsenration 
Act (FEECA). However, the utility plans to 
continue offer@ conservation programs. In 
addition to energy audits, Lakeland offem two 
residential programs (load management and a 

(lighting, thermal energy storage, and high- 
pressure sodium outdoor lighting). These 

winter peak demand by an estimaled 94 MW 
(ll%)m2006. Overthenexttenyears,Lakeland's 
DSM programs are propaed to contribute about 
13% of the aggregate winter demand savings 

loan program) and three commeroal . -  

programs are scpected to d u c e  Lakeland's 

forecaskd by the state's utilities. 

Although no longer subject to FEECA's 
requirements, Lakeland plans to continue its 

photovoltaic applications. Lakeland plans to 
implement new CoMervatiOn programs if they 
become mst-effedive. 

reseMh mto other DSM technologies, including 

FUELFORECAST 

Lakeland provided fuel price forecasts under low, 

residual oil, distillate oil, petroleum coke, and 
refuse-derivedfuel. The commodity and 
hqxntationcomponents of coal andnatural gas 
were forecasted mdependently, then added 
together to arrive at the delivered price of each 
fuel. Lakeland assumed that each hers future 
price would be a combination of spot and conhct 

baSe,andhighprioescenariodfOIcoal,~turalgas, 
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prices. Lakeland propaed the prices for residual 
and distilate by assuming that they would 
fluctuate with crude oil prices. A similar 

would fluctuate with coal prices. The negative 

based on revenue collected the tipping fees 
eshblishedby the City of Lakeland, the amount of 
refuse cokbxl,  and the refuse's heating value. 

assumption was made thatpetroleumcoke prices 

price of refusederived fuel (RDF) is calculated 

Lakeland's fuel price forecast for residual oil, 
distillate oil, natural gas, and coal is near the 
average price forecasted by the other reporting 
utilities. Residual oil and distillate oil are 
expeaed to escalate at approximately the same 
ratefromtheir currentlevelsduringthepknning 
ho- Also, natural gas, mal, petroleum coke, 
andRDFwillmaintainappmxhaldytheirsame 
margins during the next ten years. 

ENvIRoNMENTALcoMpLIANcE 

Lakeland is not subpa to So, restrictions 
contained m phase I of the 19% Clean Air Act 
Amendmenk (CAAA), and does not appear to be 
severely i m p a d  (on a tonnage reduction basis) 
byPhaseIIoftheCAAA. Inikreqmnsetothe 
Commission's supplemenM data request, 
Lakeland generally stakd that environmental 
issues are appropriatehl addressed m the siting 
process and m public board meetings. There are 
no environmental regulatory proposals which 
have a signiscant impact on Lakeland's rewnure 
expansion Plan. 





CITY OF TALLAHASS Ex 

The City of Tallahassee's (Tabhasee) exbting 
v a t i o n  mix consisk primarily of natural gas- 
fnedunitsandm&dmngecapacitypurchasg,as 
shown on the next page m Figure 2l. Tallahassee 
has five fossil steam turbines (408 Mw), four 
combustionturbines(6OMw),~hydroelectric 
units (11 Mw), and an ownership share m FPCs 
~ h U n i t 3 ( l l  MW). Inl996,Tallahassee 
relied upon puxha.4 power to meet 
approximately 39% of its load requirements. 

On May 19, 1997 &e Commission approved 
Tallahasfee'spetitiontodetermme ' theneedfora 
233 MW gas combined cyde unit at the M o m  
sile The addition of this unit along with the early 
-of two combustion turbines at the same 
location. results h a  netsummercapacityincrease 
of 187 MW m 2000. As a result, Tallahassee's 
natural p f i red  generation is forecasted to 
inaease to approximately 96% of load 
requjremenkbyux)6. Thisnewunitisexpeded 
to also cause Tallahasee to swikh from a net 
buyer of interchange capacity to a net d e r .  

LOADFORECAST 

Tabha%eeempIoys a se&sofeconometric-based 

develop its energy forecask. These models rely 
upon an andysis of the system's historical growth 
usage patterns, and population statislia As m 
previous years, Tallahasfee has failed to properly 
document its oukide sources for economic, 
weather and demographic data, "gardless of 
whetheritkhirtoricalorforecasted. Furthermore, 
Tallahaspee has not included signifhint 
assumptions or informed judgments regading its 
forecassasrecommendedbythecomrmssl . 'onin 
previous Ten-Yenr Site P h  Reviews. 

Tallahassee's absolute percent error m its 1992- 
1996retailsales forecasts is 297%, higher than the 
2.79% numeric average for the ten reporting 
utilities. Tallahassee's average forecast err01 for 

hear  regression fomastm . g models in d e r  to 

the same period is -239%. which shows a 
tendency to under-forecast 

Tallahassee's summer peak demand forecast for 
the next ten years is propded to inaease at an 
AAGR of 220%, less than the 3.64% AAGR 
COrreFponding to the 1987-1996 period. 
Tallahassee dog not spedhlly address the 
reasons for these decreases. However, these 

utililies in the state. 
figures are consistent with those of other eleadc 

CONSERVATION 

Tallahassee is no longer subpd to the 
qukments of the Florida Energy Efficiency and 
consenratiOnAa(. However,Tallahassee 
dog not expect to reduce its current commitment 
to conservation. Tallahassee's DSM portfolio 
consisk of five residential and five Eommercial 

conversion, non-dispakhable comervation 
programs, public information and education 
programs, and home im-t programs. 
Tallahassee does not have a load management 
program. Tallahaspee forecask that its DSM 
programs will reduce winter peak demand by an 
estimated 58 h4W (93%) m 2006. Owr the next 
ten years, Tallahasfee's DSM programs are 
projected to conhibute nearly 0.8% of the 
aggregate winter demand savings forecasted by 
the state's utilities. 

PrOgIaIllS. These indude natural gas 

FUELFORECAST 

Except for nudear fuel, Tabhasee provided a 
price foxeastfor all fuel types, including high and 
lowpricesoerarios. Tallahassee'sbase~turalgas 
p* forecast was developed miernally in 
December,1995. Thehighandlow~turalgas 
forecask were developed by maintaining the 
dativespread between high, base, and low prices 
as propded m ICF Resources. k . ' S  mast recent 
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Figure 21: Tallahassee Generalion Mix - % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

M W  fOl‘eC& PIePald for 
Tallahassee. ICF Reso-’s most recent price 
forecast for residual oil, distiUate oil, and coal 
pricefomxslswe~alsoused. Withtheexception 
of natural gas, Tallahassee’s 2006 price forecasts 
br the remaining fuek are significantly above the 
reporting utilities’ average 2006 price forecast 

In ik need determination for Purdom Unit 8 

that it could obtain assured the Comrmsslon 
natural gas supply for the proposed unit at a cost 
signifhntiy less than that paid by most other 
utili& in Florida. The Commission approved 

(order NO. PSC-974659-FOF-EM), Tallahassee . .  

Tallahassee’s self-build option for purdom Unit 8 
basedpartiallyonthep~fuelsavings.  If 
Tallahassee m o t  obtain natural gas supply for 
thepmposed unit at these prices, then theoverall 
cost efkctivengf of M o m  Unit 8 compared to 
other available options may be popardized. 

ENvIRo~ALcoMpLIANcE 

Tallahassee is not subject to Sq restrictions 
contained in F’hase I of the Clean Air Act 

generation will impact Tallahassee’s compliance 
withPhaseIIoftheCAAA. Pmjeckdemissiom 
r e f k t  the addition of F’urdom Unit 8, a new 

Amendmek(m). hyneWMtlldgas-fired 

MhlId gas-fired combined cyde unit 
emissions are forecaaed to initially dedine, then 

of intedmge p d  with new gewation 
begintogmwreaeCtingTallahassee’sreplacement 

from ik own units. 

Tallahassee generalh/ ”ponded that 
~ t a l ~ e s a r e a p p m p r i a b 9 y a d d r e s s e d  
m the siting procesp and during public board 

p m e ,  other than the site review for the 
proposed F’urdom Unit 8, which would 
si@cantIy affect Tallahassee‘s scpansion plan. 

meetings. T h e r e a r e m e m r i r o n m e n t a l ~ ~  



STATE, REGIONAL., AND UXAL AGENCY 
COMMENTS 

SUITABILITY 



swinoleEkcfricCooperativeh~(SEC)prwides 
full requirements to its e l m  distribution system 
members. SECcurrentlyreliesonownedand 
~ c a ~ ~  to meet its members' 
needs. Seminole is obligated to serve all load up 
to specified capacity co .' t levels and 
provide adequate reserves. SECs partial 
requirements pmviders serve all load above the 
s p e d f i e d c a p a ~ ~ t m e n t l e v e l s .  

S E C S  generating resources consist of two 625 MW 

ownership in Florida Power Corporations 0 
d 6 r e d  steam turbines in Palatka, and a 15 MW 

CrystalRivernudearunit sw3pudmesfullor 
partial mpkements power from FPC Florida 
Power Q Light Company (FPL), Tampa Elechic 
Company (TKO), Jacksonville Electric Authority 
w),and- . R e g i d  utilities (GRU). 

Seminole win diversify its generation resoums 
with the addition of Hardee Power Staiion Unit 3 
in January, uw)2 (451 MW combined cycle unit) 
andninecombustion turbines (675 MW) by2006. 
SECisfurrentyevaluatingthe bids resultingfrom 
a request for p"p0Sals for Hardee Unit 3 and for 
up to loo0 MWofcapacity and energy to replace 
edsting mntracts. In addition, SECs purchase 
contract of 145 of capaaty fmm TECUs Big Bend 
4 unit expires January 1, m, and may be 
replaced at SECs option with an additional 145 
MW a a t  the Hardee sik. 

TREATMENT OF W E E  POWER STATION 

Hardee Power Partners, Limited. a TECO Power 
senkesCorporaiion,ownsandoperalestwogas- 
fired generating units, totalkg 359 MW of winter 
capaaty, at the Hardee Power Station. Unit 1 is a 
269 MW combined cyde unit, while Unit 2 is a 
single 90 MW combustion turbine. SEC has first 
priority use of this capaaty as a reserve resource 
when its own generation is derated or incurs a 
forced outage or maintenance outage. TECO can 
purchase capaaty from Hardee Power Station at 

times when SEC does not B(ercise its capacity 
rights. Normally, SEC does not use the capaaty 
during the summer and winter months, therefore 
releasing it to TECO. 

BecausetheHardeePowerStationisshare&there 
ispmh&rm&restin how this capacity is treated 
m each respedive utility's Ten-Ycar Si& Plmt. SEC 
has first call on Hardee Power Station's capacity 
for backup purposg, which coincide with 

outagesthat Usuay. OONT dwing the 
sprjng and/or fall. Since sw3ca1-1 also call on €his 
capacity during mmgenck which may OCCUT at 
any time during the year, it appears that SEC 
should include the Hardee Power Station capacity 
ma reserve margincalculation. 

However, SEC does not use reserve margin as a 

energy (EUE) as its sole reliability criterion 
because SEC relies heavily on o&er utilities to 
supply its full requirements and partial 
requirements capaaty needs. When it calculates 
EUE, SEC estimates the number of hours and 
amount of capacity it expeds to purchase from 
Hardee Power Staiion based on S E C S  historical 
use of this capacity. It appears that SECs 
calculation of EUE properly accounts for its use of 
capacity fmm Hardee Power Station. However, if 
the state experiences artother extended hard 
freeze, such as during the Christmas of 1989, a 

on Hardee Power Station's capaaty. 

planningcriteria sEcusgexpeaedunserwd 

aitiGll jssuemay arise TegaKling who has first call 

LOADFORECAST 

SEC identifies and justifig its load forecast 
methodology with a thorough dgcription of 
ec- ' and end-use models, variables, data 
sources, assumptions, and informed judgments. 
SEC began its analyses with separate, individual 
load forecasts for each member cooperative; these 

Within these analyses, SEC provided detailed 
Werecombinedtoyieldthe finalforecastre5ults. 



Figure 22: SEC Genera& Mix - % by fuel type (1997-2006) 

statistical accuunts of alternate load forecasts for 
eachwtomerdassbasedondifferenteconomic 
and w e a k  soenarios. 

SECs absolute percent error in its 1992-1996 retail 

reporting utilities in the state. SECs average 
forecast error for the same period is an wer- 
forecast of 239%. SECs winter peak demand 
forecast for the next ten years is propaed to 
inamse at an AAGR of 3.86%, which is lower than 
the 5.26% AAGR for the 1987-1996 period. SEC 
jusliriesthedifkrence when it addresses Florida's 

down to below 2%. In addition to this, the 
cooperative's residential growth membership has 
also slowed down considerably, and commerdal 
coMlmergru~hasmtfuyrrecweredfromi~ 

sales forecasts is 3.59%, the highest among all 

populatim rate, which recently slowed 

early 1990's setback. 

Overall, SECs load forecast criteria are adequate. 
The models employed are comprehendve and 
include data mmes that have been properly 
documenled. However, the Commission 
recommends that SEC redefine some paramebers 
in order to generate more a-te foreca& that 
may redue its historical forecast error. 

CONSERVATION 

Member utilities individually promote their own 
conservaiion programs with SEC's asktawe. 
Given the power supply agreements that SEC has 
with its members, demand reduction d t i n g  
from comervation and load management 
programs does not affect the operation of SECs 
generating units. However, umservation reduces 
t h e a m o u n t o f p a r W ~ t s ~ S E C  
makesfromFFCandFpL. 

Reviewof1997TemYearSite Plam RgeB 



Some of SECs member utilities have load 
managementprogramswhicharecoordinatedby 
SEC Thgeprogramsprovideanestiaatedtwo- 
thirds (246 Mw) of S E C S  fomcasted demand 
savings,withtheremainingsavingscomingfrom 
variousinterptibleserviceervice*uiffs. Theaggregate 
winter demand savings of SECs members is 
forecasted to be 361 Mw (7.6%) m 2006. Over the 
next ten years, SECs member utilities are 
pmjeckd to contribute apprrnaimatey 52% of the 
aggregate winter demand savings forea&d by 
the state's utilities. 

FUELFORECAST 

SEC provided a k, low, and high-price forecast 
for all fuel types except nuclear, to which SEC 
onlypmvidedabase-caseforecast SEC'scoal 
price forecast asumes no significant change m 
domestic coal production codtg or availabiliv of 
tranqmhtion. SEC projects demand for low- 
sulfur coal to increase faskr relative to that for 
medium- and high-sulfur coals primady due to 
the 1990 clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA). 
SECbelievgthatdistillateoilwillremainthemost 
expemive fuel due to deaeased domestic oil 
productioIb increased dependemx on imporkd 

usually create a price ailing for the other fuels. 

SECsfuel price forecast shows slight haeases for 
residual oiL natural gas, and coal, and slight 
deueases for distillate oil and nudear fuel during 
the planning horizon Average mual growth 
raks for fuel prices are forefasbed to range from a 
highofZl4% hnatural gas to a low of -328% for 
distillate oil. In 2006, SIX expects to pay $21.67 
per barrel for residual oiL $30.16 per barrel for 
distillate oiL S.8l per MCF for natural gas, $41.52 
per ton for coal and $0.61 per MMBtu for nudear 
energy. SEC's fuel price forecast is reasonable for 

dand immasedoildemand. Distillateoilprices 

Planning-. 

ENvIRoNMENTALcoMpLIANcE 

SEC is notsubject to Sqrestrictions contained m 
Phase I of the CAAA. SEC does not appear to be 
severely impackd (on a tonnage reduction basis) 
by Phase II of the CAAA. Natual gas-fired unit 
additiuns will contnite to Phase Jl Sq 
compliance flexibility. However. this may not be 
an issue for SEC because it projeds having 
approximately 200 to ZOO0 excess Sq allowances 
BnnuBy.. 

requests showed that S E C S  emission laks are 

sensitive to SECs forecast of energy usage lather 
than of fuel prices. 

Response to the comrmsd ' ion's supplemental data 

projected to dedine. Total anissions are more 





V. APPENDIX 

STATUS OF DJTIXRMDN ATIONS AND SITE CERTIFICATION S 

FPC Polk UNts #l and #Z 
In January, 1992, the Comuuss ' 'on granted FPCs need petition for two 235 MW combined cycle generating 
unitstobebutltinP&County. TheGovemorandCabinet,actingasthePowerPlantSitingBoard.appmved 
FPCs site certification application in January, 1995. Subsequent to the Board's approval, FFC combined the 
construction of these two units into a single 470 MW unit which is scheduled to be placed into commercial 

improvements stuted in late 1996 and are sayife by August 1998. Construction of associated transrmsslon 
due&beonnpktedlalerih&year. FPCplanstose11440MWfromthis f~tytoSECfora~y~period 
from January, 1999 to January, 2002 

. .  

SEC Hard- Power Station Unit #3 
granbeaSECsneed petition for a440 MW combined cyde unit at the edsting Hardee Power The6  

Stationsitem June,l994 SECdekrred the unit's original 1999 hservice date until 2002 This option became 
desirable because SEC plans to purchase 440 MW of firm capaaty on a short-term basis from FF"s Polk 
Countyuniisduringthisperiod. 

T;lllahuuKepllrdomUnit#8 
granted Tallahassee's need petition for a 250 MW gas-fired combined cycle unit 

at the exishg St Marks site in WaMla County. DEP is currently planning to hold permitting hearings 
starhglaterthis year, and the Power Plant Siting Board is expeaed to make a final dedsion on Tallahassee's 
proposed unit in 1998. Prior to commencing construction, Tallahassee plans to study the power supply 
markettodetermme ' if purdrased power is more cast-efkctve than M o m  Unit 8. If this study affirms the 
economics of M o m  Units, the unit will be cowtructed and enter commeraal ' serviceinMay,u)oo. 

. .  

. .  In May, 1997, the c 

PLANNED.UNCERTIFIED GENERATIN GUNITS 

Lakeland MrIntosh Unit 4 
Lakeland plans to build a 326 MW fluidized bed coal unit using funding from the US. -t of 
Energy'sCleanCoalTedudogy Progmm. The unit will be built in two phases: Phase 1 (157 MW) is expeckd 
to be placed intoservice in January, 2002; Phase 2 (169 MW) is expec&d to be completed by January, 2005. 
IfLakeknd~~~plawtobuildratherthanpurdulsecapacity,MdntmhUNt4willrequire~~tion 
under the Power Plant Siting Act 



PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMME NTS 

The Commission received mitten conunenk on Ten-Year Site Plans from many review agencies. Utility- 
spedic wmmenk were addressed prevhsly m this report At ik August 8,1997 Public Workshop, the 
Gmmission received written comments from the Legul Enmronmmtnl Asistmcc Fmmddunr ' W a n d  
fromthe~ectfmunEMgyEfFciartFFlmidn CPED. 

LEAF and PEEF urged the comrmrrsl ' 'on to find all utility Ten-Year Site plans to be unsuitable. LEAF/= 
jointly submitted "Florida's Dirty seaet A Report Card on Florida's Electric Utilitig", a publication which 
discusses an opinion that electric power generating units adversely impact the environment and health of 
Floridians. In grading the peaormanCe of Florida's el- ulilities as unsatisfactory, the joint LEAF/- 
report draws eight major condusions: (1) electric generation is a major solllce of local and regional air 
pollutim (2) environmental health casts are not considered; and (3) most pollution is from a small number 
of large UW; (4) pollution rates vary signifhntly; (5) cumpetition in the elechic mdustcy has mapr 
implications; (6) utility cmservation programs  save little to no energy; (7) utilities make only token use of 
dean -able energy; and (8) utility disdosure of air emissions data is useful to cmmmmem 


