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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Inre: Petition for determination of need

for Levy Units 1 and 2 nuclear power plants, Docket No. 080148-EI

by Progress Energy Florida, Inc.

Submitted for Filing: May 2, 2008

PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA’S OBJECTIONS TO
STAFF’S EIGHTH SET OF INTERROAGATORIES (NOS. 116-124)

Pursuant to Fla. Admin. Code R. 28-106.206, Rule 1.340 of the Florida Rules of
Civil Procedure, and the Order Establishing Procedure in this matter, Progress Energy
Florida, Inc. (“PEF”) hereby serves its objections to Staff’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories
(Nos. 116-124) and states as follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

PET objects to any definitions or instructions that are inconsistent with PEE’s

discovery obligations under applicable rules.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS

Question 117: PEF objects to interrogatory number 117 because it asks PEF to
perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF has a non-binding
cost estimate from the consortium supplying the nuclear power plants for Levy Units 1 and
2in 2016 and 2017, respectively. PEF does not have a non-binding cost estimate from the
consortium for nuclear power plants in 2016 and 2019. PEF, therefore, cannot perform the
requested analyses. PEF further objects to interrogatory number 117 because
the interrogatory calls for speculation. Because PEF does not have a non-binding cost

estimate for a nuclear power plant in 2019, any attempt by PEF to provide an answer is
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speculation on PEF's part about what a willing supplier would provide as a cost estimate
for a nuclear power plant located at the Levy site in 2019,

Question 118: PEF objects to interrogatory number 118 because it asks PEF to
perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF has a non-binding
cost estimate from the consortium supplying the nuclear power plants for Levy Units 1 and
2 in 2016 and 2017, respectively. PEF does not have a non-binding cost estimate from the
consortium for nuclear power plants in 2016 and 2019. PEF, therefore, cannot perform the
requested analyses. PEF further objects to interrogatory number 118 because
the interrogatory calls for speculation. Because PEF does not have a non-binding cost
estimate for a nuclear power plant in 2019, any attempt by PEF to provide an answer is
speculation on PEF's part about what a willing supplier would provide as a cost estimate
for a nuclear power plant located at the Levy site in 2019,

Question 120: PEF objects to interrogatory number 120 because it asks PEF to
perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF has a non-binding
cost estimate from the consortium supplying the nuclear power plants for Levy Units | and
2 in 2016 and 2017, respectively. PEF does not have a non-binding cost estimate from the
consortium for nuclear power plants in 2016 and 2019. PEF, therefore, cannot perform the
requested analyses. PEF further objects to interrogatory number 120 because
the interrogatory calls for speculation. Because PEF does not have a non-binding cost
estimate for a nuclear power plant in 2019, any attempt by PEF to provide an answer is
speculation on PEF's part about what a willing supplier would provide as a cost estimate
for a nuclear power plant located at the Levy site in 2019.

Question 121: PEF objects to interrogatory number 121 because it asks PEF to

perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF has a non-binding



cost estimate from the consortium supplying the nuclear power plants for Levy Units 1 and
2 in 2016 and 2017, respectively. PEF does not have a non-binding cost estimate from the
consortium for nuclear power plants in 2016 and 2019. PEF, therefore, cannot perform the
requested analyses. PEF further objects to interrogatory number 121 because
the interrogatory calls for speculation. Because PEF does not have a non-binding cost
estimate for a nuclear power plant in 2019, any attempt by PEF to provide an answer is
speculation on PEF's part about what a willing supplier would provide as a cost estimate
for a nuclear power plant located at the Levy site in 2019.

Question 123: PEF objects to interrogatory number 123 because it asks PEF to
perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF further objects to
interrogatory number 123 because it calls for speculation. PEF, Florida Power & Light
Company, and Tampa Electric Company agreed to increase minimum planning Reserve
Margin levels to at least 20 percent in the reserve margin docket initiated by the
Commission in 1999. The Commission approved this agreement in Order No. PSC-99-
2507-S-EU thereby establishing a 20 percent Reserve Margin for the investor owned
utilities in Florida. It is speculation to assume a different reserve margin criterion.
Additionally, PEF has integrated the minimum 20 percent reserve margin requirements into
its integrated resource planning process for nearly a decade. Accordingly, PEF has not
conducted any integrated resource planning with a 15 percent reserve margin criterion in
almost ten years and PEF cannot do so in any integrated way at this time.

In addition, the Commission stated in Order No. PSC-03-0175-FOF-EI that
partics should not speculate on potential changes in reserve margins in need cases.

Specifically, the Commission stated:



PACE questioned whether there is a present need for the Hines
Unit 3. PACE argues that FPC has done well over the past with a
15 percent reserve margin and if this margin is maintained, Hines
Unit 3 is not needed. Regardless of past experience, however,
Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in
Docket No. 981890-EU, requires Florida’s investor owned utilities
{I0Us) to increase minimum planning reserve margins to a 20%
reserve margin by the summer of 2004. By approving the
stipulation proposed by the I0Us and issuing the above Order, we
have already determined that 20% is the appropriate reserve margin
criteria, and the IOUs are required to utilize this criteria, unless
modified in a subsequent proceeding.

To provide reliable service, utilities are required to maintain a
margin of generating capacity above the firm demand of their
customers (planned reserves). At any given time during the year,
some generating plants will be out of service and unavailable due
to forced outages, periodic maintenance, refueling of nuclear
plants, etc. Therefore, adequate reserves must be available to
provide for this unavailable capacity and for the higher than
projected peak demand due to forecast uncertainty and abnormal
weather. The proper forum to address what minimum reserves are
necessary should be in a generic docket, as was previously done,
and not in a particular utility’s power plant nced determination
docket.

Question 124: PEF objects to interrogatory number 123 because it asks PEF to
perform analyses that PEF has not performed and cannot perform. PEF further objects to
interrogatory number 123 because it calls for speculation. PEF, Florida Power & Light
Company, and Tampa Electric Company agreed to increase minimum planning Reserve
Margin levels to at least 20 percent in the reserve margin docket initiated by the
Commission in 1999. The Commission approved this agreement in Order No. PSC-99-
2507-S-EU thereby establishing a 20 percent Reserve Margin for the investor owned
utilities in Florida. It is speculation to assume a different reserve margin criterion.

Additionally, PEF has integrated the minimum 20 percent reserve margin requirements into

its integrated resource planning process for nearly a decade. Accordingly, PEF has not



conducted any integrated resource planning with a 15 percent reserve margin criterion in
é!most ten years and PEF cannot do so in any integrated way at this time.

In addition, the Commission stated in Order No. PSC-03-0175-FOF-El that
parties should not speculate on potential changes in reserve margins in need cases.
Specifically, the Commission stated:

PACE questioned whether there is a present need for the Hines
Unit 3. PACE argues that FPC has done well over the past with a
15 percent reserve margin and if this margin is maintained, Hines
Unit 3 is not needed. Regardless of past experience, however,
Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in
Docket No. 981890-EU, requires Florida’s investor owned utilities
(IOUs) to increase minimum planning reserve margins to a 20%
reserve margin by the summer of 2004. By approving the
stipulation proposed by the IOUs and issuing the above Order, we
have already determined that 20% is the appropriate reserve margin
criteria, and the IOUs are required to utilize this criteria, unless
modified in a subsequent proceeding.

To provide reliable service, utilities are required to maintain a
margin of generating capacity above the firm demand of their
customers (planned reserves). At any given time during the year,
some generating plants will be out of service and unavailable due
to forced outages, periodic maintenance, refueling of nuclear
plants, etc. Therefore, adequate reserves must be available to
provide for this unavailable capacity and for the higher than
projected peak demand due to forecast uncertainty and abnormal
weather. The proper forum to address what minimum reserves are
necessary should be in a generic docket, as was previously done,
and not in a particular utility’s power plant need determination

docket.
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EXANDER GLENN

eneral Counsel - Florida

JOHN T. BURNETT

Associate General Counsel — Florida
PROGRESS ENERGY SERVICE COMPANY, LLC
299 First Avenue North

St. Petersburg, F1. 33701

Telephone: (727) 820-5184

Facsimile: (727) 820-5519




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished via

U.S. Mail this z’ﬁiday of May, 2008 to all parties of recaas indlicated below.
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Katherine Fleming, Esq.

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

James W. Brew

Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone, P.C.

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Eighth Floor, West Tower
Washington, DC 20007-5201

Charles Gauthier

Dept. of Community Affairs
Division of Community Planning
2555 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

E. Leon Jacobs, Jr.
Williams Law Firm

1720 S Gadsden St.

MS 14, Suite 202
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1101

N T. BURNETT

Stephen C. Burgess, Esq.

J.R. Kelly, Esq.

Office of Public Counsel

111 W. Madison St., Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Karin S. Torain

PCS Administration (USA), Inc.
Skokie Boulevard, Suite 400
Northbrook IL 60062

Michael P. Halpin

Dept. of Environmental Protection
Siting Coordination Office

2500 Blairstone Road, MS 48
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Dean Edwards

Inglis Hydropower, LL.C
P.O. Box 1565

Dover, FL 33527



