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Section I - 2015 RFP Overview 
 

A. Introduction 
 
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) set forth a comprehensive resource plan 
in its 2014 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan).  This plan included a mix 
of cost-effective demand side management (DSM) and generation resources to 
meet FPL’s projected resource needs. The 2014 Site Plan document projected that, 
after all cost-effective DSM had been accounted for, FPL would have a need for 
additional generation beginning in the year 2019. Although a number of key 
forecasts have changed since those used in the resource planning work reflected in 
the 2014 Site Plan, FPL continues to project a significant need for new generation 
beginning in the year 2019. FPL currently projects a need for new generation of 
approximately 1,052 MW beginning in the Summer of 2019.  
 
Therefore, FPL is initiating a Request for Proposals (RFP) process in 2015 to 
identify viable firm capacity and energy generation resources that will be 
compared to FPL’s best self-build generation option; i.e., FPL’s Next Planned 
Generating Unit (NPGU), to meet FPL’s projected capacity needs beginning in 
2019. 
 
The aim of this RFP process is to obtain a variety of eligible supply-side resource 
proposals that can provide firm capacity, then evaluate those proposals, and/or 
combinations of proposals, in comparison to FPL’s NPGU.  This will enable FPL 
to select the best, most cost-effective generation resource or combination of 
generation resources that meets FPL’s system reliability and performance 
standards in an environmentally responsible manner, all for the benefit of FPL’s 
customers.   

 
B. General Notices 
 
1. Definition of RFP 
It is important that all participants in this RFP process clearly understand that, in 
order to protect the interests of FPL’s customers, FPL retains the right during the 
RFP process to: select only FPL’s NPGU, or selecting FPL’s NPGU in 
conjunction with one or more proposals, or select a proposal or combination of 
proposals that is, or is not, the lowest-priced generating unit, proposal, or 
combination, waive a non-compliance aspect in any proposal, reject any and all 
proposals, modify or cancel the RFP process, modify the cost and/or performance 
assumptions of FPL’s NPGU, and modify FPL’s projected need for new 
generation resources.  In the event that FPL modifies the cost and/or performance 
assumptions of FPL’s NPGU, those Proposers that have eligible and competitive 
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proposals under evaluation at that time will be given an opportunity to amend 
their proposals with respect to only those aspects that are affected by FPL’s 
modifications to the NPGU. 
 
This RFP is not an offer to enter into a contract. It is a solicitation of exclusive 
firm offers of fixed duration from Proposers. Nothing in this RFP or any 
communication associated with this RFP shall be taken as constituting an offer or 
representation between FPL and any other party. Neither issuance of this RFP, nor 
the entry of FPL into negotiations with any Proposer, will be deemed to create 
any commitment or obligation on the part of FPL to enter into a binding 
agreement with any Proposer.  Those entities that elect to submit proposals do so 
without recourse against FPL or any of its affiliates for either FPL’s rejection of 
their proposal(s) or for failure, for any reason, of the Proposer and FPL to execute 
a definitive purchase agreement or tolling agreement (jointly “Purchase 
Agreement”) related to FPL’s RFP. 
 
2. Regulatory Background 
The Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-22.082 requires public utilities to issue 
an RFP prior to filing a petition for Determination of Need in accordance with 
Section 403.519, Florida Statutes. FPL’s projections indicate that FPL will have a 
need for additional generation capacity from a reliability perspective starting in 
2019, and this projected capacity need increases every year thereafter.  FPL has 
determined that adding the most cost-effective FPL self-build option that can 
provide additional capacity starting in 2019 would require a Determination of 
Need.  FPL recognizes that proposals that may be submitted as alternatives to 
FPL’s NPGU may or may not require a Determination of Need.   
 
3. Overall RFP Description 
This RFP addresses FPL’s projected capacity needs starting in the Summer of 
2019. The RFP presents a NPGU with a June 1, 2019 in-service date. The RFP 
seeks alternatives with an in-service date of June 1, 2019 that can be compared to 
FPL’s self-build option. (Proposals with earlier and later in-service dates are 
unacceptable.) This process will enable FPL to select the most cost-effective 
generation capacity resource(s) that will meet FPL’s reliability and performance 
requirements and that can be placed in service to meet FPL’s 2019 capacity need. 
 
4. Proposal Price 
All proposals must ensure their price reflects all capital costs to construct, and all 
O&M costs to operate and maintain, any pipeline laterals(s), railway equipment, 
fuel handling equipment, facility infrastructure, land costs, and any other facilities 
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necessary to deliver the full fuel or energy requirements (including backup fuel 
requirements) to the proposed generating unit. 
 
5. Types of Proposals 
The solicitation is designed to accommodate a wide range of proposals for supply-
side generation alternatives from various fuels, technologies, locations, and under 
differing commercial frameworks. For example, FPL may receive proposals for 
power sales under a Purchase Power Agreement from existing facilities (currently 
in operation) and newly constructed facilities (greenfield or brownfield offerings).  
These proposals may have fuel supply and firm transportation arrangements or 
request a natural gas tolling arrangement where FPL would provide the natural 
gas supply and firm transportation. A reasonable attempt will be made to 
accommodate creative variations that may be proposed.  Nonetheless, it is 
conceivable that a Proposer may offer a unique attribute that has not been 
explicitly considered in this RFP and the associated forms.  In that instance, FPL 
will contact the Proposer to understand, and if possible, evaluate the unique 
features of a particular offering. 

 
FPL will not consider or evaluate proposals to sell an existing, or new (turnkey 
project) generating unit to FPL.  FPL will not consider or evaluate proposals from 
specific units that use coal or petroleum coke as fuel. However, FPL will consider 
and evaluate proposals of system sales that include units that use coal or 
petroleum coke as a fuel, subject to the conditions specified below in section III, 7 
below. 
 
6. Firm Capacity and Dispatchability   
FPL seeks proposals that would allow FPL to meet its firm capacity requirement 
in future years.  Therefore, all proposals will be required to offer the commitment 
of firm capacity and energy to FPL.  FPL defines Firm Capacity and Energy as 
follows: 

 
“All electric energy and capacity owned or acquired by the 
Proposer to be made available exclusively to FPL pursuant to the 
RFP as if FPL owned the generating capacity on its own system.  
Firm Capacity and Energy shall not include any electric generating 
capacity that another Party, including the Proposer, can utilize or 
purchase.” 
 

The firm capacity and energy proposed in any proposal must be fully dispatchable 
under the operational control of FPL and must include all of the facility’s output, 
inclusive of ancillary service products and environmental attributes.  Requiring 
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that all proposals satisfy the firm and dispatchability conditions ensures that 
proposals can be evaluated on an equal basis regarding their total costs and 
reliability benefits to FPL’s customers.  
 
C. Description of Appendices 
 
There are five appendices to this 2014 RFP that are summarized below. 
 
Appendix A provides a copy of FPL’s 2014 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan. 
 
Appendix B lists key conditions that will be incorporated into any Power 
Purchase Agreement (PPA) that may be entered into as a result this RFP.  

 
Appendix C provides the specific forms that Proposers will need to submit as part 
of their proposals, and a description of the information that must be provided in 
those forms.  
 
Appendix D provides detailed information regarding FPL’s evaluation 
methodology, including examples of how specific evaluation calculations will be 
applied. 
 
Appendix E discusses changes in key forecasts from those utilized in the 
development of FPL’s 2014 Ten Year Site Plan (provided in Appendix A). The 
current forecasts will be used in the evaluation of the NPGU and proposals 
submitted in response to this RFP and have been used in the evaluation of FPL’s 
NPGU. This appendix also discusses key changes to FPL’s resource plan, 
compared to the resource plan discussed in FPL’s 2014 Ten Year Site Plan, up to 
the year 2019. 
 
D. Projected RFP Schedule 
 

FPL envisions that the milestone schedule for the RFP process will be as 
described below in Table I.D below.  FPL reserves the right to change the 
schedule at its sole discretion.  
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Table I.D Schedule of Milestones  

Note: The above dates are projections. All dates are subject to change at FPL’s sole 
discretion to accommodate unforeseen delays or required procedural actions. Certain 
dates are listed as TBD because these dates are heavily dependent upon the number, type, 
and/or complexity of eligible proposals that will be received and evaluated. 
 
E. Pre-Bid Meeting, RFP Notices, and Addenda 
 
1. Pre-Bid Meeting  
FPL will hold a Pre-Bid Meeting in the Miami, Florida area. The meeting will be 
on Tuesday, March 24, 2015 beginning at 9:30 a.m. at the InterContinental At 
Doral, 2505 NW 87th Avenue, Doral, Florida 33172-1610. The hotel’s phone 
number is 305-468-1400. Interested parties may attend in person or remotely via a 
conference call connection. Regardless of whether an interested party plans to 
attend in person or remotely, the party must first register for the meeting on FPL’s 
RFP website at FPL.com/2015rfp. This meeting is scheduled to conclude by 12 
p.m. The purpose of the Pre-Bid Workshop is to assist Proposers in understanding 
the submittal requirements, provide background on FPL’s most recent resource 
planning results, and begin to respond to questions from potential proposers.  

 

Milestone Date 
 RFP Pre-Issuance Discussion Meeting March 9, 2015 

 
 Release RFP  Document 
 
 Pre-Bid Workshop 
 
 Cutoff Date for RFP Questions  

 March 16, 2015 
 

March 24, 2015 
 

April 17, 2015 

 Proposals Due 
 
 Short List Announcement – if relevant 

May 15, 2015 
 

TBD 

 Permitting Activity Commences 
 
 Best and Final Offers Due – if relevant 
 
 Initial Negotiations – if relevant 
 
 

TBD 
 

TBD 
 

June 15  
to 

July 30, 2015 
 

 Selection Announced (on or before) July 31, 2015 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 7 of 309



8 

 
 

2. RFP Notices and Addenda 
RFP-related notices and addenda will, as needed, be posted on the RFP website. 
In addition, all RFP-related questions posed to FPL, along with FPL’s responses 
to those questions, will also be posted on the RFP website. 
 

Section II - General Information 
 

A. Issues Influencing Evaluation Regarding System Costs, Environmental 
Impacts, and Reliability 

 
1. Geographic Location 
System cost-effectiveness and reliability measures are improved when new 
generation units are located near the system load center.  The ability of a 
generator to deliver power in or near the area of greatest need lowers the cost of 
delivering that power to customers and provides greater operational flexibility for 
the system. FPL’s RFP evaluation methodology recognizes the value of 
geographic location and this is discussed in more detail in Appendix D. 

 
2. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
FPL’s evaluation process will examine the projected impacts of proposals (and 
FPL’s NPGU) on FPL’s system emissions including GHG emissions (as 
represented by carbon dioxide, CO2). GHG emission-related costs to the FPL 
system will be addressed as discussed in Appendix D.   

 
3. Fuel Diversity 
FPL’s has always sought to maintain a generation system that utilizes a diverse 
range of fuel sources in order to ensure reliable service to its customers. For 
example, FPL’s NPGU would receive natural gas through the new Sabal Trail and 
Florida Southeast Connection pipelines, which would enable FPL to obtain 
natural gas from diverse geographic locations.   

  
In addition to FPL’s economic analyses of proposals and FPL’s NPGU, FPL’s 
RFP evaluation process will also generally recognize the value offered by fuel 
diverse generation options in the context of the non-economic evaluation of 
environmental and technical or operational factors. The non-economic aspects of 
a proposal, including fuel diversity, will be appropriately balanced with the 
economic aspects of the proposal, during the overall evaluation process.   
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B. Proposer Responsibilities 

 
1. Regulatory Compliance 
The Proposer is solely responsible for acquiring and maintaining compliance with 
all licenses, permits, and other regulatory approvals (including environmental) 
that will be required by current or future federal, state, or other local government 
laws, regulations, or ordinances to successfully implement the proposal. For a 
selected proposal that requires new power plant construction falling under the 
Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Section 403.501 – 403.518, Florida 
Statutes (Siting Act), FPL would be a co-applicant in a Determination of Need 
filing with the Florida Public Service Commission under Section 403.519, Florida 
Statutes.  FPL will cooperate with any selected Proposer(s) to provide information 
or such other assistance as may reasonably be necessary for the Proposer(s) to 
satisfy licensing and regulatory requirements.  Likewise, the selected Proposer(s) 
shall fully support all of FPL’s regulatory requirements associated with this 
potential capacity and energy arrangement. 

 
For any proposal that requires new power plant construction falling under the 
Siting Act, the Proposer must demonstrate as part of the proposal a permitting and 
construction schedule that allows the new plant to be in commercial operation on 
or before the Capacity Delivery Date. Appendix C includes a discussion of Form 
# 7 that requires, in part, key milestone dates regarding permitting and 
construction schedules. 

 
2. Development Activities 
The Proposer is solely and completely responsible for the location, acquisition, 
and development of the plant site and other land or infrastructure that is needed 
for any proposed new generating units. 

 
The Proposer is also completely responsible for securing, locating, or 
guaranteeing any emissions allowances, credits, or offsets which may be required 
by the Title IV Clean Air Act Amendments, Clean Air Interstate Rule, Clean Air 
Mercury Rule or other federal, state, or local requirements, or otherwise 
complying with environmental regulations to allow the construction and/or 
operation of the proposed facility. Proposers whose proposals offer the sale of  
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capacity and energy from an existing power plant(s) must secure the emission 
allowances, credits, or approvals necessary, or in otherwise complying with 
environmental regulations to operate the facility during the term of the contract.1 
 
3. Project Funding and Costs 
All Proposers are completely responsible for all financing activities related to the 
project and for engineering, design, procurement, and construction of all aspects 
of the facility.  These include, but are not limited to: the cost of the land, the 
power block, environmental control systems, fuel delivery systems (from the fuel 
delivery point, if a tolling arrangement is proposed), and transmission system 
interconnections.  The Proposer is also completely responsible for sourcing and 
contracting for a reliable fuel supply and firm fuel transportation (unless the 
proposal is a gas tolling proposal) and any other activity required for the reliable 
delivery of firm capacity and energy to FPL at the identified delivery or 
interconnection point. All costs associated with the design, construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the transmission interconnection facilities (including but not 
limited to generator step-up transformers and high-voltage breakers) and natural 
gas pipeline laterals associated with the delivery of firm capacity and energy to 
FPL will be the responsibility of the Proposer. 

 
4. Interconnection and Transmission Service 
The Proposer must secure with the appropriate transmission provider(s) all needed 
transmission facilities and arrangements required to deliver the firm capacity and 
energy to the FPL transmission system on a firm long-term basis for the entire 
term of the proposal. Per FPL’s OATT, the Proposer will also be responsible for 
funding (on a reimbursable basis) any network upgrades to FPL’s transmission 
system that are necessitated by the purchase of capacity and energy form the 
Proposer’s resource.  

 
5. Cooperation 
Any selected Proposer(s) agrees by the act of submitting a proposal in response to 
this RFP to file, as needed, an application under the Siting Act and to fully 

                                                 
1 Due to uncertainty regarding GHG regulations and costs, a projection of GHG $/ton costs (represented by 
projected CO2 costs) will be used in the evaluation of proposals and the NPGU regarding their projected 
impacts on system GHG emissions and costs. The treatment of GHG regulation-based operational costs in a 
potential power purchase agreement will be addressed in negotiations for such an agreement.  However, 
FPL and its customers will not agree to pay the Proposer for any GHG emission costs due to GHG emission 
rates higher than the guaranteed rates submitted by the Proposer and must take into consideration any free 
GHG emission allowances or credits that are ultimately allocated to the Seller/resource under 
environmental law. In the event of a future change in law or regulation that would have the effect of 
shifting to or imposing upon FPL GHG emission costs greater than those agreed to in the PPA, FPL would 
have the right to terminate the PPA if such additional costs were not found to be prudent and approved for 
FPL cost recovery by the Florida PSC.   
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support, as requested by FPL, any FPL regulatory proceeding(s) related to firm 
capacity purchases emanating from this solicitation. Proposers shall be 
responsible for all of Proposer’s costs to participate in the necessary regulatory 
proceedings. 

 
C.  Contact Person and Confidentiality 
 
1. FPL Contact Person 

 
Name: Steven Sim 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Department: Resource Assessment & Planning/RAP 
Street Address: 9250 W. Flagler Street 
City/State/Zip Code: Miami, Florida 33174 
Email: steve.r.sim@fpl.com 
Office Phone: 305-552-2246 
Fax: 305-552-2716 
  

FPL’s evaluation of all proposals and FPL’s NPGU will be reviewed, and a 
parallel evaluation will be conducted, by Sedway Consulting, Inc. Therefore, 
please copy Alan.Taylor@sedwayconsulting.com on all RFP-related questions 
and emails to FPL. All answers to questions will be provided solely on FPL’s 
RFP website. 

 
2. Proposal Confidentiality 
FPL will take reasonable precautions and use reasonable efforts to protect 
proprietary and confidential information contained in a proposal, provided that 
such information is clearly identified by the Proposer as Proprietary and 
Confidential on each page(s) on which the information appears. 

 
To clearly identify confidential information, the Proposer must (1) stamp each 
such page with the label “Confidential Information” and (2) highlight/shade the 
specific confidential information contained on the pages stamped “Confidential 
Information”. (A blanket statement that an entire page or proposal is proprietary 
and confidential will not be considered clear identification.) 

 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, FPL shall disclose Confidential Information in the 
event that it determines, in its sole discretion, that disclosure is necessary in order 
to comply with any applicable law, order, regulation, ruling, subpoena, or order of 
the Florida Public Service Commission or other governmental authority or 
tribunal with competent jurisdiction.  Such disclosure may include, but is not 
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limited to, production of Confidential Information to the Florida Public Service 
Commission and to parties in legal and regulatory proceedings conducted to 
consider and to approve the project(s) which is the subject of this Request for 
Proposals. 

 
In the event that FPL is requested or required to disclose any Confidential 
Information, FPL will provide prior notice to the entity whose Confidential 
Information has been requested so that such entity may, if it chooses, seek an 
appropriate protective order subject to protections available under the Florida 
Statutes, Florida Administrative Code, and Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 
With respect to any disclosure made by FPL pursuant to the foregoing paragraphs, 
FPL will furnish only that portion of the Confidential Information that FPL 
determines in its sole discretion to be consistent with the scope of the subpoena, 
demand, or request and will seek reasonable assurances that confidential 
treatment will be accorded such Confidential Information. 
 

Section III. Minimum Requirements for Proposals 
 

Proposers must agree, both in their proposals and as part of any Power Purchase 
Agreement arising from this RFP, to comply with (as applicable) each of the 
provisions of the Minimum Requirements for Proposals listed in this Section III, 
and of the Minimum Requirements Pursuant to Purchase Agreement listed in 
Section IV.  Failure of a Proposer to agree to and/or comply with (as applicable), 
or failure of a proposal to agree with or comply with one or more Minimum 
Requirements for Proposals or Minimum Requirements Pursuant to Purchase 
Agreement, will be grounds for determining a proposal ineligible.  FPL reserves 
the right to waive inconsequential non-compliance with these Minimum 
Requirements.  Proposals determined to be ineligible will be returned to the 
Proposer along with a refund of 50% of the RFP Evaluation Fee. 
 
1. Financial Viability Requirements of Proposers 
For each proposal submitted pursuant to FPL’s RFP, the Proposer or Qualified 
Guarantor of the Proposer must have a senior unsecured debt rating of no less 
than “BBB-“ from Standard & Poor’s, or”Baa3”  from Moody’s Investors Service 
with a “stable” outlook, and be able to satisfy the Completion and Performance 
Security requirements set forth in section 8 below. 
 
Each proposer must certify (as part of its proposal) that there are no pending legal 
or civil or regulatory actions that could affect the ability of the Proposer to 
maintain an acceptable debt rating consistent with the above criteria. 
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2. Experience of Proposer 
Proposers whose proposal reflects (i) the construction of a new generating unit, or 
(ii) an upgrade to an existing generating unit (each a “New Unit”) must 
demonstrate that it has successfully executed the development, permitting, design, 
procurement, construction and commissioning of a project similar to that reflected 
in the proposal. 
 
The entity that will operate and maintain the proposed generating unit(s) 
submitted pursuant to FPL’s RFP must demonstrate that it has a minimum of 5 
years of experience in the successful, reliable operation and maintenance of 
generating units utilizing similar technology. The success and reliability of 
operations may be demonstrated through operational records and/or NERC GADS 
reporting data as requested in Appendix C, Form # 4. 
 
3. Proposal Submission Requirements 
All proposals and variations to proposals must be received by the FPL RFP 
Contact Person by 4:00 p.m., Eastern Daylight Savings Time, on May 15, 2015 
(Proposal Due Date and Time).  Proposers must submit five (5) bound hard copies, 
plus an electronic copy of the completed forms on a CD, by the Proposal Due 
Date and Time.  The RFP Evaluation Fee and/or Variation Fee, must accompany 
each proposal and, separately, each proposal variation. 
 
All forms specified in the RFP must be submitted by the Proposer, and the 
information requested therein must be complete and accurate.  FPL may choose to 
contact a Proposer to request that omitted or incomplete information be provided, 
but is under no obligation to do so. Any attempt by a Proposer to disclaim 
generally the terms and conditions of this RFP without stating specific exceptions 
and alternative language will be grounds for determining a proposal to be 
incomplete, and therefore, ineligible. 
 
Proposer must comply with the Publication Notice requirement of Rule 25-
22.082(7), Florida Administrative Code, which requires a notice to be published 
in a newspaper of general circulation in each county in which the Proposer 
intends to build a new electric generating unit or upgrade an existing electrical 
generating unit.  The Publication Notice shall be at least one-quarter of a page and 
shall be published not later than 10 days after the Proposal Due Date.  The 
Publication Notice shall state that the Proposer has submitted a proposal to build a 
new electric generating unit or upgrade an existing electrical generating unit, and 
shall include the name and address of the Proposer submitting the proposal, the 
name and address of the public utility that solicited the proposals, and a general 
description of the proposed new or upgraded generating and its location.  A copy 
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of the notice, including an affidavit confirming publication, must be submitted to 
the FPL Contact Person within 10 days of publication of such notice, or within 20 
days of the Proposal Due Date. 

 
4. RFP Evaluation Fee 
Each proposal must be accompanied by a non-refundable check of $25,000 (“RFP 
Evaluation Fee”) made out to “Florida Power & Light Company” and delivered to 
the FPL RFP Contact Person on or before the Proposal Due Date (no later than 
4:00 p.m. EDST).  If more than one proposal is submitted by a specific Proposer, 
then a separate, non-refundable $25,000 fee must accompany each proposal.  
Proposals deemed ineligible or otherwise non-responsive after an initial review 
will not be evaluated further and 50% of the Evaluation Fee will be refunded. 
 
One proposal consists of a specific combination of a site, technology, fuel source, 
total capacity level, term (e.g., 10 years), and pricing submittal.  If a Proposer 
submits variations of term and/or price related to a specific proposal (a single 
variation is defined as a change in one or both term and/or price), the Proposer 
must accompany such variations with an additional check for $5,000 per variation 
(the Variation Fee). There are no limitations to the number of price/term 
variations submitted, as long as each variation is accompanied by a separate 
$5,000 Variation Fee. 

 
Changes in site, technology, fuel source, or capacity level, or in any parameter 
other than term or price will constitute a separate proposal and will require a 
separate full $25,000 RFP Evaluation Fee.  Any proposals and the related 
variations that are deemed by FPL to be ineligible or non-responsive (as 
determined by FPL at its sole discretion) will not be evaluated further and 50% of 
the applicable fee(s) received will be refunded. 

 
5. Term of the Proposal 
Proposals must offer to deliver firm capacity and energy beginning on June 1, 
2019, and throughout the term specified in the proposal (the “Proposal Term”). 
The acceptable proposal terms for proposals are as follows: 

 
i. The minimum proposal term for proposals offering system sales or sales 

from new or existing units that do not require a need determination is 
five (5) years. 

ii. The minimum proposal term for proposals offering PPA or Tolling sales 
from a new unit that requires a need determination is ten (10) years. 

iii. The minimum term length for proposals requiring a Natural Gas Tolling 
Agreement is fifteen (15) years. 
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iv. The maximum proposal term of any proposal is thirty (30) years. 
 

6. Range of Acceptable Proposals 
FPL will consider a power purchase agreement pursuant to which FPL would 
purchase firm capacity and energy from: 

i. An existing generating unit that is currently in operation and that 
satisfies (in whole or in part) FPL’s projected 2019 generation needs 
(“Existing Unit”); and 

ii. A New Unit that satisfies (in whole or in part) FPL’s projected 2019 
generation needs. 

 
FPL will also consider a gas Tolling Agreement pursuant to which FPL would 
deliver natural gas and purchase firm capacity and energy from: 

a. An Existing Unit that satisfies (in whole or in part) FPL’s projected 
2019 generation needs, and 

b. A New Unit that satisfies (in whole or in part) FPL’s projected 2019 
generation needs. 

 
FPL will also consider a purchase from a system sale subject to the conditions 
specified below in section 7 below. 

 
FPL will not consider or evaluate proposals to sell an existing, or new (turnkey 
project) generating unit to FPL.  FPL will not consider or evaluate proposals from 
specific units that use coal or petroleum coke as fuel. However, FPL will consider 
and evaluate proposals of system sales that include units that use coal or 
petroleum coke as a fuel, subject to the conditions specified below in section 7 
below.  

 
7. System Sales 
Proposals that consist of system sales will be considered only if such system sales 
are: (i) from electric systems that are subject to the jurisdiction of the Florida 
Public Service Commission (“FPSC”) (or similar public regulatory authority), (ii) 
have direct control of generation and transmission facilities, and (iii) are members 
in good standing of a NERC reliability coordinating council. 

 
Proposers that offer firm capacity and energy sales from system sales must 
provide a clear explanation of how the firm capacity and energy will be produced, 
scheduled, and delivered to FPL. 
 
Proposers that offer firm capacity and energy system sales must also describe how 
the Proposer’s commitment of such firm capacity to FPL would affect the 
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Proposer’s own reserve margin, and explain how the Proposer’s reserve margin 
will remain above the minimum reserve margin criteria approved for the Proposer 
by the FPSC or similar public regulatory authority. 

8. Firm Capacity Nature of Proposal 
i. Proposals must offer firm capacity solely to FPL year-round.  

ii. Proposed firm capacity and energy must be fully dispatchable under the 
operational control of FPL for all proposals except those that are system 
sales. 

a. With respect to proposals for sales from a generating unit with 
capacity greater than 100 MW, such unit must be equipped 
with automatic generation control (“AGC”) that can be directed 
remotely by FPL. 

iii. Proposals offering firm capacity and energy from an identifiable unit 
(i.e., not a system sale) must dedicate to FPL all of the unit’s output, 
including any ancillary service products and environmental attributes. 

a. No portion of the output of the proposed generating unit shall 
be available to any third party, nor to the Proposer. 

iv. The firm capacity and energy delivery must commence within the 
required time frame of the solicitation and remain as firm capacity and 
energy throughout the term of the proposal. 

v. Capacity and energy from a system sale must be delivered to FPL when 
called upon by FPL based on FPL’s own economic dispatch.  

 
9. Permit and Authorization Feasibility 
The Proposer must demonstrate that there are no significant barriers to obtaining 
the necessary regulatory and governmental permits and authorizations to execute 
or implement the proposed project on a schedule that meets the Capacity Delivery 
Date.  All proposed projects will be subject to the approval of the appropriate 
Regulatory Authorities.  
 
The Proposer is responsible for acquiring and maintaining compliance with all 
licenses, permits, and other regulatory approvals (including environmental) that 
will be required by current or future federal, state, or other local government laws, 
regulations, or ordinances to successfully implement the proposal during the 
Proposal Term. 

 
10. Binding Nature of Proposal 
Each proposal must be firm and binding, and must be certified (as part of the 
proposal) as a “binding, definitive proposal” by an Officer of the proposing entity. 
“Indicative” proposals are not eligible for consideration and will be rejected.    
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The terms of each proposal must remain valid and binding for 180 days from the 
Proposal Due Date, unless the proposal is withdrawn in full. Proposals cannot be 
modified, except where modified specifically in response to a modification of 
FPL’s description of its NPGU, or in response to FPL’s explicit invitation for a 
Proposer to submit a Best and Final Offer (“BAFO”). Clarifications requested by 
FPL are not considered modifications.   
 
If FPL selects a proposal for a “Short List” and invites the selected Proposer to 
submit a BAFO, such BAFO (or the original proposal if the Proposer elects to 
remain with the original proposal) must then remain valid and binding for 180 
days from the date the Proposer submits a BAFO. 
 
11. Identifiable Capacity Source 
The proposal’s firm capacity and energy must be from one or more specific 
generating unit(s) that is/are clearly identified and described in detail in the 
proposal.   
 
Exceptions to this requirement will be made for system sales from electric 
systems that are subject to the jurisdiction of the FPSC or similar public authority, 
have direct control of generation and transmission assets, and are members in 
good standing of a NERC reliability coordinating council.  Firm capacity and 
energy sales from systems must include a clear explanation of how the capacity is 
to be obtained and delivered.  The proposal must also explain how commitment of 
such system capacity to FPL will affect the Proposer’s ability to meet the FPSC 
reserve margin requirements (or the requirements of other state agencies as 
appropriate). 

 
12. Site Description 
With respect to a proposed new generating unit, the Proposer shall provide a 
detailed description of the site on which the unit is proposed to be built including, 
but not limited to, the exact location of the site, the required transmission 
interconnection, fuel delivery system(s), and water resources to be used by the 
Proposer in operating the resources, and any other site or project characteristics 
that affect the capacity and energy values associated with the proposal. 
 
FPL will not consider any proposals that would use property owned or controlled 
by FPL.   
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13. OATT Requirement 
All generating units reflected in proposals must be located within FPL’s 
transmission system and be interconnected to FPL’s transmission system or, if 
located outside FPL’s system, must have accounted for all interconnection and 
system upgrades necessary to allow the generating unit to qualify as a designated 
network resource (pursuant to FPL’s OATT). 
 
In order to be considered, each Proposer submitting a proposed, new generating 
unit to be located within FPL’s system must also submit, as applicable, at least 15 
days prior to the Proposal Due Date, a completed “Large Generator Interconnect 
Request” application and a security deposit (as applicable) in accordance with the 
provisions of FPL’s OATT.  To evidence that the application and security deposit 
have been submitted, the Proposer must include a copy of the OASIS request 
confirmation statement with the proposal. 

14. OEM Parts for Critical Components  
Proposers whose proposals are based on natural gas-fired combustion turbines 
and/or combined cycle units will be required to represent that, if selected, the 
proposed generating unit will install and continue to use original equipment 
manufacturer (OEM) parts for gas turbine hot path components listed below: 
 

- Rotor Discs, Spacers, and Stud Assembly Hardware (e.g., Turbine 
Thru Bolts, Nuts, and  Washers) 

- Turbine Stationary Airfoils (e.g., Vanes/Nozzles/Diaphragm) 
- Turbine Rotating Airfoils (e.g., Blades/Buckets) 
- Turbine Vane Support Rings or Vane Carriers   
 

Any power purchase arrangement entered into pursuant to the RFP will reflect 
this OEM commitment, and the OEM parts will be installed prior to the start of 
the purchase arrangement.  On an annual basis, the Proposer will be required to 
obtain a certification from the equipment manufacturer(s) to the effect that OEM 
parts have been installed and maintained in accordance with the requirements of 
the purchase arrangement entered into pursuant to this RFP. 
 
Failure to install and properly maintain such OEM parts, or to obtain and deliver 
to FPL OEM’s annual certification, will place the selected Proposer in default, 
with 120 days to cure. If not cured, FPL may terminate the Purchase Agreement 
and or collect damages as specified in the Purchase Agreement. 
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15. Resource Block Size (MW) Range 
The minimum power block size associated with a generating unit (“Power 
Block”) that FPL will consider in a proposal is 50 MW. The maximum Power 
Block size that will be considered for a proposal is 1,650 MW (Summer).   

 
16. Security Requirements 

i. By submitting a proposal, a Proposer agrees to provide Completion 
Security and Performance Security as specifically defined in section IV, 
8 of this document. 

ii. For proposals supported by existing facilities, Proposer must agree to 
provide the Performance Security as specifically defined in section IV, 8. 

iii. Proposer must certify that there are no pending legal or civil actions that 
would affect the ability of the Proposer and/or its guarantor to maintain 
the criteria identified in section IV, 8. 

 
17. Proposal Pricing and Fuel Supply, Transportation, and Delivery Choices 
Except as set forth in subsection i. below in regard to GHG costs, a proposal’s 
price must reflect an “all in” contract price (including any related fees and 
expenses) that FPL would pay to the selected Proposer for all aspects related to, 
and products (including ancillary services and environmental attributes) 
associated with the generation and delivery to FPL of firm capacity and energy, 
including without limitation: 

i. Payments related to all costs, fees, and expenses incurred by Proposer to 
maintain compliance with all laws and regulations applicable to 
Proposer’s generating unit(s) during the Proposal Term. This includes, 
but is not limited to, the costs of all equipment, development, design, 
construction, commissioning, and all costs of meeting and maintaining 
compliance with environmental regulations that are in effect as of the 
Capacity Delivery Date or are known as of the Capacity Delivery Date 
to be in effect during the pendency of a PPA that would result from 
selection of the proposal. Due to the uncertainty currently existing in 
regard to GHG costs, the treatment of GHG regulation-based operational 
costs in any power purchase agreement would be addressed in 
negotiations for such an agreement.  

 
ii. Payments related to all capital and O&M costs incurred by Proposer. 

This includes, but is not limited to, costs to transport natural gas from 
the Proposer-designated interstate pipeline to the proposed generating 
unit. This requirement applies to all PPAs, including natural gas tolling 
or non-tolling agreements. 
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iii. Payments related to all costs, fees, and expenses the Proposer would 
incur related to the purchase of fuel, delivery of fuel to Proposer’s 
generating unit, and inventory of fuel to support operation of Proposer’s 
generating unit. 

 
iv. Payments related to all costs for transmission facilities (and any 

necessary transmission upgrades) the Proposer would incur to enable its 
proposed generating unit to interconnect to the FPL system and deliver 
firm capacity and energy to a receipt point on FPL’s system acceptable 
to FPL. 

 
v. FPL will not make any payments not reflected in the proposal pricing 

other than those for GHG emission costs agreed to in negotiations.   
 

vi. Proposers of Natural Gas Tolling arrangements must acknowledge and 
agree that Proposer will post additional security to cover costs that may 
arise from any firm gas transportation agreement entered into by FPL to 
support the project in the event of a Proposer, then Seller’s, default. 

 
If a Proposer offers to provide its own fuel supply, the proposal price 
must also include all costs for the required amount of firm fuel 
transportation and delivery.  The Proposer must also provide evidence of 
feasibility documenting arrangements that support the above fuel 
transportation and delivery costs. The proposal must also guarantee 
these fuel transportation and delivery costs and demonstrate credit 
support for the guarantee that is satisfactory to FPL. 

 
If a Proposer wishes FPL to use Proposer’s fuel commodity costs – 
instead of FPL’s projected fuel commodity costs – in the evaluation of 
its proposal, the Proposer must also provide evidence of feasibility 
documenting the basis for Proposer’s fuel commodity costs, and must 
also guarantee these fuel commodity costs for the proposed contract 
term and demonstrate credit support satisfactory to FPL for such 
guarantee. 

 
vii. The proposed prices must be presented in the format specified in 

Appendix C, Form # 5.   
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18. Proposal Transmission Requirements 
i. For proposals with generation located outside of the FPL system, FPL 

will not accept any proposal that requires FPL to secure firm 
transmission service and any associated rights, as this shall be a 
responsibility of the Proposer. Proposed prices must include all costs of 
delivering capacity and energy to the Proposer-designated FPL System 
Receipt Point. Form # 5 in Appendix C requires the Proposer’s 
projection of transmission losses (MW) associated with the third party 
transmission service that was used by the Proposer in developing the 
proposed prices.  

ii. Transmission interconnection costs to connect the proposed units to the 
FPL system, or to a third party system, must be included in the proposal 
price and separately identified in Appendix C, Form # 5. 

iii. Transmission integration costs on the FPL system and the costs of 
energy and capacity losses within the FPL system will be developed by 
FPL during the economic analysis of eligible proposals and resource 
plans and should not be included in the proposal price.  

iv. To the extent a RTO or ISO or similar arrangement is implemented in 
Florida, proposers should note that the FPL System Receipt Point shall 
be defined as the location where the facility (or a third party 
transmission system if the facility is not in FPL territory) connects with 
the FPL system. 

 
19. Dual Fuel Capability for Natural Gas-Fired Proposals 
Based on the impact of hurricanes and other unforeseeable events on the 
production and transport of natural gas, FPL considers that, for newly built natural 
gas-fired generation proposals, the fuel continuity and operability characteristics 
of on-site distillate fuel oil capability as a backup fuel source is the most effective 
approach to meet system reliability and service continuity needs.  Just as FPL's 
NPGU has on-site distillate fuel oil capability, all proposals based on New Unit 
additions designed to operate on natural gas as primary fuel must include the 
capability to operate on distillate fuel oil as a backup fuel, while complying with 
all applicable regulations, to satisfy system reliability and service continuity needs. 

 
Proposals supported by such new unit gas-fired generation, and the specified 
prices for such proposals, shall reflect the necessary equipment to meet the 
following backup fuel continuity and operability characteristics. The distillate fuel 
oil inventory must be: immediately accessible to the new unit, sized to provide 
seventy-two (72) hours of continuous operation at full capacity (as rated on 
distillate oil) at a minimum, and must be independent of the primary fuel supply.  
The new unit must be able to start up on distillate fuel oil and operate at full 
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capacity for a minimum of 72 continuous hours while complying with all 
applicable regulations.  Additionally, the new unit must be able to make the 
transition from natural gas fuel supply to distillate fuel oil supply without 
disconnecting electrically from the transmission grid. Test demonstrations of 
these capabilities will be required as a condition in any PPA that might be signed 
between FPL and the Proposer. These are the same continuity and operability 
requirements that FPL requires of its own NPGU. 
 
Due to the sequence of the permitting process, FPL recognizes that Proposers will 
be unable to ascertain, by the Proposal Due Date, the success of permitting the 
facility for full use of distillate fuel oil capability.  However, a selected Proposer 
will be required to obtain permits and authorizations necessary to support a 
minimum of 500 hours of operation per year on distillate fuel oil as a contract 
obligation. 
 
20. Project Milestone Schedule 
All Proposers must agree to meet all applicable Critical Milestone dates presented 
below.  FPL retains the right to terminate negotiations if a Finalist with whom 
FPL is negotiating a contract fails to meet the filing dates scheduled for the Site 
Certification filing, Air Permit filing, or Interconnection Application filing.  The 
remaining milestones would be a part of any contract entered into by FPL as a 
result of this RFP and are referenced below as months prior to ( - ) the Capacity 
Delivery Date (CDD): 
 
Site Certification Application Filed  CDD - 39 months  
Air Permit Application Filed  CDD - 39 months  
Interconnection Application Filed CDD - 39 months  
Irrevocable Orders Placed for Major Equipment  CDD - 28 months  
Fuel Transportation Agreement(s) Executed  CDD - 24 months  
Contractor Mobilized, Financing Closed  CDD - 20 months  

 
Section IV.  Minimum Requirements of Selected Proposer Pursuant to Purchase 

Agreement 
 

1. General Minimum Purchase Agreement Requirements 

Site Acquisition and Development 
A selected Proposer shall be responsible for the location, acquisition, 
development, and permitting of the Proposer’s own site where the proposed 
generating unit is to be constructed (if applicable). The selected Proposer shall 
also establish “site control” and demonstrate to FPL’s satisfaction that Proposer 
has “site control” for the Proposal Term by the Proposal Due Date. The selected 
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Proposer shall procure adequate water resources to operate the generating unit 
during the Proposal Term and demonstrate to FPL’s satisfaction that Proposer has 
adequate water resources to operate the generating unit for the Proposal Term.  
 
Licenses and Permits   
A selected Proposer will be solely responsible for obtaining and maintaining all 
licenses, permits, and approvals required now, or in the future, by current or 
future federal, state or local government laws, regulations or ordinances, to 
construct, upgrade, operate and maintain the Proposer’s proposed generating units 
(including a Site Certification under the Florida Power Plant Siting Act (the 
“Siting Act”), if applicable), as well as maintaining compliance with all laws and 
regulations applicable to Proposer’s generating units during the Proposal Term. 
 
Emission Allowances, Credits and Offsets   
A selected Proposer will be solely responsible for securing, locating, or 
guaranteeing any emission allowances, credits, or offsets which may be required 
by any law, regulation, or government agency. Proposer shall be solely 
responsible for paying any costs related to emissions from Proposer’s unit(s) other 
than those GHG emission costs agreed to in the PPA. 
 
Project Funding and Costs   
A selected Proposer will be solely responsible for any necessary financing with 
respect to all aspects of the proposed generating unit(s).  All costs associated with 
the design, construction, upgrade, operation, and maintenance of the generating 
units including, but not limited to, (i) the power block, (ii) environmental control 
systems, (iii) fuel delivery systems (including natural gas pipeline laterals), (iv) 
transmission facilities and upgrades (including, step-up transformers and high 
voltage breakers) necessary to interconnect to FPL’s system will be the sole 
responsibility of a selected Proposer.  A selected Proposer will be permitted to 
assign the Purchase Agreement as collateral for any financing or refinancing of 
the generating units with the prior written consent of FPL and pursuant to a form 
of consent acceptable to FPL in its sole discretion. 

 
Fuel Supply   
Except with respect to a proposed gas Tolling Agreement, a selected Proposer 
will be solely responsible for maintaining reliable fuel supply (primary and 
backup fuel) that is delivered to the Proposer’s proposed generating unit(s) to 
ensure reliable delivery of firm capacity and energy to FPL at the specified 
delivery point on FPL’s system. 
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Interconnection and Transmission   
A selected Proposer is solely responsible for securing all necessary transmission 
facilities and rights necessary for delivering firm capacity and energy to FPL at 
the specified delivery point on FPL’s system.  The Proposer would acknowledge 
that the Purchase Agreement will be between (i) Proposer and (ii) FPL, acting 
solely in its power procurement function, and that Proposer would have no rights 
against FPL under the Purchase Agreement with respect to any relationship 
between the parties in which FPL is acting in its capacity as transmission owner, 
including orders or instructions relating to Electric System Upgrades and/or 
curtailments. 

   
Dispatch, Control, Operation and Maintenance of the Generating Unit 

i. Proposer shall at all times operate the generating unit consistent with 
FPL’s dispatch and control instructions.  Control shall be either by 
Proposer’s manual control pursuant to FPL’s oral or written directions, 
or by Automated Generation Control by FPL’s system control center 
for units with capacity greater than 100 MW, unless otherwise 
explicitly agreed to by FPL. 

ii. During the term, Proposer shall employ qualified and trained personnel 
for managing, operating, and maintaining the generating unit and shall 
ensure that such personnel are on-duty 24 hours per day, each day, 
throughout the term of the agreement. 

iii. Proposer shall be responsible for compliance with all applicable 
NERC regulations and requirements. 

iv. Proposer shall operate and maintain the generating unit in accordance 
with good engineering and operating practices, including all applicable 
environmental requirements. Proposer shall operate the generating unit 
with all automatic controls (except Automatic Generation Control) and 
have appropriate protection equipment in service whenever the 
generating unit is connected to, or operating in parallel with, the FPL 
system. Automatic Generation Control shall be operated pursuant to 
FPL’s direction. 

v. On an annual basis, Proposer shall submit to FPL preliminary, desired 
outage schedules for the following five years, and a detailed plan for 
the next year. FPL shall notify Proposer if the outage schedule is 
accepted, or will cooperate reasonably with Proposer to agree upon a 
revised schedule. Under no circumstances will outages be scheduled 
during peak months. 
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Exclusivity   
During the Proposal Term, Proposer shall have no right to sell energy, capacity, 
ancillary services or environmental attributes generated by the generating unit to 
any third party. 

 
Testing and Capacity Rating   

i. A capacity test will be required to demonstrate commercial operation 
and such test results must be satisfactory to FPL in all respects.   

ii. FPL, in its sole discretion, may require Proposer to perform an annual 
summer period capacity test and an annual winter period capacity test.  
In addition, a capacity test will be required in the event Proposer is (A) 
unable to comply with any material obligation under the Purchase 
Agreement for a period of 30 days or more as a consequence of an event 
of Force Majeure, or (B) at any time should Proposer fail, on two 
consecutive times, to satisfy the operating levels set by FPL dispatch 
instructions.  Upon completion of a capacity test, the available capacity 
will be the lower of the demonstrated capacity or committed capacity, 
but in no case shall it be less than the minimum contract capacity. 

 
Role in Regulatory Proceedings   
A selected Proposer that proposes a new unit that is subject to the Siting Act shall 
apply to obtain a Determination of Need from the FPSC and, at Proposer’s sole 
cost and expense, shall satisfy all requirements imposed by the FPSC, as well as 
fully support FPL in its role as co-applicant in the Determination of Need 
proceeding. 

2. Generating Unit Operating Characteristics 
i. Operating Characteristics  Generating units must achieve and maintain 

operation at the proposed level of availability, reliability, heat rate and 
capacity, as well as satisfy the proposed cold start time and ramp rate, all 
of which shall be guaranteed by the Proposer or, if applicable, the 
Qualified Guarantor. If the unit in a selected proposal fails to achieve the 
availability, reliability, capacity, and/or heat rate levels reflected in the 
proposal and guaranteed in the PPA, the Proposer would be subject to 
liquidated damages. The selected Proposer will have 120 days to cure the 
problem. If not cured, FPL may terminate the PPA 

a. A proposal will be rejected if: 
1. The demonstrated average, actual availability of an 

Existing Unit over the past five years is less than 85%; 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 25 of 309



26 

2. With respect to a new unit, the demonstrated average, 
actual availability of Proposer’s similar existing units over 
the past five years is less than 85%; or 

3. With respect to an existing unit or a new unit, the 
guaranteed availability submitted with the proposal is less 
than 85%. 

b. A proposal with a CC unit will be rejected if any of the EFOR 
levels below is above 4.2%: 
1. The demonstrated average, actual EFOR of an existing unit 

over the past five years is above 4.2%; 
2. With respect to a new unit, the demonstrated average, 

actual EFOR of Proposer’s similar existing units over the 
past five years is above 4.2%; or 

3. With respect to an existing unit or a new unit, the 
guaranteed EFOR submitted as part of the proposal is 
above 4.2%. 

c. A proposal with a CT unit will be rejected if any of the FOF 
levels below is above 2.6%: 
1. The demonstrated average, actual FOF of an existing unit 

over the past five years is above 2.6%; 
2. With respect to a new unit, the demonstrated average, 

actual FOF of Proposer’s similar existing units over the 
past five years is above 2.6%; or 

3. With respect to an existing unit or a new unit, the 
guaranteed FOF submitted as part of the proposal is above 
2.6%. 

d. The Availability, EFOR, and FOF to be reflected in the 
economic analysis of a proposal that has not been rejected for 
the reasons set forth above shall be the “worse of” the actual 
average Availability, EFOR, and FOF levels, or the levels 
guaranteed  in the proposal. 

 
ii. Heat Rate Levels   

Proposer must guarantee that the generating unit will consistently 
achieve the heat rate levels reflected in the proposal and must provide to 
FPL the results of annual heat rate tests.  FPL shall have the right to 
require a heat rate test at any time, at its sole discretion.  If the 
generating unit fails to achieve the heat rate levels reflected in the 
proposal, liquidated damages in the form of a heat rate adjustment 
payment will be due from the Proposer.  In addition, in the event of a 
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chronic heat rate failure, the Proposer will be in default, subject to a 120 
day cure period. If not cured, FPL may terminate the Purchase 
Agreement and collect damages, all as prescribed in the Purchase 
Agreement. 

 
iii. Capacity Payment   

Proposer must guarantee that the peak capacity levels reflected in the 
proposal will be achieved and, on an annual basis, will provide to FPL 
the results of peak capacity tests.  Failure to achieve such peak capacity 
levels will result in economic penalties as described below.  In addition, 
if the Capacity Billing Factor is below 64%, the Proposer will be in 
default and will have 120 days to cure. If not cured, FPL may terminate 
the Purchase Agreement and collect damages. 

a. Capacity payments shall be made on a sliding scale, based 
upon Capacity Billing Factor (“CBF”) over a rolling 12-month 
period: 

1. if the CBF is less than 64%, there is no capacity payment; 
2. if the CBF is greater than 94%, then the full capacity 

payment will be received; 
b. between 64% and 94%, the Proposer will forfeit 2% of 

capacity payment for each 1% that CBF is below 94%; 
c. Proposer will be entitled to a capacity bonus of  0.5% of 

capacity payment for each 1% that CBF is above 96% in any 
month; 

d. Failure to maintain a CBF of 64% or greater is an event of 
default, and FPL can terminate the purchase agreement and 
collect damages. 

 
iv.  Pipeline Quality Gas   

Proposed generating units that utilize natural gas must (i) be designed to 
handle the expected range of fuels from its source(s). However, all 
specified unit performance values provided by the Proposer shall be 
based on the “Average Fuel Analysis” specifications as presented in 
RFP Form # 4 in Appendix C, (ii) satisfy the operating characteristics 
specified in the proposal, and (iii) maintain compliance with the 
conditions of all permits and authorizations.  

 
v. Compliance with Changes in Laws   

Notwithstanding any change in law, during the Proposal Term the 
Proposer will be solely responsible for taking all actions necessary to 
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continue to deliver reliably to FPL the firm capacity and energy offered 
in the proposal, in a manner that is in compliance with all applicable 
laws, regulations, ordinances, licenses, permits, and other regulatory 
approvals (including compliance with all applicable environmental law).  

4. Project Execution 
The Proposer will be solely and completely responsible for ensuring that the 
implementation of any and all parts of the proposal is carried out in full 
compliance with any changes, modifications, or additions to laws, regulations, 
ordinances, licenses, permits, and other regulatory approvals (including 
environmental) that affect the proposal.  FPL shall not bear any price or cost risk 
associated with any such changes, modifications, or additions, required by 
regulation or legislation in existence or enacted prior to the date of the proposal. 

 
5. Effect of FPSC Denial of Authorization for FPL Cost Recovery 

i. FPL would only agree to enter into a Purchase Agreement on the basis 
of Rule 25.22-082(15), Florida Administrative Code, which States: 

“If the Commission approves a purchase power agreement as a result of 
the RFP, the public utility shall be authorized to recover the prudently 
incurred costs of the agreement through the public utility’s capacity, fuel 
and purchased power cost recovery clauses absent evidence of fraud, 
mistake, or similar grounds sufficient to disturb the finality of the 
approval under governing law.” 

 
ii. The selected Proposer must agree that if, at any time during the Proposal 

Term, FPL fails to obtain, or is denied, the authorization of the FPSC (or 
that of any other applicable legislative, administrative, judicial or 
regulatory body which now has, or in the future may have, jurisdiction 
over FPL’s rates and charges) to recover from its customers all of the 
payments required to be made to the selected Proposer by FPL under 
such Purchase Agreement (or any subsequent amendment thereto), FPL 
may, in FPL’s sole discretion, adjust the payments made under such 
Purchase Agreement to the amount(s) which FPL is authorized to 
recover from its customers. 

 
iii. In the event that FPL so adjusts the payments to which the selected 

Proposer is otherwise entitled to under the Purchase Agreement, then the 
selected Proposer may, at its sole option, terminate such Purchase 
Agreement upon 180 days’ notice to FPL.  If such a determination of 
disallowance is ultimately reversed and such payments previously 
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disallowed are found to be recoverable, FPL shall pay all withheld 
payments.  

 
iv. The selected Proposer also acknowledges that any amounts initially 

received by FPL from its customers, but for which recovery is 
subsequently disallowed and which amounts are charged back to FPL, 
may be offset or credited against subsequent payments to be made by 
FPL to the selected Proposer under the Purchase Agreement. 

v. If at any time FPL receives notice that the FPSC or any other legislative, 
administrative, judicial, or regulatory entity seeks or will seek to prevent 
full recovery by FPL from its customers of all payments required to be 
paid by FPL under the terms of the Purchase Agreement, then FPL shall, 
within 30 days of its receipt of such notice, give notice thereof to the 
selected Proposer.  FPL shall use reasonable efforts to defend and 
uphold the validity of the Purchase Agreement and its right to recover 
from its customers all payments required to be made by FPL under the 
terms of such Purchase Agreement, and will cooperate in any effort by 
the selected Proposer to intervene in any proceeding that challenges the 
validity of the Purchase Agreement or the right of FPL to recover from 
its customers all payments required under the Purchase Agreement, and 
to defend such validity and such right to recover costs.   

 
6. Conditions Precedent   
The selected Proposer must agree that, pursuant to an executed Purchase 
Agreement, the obligations of the Proposer to generate, deliver, and sell to FPL 
firm capacity and energy, and the obligations of FPL to accept delivery of, 
purchase and pay for such firm capacity and energy, shall be subject to the 
satisfaction of the following conditions precedent: 

i. The FPSC shall have issued a final Determination of Need (if 
applicable) with respect to the Purchase Agreement and a final order 
approving such agreement, which order includes a finding that FPL is 
authorized to recover from its customers all payments for firm capacity 
and energy purchased under the agreement, and which order is no longer 
subject to appeal. 

ii. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and any other 
governmental authority having jurisdiction over such Purchase 
Agreement, or over either FPL or the selected Proposer, shall have 
issued final orders approving such agreement authorizing the selected 
Proposer to make the sale and authorizing FPL, with conditions 
acceptable to FPL at its sole discretion, to make the purchase of such 
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firm capacity and energy, and which orders are no longer subject to 
appeal. 

iii. Execution by the Proposer of an (i) engineering, procurement, and 
construction agreement, and (ii) operation and maintenance agreement 
by specified dates (as applicable to the nature of the proposal). 

iv. Receipt by Proposer of all necessary permits. 
v. Successful execution by Proposer of long-term financing (for a New 

Unit only). 
vi. Execution by Proposer of transmission interconnection agreements. 

vii. Implementation by Proposer of adequate insurance coverage. 
viii. Execution by Proposer of adequate fuel supply and delivery contracts. 

7. FIN 46R Compliance 
Certain accounting rules now in effect, or as they might be amended or interpreted 
in the future, may require that the selected Proposer under the PPA or tolling 
contract be consolidated into the financial statements of FPL.  Within ten business 
days after being selected to supply firm capacity and energy to FPL, the selected 
Proposer must deliver to FPL an analysis, with supporting information, evaluating 
whether or not FPL would be required to consolidate the selected Proposer under 
the provisions of Financial Accounting Standards Board Interpretation No. 46 
(Revised December 2003) (FIN 46R).   
 
The selected Proposer who enters into a contract with FPL under this RFP must 
also agree to comply with terms to be included in the Purchase Agreement that 
specify requirements for FPL’s ongoing compliance with FIN 46R. Failure of 
Proposer to provide the required certification, or if at any time Proposer becomes 
a VIE and FPL becomes the Primary Beneficiary, shall constitute an event of 
default under the Purchase Agreement.  

8. Completion and Performance Security; Step in Rights; Security Interest 
i. For all proposals with respect to a new unit or existing unit, a Proposer 

selected to enter into a Purchase Agreement shall provide Completion 
Security and Performance Security (in the amounts set forth in Table 1 – 
New Unit; and Table  2 – Existing Unit, below). 
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Event Security  Amount Security Type

Execution of Purchase Agreement $20,000/MW
Completion 

Security

FPSC and FERC Authorization 

Received
$185,000/MW

Completion 

Security

Commercial Operation $200,000/MW
Performance 

Security

Event Security  Amount Security Type

Execution of Purchase Agreement $20,000/MW
Completion 

Security

FPSC and FERC Authorization 

Received
$200,000/MW

Performance 

Security

Table 1

Security Milestone Schedule - New Unit

Table 2

Security Milestone Schedule - Existing Unit

 
 
 

ii. Completion Security secures (i) the Proposer’s obligation to negotiate a 
Purchase Agreement in good faith (ii) with respect to a new unit, a 
Proposer’s obligations to satisfy certain project milestones and deliver 
firm capacity and energy by a June 1, 2019 in-service date, and (ii) for 
damages incurred by FPL related to an early termination event. 

iii. Performance Security secures (i) the Proposer’s performance obligations 
from June 1, 2019 (the “In-Service Date”) through the Proposal Term, 
and (ii) damages incurred by FPL related to an early termination event. 

iv. With respect to a new unit during the construction phase, the Proposer 
must provide evidence, satisfactory to FPL in all respects, that the 
project milestones reflected in the Purchase Agreement are being 
achieved (i.e., execution of definitive EPC and O&M Agreements, Start 
of Construction and Commercial Operations).  If the Proposer fails to 
satisfy such project milestones, FPL may, in its sole discretion, be paid 
delay liquidated damages and/or terminate the Purchase Agreement. 
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v. Form of Security: 
a. Completion Security may be provided via a combination of 

cash or letter of credit issued in a form and by an Eligible LC 
Bank (“LOC”), in each case acceptable to FPL in its sole 
discretion. “Eligible LC Bank” means either a U.S. commercial 
bank, or a foreign bank issuing a LOC through its U.S. branch, 
and such bank must have a Credit Rating of at least:  (a) “A-, 
with a stable designation” from S&P and “A3, with a stable 
designation” from Moody’s, if such bank is rated by both S&P 
and Moody’s; or (b) “A-, with a stable designation” from S&P 
or “A3, with a stable designation” from Moody’s, if such bank 
is rated by either S&P or Moody’s, but not both, even if such 
bank was rated by both S&P and Moody’s as of the date of 
issuance of the LOC  but ceases to be rated by either, but not 
both of those ratings agencies.  

b. FPL may consider on a case-by-case basis accepting a guaranty 
in a form to be provided by FPL from a “Qualified Guarantor” 
acceptable to FPL and based on such Qualified Guarantor’s 
credit quality and tangible net worth in accordance with Table 
3 below. 

Table 3 
 

Qualified Guarantor 
 

A credit limit may be calculated for each Proposer or Qualified 
Guarantor based on the entity’s unsecured debt rating and 
tangible net worth (the “Credit Limit”) as follows: 

Unsecured Debt Rating % of Tangible Net Worth 
AAA+/Aaal to AA-/Aa3 20% 

A+/A1 to A-/A3 15% 
BBB+/Baal to BBB-/Baa3 10% 

BB+/Bal and below or unrated 0% 
 

Performance Security in excess of the Credit Limit shall be in 
the form of cash in U.S. Dollars or an LOC.  The Credit Limit 
shall be recalculated and the form of Performance Security 
may be adjusted quarterly, in FPL’s sole discretion, based on 
the Proposer’s or Qualified Guarantor’s most recent financial 
statements. 
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Definitions 
“Credit Limit” means the maximum credit exposure FPL will 
accept from a Qualified Guarantor in the form of a guarantee. 

 
“Qualified Guarantor” means an entity which at the time it is to 
provide a guaranty has (i) (A) a credit rating equal to or greater 
than the Ratings Limit, and (B) a consolidated net worth of at 
least $1,000,000,000; or (ii) is acceptable to FPL in its sole 
discretion as having a verifiable creditworthiness and net worth 
sufficient to secure a Qualified Guarantor’s obligations 
pursuant to a guaranty. 

 
“Ratings Limit” means with respect to Proposer or any 
Qualified Guarantor, a long-term credit rating (corporate or 
long-term senior unsecured debt) (a) “Baa3” or higher by 
Moody’s, or (b) “BBB-” or higher by S&P, or (iii) if rated by 
Moody’s and S&P, both (i) and (ii). 

 
“Tangible Net Worth” means the net worth per most recent 
quarterly financial statements of a Qualified Guarantor 
providing credit support less goodwill and intangible assets. 

 
vi. Upon the failure of a Proposer to satisfy any project milestone, or upon 

an event of default by Proposer and failure by Proposer to cure such 
default within the cure period provided, FPL (or its designee) shall have 
the right, but not the obligation, to enter upon and complete the licensing, 
permitting, construction, start-up, testing and commissioning, or operate 
and maintain the generating unit, as applicable, as agent for the Proposer.  
FPL’s step-in right shall continue until the earlier of: (i) Proposer 
demonstrates to FPL’s satisfaction that cause of the failure or default has 
been remedied, (ii) FPL elects, in its sole discretions, to discontinue 
exercising its step-in rights, or (iii) expiration or termination of the 
Purchase Agreement. 

vii. As additional security for Proposer’s performance obligations, Proposer 
shall execute, deliver to FPL, and record a Mortgage and Security 
Agreement to granting to FPL a fully perfected, subordinated security 
interest and mortgage lien in any and all real and personal property, 
contractual rights or other rights the Proposer holds with respect to the 
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development, procurement, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the generating unit. 

9. Assignment; Right of First Refusal 
i. The Proposer must agree that the Purchase Agreement may not be 

assigned in whole or in part without the express written consent of FPL 
at FPL’s sole discretion.  Any direct or indirect change of control of 
Proposer (whether voluntary or by operation of Law) shall be deemed an 
assignment and shall require the prior express written consent of FPL at 
FPL’s sole discretion. 

ii. During the Proposal Term, FPL shall have a right of first refusal with 
respect to any sale of the generating unit or facility that produces the 
capacity and energy that is the subject of the PPA.  

 
Section V. Overview of the Evaluation Process 

 
1. General Evaluation Concepts 
 

i. Proposer Exceptions. 
 FPL will consider proposals that contain exceptions to the general terms 

and conditions of the RFP.  However, FPL will not accept any 
exceptions to the Minimum Requirements for Proposals or the 
Minimum Requirements Pursuant to Purchase Agreement.  

 
 If a Proposer identifies exceptions, the exceptions must be explained in 

writing as part of the proposal using Form # 9 presented in Appendix C.  
For each exception, the Proposer must fully explain in writing the 
condition, requirement, or facet of the RFP to which the Proposer takes 
exception and provide the replacement language proposed.   

 
 Inclusion of exception information with a proposal will be used to 

compare proposals to one another and will facilitate potential 
negotiations by allowing FPL to evaluate the specific core issues of the 
exceptions, rather than addressing generic or conceptual comments.  A 
more detailed discussion of the non-price evaluation is provided in 
Appendix D.  FPL reserves the right to request from a Proposer whether, 
or to what extent, FPL’s contemplated rejection of a particular exception 
would affect the pricing of the proposal. 
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 If a Proposer fails to state exceptions and pose alternative language to 
the material terms set forth in the RFP, FPL shall assume that a Proposer 
has no objection to such terms and conditions.   

 
ii. Proposer Questions and Communications 

 Proposers are to follow all instructions contained in this RFP and 
provide all information requested in the RFP and on the forms presented 
and discussed in Appendix C of this document.  Proposers also are 
expected to provide supporting documentation, and answer any follow-
up questions from FPL, as requested.   

 
 Proposers are encouraged, up to the Cutoff Date for RFP Questions, to 

contact the FPL Contact Person with questions to ensure complete and 
accurate proposals.  Following the RFP issuance date, all questions will 
be recorded.  FPL will post questions and answers on FPL’s RFP 
website.  All questions and answers from the Pre-Bid Workshop, and 
any subsequent questions posed to FPL and answers to these questions, 
will be posted on this website for the benefit of all Proposers. 

 
iii. Fuel Plan for Evaluation 

 FPL will evaluate the generator-specific fuel costs of each natural gas-
based proposal based on the designated FPL Fossil Fuel Price Forecast 
(unless a Proposer directs FPL to use Proposer’s own firm, guaranteed 
fuel price forecast, which shall be included in the proposal).  FPL system 
fuel cost impacts for all proposals will also be based on the above-
mentioned FPL forecast. FPL’s forecast will be posted on the RFP 
website once the RFP document has been issued.  

 
A specific fuel plan, including Proposer’s fuel transportation cost (for 
Non-Tolling proposals) or FPL’s projection of the gas transportation 
cost (for natural gas Tolling proposals), will be developed by FPL for 
each candidate portfolio based on the size, location, and fuel 
requirements of the individual units included in the candidate portfolio.  
This will allow FPL to capture the unique fuel cost attributes offered by 
certain asset combinations.  The portfolio-specific fuel plan will be used 
to conduct the detailed economic evaluation.   
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1. Non-Tolling Proposals 
 

 Non-tolling proposals must be accompanied by a complete 
Fuel Plan.  The Fuel Plan must designate the fuel type, the 
intended fuel source, and transportation method to be used. 
For proposals relying on natural gas, the Fuel Plan must 
provide the level of firm gas transportation that is 
appropriate for the technology proposed.  The Fuel Plan 
must be accompanied by evidence of feasibility (letter of 
intent or other indicative planning documents) that identify 
the required volume, pressure, and pipeline infrastructure 
upgrades that will be accomplished to operate the proposed 
unit(s) at capacity.  The proposed pricing for non-Tolling 
proposals must reflect firm fuel transportation costs for the 
entire Proposal Term. FPL will evaluate non-Tolling 
proposals using FPL’s fuel price forecast unless the 
Proposer specifies and guarantees a different set of future 
fuel prices to be applied to such proposal.   

 
2. Natural Gas Tolling Proposals (For specific units only - not 

for system sales) 
 

 Natural Gas Tolling proposals will be evaluated using the 
data outlined in the designated FPL Fossil Fuel Price 
Forecast, as modified for the specific fuel plan of the 
candidate portfolio(s). FPL will not consider tolling 
agreements for fuels other than natural gas. 

 
 As a part of a natural gas tolling arrangement, FPL will be 

required to negotiate and commit to a Firm Transportation 
Agreement to support the needs of the project.  Selected 
Proposers entering into a Natural Gas Tolling agreement 
will be required to provide an appropriate level of 
additional security to cover the costs that may arise from a 
Proposer-default to protect FPL’s customers.  This will be a 
part of the definitive agreements that comprise the Tolling 
Agreement. 

 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 36 of 309



37 

FPL will evaluate all natural gas tolling proposals and the 
NPGU utilizing FPL’s forecast(s) of future fuel commodity 
prices. 

 
2.  The Evaluation Process 

The objective of the RFP is to solicit proposals that allow FPL to assess 
the best eligible generating alternatives that meet the RFP’s capacity 
requirement in the most economic, cost-effective, and reliable manner for 
FPL’s customers. It is anticipated that FPL will receive a variety of 
proposals that may vary in length of term, siting, capacity, price, fuel, and 
other pertinent characteristics.  In addition to the variations that may be 
presented within individual proposals, there may be a need to combine 
multiple proposals to develop portfolios that meet the RFP capacity need 
requirements.   
 
FPL will employ an evaluation methodology that will anticipate responses 
that offer a wide range of individual characteristics and can evaluate the 
costs and benefits offered by combining various proposals into unique 
portfolios of generating alternatives that address FPL’s resource needs 
beginning in the year 2019. Therefore, eligible proposals that pass initial 
screening and individual economic ranking (if applicable), but do not 
individually meet the full resource need requirement for 2019, will be 
evaluated in portfolios that combine them with other proposals to meet 
these capacity needs. FPL will then develop multi-year resource plans that 
incorporate proposals that individually meet the 2019 resource need, 
portfolios of smaller proposals, and/or the NPGU.  
 
FPL’s evaluation will examine these portfolios and resource plans from 
both economic and non-economic perspectives. In regard to the economic 
analyses, FPL typically conducts economic analyses of resource plans 
using a levelized system average electric rate minimization (i.e., a Rate 
Impact Measure) approach. However, because FPL is soliciting only 
generation resources in this capacity RFP, the amount of projected DSM 
will be the same for each of these resource plans. Therefore, FPL will be 
comparing portfolios and resource plans based on a Cumulative Present 
Value of Revenue Requirements (CPVRR) approach. This is because in 
analyses in which DSM values will not change: (i) a levelized system 
average electric rate approach and a CPVRR approach will yield identical 
rankings for the resource plans being evaluated, and (ii) the CPVRR 
approach is simpler to calculate. In regard to non-economic analyses, 
several different perspectives will be taken.   
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Ultimately, FPL’s objective is, after considering both economic and non-
economic perspectives, to identify the best option(s) for FPL’s customers 
with which to meet FPL’s capacity needs beginning in 2019. FPL’s 
evaluation methodology, including a description of the criteria to be used 
to evaluate price and non-price attributes, is discussed in detail in 
Appendix D.   
 

Section VI - Detailed Information Regarding FPL’s Capacity Needs and NPGU  
 

A. FPL’s Capacity Need  
 

The projected generation capacity resource need values described below 
represent an update from the information presented in FPL’s 2014 Ten-Year 
Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan), a copy of which is attached to this RFP as 
Appendix A.  This new capacity need projection is based on a number of 
factors including updated forecasts from those used in FPL’s previous 
resource planning work that led to FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. Key changes to these 
forecasts are discussed in Appendix E.  FPL’s projected capacity needs are 
potentially subject to further change as FPL’s 2015 resource planning work 
continues.   
 
FPL’s projected capacity need in 2019, based on exactly meeting both the 
10% generation-only reserve margin (GRM) planning criterion and the 20% 
total reserve margin planning criterion is 1,052 MW by June 1, 2019.  
 

B. FPL’s NPGU 
 
Rule 25-22.082, Florida Administrative Code, requires that specific 
information about FPL’s “next planned generating unit” (NPGU) be included 
in an RFP seeking firm capacity.   

FPL’s NPGU is a CC unit based on 3 combustion turbines in combined cycle 
form with 3 heat recovery system generators and a single steam turbine 
generator (a 3x1 G configuration). The NPGU CC would add approximately 
1,622 MW (Summer). 

FPL has now identified a CC unit at FPL’s Okeechobee Clean Energy Center 
site (“OCEC Unit 1”) to be installed by June 1, 2019 as the NPGU in 
accordance with the requirements of Rule 25-22.082(5)(a), Florida 
Administrative Code. The eligible proposals submitted in response to this RFP 
will be evaluated against this NPGU and against all other proposals received 
in response to this RFP. 
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1. Required Information 
FPL is providing a technical description of its NPGU with the information 
that follows. This technical description for the unit complies with the 
requirements of Rule 25-22.082 (5)(a).  

2. Tables 
The technical information required by Rule 25-22.082 (5) (a) is presented 
in Tables VI.B - 1, VI.B - 2, and VI.B - 3 for FPL’s NPGU. 
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Table VI.B – 1 
 

Next Planned Generating Unit Data – Okeechobee Clean Energy Center (Combined 
Cycle) 

 
The following data represent FPL’s current estimates for this 2019 capacity addition. These planning 
estimates are subject to further refinement in regard to site-specific costs, detailed engineering, or vendor 
quotes.  FPL reserves the right to modify the construction costs and/or performance parameters for this unit. 
If FPL exercises this option, it will do so concurrent with publication of a Short List.  In that case, FPL 
would then inform the Short List Proposers (if any) of its intent and permit such Short List Proposers to 
revise their proposals. 

 
1. A three-on-one combined cycle generating unit to be located at the Okeechobee Clean Energy Center  

(OCEC) in Okeechobee County, Florida. 
2. Planned size is 1,622 MW (Summer rating). 
3. Commercial operation for the facility is June 1, 2019. 
4. The primary fuel is natural gas.  Ultra low sulfur light (distillate) oil will be the backup fuel type. 
5. The estimated total direct cost (without AFUDC) is $ 1,083.4 million (in 2019$). This value includes 

the cost of generation, transmission interconnection, and transmission integration. 
6. The estimated annual levelized capital (generation, plus transmission interconnection, and transmission 

integration) revenue requirement with AFUDC is $136.9 million over 30 years. 
7. The estimated annual value of deferral with AFUDC of this unit is $5.75/kW-year in 2019$ (excludes 

variable O&M, fixed O&M, and capital replacement).  
8. The estimated fixed O&M, capital replacement, and variable O&M annual costs are presented in Table 

III.B - 2.   
9. The estimated fuel cost in 2019 for the NPGU is currently forecast to be $4.69/MMBTU. Firm gas 

transportation for the unit will be provided from the Sabal Trail/Florida Southeast Connection (FSC) 
pipeline. These costs are considered sunk and will not be included in the economic analysis. A gas 
pipeline lateral is needed between FSC and the Okeechobee site and will be built by FSC. The costs for 
this lateral will be recovered through an adjustment to the rate over 25 years. This adjustment to the 
annual transportation rate, in $/MMBTU, is shown in Table III.B-3 and will be included in the 
economic evaluation of the Okeechobee Clean Energy Center.  See Note 1. 

10. The following are the estimates for: 
Planned Outage Factor   See Table III.B - 4 and Note 2 
Forced Outage Rate   See Table III.B - 4 and Note 2 
Heat Rate at maximum capacity  6,293 Btu/kWh @75F (HHV) 
at 100% (Base Operational Mode) 
Minimum load   400 MW 
Ramp Rate    120 MW/min 

11. The estimated transmission interconnection and integration costs associated with this unit are $52.0 
million (without AFUDC in 2019 $) and are included in the cost estimate in item 5 above.   

12. Air, water discharge, and other permits will be required for this unit. It is FPL’s plan to comply with all 
air and water quality standards of the Local, State, and Federal governments. 

13. The major financial assumptions in the development of these numbers were: 
Capital replacement escalation for the OCEC unit, based on contract (approx.)  
 2.0%   
General capital escalation for other than OCEC      3.0% 
Escalation for O&M        2.5% 
Fuel escalation                                                      Varies by year. See Note 1 
Capital Structure                                                           40.38 % debt @ 5.05 % 

                                                          59.62 % equity @ 10.5 %
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Estimated 
Estimated Estimated Capital

Fixed O&M Variable O&M Replacement
Costs Costs * Costs

Year ($Millions) ($Millions) ($Millions)
2019 3.3 3.2 0.0
2020 4.7 3.2 19.5
2021 3.6 3.3 0.1
2022 6.9 3.3 40.0
2023 4.0 3.4 23.9
2024 5.5 3.4 0.1
2025 7.7 3.5 15.9
2026 4.8 3.6 25.0
2027 4.7 3.6 2.4
2028 9.1 3.7 79.7
2029 5.2 3.7 39.2
2030 6.3 3.8 0.2
2031 5.6 3.8 0.1
2032 25.7 3.9 0.1
2033 6.1 4.0 66.0
2034 6.4 4.0 35.9
2035 10.4 4.1 0.1
2036 6.9 4.1 0.1
2037 12.4 4.2 0.3
2038 7.9 4.3 20.1
2039 13.7 4.3 44.1
2040 8.1 4.4 0.2
2041 8.8 4.5 0.3
2042 15.2 4.5 0.4
2043 18.3 4.6 55.4
2044 10.8 4.7 33.5
2045 12.9 4.7 0.2
2046 10.3 4.8 0.2
2047 10.9 4.8 0.0
2048 11.2 4.9 0.0
2049 11.5 4.9 0.0

* Based on an average capacity factor for the life of the unit of approximately 80%.

Table VI.B-2

Next Planned Generating Unit Data - OCEC
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Period Dates

Okeechobee 
Lateral Transport 

Rate $/Dth
1 Sep 1, 2018 - April 30, 2019 0.0279
2 May 1, 2019 - April 30, 2020 0.0273
3 May 1, 2020 - April 30, 2021 0.0175
4 May 1, 2021 - April 30, 2022 0.0167
5 May 1, 2022 - April 30, 2023 0.0161
6 May 1, 2023 - April 30, 2024 0.0154
7 May 1, 2024 - April 30, 2025 0.0148
8 May 1, 2025 - April 30, 2026 0.0142
9 May 1, 2026 - April 30, 2027 0.0136
10 May 1, 2027 - April 30, 2028 0.0130
11 May 1, 2028 - April 30, 2029 0.0124
12 May 1, 2029 - April 30, 2030 0.0118
13 May 1, 2030 - April 30, 2031 0.0112
14 May 1, 2031 - April 30, 2032 0.0106
15 May 1, 2032 - April 30, 2033 0.0100
16 May 1, 2033 - April 30, 2034 0.0094
17 May 1, 2034 - April 30, 2035 0.0090
18 May 1, 2035 - April 30, 2036 0.0087
19 May 1, 2036 - April 30, 2037 0.0083
20 May 1, 2037 - April 30, 2038 0.0080
21 May 1, 2038 - April 30, 2039 0.0077
22 May 1, 2039 - April 30, 2040 0.0074
23 May 1, 2040 - April 30, 2041 0.0071
24 May 1, 2041 - April 30, 2042 0.0068
25 May 1, 2042 - April 30, 2043 0.0065

Table VI.B-3

Lateral Cost Adder to FSC Firm Transporation Rate
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Projected Projected
Annual Annual

Year Planned Outage Hours Forced Outage Hours
2019 193 96
2020 193 96
2021 193 96
2022 193 96
2023 193 96
2024 193 96
2025 193 96
2026 193 96
2027 193 96
2028 193 96
2029 193 96
2030 193 96
2031 193 96
2032 193 96
2033 193 96
2034 193 96
2035 193 96
2036 193 96
2037 193 96
2038 193 96
2039 193 96
2040 193 96
2041 193 96
2042 193 96
2043 193 96
2044 193 96
2045 193 96
2046 193 96
2047 193 96
2048 193 96
2049 193 96

Table VI.B-4

Next Planned Generating Unit Data - OCEC
Base & Peak Firing Operational Modes
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Notes for: 
Next Planned Generating Unit Data – Okeechobee Clean Energy Center 

 
 

1. For the economic evaluation of capacity options in this RFP, both for proposals 
received in response to this RFP and FPL’s NPGU, FPL will use the designated 
FPL fuel cost forecast which will be provided on the RFP website. 

2. The projected outage hour estimates for FPL’s self-build options represent 
arithmetic averages of expected outage hours over the 30-year life of the unit period 
and do not represent “new & clean” unit values. An average capacity factor of 80% 
for the unit as a whole was used in making these projections. Maintenance outage 
hours were not included in these projections. 

 
Using these outage hour values, FPL projects the following values for both the 
Base and Peak Firing operational modes: 
 
 POF                2.2% 
 FOR                1.1% 
 Availability  96.7%   
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2014 Ten Year Site Plan 
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Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 
2014 – 2023 
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Overview of the Document 
 

 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a minimum 

existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year Power Plant Site 

Plan (Site Plan). This Site Plan should include an estimate of the utility’s future electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs could be met, and disclosure of information 

pertaining to the utility’s preferred and potential power plant sites. The information contained in this Site 

Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida 

Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan contains 

uncertain forecasts and tentative planning information. Forecasts evolve, and all planning information is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is 

presented in a general manner.  Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site 

certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time. 

 

This Site Plan document is based on Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL) integrated resource planning 

(IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2013 and that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2014. The 

forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the years 2014 through 2023.  

This document is organized in the following manner: 

 

Chapter I – Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL’s current generating facilities. Also included is information on 

other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and FPL’s transmission 

system. 

 

Chapter II – Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
FPL’s load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy usage, is 

presented in Chapter II. 

 

Chapter III – Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
This chapter discusses FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL’s projected 

resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL’s IRP work in 2013 and early 2014. This 

chapter also discusses a number of issues that may change the resource plan presented in this Site Plan. 

Furthermore, this chapter briefly discusses the status of FPL’s DSM planning efforts, as well as FPL’s, 

renewable energy efforts, transmission planning additions, and fuel cost forecasts. 
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Chapter IV – Environmental and Land Use Information 
This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities. 

 

Chapter V – Other Planning Assumptions and Information 
This chapter addresses twelve “discussion items” which pertain to additional information that is included in 

a Site Plan filing. 
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Reference Abbreviation Definition
CC Combined Cycle
CT Combustion Turbine
GT Gas Turbine
ST Stean Unit (Fossil or Nuclear)
PV Photovoltaic

NUC Uranium
BIT Bituminous Coal
FO2 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate)
FO6 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy)
NG Natural Gas
No None

Solar Solar Energy
SUB Sub Bituminous Coal
Pet Petroleum Coke

No None
PL Pipeline
RR Railroad
TK Truck
WA Water

OT Other
L Regulatory approval pending. Not under construction
P Planned Unit
T Regulatory approval received but not under construction
U Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete
V Under construction, more than  50% Complete

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators

FPL
List of Abbreviations
Used in FPL Forms 

Unit/Site Status

Fuel Type

Fuel Transportation

Unit Type
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Executive Summary 

 

Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL) 2014 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) presents FPL’s 

current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or purchased) as part of its 

efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2014 - 2023 time period. By design, the 

primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., electric generation capability and the sites 

for these additions. The supply side additions discussed in this document are resources projected to be 

needed, based on FPL’s load forecast, after accounting for FPL’s demand side management (DSM) 

resource additions. In 2014, new DSM Goals for FPL for the time period 2015 through 2024 will be set by 

the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC). At almost the same time FPL is filing this 2014 Site Plan, 

FPL will also be filing its proposed DSM Goals with the FPSC. Consequently, the level of DSM additions 

reflected in the 2014 Site Plan is consistent with FPL’s proposed DSM Goals.  The proposed level of DSM 

is discussed further below and in Chapter III.  

 

FPL’s load forecast accounts for a significant amount of efficiency that results from federal and state 

energy efficiency codes and standards. The projected impacts of these codes and standards are directly 

accounted for in FPL’s load forecast as discussed below and in Chapter II.  

 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan contains four key similarities to the resource 

plan presented in FPL’s 2013 Site Plan. However, there are several factors that have contributed to 

differences between the resource plan presented in the 2014 Site Plan and the resource plan that was 

previously presented in FPL’s 2013 Site Plan. Additional factors will continue to influence FPL’s on-going 

resource planning work and could result in changes in the resource plan presented in this document. A 

brief discussion of these similarities and factors is provided below. Additional information regarding these 

topics is presented in Chapter III. 

 

 

I. Similarities Between the Current Resource Plan and the Resource Plan Previously 
Presented in FPL’s 2013 Site Plan: 
 

There are four key similarities between the current resource plan presented in this document and the 

resource plan presented in the 2013 Site Plan.  
 
Similarity # 1: Modernizations of Existing Power Plant Sites. 

 

The modernization of FPL’s Cape Canaveral plant site was completed on time in 2013 and the 

modernization of FPL’s existing Riviera Beach plant site is scheduled to be completed on/near the April 1, 
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2014 date this 2014 Site Plan is to be filed.  In addition, the modernization of FPL’s existing Port 

Everglades plant site is underway and is projected to be completed in 2016. 

 
Similarity # 2: FPL continues to pursue additional nuclear energy generation to significantly (i) 
reduce its use of fossil fuels, (ii) lower system fuel costs, (iii) lower system air emissions, and (iv) 
provide a valuable hedge against future increases in fuel costs and environmental compliance 
costs. 
 

In 2013 FPL successfully completed its capacity uprate projects at its four existing nuclear units 

; Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 and St. Lucie Units 1 & 2. The nuclear uprate project added about 520 MW of 

additional nuclear capacity to FPL’s system which was about 30% more additional nuclear capacity than 

was originally projected when the project began. FPL’s customers are already benefiting from lower fuel 

costs and reduced system air emissions provided by this additional nuclear capacity.  

 

FPL is also continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that will be necessary to 

construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. The earliest deployment 

dates for these two new units remain 2022 and 2023, respectively, and this Site Plan projects the two new 

nuclear units going in-service in those years. 

  
Similarity #3: FPL is projected to serve Vero Beach’s electrical load. 
 
An agreement to this effect was reached between Vero Beach and FPL on February 19, 2013, and a 

referendum was held on March 12, 2013 that resulted in a majority of Vero Beach voters approving the 

agreement. FPL’s current load forecast projects that FPL will begin serving Vero Beach’s load in January 

2015. 

 
Similarity #4: Specific generating units are projected to be retired and/or converted to 
synchronous condenser operation.  
 
In the last two years, FPL has retired a number of older, less efficient generating units including: Sanford 

Unit 3, Cutler Units 5 & 6, Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2, Riviera Beach Units 3 & 4, and Port Everglades 

Units 1 – 4. In addition, Turkey Point Unit 2 has been converted to operate in synchronous condenser 

mode to provide voltage support for the transmission system in Southeastern Florida.  

 

This trend is projected to continue. Putnam Units 1 & 2 are now projected to be retired by the end of 2014. 

And, similar to the earlier conversion of Turkey Point Unit 2, FPL projects that Turkey Point Unit 1 will be 

converted to run in synchronous condenser mode starting in 2016. In addition, for planning purposes, FPL 

is projecting that all of its existing gas turbines (GTs) at its two Broward County sites will be retired by the 
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end of 2018 and that 5 new combustion turbines (CTs) will be installed at FPL’s Lauderdale plant site also 

by the end of 2018. This projection is further discussed later in this executive summary and in Chapter III. 

 

II. Factors Influencing FPL’s Resource Planning Work Which Have Impacted, or Which 
Could Impact, FPL’s Resource Plan: 
 

There are a number of factors that influence FPL’s resource planning work. Eight (8) of these are briefly 

discussed below and are discussed again in Chapters II and/or III.  

 

Two of these factors are on-going system concerns that FPL has considered in its resource planning work 

for a number of years. These two on-going system concerns are: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity 

in the FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern 

Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties.  

 

The third and fourth factors that will be discussed are factors that directly impacted the resource plan 

presented in this document because they affect FPL’s forecast of its future load and its future firm load.  

The third factor is the impact of federal and state energy efficiency codes and standards on FPL’s future 

loads. The impact of these codes and standards has been incorporated into FPL’s current load forecast. 

The magnitude of efficiency that is being delivered to FPL’s customers through these codes and standards 

is significant. For example, by the year 2023 (the last year addressed in this Site Plan), FPL’s Summer 

peak is projected to be lower by approximately 3,477 MW compared to what the projected load would 

have been without the codes and standards based on cumulative savings beginning in 2005. This 

represents a decrease of approximately 12% in what the forecasted Summer peak load for 2023 would 

have been without the codes and standards. Likewise, FPL’s forecasted net energy for load (NEL) in the 

year 2023 is projected to be approximately 9,991 GWh lower compared to what the projected NEL would 

have been without the efficiency codes and standards based on cumulative savings beginning in 2005. 

This represents a decrease of approximately 7% from what the forecasted NEL for 2023 would have been 

without the codes and standards.  

 

There are two significant impacts from these codes and standards. The first impact is to substantially lower 

FPL’s forecasted peak load and NEL. The second impact is that the codes and standards lower the 

potential for future MW and GWh reductions from FPL’s DSM programs that address the specific 

appliances and equipment impacted by the codes and standards. Thus, significant energy efficiency 

regarding this equipment will be delivered to FPL’s customers through codes and standards, thus 

precluding the potential for FPL to pursue these same efficiency gains through utility DSM programs. 

 

The fourth factor is a projected decline in the cost-effectiveness of a number of utility DSM measures due 

to reasons that are beneficial overall for FPL’s customers. Compared to 2009 (when DSM Goals were last 
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set): (i) forecasted fuel costs have dropped by 50%, thus lowering the potential benefits from DSM kwh 

reductions; (ii) projected compliance costs for carbon dioxide (CO2), have not only been significantly 

lowered, but their forecasted start date has been delayed by almost a decade, thus again lowering the 

potential benefits from DSM kwh reductions; and, (iii) FPL’s generating system, due to the retirement of 

older, less efficient generators and replacement with highly efficient generators, plus additional nuclear 

capacity, has gotten more fuel-efficient, thus lowering fuel-related costs that would otherwise represent 

potential benefits for DSM kwh reductions. These factors are benefitting FPL’s customers through lower 

electric rates, but they also lower the potential economic benefits that otherwise could be offered by DSM. 

When combined with the previously discussed fact that codes and standards have reduced the potential 

for efficiency gains in regard to appliance and equipment addressed by these codes and standards, the 

result is that FPL is logically projecting a lower contribution from utility DSM in the near-term. That lower 

contribution is accounted for in the 2014 Site Plan. These factors are discussed in detail in the filing FPL is 

making in its DSM Goals proceeding. 

 

The fifth factor is the need to take measures to limit FPL’s projected increasing dependence upon DSM 

resources to maintain system reliability. This factor has been previously discussed in FPL’s 2011, 2012, 

and 2013 Site Plans. In these previous Site Plans, FPL has discussed this projection of increasing 

dependence upon DSM resources using a new type of reserve margin projection as an indicator: a 

“generation-only reserve margin” or “GRM”. 

 

The GRM projections from the 2011, 2012, and 2013 Site Plans consistently showed that these values 

were projected to significantly decrease over the 10-year reporting period of the Site Plans, declining to 

single-digit values in the latter years of the reporting periods. These projections indicated a steadily 

growing dependence on DSM resources to maintain system reliability. FPL’s analyses show that system 

reliability risk increases, particularly from a system operations perspective, as dependence on DSM 

resources increases to a point where DSM resources account for more than half of FPL’s 20% total 

reserve margin criterion value. Therefore, FPL is implementing a new reliability criterion of a 10% GRM in 

its resource planning work to complement its other two reliability criteria: a 20% total reserve margin 

criterion for Summer and Winter, and an annual 0.1 day/year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) criterion. FPL 

is implementing the GRM criterion so that FPL’s resource plans will begin to meet this criterion in the year 

2019. A further discussion of the GRM criterion is presented in Chapter III. 

 

There are additional factors that did not impact FPL’s resource plan presented in this document, but which 

could result in future changes to this resource plan. For example, a sixth factor is the project schedule for 

the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 nuclear units. At the time the 2014 Site Plan is being finalized, the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC) has not provided a schedule for its review of FPL’s Combined Operating 

License Application (COLA). Once the NRC’s COLA review schedule is available, FPL will review the 

overall schedule for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project. FPL’s review will also consider the impacts of the 
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recently amended nuclear cost recovery clause (NCRC) statute and the ongoing feasibility analyses that 

are part of Florida Nuclear Cost Recovery process. 

 

The seventh factor is environmental regulation. As developments occur in regard to either new 

environmental regulations, and/or in how environmental regulations are interpreted and applied, the 

potential exists for such developments to affect FPL’s resource plan that is presented in this document. 

For example, FPL is aware of potential impacts to generating units of recent EPA changes to the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards that include shorter duration 1-hour standards for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  As a consequence, FPL filed in mid-2013 for FPSC approval to recover costs 

through the environmental cost recovery clause for removing all of its existing gas turbines (GTs) and 

partially replacing that peaking unit capacity with new combustion turbines (CTs). Although FPL withdrew 

its filing in December 2013 pending further analyses including on-site monitoring, FPL believes that the 

results of the monitoring and analyses will require that the Broward GTs be replaced. Therefore, FPL is 

currently projecting the retirement of all GTs in Broward County; i.e., at its existing Lauderdale and Port 

Everglades plant sites (a decrease in generating capacity of 1,260 MW Summer), and the installation of 5 

new 201 MW CTs at its existing Lauderdale plant site (an increase of 1,005 MW Summer).  

 

The eighth factor that will be discussed is the possibility of the establishment of a Florida standard for 

renewable energy or clean energy. Although no such legislation has been enacted to-date, Renewable 

Portfolio Standards, or Clean Energy Portfolio Standards legislation, or other legislative initiatives 

regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, may occur in the future at either the state or national 

level. If such legislation is enacted, FPL would then determine what steps need to be taken to address the 

legislation.  

   

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL’s on-going resource planning work during the 

rest of 2014 and in future years. 

 

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm capacity 

purchases for 2014 – 2023. (Although this table does not specifically identify the impacts of projected DSM 

additions on FPL’s resource needs and resource plan, FPL’s projected DSM additions have been fully 

accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan.)  
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes  

Summer
Summer Reserve

Year * Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes MW Date Margin **
2014 Martin Unit 1 ESP - Return from ESP outage 823 March-14

Martin Unit 2 ESP - Temporary Outage to install ESPs (826) March-14
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 30 March-14
Sanford 5 CT Upgrade 9 September-13
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,212 April-14

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,247 28.0%
2015 Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 32 October-14

Martin Unit 2 ESP - Returned from ESP Outage 823 December-14
Putnam 1&2 Retirement (498) December-14
OUC - Stanton PPAs 37 January-15
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 1/ 46 January-15
Palm Beach SWA - additional capacity 70 January-15
Fort Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrades 18 June-15
Fort Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrades 18 March-15
Fort Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrades 18 May-15

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 563 27.5%
2016 UPS Replacement (928) December-15

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,237 June-16
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 309 26.6%

2017 Turkey Point Unit 1 synchronous condenser (396) October-16
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (396) 22.6%

2018 OUC - Stanton PPAs (37) December-17
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 1/ (46) January-18

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (83) 20.5%
2019 Port Everglades GT retirement (420) December-18

Lauderdale GT retirement (840) December-18
Lauderdale CT 1,005 January-19
SJRPP suspension of energy (381) April-19
Unsited CC 1,269 June-19

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 633 21.6%
2020 Unspecified Purchase 129 June-20

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 129 20.5%
2021 Eco-Gen PPA 180 January-21

Unspecified Purchase 168 June-21
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 348 20.6%

2022 Cape Next Generation Clean Energy Center 87 June-22
Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 1,100 June-22

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,187 22.6%
2023 Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 55 June-23

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7 1,100 June-23
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,155 24.4%

* Year shown reflects when the MW change begins to be accounted for  in Summer reserve margin 
calculations. (Note that addition of MW values for each year will not yield a current cumulative value.)

** Winter Reserve Margins are typically high than Summer Reserve Margin. Winter Reserve Margin are shown
on Schedule 7.2 in Chapter III.

1/ This unit will be added as part of the agreement that FPL will serve Vero Beach's electric load 
starting January, 2015. This unit is expected to be retired within 3 years.  
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CHAPTER I   
 
Description of Existing Resources 

 
 

Florida Power & Light Company 11 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 63 of 309



(This page is left intentionally blank.)

Florida Power & Light Company 12 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 64 of 309



 
I. Description of Existing Resources  
 

FPL’s service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 9.0 million people. FPL served an average of 4,626,934 customer accounts in 

thirty-five counties during 2013. These customers were served by a variety of resources including: 

FPL-owned fossil-fueled, renewable, and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned generation, 

demand side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power. 

 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources  
 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites distributed 

geographically around its service territory, plus one site in Georgia (partial FPL ownership of one 

unit) and one site in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of two units). The current 

electrical generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three coal units, sixteen combined cycle 

(CC) units, five fossil steam units, forty-eight combustion gas turbines, two simple cycle 

combustion turbines, and two photovoltaic facilities1. The locations of these eighty generating units 

are shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1.  
 

FPL’s bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,734 circuit miles of transmission lines.  

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through FPL’s 589 
substations in Florida. 

 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2.  

 
 

 

1 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the other units 
mentioned above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for electricity generation.  
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Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2013) 
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Location/ Number Summer
Map Key Plant Name of Units MW

A Turkey Point 4 3,176

B St. Lucie 1/ 2 1,821

C Manatee 3 2,729

D Fort Myers 3 1,748

E Lauderdale 2 884

F Everglades 2/ 0 0

G Riviera 2/ 0 0

H Martin 5 3,731

I Cape Canaveral 1 1,210

J Sanford 2 1,980

K Putnam 2 498

L St. John's River Power Park 1/ 2 254

M West County 3 3,657

N DeSoto 3/ 1 25

O Space Coast 3/ 1 10

Scherer 4/ 1 643

Gas Turbines 48 1,908

Total System Generation  = 80 24,274
 System Firm Generation = 78 24,239

1/ Represents FPL’s ownership share: St Lucie nuclear: 100% Unit 1, 85% Unit 2: St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 
2/ Will be site of new Modernization Plants. 
3/ The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of PV at  Space Coast are considered as non-firm generating capacity 

and the capacity from these units has been removed from the "System Firm Generation" row at the end of the table.
4/ The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2013)   

  

Number Summer
Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW

Nuclear
St. Lucie 1/ Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,821

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,632

Total Nuclear: 4 3,453

Coal Steam
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 643

St. John's River Power Park 2/ Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 254

Total Coal Steam: 3 897

Combined-Cycle 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,432

Manatee Parrish, FL 1 Gas 1,111

Martin Indiantown, FL 3 Gas 2,079

Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 1,980

Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,210

Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 884

Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 498

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,148

West County Palm Beach County, FL 3 Gas/Oil 3,657

Total Combined Cycle: 16 13,999

Oil/Gas Steam
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,618

Martin Indiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,652

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Oil/Gas 396

Total Oil/Gas Steam: 5 3,666

Gas Turbines(GT)
Fort Myers  (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648

Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 840

Port Everglades  (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 420

Total Gas Turbines/Diesels: 48 1,908

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 2 Gas/Oil 316

Total  Combustion Turbines: 2 316

PV
DeSoto 3/ DeSoto, FL 1 Solar Energy 25

Space Coast 3/ Brevard County, FL 1 Solar Energy 10

Total PV: 2 35

Total System Generation as of December 31, 2013 = 80 24,274
 System Firm Generation as of December 31, 2013 = 78 24,239

1/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840/860. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie
 Units 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively.

2/ Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit.
Represents FPL's ownership share:  SJRPP coal: 20% of two units).

3/ The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of PV at  Space Coast are considered as non-firm generating capacity 
and the capacity from these units has been removed from the "System Firm Generation" row at the end of the table.  
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Figure I.A.2:  FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration  
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Description of Existing Resources 
 
 
I.B Capacity and Energy Power Purchases 

 
Firm Capacity Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF) 
Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL’s resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with eight qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power production facilities, to 

purchase firm capacity and energy during the 10-year reporting period of this Site Plan as shown 

in Table I.A.3, Table I.B.1, and Table I.B.2.   

 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal energy, with 

the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or cooling and heating 

purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not exceed 80 MW (unless it is 

exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, and Geothermal Power Production 

Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary energy source solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or 

other renewable resources. 

 

 Firm Capacity Purchases from Utilities 
FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 928 MW from the Southern Company 

(Southern) through the end of December 2015. This capacity is being supplied by Southern from a 

mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units.  
 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 

375 MW (Summer) and 383 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John’s River Power 

Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, 

the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from this purchase is limited. FPL currently 

assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will be reached in April 2019. Once this limit is 

reached, FPL will be unable to receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, 

FPL will continue to receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the SJRPP 

units.) 

 

As part of the agreement that FPL will begin serving Vero Beach’s electrical needs beginning in 

January 2015, FPL has acquired two existing power purchase agreements totaling approximately 

37 MW of coal-fired capacity. These agreements will run through the end of 2017.  
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These purchases are shown in Table I.A.3, Table I.B.1, and Table I.B.2. FPL also has ownership 

interest in the SJRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL’s installed capacity shown 

on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1. 

 
Firm Capacity Other Purchases 
FPL has two other firm capacity purchase contracts with non-QF, non-utility suppliers. These 

contracts with the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority were previously listed as QFs. However, the 

addition of a second unit will cause both units to no longer meet the statutory definition of a QF.  

These contracts are therefore listed as “Other Purchases” after the current estimated in-service 

date of the new unit. Table I.B.1 and I.B.2 present the Summer and Winter MW, respectively, 

resulting from these contracts under the category heading of Other Purchases. 

 

 Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 
FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small power 

production facilities. Table I.A.3 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2013 from these 

facilities. 
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Firm Capacity Purchases (MW) Location Summer
(City or County) Fuel MW

I. Purchases from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval Coal (Cogen) 250
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4
Broward North Broward Solid Waste 11
Palm Beach SWA - extension 40

Total: 635

II. Purchases from Utilities:
UPS from Southern Company Various in Georgia Coal 928
SJRPP Jacksonville, FL Coal 381

Total: 1,309

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 1,944

Non-Firm Energy Purchases (MWH)

Energy (MWH)
In-Service Delivered to

Project County Fuel Date FPL in 2013
Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New 
Hope Power Partners) * Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood  11/95 87,723
Broward South * Broward Solid Waste  9/09 90,116
Broward North * Broward Solid Waste  1/12 81,316
Waste Management - Renewable Energy * Broward Landfill Gas  1/10 47,249
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill * Broward Landfill Gas  5/11 25,578
Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas  2/90 8,900
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product  2/94 5,294
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge) Sarasota PV  10/07 289
First Solar Miami PV  4/11 210
Customer - Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind  9/12 1,018
INEOS Bio * Indian River Wood Various 922
Miami Dade Resource Recovery* Dade Solid Waste  12/13 28,759
* These Non-Firm Energy Purchases are Renewable and are reflected on Schedule 11.1 row 9 column 6.

Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2013)
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Table I.B.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 
 
  

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown)

I. Purchases from QF's:
Cogeneration Small Power Contract Contract 
 Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Indiantown Cogen., LP 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330
Palm Beach SWA -extension 1/ 01/01/12 04/01/32 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
U.S. EcoGen - Clay 2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
U.S. EcoGen -Okeechobee 2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
U.S. EcoGen - Martin 2/

01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
QF Purchases Sub Total: 635 595 595 595 595 595 595 775 775 775

II. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SJRPP 3/ 04/02/82 04/01/19 375 375 375 375 375 0 0 0 0 0
OUC - Stanton 1 4/ 01/01/15 12/31/17 0 21 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0
OUC - Stanton 2 4/

01/01/15 12/31/17 0 16 16 16 0 0 0 0 0 0
Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,303 1,340 412 412 375 0 0 0 0 0

Total of QF and Utility Purchases = 1,938 1,934 1,006 1,006 970 595 595 775 775 775

III. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Palm Beach SWA -extension 1/ 01/01/12 04/01/32 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Palm Beach SWA - additional 01/01/15 04/01/32 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Unspecified Purchases 5/ 01/01/20 12/31/20 0 0 0 0 0 0 129 0 0 0
Unspecified Purchases 5/

01/01/21 12/31/21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 168 0 0
Other Purchases Sub Total: 0 110 110 110 110 110 239 278 110 110

Total "Non-QF" Purchase = 1,303 1,450 522 522 485 110 239 278 110 110

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Summer Firm Capacity Purchases Total MW: 1,938 2,044 1,116 1,116 1,080 705 834 1,053 885 885

1/ When the second unit comes into service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither unit will meet the standards to be a small power producers, and both units 

then will be accounted for under "Other Purchases".

2/ The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, and initially provide non-firm energy. Firm capacity delivery will commence in 2021.

3/ Contract End Date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date. Instead, this date represents a projection of the 

earliest date at which FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations.

4/ These units are part of the purchase of the Vero Beach Electric System.

5/ These unspecified purchases are short-term purchases that are included for resource planning purposes. No decision regarding such purchases

is needed at this time.  
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Table I.B.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

 
  

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown)

I. Purchases from QF's:
Cogeneration Small Contract Contract 
Power Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Indiantown Cogen., LP 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330
Palm Beach SWA -extension 1/ 01/01/12 04/01/32 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
U.S. EcoGen - Clay 2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
U.S. EcoGen -Okeechobee 2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
U.S. EcoGen - Martin 2/

01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60
QF Purchases Sub Total: 635 595 595 595 595 595 595 775 775 775

II. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SJRPP 3/ 04/02/82 04/01/19 383 383 383 383 383 383 0 0 0 0
OUC - Stanton 1 4/ 01/01/15 12/31/17 0 21 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0
OUC - Stanton 2 4/ 01/01/15 12/31/17 0 16 16 16 0 0 0 0 0 0

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,311 1,348 420 420 383 383 0 0 0 0

Total of QF and Utility Purchases = 1,946 1,942 1,014 1,014 978 978 595 775 775 775

III. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Palm Beach SWA -extension 1/ 01/01/12 04/01/32 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Palm Beach SWA - additional 01/01/15 04/01/32 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Unspecified Purchases 5/ 01/01/20 12/31/20 0 0 0 0 0 0 129 0 0 0
Unspecified Purchases 5/ 01/01/21 12/31/21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 168 0 0

Other Purchases Sub Total: 0 110 110 110 110 110 239 278 110 110

"Non-QF" Purchase = 1,311 1,458 530 530 493 493 239 278 110 110

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Winter Firm Capacity Purchases Total MW: 1,946 2,052 1,124 1,124 1,088 1,088 834 1,053 885 885

1/ When the second unit comes into service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither unit will meet the standards to be a small power producers, and both units 

then will be accounted for under "Other Purchases".

2/ The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, and initially provide non-firm energy. Firm capacity delivery will commence in 2021.

3/ Contract End Date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date. Instead, this date represents a projection of the 

earliest date at which FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations.

4/ These units are part of the purchase of the Vero Beach Electric System.

5/ These unspecified purchases are short-term purchases that are included for resource planning purposes. No decision regarding such purchases

is needed at this time.
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I.C Demand Side Management (DSM) 
 FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These programs 

 include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management initiatives. FPL’s DSM 

 efforts through 2013 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,753 

 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 66,782 

 Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL’s 

 DSM efforts through 2013 have eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 

 14 new 400 MW generating units. New DSM Goals for FPL for the 2015 through 2024 time period 

 will be set by the FPSC in the second half of 2014. DSM is discussed further in Chapter III.   
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Page 1 of  2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Alt. Actual/

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max.
Unit Unit Fuel  Transport. Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW

Cape Modernization Brevard County

19/24S/36F 1,295,400 1,355 1,210

1 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Apr-13 Unknown 1,295,400 1,355 1,210

DeSoto 2/
DeSoto County

27/36S/25E 27,000 25 25

1 PV Solar Solar N/A N/A Unknown Oct-09 Unknown 27,000 25 25

Fort Myers Lee County

35/43S/25E 2,841,990 2,552 2,396

2 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,721,490 1,490 1,432

3A CT NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Jun-03 Unknown 188,190 176 158

3B CT NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Jun-03 Unknown 188,190 176 158

1-12 GT FO2 No TK No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 710 648

Lauderdale Broward County

30/50S/42E 1,873,968 1,884 1,724

4 CC NG FO2 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 526,250 483 442

5 CC NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 483 442

1-12 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 459 420

13-24 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 459 420

Manatee Manatee County

18/33S/20E 2,951,110 2,806 2,729

1 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 819 809

2 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 819 809

3 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,168 1,111

Martin Martin County

29/29S/38E 4,317,510 3,870 3,731

1 ST FO6 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 832 826

2 ST FO6 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934,500 832 826

3 CC NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 489 469

4 CC NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 489 469

8 3/
CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,228 1,141

Port Everglades City of Hollywood

23/50S/42E 410,734 459 420

1-12 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 459 420

Putnam Putnam County

16/10S/27E 580,008 530 498

1 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 265 249

2 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 265 249

1/ These ratings are peak capability.

2/ The capacity shown for the PV facility at DeSoto is considered as non-firm generating capacity and the capacity from these units has been removed 

    from the "System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2013" row at the end of the table.

3/ Martin Unit  8 is also partially fueled by a 75 MW solar thermal facility that supplies steam when adequate sunlight is available, thus reducing 

    fossil fuel use.

Schedule 1

Existing Generating Facilities
As of December 31, 2013

Net Capability 1/
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Page 2 of 2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Alt. Actual/

Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max.
Unit Unit Fuel  Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW

Sanford Volusia County

16/19S/30E 2,377,720 2,158 1,980

4 CC NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,188,860 1,078 989

5 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,188,860 1,080 991

Scherer 2/
Monroe, GA 680,368 651 643

4 ST SUB No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 651 643

 

Space Coast 3/
Brevard County

13/23S/36E 10,000 10 10

1 PV Solar Solar N/A N/A Unknown Apr-10 Unknown 10,000 10 10

St. Johns River Duval County

Power Park 4/
 12/15/28E

  (RPC4) 271,836 260 254

1 ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,918 130 127

2 ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 135,918 130 127

St. Lucie 5/
St. Lucie County

16/36S/41E 1,743,775 1,863 1,821

1 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 1,020,000 1,003 981

2 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,775 860 840

Turkey Point Miami Dade County

27/57S/40E 3,380,960 3,263 3,176

1 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 398 396

3 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 877,200 839 811

4 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 877,200 848 821

5 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown May-07 Unknown 1,224,510 1,178 1,148

West County Palm Beach County 

29&32/43S/40E 2,733,600 4,005 3,657

1 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Aug-09 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

2 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Nov-09 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

3 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown May-11 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

Total System Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2013 6/ = 25,691 24,274
 System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2013 7/ = 25,656 24,239

1/ These ratings are peak capability.

2/ These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit 4, adjusted for transmission losses.

3/ The capacity shown for the PV facility at Space Coast is considered as non-firm generating capacity due to the intermittent nature of the solar resource.

4/ The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Park Units 1 and 2, excluding the

    Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%.

5/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840/860.FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

      is 100% and 85%,  respectively, as shown above. FPL's share of the deliverable capacity from each unit is approx. 92.5% and exclude the 

     Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) and  Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit.

6/ The Total System Generating Capacity value shown includes FPL-owned firm and non-firm generating capacity.

7/ The System Firm Generating Capacity value shown includes only firm generating capacity.

Fuel  

Existing Generating Facilities
As of December 31, 2013

Net Capability 1/

Schedule 1
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CHAPTER II 
 
Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II.  Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
 

II. A.  Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 
 

Long-term forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are typically developed 

on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term forecasts were developed 

by FPL in late 2013 that replaced the previous long-term load forecasts that were used by FPL 

during 2013 in much of its resource planning work and which were presented in FPL’s 2013 Site 

Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized throughout FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. These forecasts are 

a key input to the models used to develop FPL’s integrated resource plan.  

 

The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. Consistent with past forecasts, the primary drivers to 

develop these forecasts include economic conditions and weather. 

  

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting firm IHS 

Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Florida Legislature’s Office of 

Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). These projections are developed in conjunction 

with the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. These 

inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future 

demand for electricity.   

 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL’s energy sales and peak demand.  Three sets of 

weather variables are developed and used in FPL’s forecasting models: 

 

1. Cooling degree-hours based on 72o F, winter heating degree-days based on 66o F, and 

heating degree-days based on 45o F are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. The maximum temperature on the peak day, along with the build-up of cooling degree-

hours prior to the peak, is used to forecast Summer peaks. 

3. The minimum and average temperatures on the peak day, along with the build-up of 

heating degree-hours based on 66o F, one and two days prior to the peak, are used to 

forecast Winter peaks. 

 

The cooling degree-hours and winter heating degree-days are used to capture the changes in the 

electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space heaters. 

Heating degree-days based on 45o F are used to capture heating load resulting from sustained 

periods of unusually cold weather not fully captured by heating degree-days based on 66o F. A 

composite hourly temperature profile is derived using hourly temperatures across FPL’s service 

territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations from which 
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temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite hourly profile, these regional 

temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. The resulting composite temperature is used 

to derive projected cooling and heating degree-hours and heating degree-days. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profiles of temperatures are used to calculate the weather 

variables used in the Summer and Winter peak models. 

 

II. B.  Comparison of FPL’s Current and Previous Load Forecasts 
While reflecting some fluctuations by year, FPL’s current load forecast is generally in line with the 

load forecast presented in its 2013 Site Plan. There are four primary factors that are driving the 

current load forecast: projected population growth, the continued recovery of the Florida economy, 

energy efficiency codes and standards, and the additional load expected as a result of the 

acquisition of the City of Vero Beach electric utility.  

 

In early 2013, FPL came to an agreement with the City of Vero Beach to purchase the City’s 

electric system.  This agreement was approved by the City voters on March 12, 2013.  Beginning 

in January 2015, NEL, customers, and peaks for Vero Beach are included in FPL’s forecasts and 

are reflected in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. 

 

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections as well as the actual levels of 

customer growth experienced historically and the additional customers expected as a result of the 

acquisition of Vero Beach. Population projections are derived from the EDR’s July 2013 

Demographic Estimating Conference.  This forecast is generally consistent with previous forecasts 

indicating a gradual rebound in Florida’s population growth. Net migration into Florida fell to a 

record low in 2009 during the height of the recession. Florida has since experienced an 

improvement in net migration which now accounts for a majority of the population growth.  

However, population growth rates have remained modest by historical standards.  Moderately 

higher rates of population growth are projected from 2014 until 2018 when the projected rate of 

population growth gradually begins to decelerate. Consistent with past population projections, the 

rates of population growth in the later years of the forecast are below the rates historically 

experienced in Florida. 

 

Effective January 2015, FPL is expected to begin providing electric service to more than 34,000 

customers formerly served by the City of Vero Beach.  Reflecting this increase, the current 

forecast shows an increase in customer growth in 2015.  Thereafter, customer growth is expected 

to mirror the overall level of population growth in the state.  By 2019, the total number of 

customers served by FPL is expected to exceed five million.  Between 2013 and 2023 the total  
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number of customers is projected to increase at an annual rate of 1.4%, the same increase 

projected in the 2013 Site Plan.  

 

The economic projections incorporated into FPL’s load forecast are provided by IHS Global 

Insight, a leading economic forecasting firm.  IHS Global Insight projects a continued recovery in 

the Florida economy with relatively healthy increases in employment and income levels between 

2014 and 2020. Particularly robust growth is projected for the tourism and healthcare industries. 

Consistent with past projections, economic growth in the later years of the forecast is expected to 

moderate slightly. 

 

Estimates of savings from energy efficiency codes and standards are developed by ITRON, a 

leading expert in this area.  Included in these estimates are savings from federal and state energy 

efficiency codes and standards, including the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy 

Independence and Security Act, and the savings occurring from the use of compact fluorescent 

bulbs2. The impact of these savings began in 2005 and their cumulative impact on the Summer 

peak is expected to reach 3,477 MW by 2023, the equivalent of approximately a 12% reduction in 

what the forecasted Summer peak load for 2023 would have been without these codes and 

standards. The cumulative impact from these savings on NEL is expected to reach 9,991 GWH 

over the same period while the cumulative impact on the Winter peak is expected to be 1,689 MW 

by 2023. This represents a decrease of approximately 7% in the forecasted NEL for 2023 and a 

4% reduction in forecasted Winter peak load for 2023.  

 

Consistent with the forecast presented in FPL’s 2013 Site Plan, the total growth projected for the 

ten-year reporting period of this document is significant. The Summer peak is projected to 

increase to 26,528 MW by 2023, an increase of 4,952 MW over the 2013 actual Summer peak. 

Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 132,357 GWH in 2023, an increase of 20,702 GWH from the 

actual 2013 value. 

 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 
Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for the major revenue classes and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2014 - 2023 

are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models 

are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software package MetrixND. The 

methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class and 

NEL forecast are outlined below.  

2  Note that in addition to the fact that these energy efficiency codes and standards lower the forecasted load (as described later in 
this chapter), these standards also lower the potential for efficiency gains that would otherwise be available through utility DSM 
programs. 
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1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of the following variables: cooling degree-hours, winter 

heating degree-days, lagged cooling degree-hours, lagged winter heating degree-days, retail 

gasoline prices, and Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population 

employed. The impact of weather is captured by the cooling degree-hours, heating degree-

days, and the one month lag of these variables.  The impact energy prices have on electricity 

consumption is captured through retail gasoline prices.  As energy prices rise, less disposable 

income is available for all goods and services, electricity included. To capture economic 

conditions, the model includes a composite variable based on Florida real per capita income 

and the percent of the state’s population that is employed. Residential energy sales are 

forecasted by multiplying the forecasted residential use per customer by the number of 

residential customers forecasted.    

 

2. Commercial Sales  
The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model.  Commercial 

sales are a function of the following variables: Florida real per capita income weighted by the 

percent of the population employed, cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, lagged 

cooling degree-hours, a variable designed to reflect the impact of empty homes, dummy 

variables for the month of December and for the specific months of January 2007, November 

2005, and March 2013, and an autoregressive term. Cooling degree-hours, heating degree-

hours, and the one month lag of cooling degree-hours are used to capture weather-sensitive 

load in the commercial sector. 

 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial class is comprised of three distinct groups: very small accounts (those with less 

than 20 kW of demand), medium accounts (those with 21 kW to 499 kW of demand), and 

large accounts (those with demands of 500 kW or higher). As such, the forecast is developed 

using a separate econometric model for each group of industrial customers. The small 

industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: cooling degree-hours, heating degree-

hours, dummy variables for the specific months of November 2005 and August 2004, and two 

autoregressive terms. The medium industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: 

cooling degree-hours, Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population 

employed, dummy variables for the specific months of February 2005 and 2006 and 

November 2005, and three autoregressive terms,. The large industrial sales model utilizes the 

following variables: cooling degree-hours, Florida real per capita income weighted by the 

percent of the population employed, the Consumer Price Index, and dummy variables for the 

specific months of October 2004 and 2005, November 2004, and September 2005. 
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4. Railroad and Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

This class consists solely of Miami-Dade County’s Metrorail system. The projections for 

railroad and railways sales are based on a historical moving average. 

 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by first developing a trended use per 

customer value, then multiplying this value by the number of forecasted customers.  

 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 
This class consists of a sports field rate schedule, which is closed to new customers, and one 

government account. The forecast for this class is based on its historical usage 

characteristics. 

 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

 

7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric co-

operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. Currently there are five customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative; Lee County Electric Cooperative; Wauchula; Winter Park; and Blountstown. In 

addition, FPL will begin making sales to Seminole Electric Cooperative in June 2014 under a 

long term agreement3. 

 

Beginning in May 2011, FPL began providing service to the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

under a long-term full requirements contract. Previously FPL was serving the Florida Keys 

under a partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida Keys Electric Cooperative are 

based on customer-supplied information and historical coincidence factors. 

 

Lee County has contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of their load through 2013, 

then to begin serving their entire load beginning in 2014. This contract began in January 2010. 

Lee County provides a forecast of their sales by delivery point which is used to derive their 

sales forecast. 

 

FPL’s sales to Wauchula began in October 2011 and will continue through December 2016. 

 

3 FPL continues to evaluate the possibility of serving the electrical loads of other entities at the time the 2014 Site Plan is being 
prepared. Because these possibilities are still being evaluated, the load forecast presented in this Site Plan does not include these 
potential loads. 
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Sales to Winter Park began in January 2014 and will continue through December 2016. 

 

Blountstown became an FPL wholesale customer in May 2012.  FPL’s contract with 

Blountstown expires in April 2017. 

 

A new contract with Seminole Electric Cooperative is included in the forecast which includes 

delivery of 200 MW beginning in June 2014 and continuing through May 2021. 

 

II.D.     Net Energy for Load (NEL) 
An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The inputs to the 

model include Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population employed, 

and a proxy for energy prices. The model also includes several weather variables including 

cooling degree-hours and heating degree-days by calendar month, and heating degree-days 

based on 45o F. In addition, the model also includes variables for energy efficiency codes and 

standards and a variable designed to capture the impact of empty homes.  Dummy variables are 

included for the specific months of May 2004, and November 2005. There is also an 

autoregressive term in the model. 

 

The energy efficiency variable is included to capture the impacts from major codes and standards, 

including those associated with the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy 

Independence and Security Act, and the savings occurring from the use of compact fluorescent 

bulbs.  The estimated impact from these codes and standards is inclusive of engineering 

estimates and any resulting behavioral changes. The impact of these savings began in 2005 and 

their cumulative impact on NEL is expected to reach 9,991 GWH by 2023. This represents a 7.0% 

reduction in what the forecasted NEL for 2023 would have been absence these codes and 

standards.  On an incremental basis, net of the reduction already experienced through 2013, the 

reduction in 2023 is expected to reach 6,075 GWH.  

 

The decline in the number of empty homes resulting from the current housing recovery has 

affected use per customer and is captured in a separate variable. The forecast was also adjusted 

for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles, beginning in 2013, which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 1,587 GWH by the end of the ten-year reporting period. The forecast 

was also adjusted for the incremental load resulting from FPL’s economic development riders 

which began in 2013, and this incremental load is projected to grow to 537 GWH before leveling 

off in 2018.  An additional adjustment to the NEL forecast was made to reflect the acquisition of 

the Vero Beach electric system.  The Vero Beach acquisition is projected to add 793 GWH by 

2023. 
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The NEL forecast is developed by first multiplying the NEL per customer forecast by the total 

number of customers forecasted (excluding the customers formerly served by Vero Beach) and 

then adjusting the forecasted results for the expected incremental load resulting from hybrid 

vehicles, new wholesale contracts, the Vero Beach acquisition, and FPL’s economic development 

riders. Once the NEL forecast is obtained, total billed sales are computed using a historical ratio of 

sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted to match the 

total billed sales. The forecasted NEL values for 2014 - 2023 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that 

appears at the end of this chapter.   

 

II.E. System Peak Forecasts 
The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of the 

customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions, changing patterns of 

customer behavior, and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships.  In addition, FPL’s peak forecast also reflects 

changes in load expected as a result of the acquisition of Vero Beach, changes in wholesale 

contracts, and the expected number of hybrid vehicles.  

 

The savings from energy efficiency codes and standards incorporated into the peak forecast 

include the impacts from the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and 

Security Act, and the use of compact fluorescent light bulbs.  The impact from these energy 

efficiency standards began in 2005 and their cumulative impact on the Summer peak is expected 

to reach 3,477 MW by 2023. This reduction is inclusive of engineering estimates and any resulting 

behavioral changes.  The cumulative 2023 impact from these energy efficiency codes and 

standards effectively reduces FPL’s Summer peak for that year by 11.6%.   On an incremental 

basis, net of the reduction already experienced through 2013, the impact on the Summer peak 

from these energy efficiency codes and standards is expected to reach 1,997 MW in 2023.   By 

2023, the Winter peak is expected to be reduced by 1,689 MW as result of the cumulative impact 

from these energy efficiency standards since 2005.  On an incremental basis, net of the reduction 

already experienced through 2013, the impact on the Winter peak from these energy efficiency 

standards is expected to reach 1,065 MW in 2023. 

 

The forecast was also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles which results in 

an expected increase of approximately 443 MW in the Summer and 221 MW in the Winter by the 

end of the ten-year reporting period and for the acquisition of the Vero Beach electric system.  The 

Vero Beach acquisition will add 169 MW to the Summer peak, and 179 MW to the Winter peak, 

forecast by the end of the ten-year reporting period. 
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The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed below. 

The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2014 – 2023 are 

presented at the end of this chapter in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, and in Chapter III in Schedules 7.1 

and 7.2.  

 

1. System Summer Peak 
The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model.  The variables included 

in the model are the price of gasoline, lagged one month, Florida real household disposable 

income, cooling degree-hours two days prior to the peak day, the maximum temperature on 

the day of the peak, a variable for energy efficiency standards, and a moving average term. 

The model is based on the Summer peak contribution per customer which is multiplied by total 

customers (excluding the customers that have been served by Vero Beach), and adjusted to 

account for incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, the 

Vero Beach acquisition, and FPL’s economic development riders to derive FPL’s system 

Summer peak.  

 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The model 

consists of three weather-related variables: the average temperature on the peak day, heating 

degree-hours for the prior day squared, and heating degree-hours two days prior to the peak 

day. The model also includes two dummy variables; one for Winter peaks occurring on 

weekends and one for winter peaks with minimum temperature below 40.5 degrees. Also 

included in the model are a variable for housing starts per capita, and an autoregressive term. 

The forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of energy efficiency standards. The model 

is based on the Winter peak contribution per customer which is multiplied by total customers 

(excluding the customers that have been served by Vero Beach), and then adjusted for the 

expected incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, the Vero 

Beach acquisition, and FPL’s economic development riders. 

 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following steps: 

 

a.  The forecasted annual summer peak is assumed to occur in the month of August. The 

month of August has historically accounted for more annual summer peaks than any other 

month. 
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b.  The forecasted annual winter peak is assumed to occur in the month of January.  The 

month of January has historically accounted for more annual winter peaks than any other 

month. 

 

c.   The remaining monthly peaks are forecasted based on the historical relationship between 

the monthly peaks and the annual summer peak.  

 

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 
Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2014 - 2023 are produced using a System 

Load Forecasting “shaper” program.  This model uses years of historical FPL hourly system load 

data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and holidays. The model generates a 

projection of hourly load values based on these load shapes and the forecast of monthly peaks 

and energy. 

 

II.G. Uncertainty 
 In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL first 

evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in evaluating the 

input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, identifying outliers in the 

series, and assessing the series’ consistency with past forecasts. As needed, FPL reviews 

additional factors which may affect the input variables.  

 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models are used 

to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling process, the relevant 

statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute deviation (MAD), mean absolute 

percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure that the models adequately explain 

historical variation. Once a forecast is developed, it is compared with past forecasts. Deviations 

from past forecasts are examined in light of changes in input assumptions to ensure that the 

drivers underlying the forecast are well understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand 

and NEL are compared with the actual values as these become available. An ongoing process of 

variance analyses is performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large 

unexplained deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric 

model may be considered.  

 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to FPL’s 

overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL’s resource planning 

work, FPL’s utilization of a 20% total reserve margin criterion, and a 10% generation-only reserve  
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margin criterion, are  designed to maintain reliable electric service to FPL’s customers in light of 

forecasting (and other) uncertainty. In addition, banded forecasts of the projected Summer peak 

and net energy for load are produced based on an analysis of past forecasting variances. In 

regard to operational planning, a banded forecast for the projected Summer and Winter peak days 

is developed based on the historical weather variations.  These bands are then used to develop 

similar bands for the monthly peaks. 

 

II.H. DSM  
The effects of FPL’s DSM energy efficiency programs implementation through August 2013 are 

assumed to be imbedded in the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. The impacts of 

incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the future, plus the cumulative and 

projected incremental impacts of FPL’s load management programs, are accounted for as “line 

item reductions” to the forecasts as part of the IRP process as shown in Chapter III in Schedules 

7.1 and 7.2.  After making these adjustments to the load forecasts, the resulting “firm” load 

forecast is then used in FPL’s IRP work. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption

Year Population Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer

2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 458,053 91,832
2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 92,490
2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,267 13,970 44,487 478,867 92,901
2007 8,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121
2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500,748 90,987
2009 8,732,591 2.19 53,950 3,984,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 89,860
2010 8,762,399 2.19 56,343 4,004,366 14,070 44,544 503,529 88,464
2011 8,860,158 2.20 54,642 4,026,760 13,570 45,052 508,005 88,685
2012 8,948,850 2.21 53,434 4,052,174 13,187 45,220 511,887 88,340
2013 9,025,275 2.20 53,930 4,097,172 13,163 45,341 516,500 87,786

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 
These values are at the meter.

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption

Year Population Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer
2014 9,111,384 2.20 55,739 4,141,538 13,458 47,155 524,494 89,905
2015 9,302,665 2.20 57,047 4,228,484 13,491 48,634 538,771 90,267
2016 9,437,042 2.20 58,097 4,289,564 13,544 49,793 547,360 90,969
2017 9,571,922 2.20 58,693 4,350,874 13,490 50,418 555,714 90,726
2018 9,705,104 2.20 59,404 4,411,411 13,466 51,110 563,753 90,661
2019 9,835,541 2.20 60,036 4,470,700 13,429 51,667 571,672 90,379
2020 9,961,263 2.20 60,791 4,527,847 13,426 52,337 579,453 90,322
2021 10,079,425 2.20 61,219 4,581,557 13,362 52,675 587,147 89,713
2022 10,198,087 2.20 61,929 4,635,494 13,360 53,264 594,908 89,534
2023 10,318,293 2.20 62,870 4,690,133 13,405 54,043 602,612 89,681

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of incremental conservation. 
These values are at the meter.

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Forecast of Energy Consumption
Schedule 2.1

Rural & Residential Commercial

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

CommercialRural & Residential

Schedule 2.1
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
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(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)
Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to

Average Average kWh & Highway Public Ultimate
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh GWh 

2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 99,095
2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 102,296
2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 103,659
2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 105,415
2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 102,919
2009 3,245 10,084 321,796 80 422 34 102,755
2010 3,130 8,910 351,318 81 431 28 104,557
2011 3,086 8,691 355,104 82 437 27 103,327
2012 3,024 8,743 345,871 81 441 25 102,226
2013 2,956 9,541 309,772 88 442 28 102,784

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing 
conservation. These values are at the meter.

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (16) = Col. (4) + Col. (7) + Col. (10) + Col. (13) + Col. (14) + Col. (15).

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to
Average Average kWh & Highway Public Ultimate
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh GWh 
2014 2,990 10,242 291,973 82 442 24 106,432
2015 3,009 10,890 276,263 83 453 23 109,248
2016 3,008 11,520 261,101 82 460 23 111,463
2017 3,001 11,893 252,369 83 466 23 112,684
2018 2,970 12,003 247,426 83 473 23 114,063
2019 2,931 12,030 243,618 83 478 23 115,218
2020 2,875 12,017 239,256 83 484 23 116,593
2021 2,814 11,991 234,676 83 489 23 117,303
2022 2,754 11,971 230,057 83 494 23 118,548
2023 2,692 11,907 226,087 83 499 23 120,210

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact 
of incremental conservation. These values are at the meter.

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (16) = Col. (4) + Col. (7) + Col. (10) + Col. (13) + Col. (14) + Col. (15).

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
Forecast of Energy Consumption

Schedule 2.2

Industrial

Schedule 2.2
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
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(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
Utility Net Average 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers

2004 1,531 7,467 108,093 3,029 4,224,509
2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,156 4,321,895
2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,218 4,409,563
2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589
2008 993 7,092 111,004 3,348 4,509,730
2009 1,155 7,394 111,303 3,439 4,499,067
2010 2,049 7,870 114,475 3,523 4,520,328
2011 2,176 6,950 112,454 3,596 4,547,051
2012 2,237 6,403 110,866 3,645 4,576,449
2013 2,158 6,713 111,655 3,722 4,626,934

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (19) represents actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 

Col. (19) = Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). Historical NEL includes the impacts of existing 
conservation and agrees to Col. (5) on schedule 3.3.  Historical GWH, prior to 2011, are 
based on a fiscal year beginning 12/29 and ending 12/28. The 2011 value is based on
12/29/10 to 12/31/11.  The 2012-2013 values are based on calendar year.

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20).

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
Utility Net Average

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers
2014 4,907 6,662 118,001 3,780 4,680,054
2015 5,654 6,703 121,606 4,323 4,782,469
2016 5,706 6,775 123,943 4,383 4,852,827
2017 5,419 6,811 124,914 4,437 4,922,918
2018 5,440 6,896 126,399 4,491 4,991,659
2019 5,496 6,959 127,673 4,543 5,058,945
2020 5,559 7,035 129,187 4,592 5,123,909
2021 5,133 7,018 129,454 4,638 5,185,333
2022 4,846 7,124 130,517 4,681 5,247,054
2023 4,908 7,239 132,357 4,724 5,309,376

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (19) represents forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of  incremental 
conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3.

Col. (19) = Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). These values are based on calendar year.

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20).

Schedule 2.3
Forecast of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

Schedule 2.3
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand

2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 894 846 588 577 19,063
2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 902 895 600 611 20,858
2006 21,819 256 21,563 0 928 948 635 640 20,256
2007 21,962 261 21,701 0 952 982 716 683 20,295
2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 966 1,042 760 706 19,334
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 981 1,097 811 732 20,558
2010 22,256 419 21,837 0 990 1,181 815 758 20,451
2011 21,619 427 21,192 0 1,000 1,281 821 781 19,798
2012 21,440 431 21,009 0 1,013 1,351 833 810 19,594
2013 21,576 396 21,180 0 1,025 1,394 833 827 19,718

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) are actual values for historical Summer peaks.  As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days.  Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values except for 2013 values which are
 through August. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2) - Col.(6) - Col.(8).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

August of Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management* Conservation Management* Conservation Demand

2014 22,768 1,173 21,595 0 1,077 65 816 33 20,777
2015 23,356 1,206 22,149 0 1,093 88 830 46 21,298
2016 23,778 1,212 22,565 0 1,103 89 841 49 21,695
2017 24,190 1,159 23,031 0 1,113 91 853 52 22,081
2018 24,544 1,166 23,378 0 1,124 92 865 56 22,407
2019 24,896 1,172 23,723 0 1,134 94 877 62 22,729
2020 25,239 1,179 24,061 0 1,144 97 889 67 23,042
2021 25,439 985 24,454 0 1,154 100 901 73 23,211
2022 25,908 992 24,916 0 1,165 104 912 79 23,648
2023 26,528 998 25,530 0 1,175 109 924 85 24,235

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected August 
values. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates.

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak.  Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) = Col. (2) - Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7) - Col. (8) - Col. (9).

* Res. Load Management and C/I Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County and FKEC.

Schedule 3.1
Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW)

Schedule 3.1
History  of Summer Peak Demand (MW)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Firm Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
 Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand

2004 14,752 211 14,541 0 813 567 534 227 13,405
2005 18,108 225 17,883 0 816 583 542 233 16,751
2006 19,683 225 19,458 0 823 600 550 240 18,311
2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 846 620 577 249 15,392
2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 868 644 636 279 16,551
2009 20,081 207 19,874 0 881 666 676 285 18,524
2010 24,346 500 23,846 0 895 687 721 291 22,730
2011 21,126 383 20,743 0 903 717 723 303 19,501
2012 17,934 382 17,552 0 856 755 722 314 16,356
2013 15,931 348 15,583 0 843 781 567 326 14,521

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) are actual values for historical Winter peaks.  As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days.  Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand.
For year 2011, the actual peaked occurred in December of 2010.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) for 2003 through 2012 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values.

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2) - Col.(6) - Col.(8).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

January of Firm Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
 Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management* Conservation Management* Conservation Demand

2014 19,875 992 18,883 0 883 13 601 5 18,373
2015 20,971 1,235 19,736 0 905 52 557 16 19,442
2016 21,490 1,238 20,252 0 913 52 562 17 19,947
2017 21,731 1,164 20,567 0 921 53 568 17 20,173
2018 21,968 1,159 20,809 0 929 53 573 18 20,396
2019 22,180 1,162 21,018 0 937 53 579 19 20,592
2020 22,383 1,165 21,218 0 945 54 584 20 20,780
2021 22,584 1,168 21,416 0 953 54 590 22 20,965
2022 22,601 971 21,630 0 961 55 595 23 20,966
2023 22,891 974 21,918 0 970 56 601 24 21,240

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected January
values. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates.

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak.  Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) = Col. (2) - Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7) - Col. (8) - Col. (9).

* Res. Load Management and C/I Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County and FKEC.

Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case
Schedule 3.2

Schedule 3.2
History of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Net Energy Actual
For Load Residential C/I Net Energy Sales for Utility Use Total Billed

without DSM Conservation Conservation For Load Resale & Losses Retail Energy Load
Year GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh  Sales (GWh) Factor(%) 

2004 111,659 1,872 1,693 108,093 1,531 7,467 99,095 59.9%
2005 115,065 1,970 1,793 111,301 1,506 7,498 102,296 56.8%
2006 117,116 2,078 1,901 113,137 1,569 7,909 103,659 59.2%
2007 118,518 2,138 2,066 114,315 1,499 7,401 105,415 59.4%
2008 115,379 2,249 2,126 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 60.0%
2009 115,844 2,345 2,196 111,303 1,155 7,394 102,755 56.8%
2010 119,220 2,487 2,259 114,475 2,049 7,870 104,557 58.7%
2011 117,460 2,683 2,324 112,454 2,176 6,950 103,327 59.4%
2012 116,083 2,823 2,394 110,866 2,237 6,403 102,226 58.9%
2013 117,087 2,962 2,469 111,655 2,158 6,713 102,784 59.1%

Historical Values (2004 - 2013):

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM".  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) = Col. (3) + Col. (4) + Col. (5).

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2013
are "estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWh reductions experienced each year .

Col. (5) is the actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 2003 - 2013.

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales.  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) = Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7).  These values are at the meter.

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) = ((Col. (5)*1000) / ((Col. (2) * 8760)
Adjustments are made for leap years.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Forecasted Net Energy Forecasted
Net Energy For Load Total Billed
For Load Residential C/I Adjusted for Sales for Utility Use Retail Energy

without DSM Conservation Conservation DSM Resale & Losses  Sales w/o DSM Load
Year GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh Factor(%) 

2014 118,001 91 53 117,858 4,907 6,662 106,432 59.2%
2015 121,606 142 80 121,383 5,654 6,703 109,248 59.4%
2016 123,943 144 81 123,718 5,706 6,775 111,463 59.3%
2017 124,914 147 81 124,686 5,419 6,811 112,684 58.9%
2018 126,399 150 81 126,168 5,440 6,896 114,063 58.8%
2019 127,673 155 80 127,438 5,496 6,959 115,218 58.5%
2020 129,187 159 81 128,948 5,559 7,035 116,593 58.3%
2021 129,454 164 82 129,208 5,133 7,018 117,303 58.1%
2022 130,517 170 82 130,264 4,846 7,124 118,548 57.5%
2023 132,357 179 83 132,095 4,908 7,239 120,210 57.0%

Projected Values  (2014 - 2023):

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load and does not include incremental DSM  from 2013 - on. The Col. (2) values are extracted from 
Schedule 2.3, Col(19).  The effects of conservation implemented prior to September 2012 are incorporated into the load forecast values in Col. (2).

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation from Jan 2014 - on and are mid-year (6-month) 
values reflecting DSM signups occurring evenly thoughout each year.

Col. (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) after adjusting for impacts of incremental DSM for years 2014 - 2023 using the formula:  
Col. (5) = Col. (2) - Col. (3) - Col. (4)

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales.  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) = Col. (2) - Col. (6) - Col. (7).  
These values are at the meter.

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)*1000) / ((Col. (2) * 8760)
Adjustments are made for leap years.

Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh)
(All values are "at the generator"values except for Col (8))

Schedule 3.3

(All values are "at the generator" values except for Col (8))

Schedule 3.3
History of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Total Total Total
Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL

Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh

JAN 15,135 8,089 19,875 8,719 20,971 9,093

FEB 15,627 7,468 17,441 7,781 18,050 8,126

MAR 15,931 7,936 17,273 8,753 17,875 9,103

APR 18,419 8,967 18,149 9,047 18,782 9,386

MAY 19,579 9,494 20,331 10,369 21,040 10,701

JUN 21,147 10,460 21,852 10,865 22,416 11,127

JUL 20,261 10,649 22,413 11,625 22,991 11,884

AUG 21,576 11,392 22,768 11,840 23,356 12,096

SEP 20,297 10,229 21,959 10,997 22,525 11,256

OCT 19,313 9,969 20,458 10,354 20,986 10,617

NOV 18,028 8,506 17,994 8,686 18,458 8,960

DEC 16,161 8,497 17,563 8,965 18,016 9,257

Annual Values: 111,655 118,001 121,606

Col. (3) annual value shown is consistent with value shown in Col.(5) of Schedule 3.3.

Cols. (4) - (7) do not include the impacts of cumulative load management, incremental conservation, and incremental 
load management.

Cols. (5) and Col. (7) annual values shown are consistent with values shown in Col.(2) of Schedule 3.3.

FORECAST

Schedule 4
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month

2013 2014
Actual FORECAST

2015
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CHAPTER III  
 
Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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III. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
 
III.A FPL’s Resource Planning: 
 

FPL utilizes its well established integrated resource planning (IRP) process in whole or in part as 

analysis needs are warranted, to determine when new resources are needed, what the magnitude 

of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added.  The timing and type of 

new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, are determined as part of the IRP 

process work.   

 

This section describes FPL’s basic IRP process. Some of the key assumptions, in addition to a 

new load forecast, that were used in developing the resource plan presented in this Site Plan are 

also discussed. 

 
Four Fundamental Steps of FPL’s Resource Planning:   
 
There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL’s resource planning.  These steps can be generally 

described as follows: 

 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL’s new resource needs; 

 

Step 2:  Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL’s resource needs (i.e., identify competing options 

and resource plans); 

 

Step 3:  Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

 

Step 4:  Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

 

 

 Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Overview of FPL's IRP Process

Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL’s IRP Process
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL’s New Resource Needs: 
 
The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of FPL’s 

resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or megawatts (MW) of 

load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load reduction and new capacity 

additions that are needed to maintain system reliability.  Also determined in this step is when the 

MW additions are needed to meet FPL’s reliability criteria. This step is often referred to as a 

reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, analysis for the utility system. 

 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated in this 

first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted loads, but also with 

other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in resource planning.  Examples of 

this new information include, but are not limited to: delivered fuel price projections, current 

financial and economic assumptions, and power plant capability and operating assumptions.  FPL 

also includes key sets of assumptions regarding three specific types of resources: (1) FPL unit 

capacity changes, (2) firm capacity power purchases, and (3) demand side management (DSM) 

implementation. 

 

Key Assumptions Regarding the Three Types of Resources: 

The first set of assumptions, FPL unit capacity changes, is based on the current projection of new 

generating capacity additions and planned retirements of existing generating units. In FPL’s 2014 

Site Plan, there are five such projected capacity changes. These are listed below in chronological 

order: 

 

1) Planned retirement of existing Putnam Units 1 & 2: 

Analyses conducted during 2013 and early 2014 showed that it would be cost-effective to 

retire the two existing units, Putnam Units 1 & 2, and replace the capacity with new 

combined cycle (CC) capacity at a later date and at a site to be determined. The new CC 

capacity would have a significantly better heat rate, thus reducing FPL’s system fuel 

usage and system emissions. Consequently, FPL currently projects that the two existing 

units will be retired by the end of 2014. 

 

2) CT upgrades at existing CC plant sites: 

In the fourth quarter of 2011, FPL started upgrading the 7FA combustion turbines (CT) 

that are components at a number of its existing CC units. These upgrades will 

economically benefit FPL’s customers by increasing the MW output of these CC units by 

approximately 209 MW (Summer peak value) in total.  As reflected in Schedule 1 in 

Chapter I, 133 MW of the increased capacity from these CT upgrades is already in 
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service.  The work for the remaining upgrades is continuing and the project is projected to 

be completed in 2015. 

 

3) Modernization of the Port Everglades plant site: 

The work to modernize the existing Port Everglades site by adding new combined cycle 

(CC) capacity continues. The new generating unit, called the Port Everglades Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC), is projected to be in-service in mid-2016 and is 

projected to have a peak Summer output of 1,237 MW. The FPSC issued the final need 

order for this modernization project in April 2012 in Order No. PSC-12-0187-FOF-EI. The 

site certification order for the project, DOAH Case No. 12-0422EPP, was received for the 

Port Everglades project in October 2012. (Note that a similar modernization of the FPL’s 

existing Riviera Beach plant site is scheduled to be completed on/near the April 1, 2014 

filing date of this 2014 Site Plan.)  

 

4) Retirement of existing gas turbines (GTs) in Broward County and partial capacity 

replacement with new combustion turbines (CTs) at FPL’s Lauderdale plant site: 

Due to new nitrogen dioxide (NO2) environmental regulations, FPL filed in June  2013 for 

FPSC approval to recover costs for removing all of its existing GTs and replacing a portion 

of the GT capacity with new CTs. In December 2013, FPL withdrew this request pending 

additional environmental monitoring and analyses. Computer modeling of the emissions 

from the GTs projected that the GTs would exceed the new NO2 limit. FPL believes this 

monitoring and analyses will confirm that the operation of its existing GTs in Broward 

County will not comply with the new NO2 regulations. Therefore, for planning purposes, 

FPL has assumed that all of its existing Broward County GTs will be removed (a loss of 

1,260 MW Summer) and that this capacity will be partially replaced by 5 new CTs that 

would be sited in Broward County (an increase of 1,005 MW Summer). This GT removal 

and CT partial replacement is assumed to occur by the end of 2018. 

 

5) Turkey Point Nuclear Units 6 & 7: 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that will be 

necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site. These 

licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to construct these 

nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the 

licenses and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years 

thereafter. FPL received need determination approval from the FPSC for the two nuclear 

units in April 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0237-FOF-EI. The earliest deployment dates for 

these two new units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, remain  2022 and 2023, respectively. Each 

new nuclear unit is projected to have a peak Summer output of 1,100 MW. 
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Also in regard to FPL unit capacity changes, as part of FPL’s planned acquisition of Vero Beach’s 

electric utility system, FPL is projected to take ownership of Vero Beach’s five existing generating 

units starting January 2015. The current plan, based on the units’ poor economics, is to 

immediately retire three of these older generating units and operate the remaining two, which 

supply approximately 46 MW (Summer) of combined cycle capacity, for a maximum of three 

years.  

 

The second set of assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL’s current projection 

of firm capacity purchases has changed from the projection in the 2013 Site Plan in regard to only 

two purchases. As part of the projected agreement that FPL will begin serving Vero Beach’s 

electrical needs beginning in January 2015, FPL has acquired two existing power purchase 

agreements totaling approximately 37 MW of coal-fired capacity. These agreements are now 

projected to run through the end of 2017 instead of 2016 as projected in FPL’s 2013 Site Plan. In 

addition, FPL now projects that Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations regarding the amount 

of energy that FPL can receive under its purchase agreement with Jacksonville Electric Authority 

(JEA) for St. Johns Regional Power Park (SJRPP)-based capacity and energy will not result in the 

suspension of the delivery of capacity and energy receipts to FPL until April 2019. 4   

 

None of the other purchase projections has changed from those in the 2013 Site Plan. FPL’s 

current projection includes an additional 70 MW from the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority 

(SWA) starting in year 2015.  In addition, FPL projects that it will begin receiving a total of 180 MW 

of firm capacity in 2021 from biomass-based power purchase agreements with EcoGen.  

 

In total, the projected firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent 

power producers. Details, including the annual total capacity values for these purchases, are 

presented in Chapter I in Tables I.B.1 and I.B.2. These purchased capacity amounts were 

incorporated in FPL’s resource planning work.   

 

The third set of assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional DSM that is 

anticipated to be implemented annually over the ten-year period. A key aspect of FPL’s IRP 

process is the evaluation of DSM resources. Since 1994, FPL’s resource planning work has 

assumed that, at a minimum, the DSM MW called for in FPL’s FPSC-approved DSM Plan will be 

achieved. In 2014, FPL is required to propose new DSM Goals for the 2015 through 2024 time 

period. Those proposed goals will be filed with the FPSC on April 2, 2014; i.e., one day after this 

2014 Site Plan is filed with the FPSC. FPL’s filing to support its proposed DSM goals provides 

extensive detail regarding how DSM resources were evaluated in FPL’s most current IRP planning 

4 FPL’s projected suspension date for the SJRPP purchase is based on a system reliability perspective and represents the earliest 
projected date at which the suspension of capacity and energy could occur. 
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analyses. The DSM assumptions presented in this 2014 Site Plan, and which are assumed in the 

analyses whose results are reflected in the Site Plan, are consistent with FPL’s proposed goals. 

The FPSC is expected to make a decision regarding FPL’s 2015 – 2024 DSM Goals later in 2014. 

 

The Three Reliability Criteria Used to Determine FPL’s Projected Resource Needs: 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then applied in 

the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL’s future 

resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which for FPL 

have traditionally been based on dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin 

of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used throughout the 

utility industry. Beginning this year, FPL is also using a third reliability criterion: a 10% generation-

only reserve margin (GRM) criterion. 

  

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been utilized in 

system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the annual system peaks 

(reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively simple deterministic calculation 

can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an indication of the adequacy of a generating 

system’s capacity resources compared to its load during peak periods. However, deterministic 

methods do not take into account probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual 

unit failures.  For example: two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are 

more valuable in regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be 

counted on to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of 

an interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional perspective 

on the reliability of a generating system.  There are a number of probabilistic methods that are 

being used to perform system reliability analyses. Among the most widely used is loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) which FPL utilizes. Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how well a generating 

system may be able to meet its firm demand (i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed 

available resources). In contrast to reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak 

demands for each year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the 

unavailability of individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages.  

 

LOLP is expressed in terms of the projected probability that a utility will be unable to meet its 

entire firm load at some point during a year. The probability of not being able to meet the entire 

firm load is calculated for each day of the year using the daily peak hourly load. These daily 

probabilities are then summed to develop an annual probability value. This annual probability 
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value is commonly expressed as “the number of days per year” that the entire system firm load 

could not be met. FPL’s standard for LOLP, commonly accepted throughout the industry, is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation methodology 

than does the reserve margin analysis.  LOLP analyses are typically carried out using computer 

software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation Reliability (TIGER) program 

used by FPL. 

 

FPL’s recent integrated resource planning work has resulted in FPL’s resource plans showing a 

significant shift in the mix of generation and DSM resources over the next 10 years in regard to the 

relative contribution of these resources to system reliability. In order to gauge the extent of this 

shift and its potential implications for FPL’s system reliability, FPL developed a new metric: a 

generation-only reserve margin (GRM). This GRM metric reflects reserves that would be provided 

only by actual generating resources. The GRM value is calculated by setting to zero all 

incremental energy efficiency (EE) and load management (LM), plus all existing LM, in a reserve 

margin calculation. The resulting GRM value provides an indication of how large a role generation 

is projected to play in each year as FPL maintains its 20% Summer and Winter “total” reserve 

margins (which account for both generation and DSM resources). 

 

FPL has been reporting the GRM metric in its Site Plans since 2011 when it presented projections 

of its Summer GRM for the years 2011-2020. The 2011 projection showed a steady decrease in 

GRM values from a “balanced” 11.5% in 2011 to much reduced 7.2% by 2020. In its 2012 Site 

Plan, FPL’s projected GRM values steadily decreased over the 10-year period from 16.2% in 2012 

to 5.5% in 2021. The projected pattern in the 2013 Site Plan was similar: a steady decrease from 

16.3% in 2013 to 6.9% in 2021. (The projected GRM value for 2022 presented in the 2013 Site 

Plan increased to 8.9% due to the planned addition of the new Turkey Point 6 nuclear unit in 

2022.) Thus FPL’s resource planning projections over the last 3 years have each shown a general 

downwards trend in projected GRM in the latter portion of this decade. This indicates increasing 

reliance on DSM resources, particularly EE resource additions, and decreasing reliance on 

generation resources, to maintain system reliability. As a result, FPL has analyzed what impact(s) 

this trend could have on system reliability. Two types of evaluations were conducted. One of these 

evaluations is from the perspective of FPL’s system operators who are responsible for operating 

the bulk electric system. The other evaluation is from a resource planning perspective. 

 

The first evaluation examined what impact an increasing reliance on EE resource additions was 

projected to have on the amount and type of reserves that operators would have at their disposal  

to meet load on a system peak hour. FPL first used a “looking back” perspective at a recent actual 

peak load day of January 11, 2010 to see how the system actually operated. Then, assuming a 

“what if” situation in which the system was assumed to have been designed to have an identical 

Florida Power & Light Company                                            53 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 105 of 309



total reserve margin, but higher and lower GRM respectively, FPL analyzed what the impact would 

have been on FPL’s ability to serve its customers on that peak day with these alternative assumed 

systems. 

 

FPL also performed analyses taking a “looking forward” perspective at the projected year of 2021. 

Three scenarios were analyzed: (i) the system with its projected GRM and total reserve margin 

values consistent with the 2013 Site Plan; (ii) a system with an identical total reserve margin, but a 

higher GRM; and (iii) a system with an identical total reserve margin, but a lower GRM. 

Recognizing that the impacts from EE resource additions will already have been accounted for in 

the peak load that system operators must react to on an actual peak day, the analyses assumed 

an adverse peak day situation which consisted of significantly higher load and significantly less 

available generation than projected. The results from both the “looking back” and “looking forward” 

analyses were similar. For resource plans with identical total reserve margins, but different GRM 

levels, system operators were projected to have significantly higher levels (MW) of reserves, either 

generation and/or load management reserves, available on the peak days with a resource plan 

that had a higher GRM level than with a resource plan that had a lower GRM level. Thus a 

resource plan with a higher GRM, compared with a lower GRM, results in better system reliability 

for customers due to a greater likelihood of meeting customers’ firm demand on peak load days, 

despite unexpected conditions or events. Better system reliability to customers translates to a 

reduced risk of shedding firm load. 

 

The second evaluation was from the resource planning perspective of loss-of-load-probability 

(LOLP). For this evaluation, FPL also analyzed resource plans with identical total reserve margins, 

but higher and lower GRM levels. The results of these analyses for the FPL system showed that a 

resource plan with a higher GRM resulted in a projection of lower LOLP values than a resource 

plan with a lower GRM.  

 

Based on these operational and resource planning evaluations, FPL has concluded that resource 

plans for its system with identical total reserve margins, but different GRM values, are not equal in 

regard to system reliability. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to result in more 

MW being available to system operators on adverse peak load days, and in lower LOLP values, 

than a resource plan with a lower GRM value, even though both resource plans have an identical 

total reserve margin. Therefore, FPL has applied a minimum GRM criterion as a third reliability 

criterion in its resource planning process.  

 
Based on the expertise and experience of FPL’s system operators regarding the amount of 

generation MW needed for reliable operations, the GRM criterion is set at a minimum of 10% for 

Summer and Winter. From an operational perspective, FPL believes it is necessary to have 
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approximately 2,650 MW of generation reserves. These reserves will allow FPL to address a 

variety of operational considerations including: (i) unplanned generation unavailability; (ii) the 

deployment of real-time operating reserves to meet its 15-minute obligations as part of the Florida 

Reserve Sharing Group; (iii) the requirement pursuant to NERC Reliability Standards to replace 

with other resources within 30 minutes following the unplanned loss of a large generation unit; and 

(iv) higher-than-forecasted loads. The sum of the operational reserves to cover for these 

requirements and considerations is approximately 2,650 MW. This MW value is consistent with a 

10% GRM for the foreseeable future. FPL is planning its system so that the minimum 10% GRM 

criterion is met beginning in the Summer of 2019.  

 

The 10% minimum Summer and Winter GRM criterion augments the two existing reliability criteria 

used by FPL: a 20% total reserve margin criterion for Summer and Winter, and a 0.1 day/year 

LOLP criterion. The total reserve margin and LOLP criteria continue to identify the timing and 

magnitude of FPL’s future resource needs. The GRM criterion provides direction regarding the mix 

of generation and DSM resources that should be added to maintain and enhance FPL’s system 

reliability.  
   

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined Magnitude 
and Timing of FPL’s Resource Needs:    
 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning generally 

proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1.  During Step 2, preliminary 

economic screening analyses of new capacity options that are identical, or virtually identical, in 

regard to certain key characteristics may be conducted to determine which new capacity options 

appear to be the most competitive on FPL’s system.  This preliminary analysis work can also help 

identify capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, and operating 

parameters and costs.  Similarly, preliminary economic screening analyses of new DSM options 

and/or evaluation of existing DSM options are often conducted in this second fundamental IRP 

step. 

 

FPL typically utilizes the P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or an 

optimization models and spreadsheet analyses, to perform the preliminary economic screening of 

generation resource options. For the preliminary economic screening analyses of DSM resource 

options, FPL typically uses its DSM CPF model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the 

FPSC’s approved methodology for performing preliminary economic screening of individual DSM 

measures and programs. In addition, a years-to-payback screening test based on a two-year 

criterion is also used in the preliminary economic screening of individual DSM measures and 

programs. Then, as the focus of DSM analyses progresses from analysis of individual DSM 
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measures to the development of DSM portfolios, FPL uses two additional models. One of these 

models is FPL’s non-linear programming model that is used for analyzing the potential for lowering 

system peak loads through additional load management/demand response capability. The other 

model that FPL typically utilizes is its linear programming model with which FPL develops DSM 

portfolios. 

 

The individual new resource options, both Supply options and DSM portfolios, emerging from 

these preliminary economic screening analyses are then typically “packaged” into different 

resource plans which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource 

plans are created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL’s projected new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans is 

typically carried out using spreadsheet and/or dynamic programming techniques.   

 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of different 

combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and timing necessary 

to meet FPL’s resource needs are identified. 

  

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to System 
Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

 
 At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have been 

identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of resource plans which 

meet the magnitude and timing of FPL’s resource needs. The stage is set for evaluating these 

resource options and resource plans in system economic analyses that aim to account for all of 

the impacts to the FPL system from the competing resource options/resource plans. In FPL’s 2013 

and early 2014 resource planning work, once the resource plans were developed, FPL utilized the 

P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or the Strategist model, to 

perform the system economic analyses. Other spreadsheet models may also be used to further 

analyze the resource plans. 

 

 The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system economics. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans is their relative 

impact on FPL’s electricity rate levels, with the objective generally being to minimize FPL’s 

projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

methodology).  In analyses in which the DSM contribution has already been determined through 

the same IRP process and FPSC approval, and therefore the only competing options were new 

generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans’ impacts on 

electricity rates and on system revenue requirements will yield identical outcomes in regard to the 
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relative rankings of the resource options being evaluated. Consequently, the competing options 

and resource plans in such cases can be evaluated on a system cumulative present value 

revenue requirement (CPVRR) basis. 

 

 Other factors are also included in FPL’s evaluation of resource options and resource plans. While 

these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often discussed in 

quantitative, but non-economic, terms such as percentages, tons, etc. rather than in terms of 

dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as “system concerns” that include (but are not 

limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, system emission levels, and 

maintaining a regional balance between load and generating capacity, particularly in the 

Southeastern Florida counties of Miami-Dade and Broward. In conducting the evaluations needed 

to determine which resource options and resource plans are best for FPL’s system, the non-

economic evaluations are conducted with an eye to whether the system concern is positively or 

negatively impacted by a given resource option or resource plan. These, and other, factors are 

discussed later in this chapter in section III.C. 

 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL’s Current Resource Plan 
 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps are typically used to develop FPL’s current 

resource plan.  The current resource plan is presented in the following section. 

 
III.B Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes in the Resource Plan  

FPL’s projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2014 through 2023 are 

depicted in Table III.B.1. These capacity additions/changes include the 5 generation 

additions/changes previously discussed. The table shows three more generation changes: a CC 

unit being added in 2019, a short-term PPA of 129 MW being added in 2020, and a short-term 

PPA of 168 MW being added in 2021. The CC unit is added in 2019 to meet the Summer total 

reserve margin criterion and the two PPAs are added in 2020 and 2021 to meet the GRM criterion. 

 

Although FPL’s projected DSM additions that are developed in the IRP process are not explicitly 

presented in this table, these DSM additions have been fully accounted for in all of FPL’s resource 

planning work reflected in this document. The projected MW reductions from these DSM additions 

are also reflected in the projected total reserve margin values shown in the table below and in 

Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 presented later in this chapter.  DSM is further addressed later in this 

chapter in section III.D. 
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III.C  Discussion of the Projected Resource Plan and Issues Impacting FPL’s 
Resource Planning Work 

 

As indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL’s resource planning efforts in 2013 and early 2014 

were influenced by a number of factors. These factors are expected to continue to influence FPL’s 

resource planning work for the foreseeable future. In addition, other factors may also influence 

FPL’s on-going resource planning work in the future and may result in changes to the resource 

plan discussed in this document. Eight (8) of these factors are discussed below (in no particular 

order of importance). 

  

1)  Maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system; 

2)  Maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida, 

particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties; 

3)  Updated projections of Federal and state energy efficiency codes and standards; 

4)   Decline in the projected cost-effectiveness of utility DSM measures and programs; 

5)  FPL‘s growing dependence upon DSM resources to maintain system reliability; 

6)  The schedule for the new Turkey Point Nuclear Units 6 & 7; 

7)  Environmental regulation and/or legislation; and, 

8)  Possible establishment of a Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy.  

 

These 8 factors, and their various impacts on FPL’s resource planning efforts including the current 

resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan, are briefly discussed below. 

 

1.  Maintaining/Enhancing System Fuel Diversity: 

FPL currently uses natural gas to generate approximately 2/3 of the total electricity it delivers 

to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL’s electricity that is generated by natural 

gas is projected to remain at a high level. For this reason, and due to evolving environmental 

regulations, FPL is continually seeking opportunities to economically maintain and enhance 

the fuel diversity of its system.  

 

In 2007, following express direction by the FPSC to do so, FPL sought approval from the 

FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal units to its system. These two new units 

would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 2014. However, in part due to concerns over 

potential greenhouse gas emission legislation/regulation, FPL was unable to obtain approval 

for these units. Several other factors are currently unfavorable to new coal units compared to 

new CC units.  The first of these factors is a significant reduction in the fuel cost difference 

between coal and natural gas compared to the fuel cost difference projected in 2007 that 
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favored coal; i.e., the projected fuel cost advantage of coal versus natural gas has been 

significantly reduced.  Second is the continuation of significantly higher capital costs for coal 

units compared to capital costs for CC units. Third is the increased fuel efficiency of new CC 

units compared to projected CC unit efficiencies in 2007.  Fourth are existing and proposed 

environmental regulations, including those that address greenhouse gas emissions, that are 

unfavorable to new coal units when compared to new CC units. Consequently, FPL does not 

believe that new advanced technology coal units are currently economically, politically, or 

environmentally viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida. 

 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy and renewable energy to enhance 

its fuel diversity, to diversifying the sources of natural gas, to diversifying the gas 

transportation paths used to deliver natural gas to FPL’s generating units, and to using natural 

gas more efficiently. In regard to nuclear energy, in 2008 the FPSC approved the need to 

increase capacity at FPL’s four existing nuclear units and authorized FPL to recover project-

related expenditures that are approved as a result of annual nuclear cost recovery filings. FPL 

has now successfully completed the nuclear capacity uprate project. Approximately 520 MW 

of additional nuclear capacity were delivered by the project which represents an increase of 

approximately 30% more capacity than was originally forecasted when the project began. 

FPL’s customers are already benefitting from lower fuel costs and reduced system emissions 

provided by this additional nuclear capacity. 

  

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that would be 

necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. 

These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to construct 

these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the 

licenses and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter. 

The earliest deployment dates for the two new nuclear units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, remain 

2022 and 2023, respectively.  

 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of discussions 

with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements. In 

addition, FPL considers new cost-effective renewable energy projects such as the power 

purchase agreements with EcoGen that will result in FPL receiving 180 MW of firm capacity 

from biomass facilities beginning in 2021.  

 

FPL also sought and received approval from the FPSC in 2008 to add 110 MW through three 

new FPL-owned solar facilities: one solar thermal facility and two photovoltaic (PV) facilities. 

Florida Power & Light Company                                            59 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 111 of 309



One 25 MW PV facility began commercial operation in 2009. The remaining two solar 

facilities, a 10 MW PV facility and a 75 MW solar thermal steam generating facility, began 

commercial operation in 2010. The addition of these renewable energy facilities was made 

possible due to enabling legislation from the Florida Legislature in 2008. FPL remains strongly 

supportive of federal and/or state legislation that enables electric utilities to add renewable 

energy resources and authorize the utilities to recover appropriate costs for these resources. 

FPL is planning to introduce two new PV-based solar programs in 2014. These are discussed 

further in section III.F.4 of this chapter. 

  

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from the FPSC 

to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites with new, highly 

efficient CC units that replace the former steam generating units on each of those sites. The 

Cape Canaveral modernization was commissioned on April 24, 2013 and the Riviera Beach 

modernization is projected to go in-service on/near the April 1, 2014 date this 2014 Site Plan 

is filed with the FPSC.  On April 9th, 2012, FPL received FPSC approval to proceed with a 

similar modernization project at the Port Everglades site which is scheduled for completion in 

mid-2016. The modernization of the Port Everglades site  will retain the capability of receiving 

water-borne delivery of oil as a backup fuel. 

 

In regard to diversity in natural gas sourcing and delivery, in 2013 FPL was granted approval 

from the FPSC to build a new 3rd natural gas pipeline into Florida and FPL’s service territory. 

The process to obtain approval for the new pipeline from the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) is underway. The new pipeline will utilize a new route that will result in a 

more reliable, more economic, and more diverse natural gas supply for FPL’s customers and 

the state of Florida.  

 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance system fuel diversity. In this regard, FPL is maintaining the ability to utilize fuel oil at 

existing units that have that capability.  For this purpose, FPL has installed electrostatic 

precipitators (ESPs) at its two 800 MW steam generating units at the Manatee site and at one 

of its two 800 MW steam generating units at the Martin site. FPL is in the process of installing 

ESPs on its remaining 800 MW steam generating unit at the Martin site. These installations 

will enable FPL to retain the ability to burn oil, as needed, at these sites while retaining the 

flexibility to use natural gas when economically attractive.    

 

2.  Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation in Southeastern Florida: 

An imbalance has existed between regionally installed generation and regional peak load in 

Southeastern Florida. As a result of that imbalance, a significant amount of energy required in 
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the Southeastern Florida region during peak periods is provided by operating less efficient 

generating units located in Southeastern Florida out of economic dispatch, by importing the 

energy through the transmission system from plants located outside the region, or by a 

combination of the two. FPL’s prior planning work concluded that, as load inside the region 

grows, either additional installed generating capacity in this region, or additional installed 

transmission capacity capable of delivering more electricity from outside the region, would be 

required to address this imbalance.   

 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, four recent 

capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3) were determined 

to be the most cost-effective options to meet FPL’s capacity needs in the near-term.  In 

addition, FPL has added increased capacity at FPL’s existing two nuclear units at Turkey 

Point as part of the previously mentioned nuclear capacity uprates project.  The Port 

Everglades modernization project scheduled for completion in 2016 will also assist in 

addressing this imbalance. Adding the additional generation capacity through the projects 

mentioned above contributes to addressing the imbalance between generation, transmission 

capacity, and load in Southeastern Florida for approximately the remainder of this decade.   

 

The planned addition of two new nuclear units at FPL’s Turkey Point site, Turkey Point Unit 6 

in 2022 and Turkey Point Unit 7 in 2023, will also address the imbalance issue for an 

additional period of time beginning in the next decade. Due to forecasted steadily increasing 

load in the Southeastern region, the Southeastern Florida imbalance issue will remain an 

important consideration in FPL’s on-going resource planning work in future years. 

 

3. Projections of Federal and State Energy Efficiency Codes and Standards: 
As discussed in Chapter II, FPL’s load forecast includes projected impacts from federal and 

state energy efficiency codes and standards. The magnitude of energy efficiency that is now 

projected to be delivered to FPL’s customers through these codes and standards is significant.  

 

In FPL’s 2013 Site Plan, the projected cumulative Summer peak impact for the year 2022 from 

the codes and standards since 2005 was 2,898 MW compared to what the projected load 

would have been without the codes and standards. The current projection of cumulative 

Summer peak impact for the year 2023 from the codes and standards since 2005 is 3,477 

MW.  

 

In addition to lowering FPL’s load forecast from what it otherwise would have been, and thus 

serving to lower FPL’s projected resource needs, this projection of efficiency from the codes 

and standards also affects FPL’s resource planning in another way. The projected impacts 
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from the efficiency codes and standards lower the potential for utility DSM programs to deliver 

energy efficiency for the appliances and equipment that are directly addressed by the codes 

and standards. This effect is taken into account in FPL’s proposed DSM Goals for the 2015 – 

2024 time period and it is one reason why FPL’s resource plan shows a diminished role for 

utility DSM for the years addressed by this 2014 Site Plan. 

 

4. Decline in the Projected Cost-Effectiveness of Utility DSM Measures and Programs: 

There is another important reason why FPL’s resource plan currently shows a diminished role 

for utility DSM: a decline in the projected cost-effectiveness of utility DSM measures and 

programs. The supporting testimony that FPL is filing in the DSM Goals proceeding discusses 

in detail the reasons for the declining cost-effectiveness of DSM. One portion of that 

discussion is summarized here for illustrative purposes.  

 

The cost-effectiveness of DSM is driven in large part by the potential benefits that the kw 

(demand) reduction and kwh (energy) reduction characteristics of DSM programs are 

projected to provide. This discussion focuses solely on the current projection of potential 

benefits that DSM’s kwh reductions can provide. At least three factors are each resulting in 

projections of lower kwh reduction-based benefits and thus projections of lower DSM cost-

effectiveness. 

 

The first factor is lower fuel costs. For example, comparing current fuel cost forecasts with 

those forecasted in 2009 – the year when FPL’s DSM Goals were last set by the FPSC – 

shows that current forecasted fuel costs are now much lower than those forecasted in 2009, 

particularly in the near-term. This can be seen by comparing the 2009 and current forecasted 

costs ($/mmBTU) for natural gas for two specific years addressed in this Site Plan and which 

were addressed in the 2009 DSM goals-setting:  2015 and 2019: 

 

Year 2009 Forecast Current Forecast
2015 $9.64 $4.26
2019 $12.63 $6.15  

 

As shown from these values, natural gas prices are currently forecast to be less than 50% of 

what they were forecast to be in 2009 when DSM goals were last set. Although lower 

forecasted natural gas costs are a very good thing for FPL’s customers, lower fuel costs also 

result in lower potential fuel savings benefits from the kWh reductions of DSM measures. 

These lowered benefit values result in DSM being less cost-effective. 
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A second factor contributing to the decline in the cost-effectiveness of utility DSM is the 

steadily increasing efficiency with which FPL generates electricity. FPL’s generating system 

has steadily gotten more efficient in regard to its ability to generate electricity using less fossil 

fuel. For example, FPL used 20% less fossil fuel to generate the same number of kwh in 2012 

than it did in 2001. This is a very good thing for FPL’s customers because it helps to 

significantly lower fuel costs. 

   

The improvements in generating system efficiency affect DSM cost-effectiveness in much the 

same way that lower forecasted fuel costs do: both lower the fuel costs of energy delivered to 

FPL’s customers. Therefore, the improvements in generating system efficiency further reduce 

the potential fuel savings benefits from the kWh reduction impacts of DSM, thus lowering 

potential DSM benefits and DSM cost-effectiveness. 

 

A third factor for declining cost-effectiveness of utility DSM is due to significant changes in 

projected carbon dioxide (CO2) compliance costs. For example, comparing CO2 compliance 

forecasts with those forecasted in 2009 – the year when FPL’s DSM Goals were last set by 

the FPSC – shows that current forecasted compliance costs are much lower than those 

forecasted in 2009, particularly in the near-term. This can be seen by comparing the 2009 and 

current forecasted costs ($/ton) for two specific years addressed in this Site Plan and which 

were addressed in the 2009 DSM goals-setting:  2015 and 2019: 

 

Year 2009 Forecast Current Forecast
2015 $17.00 $0.00
2019 $25.00 $0.00  

 

(FPL’s current forecast does not project non-zero CO2 compliance costs until the year 2023.) 

While lower forecasted CO2 compliance costs are again a good thing for FPL’s customers, 

lower compliance costs also result in lower compliance cost savings benefits from the kWh 

reductions of DSM measures. These lower potential DSM benefits again result in lowering 

DSM cost-effectiveness. 

 

Each of these three factors discussed above – lower forecasted fuel costs, greater efficiency 

in FPL’s electricity generation, and lower forecasted CO2 compliance costs – are good for 

FPL’s customers because they will result in lower electric rates. Although good for FPL’s 

customers, these factors also contribute to lowering the cost-effectiveness of utility DSM 

programs. Therefore, these factors (and other factors not discussed above), plus the growing 

impacts of energy efficiency codes and standards, lead to FPL’s resource plan showing a 

diminished role for utility DSM. 
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5. FPL’s Increasing Dependence On DSM Resources to Maintain System Reliability: 

As discussed earlier in section III.A of this chapter, FPL’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 Site Plans 

each projected that FPL’s system was becoming increasingly dependent upon DSM resources 

to maintain system reliability. FPL’s analyses of this projected trend showed that, from an 

operational perspective, there can be significant differences between resources plans on the 

peak day even though the resource plans have identical total reserve margins. For this 

reason, FPL has begun using a 10% minimum generation-only reserve margin (GRM) in its 

resource planning work to complement its existing 20% total reserve margin and 0.1 day/year 

LOLP reliability criteria. FPL will begin applying the GRM criterion in the year 2019. 

 

6. The Schedule for the New Turkey Point Nuclear Units 6 & 7: 

At the time the 2014 Site Plan is being finalized, the schedule for the project is under review. 

Several items will be considered that potentially influence the project schedule, including the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s) schedule for reviewing the Combined Operating 

License Application (COLA), the impacts of the recently amended nuclear cost recovery 

clause (NCRC) statute, and the ongoing feasibility analyses that are part of the NCRC 

process. 
 

7.   Environmental Regulation and/or Legislation: 

The seventh factor is environmental regulation. As developments occur in regard to either new 

environmental regulations, and/or in how environmental regulations are interpreted and 

applied, the potential exists for such developments to affect FPL’s resource plan that is 

presented in this document. For example, FPL is aware of potential impacts to generating 

units of recent EPA changes to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards that include 

shorter duration 1-hour standards for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  As a 

consequence, FPL filed in mid-2013 for FPSC approval to recover costs through the 

environmental cost recovery clause for removing all of its existing gas turbines (GTs) and 

partially replacing that peaking unit capacity with new combustion turbines (CTs). Although 

FPL withdrew its filing in December 2014 pending further analyses including on-site 

monitoring, FPL believes that the results of the monitoring and analyses will require that the 

Broward GTs be replaced. Therefore, FPL is currently projecting the retirement of all GTs in 

Broward County; i.e., at its existing Lauderdale and Port Everglades plant sites (a decrease in 

generating capacity of 1,260 MW Summer), and the installation of 5 new 201 MW CTs at its 

existing Lauderdale plant site (an increase of 1,005 MW Summer), both by the end of 2018. 
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8. Possible establishment of a Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy: 

Although no such legislation has been enacted to-date, Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) 

or Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (CPS) legislation, or other legislative initiatives regarding 

renewable or clean energy contributions, may occur in the future at either the state or national 

level. If such legislation is enacted, FPL would then determine what steps need to be taken to 

address the legislation.  

   

Each of these 8 factors will continue to be examined in FPL’s on-going resource planning work 

during the rest of 2014 and in future years. 

 

III.D Demand Side Management (DSM)   
FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978 and DSM has 

been a key focus of FPL’s IRP process for decades.  During that time FPL’s DSM programs have 

included numerous energy efficiency and load management initiatives.  FPL’s DSM efforts through 

2013 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,753 MW (Summer) 

at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 66,782 Gigawatt 

Hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for the 20% total reserve margin requirement, 

FPL’s DSM efforts through 2013 have eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of 

approximately 14 new 400 MW power plants.  

 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. For 

example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy’s 2012 data (the last year for which the 

DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan is being developed), FPL ranked # 2 nationally 

in cumulative DSM demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has achieved these significant DSM 

accomplishments while minimizing the DSM-based impact on electric rates for all of its customers. 

  

In 2014, new DSM Goals for the years 2015 through 2024 will be set for FPL by the FPSC. As part 

of this goals-setting process, FPL must propose new DSM Goals for this time period based on its 

most recent resource planning analyses. The results of those analyses are reflected in this 2014 

Site Plan and FPL is filing its proposed new DSM Goals on April 2, 2014 (i.e., one day after the 

2014 Site Plan is filed). As discussed in the previous section of this chapter, two factors have 

influenced the analyses that led to the amount of DSM that FPL is proposing as its new DSM 

Goals: (i) increased energy efficiency that will be delivered to FPL’s customers through Federal 

and state energy efficiency codes and standards; and (ii) a decline in the projected cost-

effectiveness of DSM measures. 

Based on these factors and FPL’s most recent resource planning analyses, FPL is proposing that 

its DSM Goals be set at 337 MW of Summer MW reduction. After accounting for the 20% total 
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reserve margin requirements, this represents the elimination of the need to construct the 

equivalent of another 400 MW power plant. The resource plan presented in this 2014 Site Plan 

accounts for the proposed amount of annual DSM implementation through the year 2023 and the 

DSM contribution is shown in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 that appear later in this chapter. The FPSC is 

expected to make its decision regarding what FPL’s DSM Goals will be for 2015 through 2024 

later this year.   

 

III.E Transmission Plan 
 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and energy to 

FPL’s retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL’s proposed future 

additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line 

Siting Act. 

 
Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

(1) 
 

Line 
Ownership 

(2) 
 

Terminals 
(To) 

(3) 
 

Terminals 
(From) 

(4) 
Line 

Length 
CKT. 
Miles 

(5) 
Commercial 
In-Service 

Date (Mo/Yr) 

(6) 
Nominal 
Voltage 

(KV) 

(7) 
 

Capacity 
(MVA) 

FPL St. Johns 1/ Pringle 25 Dec – 18 230 759 

FPL Manatee 2/ Bob White 30 Dec – 14 230 1195 

  

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006.  This project is to be completed in two phases.  Phase I 

consisted of 4 miles of new 230 kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed in May-2009. Phase II consists of 21 miles 

of new 230 kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2018. 

2/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on November 6, 2008.  This project consists of 30 miles of new 230 kV line 

(Manatee to Bob White) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2014 

 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL’s projected 

generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These transmission facilities 

(described on the following pages) are for the Port Everglades modernization, the planned 

Lauderdale gas turbine replacements, and the planned new nuclear capacity addition at the 

Turkey Point site from Turkey Point Units 6 & 7.5 Please see discussion in the Turkey Point 

Preferred Site section, subsection r, of the possibility of a transmission corridor/land swap 

between FPL and the National Park Service. At the time the 2014 Site Plan is being prepared, no 

5 Please see discussion in the Turkey Point Preferred Site section, subsection r of the possibility of a transmission corridor/land sway 
between FPL and National Park Service. 
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site has been selected for the planned addition of a CC unit in 2019. Therefore, no transmission 

information for this new unit is presented. 

 

II.E.1 Transmission Facilities for Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
(Modernization) 
 

The work required to connect the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center in 2016 

to the FPL grid is projected to be: 

 
I. Substation: 
 

1. Construct two string busses to connect two combustion turbines (CT) to the Port Everglades 

138 kV Substation.  

2. Construct two string busses to connect one CT, and one steam turbine (ST) to the Port 

Everglades 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-450 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and one for 

the ST. 

4. Replace ten (10) 138 kV breakers.  

5. Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers.  

6. At Port Everglades Switchyard replace twenty-two 138 kV disconnect switches.  Also upgrade 

associated jumpers, bus work, and equipment connections. 

7. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

 

II. Transmission: 
1. Upgrade of existing transmission facilities: 

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades-Port Everglades Tap 

138kV line section.  

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades Tap-Port Everglades Tap 2 

138 kV line section.  

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Port Everglades Tap 1-Dania 138 kV line 

section.  

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Dania-Hollywood 138 kV line section.    
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for the Lauderdale GT Replacement Project 
 

The work required to connect the five Lauderdale combustion turbines (CT) in 2018 to the FPL 

grid is projected to be: 

 
I. Substation: 
 

1. Construct a collector switchyard for the five (5) CTs at Lauderdale Plant.  

2. Install five (5) main step-up transformers (5 - 320 MVA), one for each CT. 

3. Construct one 230 kV collector buss to connect two (2) CT step-up transformers to collector 

switchyard. 

4. Construct one 138 kV collector buss to connect two (2) CT step-up transformers to collector 

switchyard. 

5. Construct Cable Termination Structures (CTS) in the collector switchyard and the Lauderdale 

138 kV Substation to connect the 138 kV collector buss for the two CTs to the Lauderdale 138 

kV Substation Outside Bus. 

6. Construct CTS in the collector switchyard and the Lauderdale 138 kV Substation to connect 

the fifth CT to the Lauderdale 138 kV Substation Inside Bus. 

7. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

 

II. Transmission: 
1. Construct overhead 230 kV string bus to connect the 230 kV collector buss to the Lauderdale 

230 kV Substation Inside Bus.  

2. Construct two (2) underground 138 kV cables connecting the collector switchyard to the 

Lauderdale Substation Inside and Outside Busses. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 
 

The work required to connect the Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 by Summer 2022 to the FPL grid is 

projected to be: 

 
I. Substation: 
 

1. Build new Clear Sky 500/230kV Switchyard with six (6) bays on the 230 kV section for 

generator main step-up transformer connection, reserve auxiliary transformer connections, 

four (4) 230 kV line terminals, two (2) autotransformers and two (2) 500 kV line terminals. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard add a new bay to accommodate the Turkey Point-Clear Sky 230 

kV line terminal. 

3. At Pennsuco Substation install a fourth line terminal to accommodate the Pennsuco-Clear Sky 

230 kV line by converting the ring bus to a breaker and a half scheme and adding four (4) 230 

kV breakers. 

4. At Davis Substation construct two (2) new 230kV line terminals for the Clear Sky-Davis 230 kV 

line and the Davis-Miami 230 kV line.  

5. At Levee Substation expand 500 kV section to accommodate the two (2) Levee-Clear Sky 500 

kV lines. 

6. At Andytown Substation install two (2) 5-Ohm inductors combined with external shunt 

capacitors on the 230kV side of the 500/230 autotransformers (one per auto). 

7. At Miami Substation expand the 230kV section to a double bus configuration and add a new 

230kV line terminal for Davis line and replace one (1) autotransformer. 

8. Breaker replacements: 

Flagami Substation – Replace five (5) 230 kV breakers and three (3) 138 kV breakers 

Miami Substation – Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker and four (4) 138 kV breakers 

Davis Substation - Replace two (2) 230 kV breakers 

II. Transmission: 
1. FPL will design and construct two (2) 500kV transmission lines from the new Clear Sky 

Substation to the existing FPL Levee 500kV Substation switchyard.  The lines will be 

approximately 43 miles long.  

2. Construct a new Clear Sky-Davis 230kV line (approximately 19 miles) with a rating of 2990 

Amperes. 

3. Construct a new Clear Sky-Pennsuco 230kV line (approximately 52 miles) with a rating of 

2990 Amperes. 

4. Construct a new Davis-Miami 230kV line (approximately 18 miles) with a rating of 2297 

Amperes. 

5. Construct a new Clear Sky-Turkey Point 230kV line (approximately 0.5 miles) with a rating of 

2990 Amperes. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7 
 

The work required to connect the Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7 by Summer 2023 to the FPL grid is 

projected to be: 

 
I. Substation: 
 

1. At Gratigny Substation install a second 230/138 kV autotransformer with one (1) 230 kV 

breaker and one (1) 138 kV breaker. 

2. At Davis Substation construct a switch-able inductor to be installed on the Davis-Miami 230 kV 

line. 

3. At Flagami Substation install a small inductor on one end of the Flagami-Miami 230kV #2 

circuit. 

4. Breaker replacements: 

Dade Substation - Replace seven (7) 230 kV breakers 

Court Substation – Replace one (1) 138 kV breaker. 

 

II. Transmission: 
1. The transmission line facilities required for Turkey Point Unit 7 will be constructed with the 

transmission line facilities needed for Turkey Point Unit 6, as described above in section III. 

E.3.  
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III.F. Renewable Resources    
 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable energy 

technologies to serve its customers. FPL has been involved since 1976 in renewable energy 

research and development and in facilitating the implementation of various renewable energy 

technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL’s renewable energy efforts in this document, those 

efforts will be placed into five categories. 

 

Two of these categories are Supply-Side Efforts – Power Purchases, and Supply-Side Efforts – 

FPL Facilities.  Since 2011, the energy (MWh) total output from these renewable energy sources 

has been greater than the energy produced from oil-fired generation. The renewable energy 

information is presented in Schedule 11.1, and the oil-based energy information is presented in 

Schedule 6.1 and in Schedule 11.1. Both of these schedules are presented at the end of this 

chapter.  

 

1)  Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in demonstrating the 

first residential photovoltaic (PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV installation at FSEC’s 

Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and provided valuable information 

about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. FPL later 

installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in Miami. This 10-kilowatt (kW) 

system was placed into operation in 1984. (The system was removed in 1990 at the 

conclusion of the PV testing to make room for substation expansion.) 

 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL Martin 

Plant Site.  This FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies and to 

identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate direct current 

electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system.  Although this testing has ended, the site 

became the home for PV capacity which was installed as a result of other FPL renewable 

energy initiatives. 

   

2)  Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers’ needs, FPL initiated the 

first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate the implementation 

of solar technologies by its customers. FPL’s Conservation Water Heating Program, first 

implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers who chose solar water 

heaters. Before the program ended (due to the fact that it was no longer projected to be cost-
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effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water 

heaters. 

 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL’s Passive Home 

Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida’s climate.  As part of this 

program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints for six 

passive home designs with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost.  During its existence, this program was 

popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was 

eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). 

This revision was brought about in part by FPL’s Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code was one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to evaluate 

the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential swimming pool pumps. 

This research project was completed with mixed results. Some of the performance problems 

identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, particularly when new pools are constructed. 

However, challenges included the significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading 

and various customer satisfaction issues. 

 

FPL has since continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts have 

included PV research, development, and education, as well as development and 

implementation of the FPL Next Generation Solar Station Program.  This initiative also 

delivers teacher training and curriculum that is tied to the Sunshine Teacher Standards in 

Florida. The program provides teacher grants to promote and fund projects in the classrooms. 

 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at their 

facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, Interconnection and Net 

Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL works with customers to 

interconnect these customer-owned PV systems.  Through December 2013, approximately 

2,565 customer systems (predominantly residential) have been interconnected. 

   

As part of its 2009 DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for Florida’s 

investor-owned utilities to spend up to a set, not-to-exceed amount of money annually to 

facilitate demand side solar water heater and PV applications. FPL’s not-to-exceed amount of 

money for these applications is approximately $15.5 million per year through 2014. In regard 
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to this direction, FPL received approval from the FPSC in 2011 to initiate a solar pilot portfolio 

that consists of three PV-based programs and three solar water heating-based programs, plus 

Conservation Research and Development. These programs are currently projected to be 

offered through 2014. FPL’s analyses of the results to-date from these programs shows that 

none of these programs are projected to be cost-effective using any of the three cost-

effectiveness screening tests used by the State of Florida. The fate of these solar programs, 

including their potential replacement with new solar initiatives, will be determined later in 2014 

as part of the FPSC’s 2014 DSM Goals docket. 

 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry trends, 

discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials.  From 2002 through the end of 2005, 

FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton Exchange Membrane (PEM) 

fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end-uses while evaluating the technical 

performance, reliability, economics, and relative readiness of the PEM technology. The 

demonstration projects were conducted in partnership with customers and included five 

locations. The research projects were useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can 

occur in field applications and the current commercial viability of this technology.  FPL will 

continue to monitor the progress of these technologies and conduct additional field 

evaluations as significant developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 

 

3) Supply Side Efforts – Power Purchases: 
FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, waste 

wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available energy, have been 

purchased by FPL from these types of facilities.  (Please refer to Tables I.B.1, I.B.2, and I.C.1 

in Chapter I). 

 

FPL issued Renewable Requests for Proposals (RFPs) in 2007 and 2008 soliciting proposals 

to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below avoided costs, from 

renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries for information from 

prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or phone. 

 

On April 22, 2013 in Order No. PSC-13-1064-PAA-EQ, the FPSC approved three 60 MW 

power purchase agreements with affiliates of U.S. EcoGen for biomass-fired renewable 

energy facilities. These facilities are expected to begin service in 2019, and to begin providing 

firm renewable energy and capacity to FPL’s customers in 2021. 

 

With regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste Authority 

of Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 31, 2010 for a 20-
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year term beginning in April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. However, the SWA refurbished 

their generating unit ahead of schedule and, as of January 2012, this unit began delivering 

firm capacity to FPL. In 2011, the FPSC approved a contract for an additional 70 MW between 

FPL and SWA for a new unit to be constructed and to begin delivering firm capacity and 

energy beginning on January 1, 2015. At the end of December 2011, the contract between 

FPL and Okeelanta (New Hope) expired. However, Okeelanta continues to deliver energy to 

FPL as an as-available, non-firm supplier of renewable energy. 

 

4) Supply Side Efforts – FPL Facilities: 

With regard to solar generating facilities, FPL has three such facilities: (i) a 75 MW steam 

generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in DeSoto County (the DeSoto Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 10 MW PV electric generation facility in Brevard 

County at NASA’s Kennedy Space Center (the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center). The DeSoto County project was completed in 2009 and the other two projects were 

completed in 2010. These three solar facilities were constructed in response to the Florida 

Legislature’s House Bill 7135 which was signed into law by the Governor in June 2008.   

 

House Bill 7135 was enacted to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse gas 

emitting renewable generation in the State of Florida. Specifically, the bill authorized cost 

recovery for the first 110 MW of eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, zoning, 

and transmission rights in place. FPL’s three solar projects met the specified criteria, and were 

granted approval for cost recovery in 2008.   Each of the three solar facilities is discussed 

below. 

 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center:   

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar thermal 

capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on the FPL system.  

This facility consists of solar thermal technology which generates steam that is integrated 

into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant.  This project 

is the first “hybrid” solar plant in the world, and, at the time the facility came in-service, 

was the second largest solar facility in the world and the largest solar plant of any kind in 

the U.S. outside of California.  

 

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center:   

This PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 and provides 25 MW of non-firm 

capacity and energy, making it one of the largest PV facilities in the U.S.  The facility 
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utilizes a tracking PV array that is designed to follow the sun as it traverses across the 

sky.  

 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center:  

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative public/private 

partnership with NASA. This non-tracking PV facility began commercial operation in 2010 

and provides 10 MW of non-firm capacity and energy.  

  

At the time the 2014 Site Plan is being prepared, FPL considers the output from these 

renewable facilities to be “as available,” non-firm energy only. This is due to several factors. 

First, the Martin solar thermal facility is a “fuel-substitute” facility, not a facility that provides 

additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the use of fossil fuel to 

produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility is operating. Second, in 

regard to the two PV facilities, the intermittent nature of the solar resource has made it difficult 

to-date to accurately determine what contribution the PV facilities at these specific locations 

can consistently make at FPL’s late Summer afternoon and early Winter morning peak load 

hours. This is, in part, due to the fact that at least several years worth of Summer and Winter 

peak load periods are needed to accurately gauge the actual output of these PV facilities 

during system peak hours.  FPL is now evaluating what portion, if any, of the PV facilities’ 

output can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in FPL’s resource 

planning work. 

 

In addition to these three solar facilities, FPL is currently in the process of identifying other 

potential sites in the state for central station PV facilities.  FPL is evaluating existing FPL 

generation sites along with potential Greenfield sites within FPL’s service territory.  These 

sites are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

 

In regard to PV distributed generation (DG), FPL is planning to implement two PV DG solar 

programs in 2014. The first program is a voluntary customer participation program that will be 

pursued on a pilot basis. FPL will file for FPSC approval of this program near the April filing 

date of the 2014 Site Plan. The second program is designed to research the effects of 

increasing PV DG on the FPL system. This program will be introduced later in 2014. A brief 

description of the two programs follows. 

 

d.  Voluntary, Community-based Solar Partnership Pilot Program 

FPL will be filing for FPSC approval of a tariff that provides customers an opportunity to 

make voluntary contributions toward the construction of PV facilities on a local level 

throughout FPL’s service territory. The pilot program will provide all customers the 
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opportunity to support the use of solar energy at a community scale, and is designed to be 

especially attractive for customers who do not wish, or are not able, to place solar 

equipment on their roof.  

 

d. C&I Solar Partnership Program: 

This is also a PV-focused research program that will be conducted in partnership with 

interested commercial and industrial (C&I) customers. Limited investments will be made in 

rooftop PV facilities in selected geographic areas in order to examine the effect of PV DG 

on FPL’s distribution system. FPL will attempt to site these PV facilities in areas where PV 

DG already exists to better study feeder loading impacts. The PV facilities will be located 

on C&I customer property near the targeted feeders. The objective of the program is to 

gather data that will result in a better understanding of the effects of high PV DG 

penetrations on FPL’s system. 

 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote development of 

emerging technologies.  For example, FPL has an alliance has been established with the 

newly formed Southeast National Marine Renewable Energy Center (SNMREC) at Florida 

Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the commercialization of ocean current, ocean 

thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as cold water air conditioning), and hydrogen 

technologies.  FPL has been supporting FAU with the discussions being held with the U.S. 

Department of the Interior’s Minerals Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and 

Enforcement (BOEMRE). BOEMRE is working to establish the permitting process for ocean 

energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

    

FPL has also developed a “Living Lab” to demonstrate FPL’s solar energy commitment to 

employees and visitors at its Juno Beach office facility.  To-date, FPL has installed five 

different PV arrays (different technologies) of rooftop PV totaling 24 kW at the Living Lab. In 

addition, two PV-covered parking structures with a total of approximately 90 kW of PV are in 

use at the FPL Juno office parking lot. Through these Living Lab projects, FPL is able to 

evaluate multiple solar technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a 

renewable business model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of solar 

energy for FPL’s customers. FPL plans to continue to expand the Living Lab as new solar 

products come to market. 

 

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple emerging 

technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, fuel cell technology, 

biomass, biofuels, and energy storage 
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 III.G FPL’s Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts    
 

1. FPL’s Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil–fired generation.  In the early 

1980s, FPL began to purchase “coal-by-wire.”  In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel mix 

through FPL’s partial ownership (20%) and additional purchases (30%) from the St. Johns 

River Power Park (SJRPP).  This allowed FPL to meet its customers’ energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources.  Additional coal resources were added with the partial 

acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which began serving FPL’s customers in 1991.   

 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas that 

is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient and cost-

effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural gas. Most recently, FPL 

placed into commercial operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy 

Center (WCEC) site in 2009. A third new CC unit was added to the WCEC site in 2011. In 

addition, FPL finished modernization of its Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites and 

is currently modernizing its existing Port Everglades plant site by removing the steam 

generating units previously on the site and replacing them with one  highly efficient new CC 

unit. The new CC units at each of these three sites will provide highly efficient generation that 

will dramatically improve the efficiency of FPL’s generation system in general and, more 

specifically, the efficiency at which natural gas is utilized. 

 

In addition, FPL increased its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates of its four 

existing nuclear units. With these uprates, more than 520 MW of additional nuclear capacity 

have been added to the FPL system. FPL is also pursuing plans to obtain licenses, permits, 

and approvals to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site 

that, in total, would add approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity. The 

earliest dates by which these two new nuclear units could practically be deployed remain 2022 

and 2023, respectively.   

 

 In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has a 110 MW of solar generating capacity 

through a 75 MW solar thermal steam generating facility at FPL’s existing Martin site, a 25 

MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in Brevard County. The DeSoto 

facility was placed into commercial operation in 2009. The other two solar facilities were 

placed into commercial operation in 2010. 
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FPL’s future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance FPL’s long-term fuel 

diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the purchase of power from renewable 

energy facilities, additional FPL-owned renewable energy facilities, obtaining additional access 

to diversified sources of natural gas such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from 

the Mid-Continent unconventional reserves, preserving FPL’s ability to utilize fuel oil at its 

existing units, and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously discussed, new 

advanced technology coal generating units are not currently considered as viable options in 

Florida in the ten-year reporting period of this document due, in part, to current projections of 

relatively small differences in fuel costs between coal and natural gas, significantly higher 

capital costs for coal units compared to CC units, greater efficiencies of CC units, and 

concerns over environmental regulations that would impact coal units more negatively than 

CC units.) The evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible 

fuel diversity alternatives, will be part of FPL’s on-going resource planning efforts. 

 

FPL’s current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this “fuel 

mix” through 2023 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is presented in 

Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

 

FPL’s Fossil Fuel Cost Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between fuels, are 

major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future resource needs. FPL’s 

forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary forecasts. An October 

2013 fuel cost forecast was used in the analyses whose results led to the resource plan 

presented in this 2014 Site Plan. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke prices, are 

inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and uncontrollable drivers 

that influence the short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, coal, and petroleum coke. 

These drivers include U.S. and worldwide demand, production capacity, economic growth, 

environmental legislation, and politics.  

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow clearly 

underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid fuel (coal and 

petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of long-term price outcomes. 

In this light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and High price forecasts for fossil fuels 

in some of its 2013 and early 2014 resource planning work, particularly in regard to analyses 

conducted as part of the nuclear cost recovery filing work. 
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FPL’s Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas.  For oil and 

natural gas commodity prices, FPL’s Medium price forecast applies the following 

methodology:  

a. For 2014 through  2015, the methodology used the October 7, 2013 forward curve for 

New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur heavy oil, ultra low 

sulfur diesel fuel oil, and Henry Hub natural gas commodity prices;  

b. For the next two years (2016 and 2017), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the October 7, 

2013 forward curve and the most current projections at the time from The PIRA 

Energy Group;  

c. For the 2018 through 2030 period, FPL used the annual projections from The PIRA 

Energy Group; and,  

d. For the period beyond 2030, FPL used the real rate of escalation from the Energy 

Information Administration (EIA). In addition to the development of oil and natural gas 

commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and natural gas 

transportation costs. The addition of commodity and transportation forecasts resulted 

in delivered price forecasts.   

FPL’s Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum coke 

prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following approach:  

a. Delivered price forecasts for Central Appalachian (CAPP), Illinois Basin (IB), Powder 

River Basin (PRB), and South American coal and petroleum coke were provided by 

JD Energy; and, 

b. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the 

existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until expiration, along with the 

purchase of spot coal, to meet generation requirements. 

The development of FPL’s Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward price, 

one year ahead. FPL developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty which exists 

within each commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts reflect a range of 

reasonable forecast outcomes. 

 

3. Natural Gas Storage 

FPL was under contract through March 2013 for 2 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of firm natural gas 

storage capacity in the Bay Gas storage facility located in Alabama.  The Bay Gas storage 
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facility is interconnected with the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline.  Starting on April 1, 

2013, FPL entered into a new deal with Bay Gas Storage for one year for 2.5 billion cubic feet 

(Bcf) of firm natural gas storage capacity. In December 2013, FPL elected to extend this 

transaction for an additional three years which resulted in a lower annual cost for Bay Gas.  

FPL has predominately utilized natural gas storage to help mitigate gas supply problems 

caused by severe weather and/or infrastructure problems.  Over the past several years, FPL 

has acquired upstream transportation capacity on several pipelines to help mitigate the risk of 

off-shore supply problems caused by severe weather in the Gulf of Mexico.  While this 

transportation capacity has reduced FPL’s off-shore exposure, a portion of FPL’s supply 

portfolio remains tied to off-shore natural gas sources.  Therefore, natural gas storage remains 

an important tool to help mitigate the risk of supply disruptions.  For these reasons, FPL has 

typically maintained nearly full natural gas inventory during normal operations from June 

through November (hurricane season).  From December through March, FPL typically 

maintains lower levels of natural gas inventory compared to Summer peak months.   

 

As FPL’s reliance on natural gas has increased, its ability to manage the daily “swings” that 

can occur on its system due to weather and unit availability changes has become more 

challenging, particularly from oversupply situations.  Natural gas storage is a valuable tool to 

help manage the daily balancing of supply and demand.  From a balancing perspective, 

injection and withdrawal rights associated with gas storage have become an increasingly 

important part of the evaluation of overall gas storage requirements.   

 

As FPL’s system grows to meet customer needs, it must maintain adequate gas storage 

capacity to continue to help mitigate supply and/or infrastructure problems and to provide FPL 

the ability to manage its supply and demand on a daily basis.  FPL continues to evaluate its 

gas storage portfolio and is likely to subscribe for additional gas storage capacity to help 

increase reliability, provide the necessary flexibility to respond to demand changes, and 

diversify the overall portfolio. 
 
4. Securing Additional Natural Gas: 

The recent trend of increasing reliance upon natural gas to produce electricity for FPL’s 

customers is projected to continue due to FPL’s growing load. The addition of highly fuel-

efficient CC units at Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach due to completed modernization 

projects, and the on-going Port Everglades modernization project, will serve to reduce the 

growth in natural gas use from what it otherwise might have been due to the high fuel-

efficiency levels of these new CC units. However, these efficiency gains do not fully offset the 

effects of FPL’s growing load. Therefore, FPL will need to secure more natural gas supply and 

more firm gas transportation capacity in the future as fuel requirements dictate. The issue is 

Florida Power & Light Company                                            80 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 132 of 309



how to secure these additional natural gas resources in a manner that is economical for FPL’s 

customers and which maintains and/or enhances the reliability of natural gas supply and 

deliverability to FPL’s generating units.  

 

FPL has historically purchased the gas transportation capacity required for new natural gas 

supply from two existing natural gas pipeline companies. As more natural gas is delivered 

through these two pipelines, the impact of a supply disruption on either pipeline becomes 

more problematic. Therefore, FPL issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in December 2012 

for gas transportation capacity to meet FPL’s system natural gas requirements beginning in 

2017.  The RFP encouraged bidders to propose new gas transportation infrastructure to meet 

Florida’s growing need for natural gas. A third pipeline would have benefits for FPL and its 

customers by increasing the diversity of FPL’s fuel supply sources, increasing the physical 

reliability of the pipeline delivery system, and enhancing competition among pipelines. The 

RFP process was completed in June 2013 and the winning bidders, Sabal Trail Transmission, 

LLC (Sabal Trail) and Florida Southeast Connection, LLC (FSC), have begun the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission approval process with a planned in-service date of May 2017. 

The contracts with Sabal Trail and FSC were reviewed by the FPSC and were approved for 

cost recovery in late 2013. The order approving this cost recovery became final in January 

2014. 
 
5. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to the 

nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and other 

comments regarding FPL’s nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a)  Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL’s Plants 

 Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a commercial nuclear 

power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

  
 (1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States.  During the first step, uranium is mined from the 

ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in-situ leaching 

operations, or production as a by-product from other mining operations, such as gold, 

copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first step is the raw uranium delivered 

as an oxide, U3O8 (sometimes referred to as yellowcake).    

 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U3O8 is chemically converted into UF6 

which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further removes any 
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chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, which requires uranium to 

be in a gaseous state.   

 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment.  Natural uranium contains 0.711% of 

uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at an atomic mass of 

238 (U-238).  FPL’s nuclear reactors use uranium with a higher percentage of up to 

almost five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms.  Because natural uranium does not contain a 

sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases the percentage amount of U-235 from 

0.711% to a level specified when designing the reactor core (typically in a range from 

approximately 2.2% to as high as 4.95%).  The output of this enrichment process is 

enriched uranium in the form of UF6. 

 
(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is changed to a 

UO2 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are sealed and bundled 

together into fuel assemblies.  These fuel assemblies are then delivered to the plant site 

for insertion in a reactor. 

 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the nuclear 

fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b)  Price Forecasts for Each Step 

 (1) Mining: The impact of the earthquake and tsunami that struck the Fukushima nuclear 

complex in Japan in March 2011 is still being felt in the uranium market.  Current demand 

has declined and several of the production facilities have announced delays.  Factors of 

importance are:  

• Hedge funds are still very active in the market. This causes more speculative 

demand that is not tied to market fundamentals and causes the market price to 

move up or down just based on news that might affect future demand. 

• Some of the uranium inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is 

finding its way into the market periodically to fund cleanup of certain Department 

of Energy facilities. 

• Although a limited number of new nuclear units are scheduled to start production 

in the U.S. during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, more specifically China, 

have announced an increase in construction of new units which may cause 

uranium prices to trend up in the near future. 
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Over a 10-year horizon, FPL expects the market to be more consistent with market 

fundamentals. The supply picture is more stable, with laws enacted to resolve the import 

of Russian-enriched uranium, by allowing some imports of Russian-enriched uranium to 

meet about 20-25% of needs for currently operating units, but with no restriction on the 

first core for new units and no restrictions after 2020. New and current uranium production 

facilities continue to add capacity to meet demands. Actual demand tends to grow over 

time because of the long lead time to build nuclear units. However, FPL cannot discount 

the possibility of future periodic sharp increase in prices, but believes such occurrences 

will likely be temporary in nature.  

 

 (2) Conversion: The conversion market is also in a state of flux due to the Fukushima 

events.  Planned production after 2016 is currently forecasted to be insufficient to meet 

the higher demand scenario, but it is projected to be sufficient to meet most reference 

case scenarios.  As with additional raw uranium production, supply will expand beyond 

current level once more firm commitments are made including commitments to build new 

nuclear units.  FPL expects long term price stability for conversion services to support 

world demand. 

   

 (3) Enrichment: As a result of the Fukushima events in March 2011, the near-term price 

of enrichment services has been declining for the last three years. However, plans for 

construction of several new facilities that were expected to come on-line in the next few 

years have been delayed.  Also, some of the existing high operating cost diffusion plants 

have shut down.  As with supply for the other steps of the nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of 

future capacity is feasible within the lead time for constructing new nuclear units and any 

other projected increase in demand.  Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue 

to be balanced such that FPL expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The 

current supply/demand profile will most likely result in the price of enrichment services 

remaining stable or declining for the next few years before starting to increase. 

 

 (4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated by the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can qualify as 

suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and demand is expected to 

show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. 

supply and demand.  The supply for the U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet 

U.S. demand for the foreseeable future.  
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c)  Other Comments Regarding FPL’s Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

FPL’s nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL’s analysis based on inputs from 

various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. The calculations for the nuclear 

fuel cost forecasts used in FPL’s 2013 and early 2014 resource planning work were 

performed consistent with the method then used for FPL’s Fuel Clause filings, including 

the assumption of refueling outages every 18 months and plant operation at power uprate 

levels. The costs for each step to fabricate the nuclear fuels were added to come up with 

the total costs of the fresh fuel to be loaded at each refueling (acquisition costs). The 

acquisition cost for each group of fresh fuel assemblies were then amortized over the 

energy produced by each group of fuel assemblies. FPL also added 1 mill per kilowatt 

hour net to reflect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal.  
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Fuel Requirements Units 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

  (1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 188 273 298 300 306 303 300 306 302 300 357 455

  (2) Coal 1,000 TON 2,692 3,540 3,414 3,778 2,124 3,076 3,574 3,791 3,835 3,803 3,756 3,756

  (3) Residual (FO6) - Total 1,000 BBL 459 150 715 1,130 1,139 561 546 164 176 188 111 52
  (4) Steam 1,000 BBL 459 150 715 1,130 1,139 561 546 164 176 188 111 52

 
  (5) Distillate (FO2) - Total 1,000 BBL 23 152 37 35 226 61 293 247 284 282 184 126
  (6) Steam 1,000 BBL 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  (7) CC 1,000 BBL 15 140 7 30 88 6 186 144 160 153 100 76
  (8) CT 1,000 BBL 4 12 30 6 139 56 107 104 124 129 84 51

 (9) Natural Gas  - Total 1,000 MCF 595,396 550,350 550,782 544,663 584,056 578,902 581,638 580,361 596,131 600,152 570,533 518,693
 (10) Steam 1,000 MCF 46,112 30,348 4,413 8,395 10,562 9,343 8,967 2,912 3,104 3,280 2,021 1,001
 (11) CC 1,000 MCF 546,386 514,793 544,967 534,847 571,277 567,674 568,822 575,025 590,083 593,852 566,719 516,379
 (12) CT 1,000 MCF 2,899 5,208 1,403 1,421 2,216 1,884 3,849 2,424 2,944 3,020 1,793 1,313

 

1/ Source:  A Schedules.
Note: Solar contributions are provided on Schedules 6.1 and 6.2.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 5
Fuel Requirements 

(for FPL only)
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Energy Sources Units 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

  (1) Annual Energy GWH 5,186 4,445 3,539 3,876 2,165 2,316 2,640 962 0 0 0 0
Interchange  2/

  (2) Nuclear GWH 16,916 25,243 27,792 27,981 28,593 28,279 27,959 28,550 28,177 27,971 33,464 42,915

  (3) Coal GWH 4,745 5,981 6,020 6,662 3,827 5,486 6,488 6,850 6,923 6,867 6,778 6,779

  (4) Residual(FO6)   -Total GWH 378 75 437 722 684 333 327 104 111 118 69 32
  (5)  Steam GWH 378 75 437 722 684 333 327 104 111 118 69 32

  (6) Distillate(FO2) -Total GWH 54 120 13 26 104 17 208 177 203 200 131 91
  (7) Steam GWH 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  (8) CC GWH 49 114 6 25 72 5 148 115 128 122 80 60
  (9) CT GWH 4 5 7 1 32 12 60 63 75 78 51 31

 (10) Natural Gas     -Total GWH 80,505 75,208 78,228 77,979 84,154 83,812 84,144 84,899 87,546 88,092 83,914 76,379
 (11) Steam GWH 5,543 2,472 381 724 932 817 789 249 267 283 172 84
 (12) CC GWH 74,668 72,308 77,722 77,131 83,029 82,833 82,978 84,412 86,994 87,519 83,567 76,167
 (13) CT GWH 295 428 125 124 194 163 377 238 285 291 176 129

 (14) Solar 3/ GWH 159 155 191 176 195 194 194 194 194 188 192 192
 (15) PV GWH 71 68 72 71 71 70 70 69 69 68 68 67

 (16) Solar Thermal GWH 89 87 119 104 125 124 124 124 125 119 124 124

 (17) Other   4/ GWH 2,922 428 1,782 4,185 4,220 4,475 4,435 5,936 6,032 6,015 5,967 5,968
------------------------------------------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------

Net Energy For Load 5/ GWH 110,866 111,656 118,002 121,606 123,942 124,914 126,395 127,670 129,184 129,451 130,515 132,356

1/ Source: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities.
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solar thermal facilities.
4/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales.
5/ Net Energy For Load values for the years 2014- 2023 are also shown in Col. (19) on Schedule 2.3.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 6.1
Energy Sources
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Energy Source Units 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

  (1) Annual Energy % 4.7 4.0 3.0 3.2 1.7 1.9 2.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Interchange  2/

  (2) Nuclear % 15.3 22.6 23.6 23.0 23.1 22.6 22.1 22.4 21.8 21.6 25.6 32.4

  (3) Coal % 4.3 5.4 5.1 5.5 3.1 4.4 5.1 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.1

  (4) Residual (FO6)   -Total % 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
  (5) Steam % 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

  (6) Distillate (FO2) -Total % 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
  (7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  (8) CC % 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
  (9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0

 (10) Natural Gas     -Total % 72.6 67.4 66.3 64.1 67.9 67.1 66.6 66.5 67.8 68.1 64.3 57.7
 (11) Steam % 5.0 2.2 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
 (12) CC % 67.3 64.8 65.9 63.4 67.0 66.3 65.7 66.1 67.3 67.6 64.0 57.5
 (13) CT % 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1

 (14) Solar 3/ % 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
 (15) PV % 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

 (16) Solar Thermal % 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

 (17) Other   4/ % 2.6 0.4 1.5 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.5 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

1/ Source: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities.
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solar thermal facilities.
4/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 6.2
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

Total Firm
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer

 Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Scheduled

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW % of Peak MW % of Peak

2014 25,488 1,303 0 635 27,426 22,768 1,992 20,777 6,649 32.0 826 5,823 28.0 3,831 16.8
2015 25,121 1,450 0 595 27,165 23,356 2,057 21,298 5,867 27.5 0 5,867 27.5 3,810 16.3
2016 26,358 522 0 595 27,474 23,778 2,082 21,696 5,779 26.6 0 5,779 26.6 3,697 15.5
2017 25,962 522 0 595 27,078 24,190 2,108 22,082 4,996 22.6 0 4,996 22.6 2,888 11.9
2018 25,916 485 0 595 26,996 24,544 2,136 22,408 4,587 20.5 0 4,587 20.5 2,452 10.0
2019 26,930 110 0 595 27,635 24,896 2,165 22,731 4,904 21.6 0 4,904 21.6 2,739 11.0
2020 26,930 239 0 595 27,764 25,239 2,195 23,044 4,720 20.5 0 4,720 20.5 2,524 10.0
2021 26,930 278 0 775 27,983 25,439 2,227 23,212 4,770 20.6 0 4,770 20.6 2,544 10.0
2022 28,117 110 0 775 29,002 25,908 2,259 23,649 5,353 22.6 0 5,353 22.6 3,094 11.9
2023 29,272 110 0 775 30,157 26,528 2,292 24,236 5,921 24.4 0 5,921 24.4 3,628 13.7

Reserve

Margin After

Schedule 7.1
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak

Total
Reserve

Maintenance

Generation Reserve

MarginMaintenance

Margin Before

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes  projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to 
meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated.
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col.(4) + Col.(5).
Col. (7) reflects the 2013 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation,and load management, from 9/2013-on intended for use 
with the 2013 load forecast.
Col. (10) = Col. (6) - Col. (9)
Col. (11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period; i.e.,  Martin Unit 2's 
planned outage in Summer 2014 for the installation of electrostatic precipitators.
Col. (13) = Col. (10) - Col. (12)
Col. (14) = Col.(13) / Col.(9)
Col. (15) =Col. (6) - Col. (7)
Col. (16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

Total Firm
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter

 Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Scheduled
January of Capability Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW % of Peak MW % of Peak

2014 25,671 1,311 0 635 27,617 19,875 1,502 18,373 9,243 50.3 832 8,411 45.8 6,910 34.8
2015 26,597 1,458 0 595 28,649 20,971 1,530 19,442 9,208 47.4 0 9,208 47.4 7,678 36.6
2016 26,653 530 0 595 27,777 21,490 1,543 19,947 7,831 39.3 0 7,831 39.3 6,287 29.3
2017 27,601 530 0 595 28,725 21,731 1,558 20,173 8,552 42.4 0 8,552 42.4 6,994 32.2
2018 27,557 493 0 595 28,645 21,968 1,573 20,396 8,249 40.4 0 8,249 40.4 6,676 30.4
2019 27,295 493 0 595 28,383 22,180 1,588 20,592 7,790 37.8 0 7,790 37.8 6,203 28.0
2020 28,724 239 0 595 29,558 22,383 1,603 20,780 8,777 42.2 0 8,777 42.2 7,174 32.1
2021 28,724 278 0 775 29,777 22,584 1,619 20,966 8,811 42.0 0 8,811 42.0 7,192 31.8
2022 28,724 110 0 775 29,609 22,601 1,634 20,967 8,642 41.2 0 8,642 41.2 7,007 31.0
2023 29,910 110 0 775 30,795 22,891 1,651 21,241 9,554 45.0 0 9,554 45.0 7,903 34.5

Total

Maintenance 
Generation Reserve

Margin

Schedule 7.2
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak

Maintenance
Margin Before

Reserve Reserve
Margin After

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes  projected to be in-service by January 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to 
meet winter peak loads which are forecasted to occur during January of the year indicated.
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col.(4) + Col.(5).
Col. (7) reflects the 2013 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 2013 load is an actual load value.
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation and load management,, from 9/2013-on intended for use 
with the 2013 load forecast.
Col. (10) = Col. (6) - Col. (9)
Col. (11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Winter peak period; i.e., Martin Unit 1's 
planned outage  during the Winter of 2014 for the installation of electrostatic precipitators.
Col. (13) = Col. (10) - Col. (12)
Col. (14) = Col.(13) / Col.(9)
Col. (15) =Col. (6) - Col. (7)
Col. (16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)
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Page 1 of 2

 (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

  Const. Comm. Expected  Gen. Max.
Unit Unit    Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr.     KW MW MW Status
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES

2014
Sanford CT Upgrade 5B Volusia County CC NG No PL No Aug-13 Sep-13 Unknown 188,190 10 9 OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5A Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190  --- 7 OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5B Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190  --- 7 OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5C Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190  --- 7 OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5D Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190  --- 7 OT

Martin (3) 1 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL Jun-13 Mar-14 Unknown 934,500 (832) 823 ESP
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-12 Apr-14 Unknown 1,295,400  --- 1,212 U

Martin (3)
2 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL Mar-14 Dec-14 Unknown 934,500  --- (826) OT

2014 Changes/Additions Total: (822) 1,247

2015
Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5A Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190 8  --- OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5B Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190 8  --- OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5C Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190 8  --- OT

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 5D Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Mar-14 Unknown 188,190 8  --- OT

Martin (3) 1 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL Jun-13 Mar-14 Unknown 934,500 832  --- ESP

Manatee CT Upgrade 3A Manatee County CC NG No PL No Aug-14 Oct-14 Unknown 188,190 9 8 OT

Manatee CT Upgrade 3B Manatee County CC NG No PL No Aug-14 Oct-14 Unknown 188,190 9 8 OT

Manatee CT Upgrade 3C Manatee County CC NG No PL No Apr-14 Oct-14 Unknown 188,190 9 8 OT

Manatee CT Upgrade 3D Manatee County CC NG No PL No Apr-14 Oct-14 Unknown 188,190 9 8 OT

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-12 Jun-14 Unknown 188,190 1,344  --- U

Vero Beach Combined Cycle 1 Indian River CC NG DFO PL TK  --- Jan-15 Unknown  --- 44 46 OT

Martin (3)
2 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL Mar-14 Dec-14 Unknown 934,500  --- 823 ESP

Putnam 1 Putnam County CC NG FO2 PL TK  ---  --- Jun-15 290,004 (265) (249)

Putnam 2 Putnam County CC NG FO2 PL TK  ---  --- Jun-15 290,004 (265) (249)

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2A Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- Jun-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2B Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- Mar-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2C Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- Jun-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2D Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- May-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2E Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- May-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2F Lee County CC NG No PL No  --- Mar-15 Unknown 188,190  --- 9 OT

2015 Changes/Additions Total: 1,758 456

2016
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2B Lee County CC NG No PL No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2F Lee County CC NG No PL No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2D Lee County CC NG No PL No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2E Lee County CC NG No PL No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2A Lee County CC NG No PL No Jun-15 Jul-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 2C Lee County CC NG No PL No Jul-15 Aug-15 Unknown 188,190 9  --- OT

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 City of Hollywood CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-14 Jun-16 Unknown Unknown  --- 1,237 U

2016 Changes/Additions  Total: 55 1,237
(1) Schedule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facilities and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are 

reflected on Tables ES-1, I.B.1 and I.B.2.

The  Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes 

achieved by June. All  MW additions/changes occuring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

(2) This generating unit is currently serving as a synchronous condenser and is not included in reserve margin calculation.

(3) Outages for ESP work. 

Fuel Transport Net Capability (2)

Schedule 8
        Planned  And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (1)

Fuel Firm
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 (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

  Const. Comm. Expected  Gen. Max.
Unit Unit    Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr.     KW MW MW Status
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES

2017
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 City of Hollywood CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-14 Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,346  --- U

Turkey Point Synchronous Condenser 1 Miami Dade County ST FO6 NG WA PL  ---  --- Jun-17 402,050 (398) (396) OT

2017 Changes/Additions Total: 948 (396)

2018
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 1 Indian River CC NG DFO PL TK  ---  --- Jan-18  --- (44) (46) OT

2018 Changes/Additions Total: (44) (46)

2019
Lauderdale GT  1-12 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL  ---  --- Dec-18 410,734 (459) (420) P

Lauderdale GT  12-24 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL  ---  --- Dec-18 410,734 (459) (420) P

Port Everglades GT  1-12 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL  ---  --- Dec-18 410,734 (459) (420) P

Lauderdale CT  1-5 Broward County CT NG FO3 PL PL  --- Jan-19 Unknown Unknown 1,115 1,005 P

Unsited 3x1 CC unit 1  --- CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-17 Jun-19 Unknown Unknown  --- 1,269 P

2019 Changes/Additions  Total: (262) 1,014

2020
Unsited 3x1 CC unit CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-17 Jun-19 Unknown Unknown 1,429  --- P

2020 Changes/Additions  Total: 1,429 0

2021
 ---  ---

2021 Changes/Additions  Total: 0 0

2022
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 Brevard County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Jun-22 Unknown 1,295,400  --- 87 P

Turkey Point 6 Miami Dade County ST NP No TK No 2014 Jun-22 Unknown Unknown  --- 1,100 T

2022 Changes/Additions Total: 0 1,187

2023
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 Brevard County CC NG FO2 PL TK  --- Jun-22 Unknown 1,295,400 87  --- P

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 TK WA Jun-12 Apr-14 Unknown 1,295,400  --- 55 P

Turkey Point 6 Miami Dade County ST NP No TK No 2014 Jun-22 Unknown Unknown 1,100  --- L
Turkey Point 7 Miami Dade County ST NP No TK No 2015 Jun-23 Unknown Unknown  --- 1,100 L

2022 Changes/Additions Total: 1,187 1,155
(1)  Schedule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facilities and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are reflected on Tables ES-1, I.B.1 and I.B.2.

(2) The  Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes 

achieved by June. All  MW additions/changes occuring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

Fuel Transport Net Capability (2)

Schedule 8
        Planned  And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (1)

Fuel Firm
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Vero Beach Combined Cycle Capacity

(2) Capacity
a. Summer 46          MW
b. Winter 44          MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: Not Applicable - See Note 1 below.
b. Commercial In-service date: 2015

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Oil

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: N/A

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water

(8) Total Site Area: 16 Acres

(9) Construction Status: See note 1 below

(10) Certification Status: See note 1 below

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: See note 1 below

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 20.5%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 0.0%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 72.5%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 3.88%
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 9,397 Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data 
Book Life (Years): TBD years
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): Not Applicable  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): Not Applicable
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): Not Applicable
Escalation ($/kW): Not Applicable  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) Not Applicable
Variable O&M ($/MWH):( $) Not Applicable
K Factor: Not Applicable

NOTE 1:  The combined cycle capacity consists of two existing units.  This existing unit is being acquired by
 FPL as part of the arrangement for FPL to serve Vero Beach's load beginning in January 2015. FPL is 
also taking ownership of three  steam units.The three steam units will be retired as soon as they aquired.
FPL plans to retire the CC unit at the end of 2017.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center

(2) Capacity
a. Summer 1,237      MW
b. Winter 1,429      MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2014
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres

(9) Construction Status: U (Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 3.5%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.1%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 95.4%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,330           Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 928  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW):
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 87
Escalation ($/kW):  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 30.00
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 0.10
K Factor: 1.51

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.

NOTE:  Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration,
            escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Lauderdale CT's (5 CTs will be added)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)

a. Summer 201          MW

b. Winter 223          MW

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2017
b. Commercial In-service date: 2018

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Water to Air Heat Exchangers

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 1.6%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.0%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 97.4%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 3% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 10,057 Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2018 $/kW): 547  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW):
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 56
Escalation ($/kW):  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2018 $) 17.63
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2018 $) 0.07
K Factor: 1.59

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.

NOTE:  Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and integration,
            escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing GTs are not included.  
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 3x1 CC

(2) Capacity

a. Summer 1,269      MW

b. Winter 1,429      MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2017
b. Commercial In-service date: 2019

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water

(8) Total Site Area: TBD Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 3.5%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.1%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 95.4%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,334           Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2019 $/kW): 968  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW):
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 95
Escalation ($/kW): 872.79  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2019 $) 22.25
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2019 $) 0.72
K Factor: 1.51

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.

NOTE:  Total installed cost includes gas lateral, transmission interconnection and integration,
            escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6

(2) Capacity
a. Summer 1,100     MW
b. Winter 1,100     MW

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2022

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Uranium Dioxide
b. Alternate Fuel N/A

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: N/A

(7) Cooling Method: Mechanical Draft Cooling Towers

(8) Total Site Area: 211 Acres

(9) Construction Status: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(10) Certification Status: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): TBD
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): TBD
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): TBD
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): TBD Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): TBD years
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): TBD  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): TBD
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): TBD
Escalation ($/kW): TBD  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) TBD
Variable O&M ($/MWH):( $) TBD
K Factor: TBD

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7

(2) Capacity
a. Summer 1,100     MW
b. Winter 1,100     MW

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2023

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Uranium Dioxide
b. Alternate Fuel N/A

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: N/A

(7) Cooling Method: Mechanical Draft Cooling Towers

(8) Total Site Area: 211 Acres

(9) Construction Status: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(10) Certification Status: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: L (Regulatory approval pending.Not under construction)

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): TBD
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): TBD
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): TBD
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): TBD Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): TBD years
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): TBD  
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): TBD
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): TBD
Escalation ($/kW): TBD  
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) TBD
Variable O&M ($/MWH):( $) TBD
K Factor: TBD

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.
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Schedule 10 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 
 

Vero Beach Existing Combined Cycle Capacity 
 

The Vero Beach existing combined cycle capacity that FPL is projected to take ownership of starting 
January 1, 2015 does not require any “new” transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
 

The Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the modernization of the 
Port Everglades power plant site does not require any “new” transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 
 

Lauderdale Combustion Turbine Project 
 

The Lauderdale Combustion Turbine (CT) project, which will result in the retirement of 36 aero-derivative 
combustion gas turbines at the Lauderdale and Port Everglades plant sites, and their replacement with 5 
simple-cycle combustion turbines at the Lauderdale site, does not require any “new” transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Unsited Combined Cycle in 2019 
 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6  
 
The Turkey Point New Nuclear Project starting with the addition of Turkey Point Unit 6 will require a new 
substation and five new transmission lines terminating at existing substations. 
 
(1) Point of Origin and Termination:  New Clear Sky Substation – Levee Substation 
 
(2) Number of Lines:   2 
 
(3) Right-of-way    FPL Owned  
 
(4) Line Length:    43 miles  
 
(5) Voltage:    500 kV 
 
(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  TBD 
      End date:   TBD 
 
(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:  $ TBD 
              (Trans.and Sub.) 
 
(8) Substations:    New Clear Sky Substation and Levee Substation 
 
(9) Participation with Other Utilities:  None 

 
 

 
 
(1) Point of Origin and Termination:  New Clear Sky Substation – Pennsuco Substation 
 
(2) Number of Lines:   1 
 
(3) Right-of-way    FPL Owned  
 
(4) Line Length:    52 miles  
 
(5) Voltage:    230 kV 
 
(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  TBD 
      End date:   TBD 
 
(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:  $ TBD 
              (Trans.and Sub.) 
 
(8) Substations:    New Clear Sky Substation and Pennsuco Substation 
 
(9) Participation with Other Utilities:  None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 
 
 
(1) Point of Origin and Termination:  New Clear Sky Substation – Davis Substation 
 
(2) Number of Lines:   1 
 
(3) Right-of-way    FPL Owned  
 
(4) Line Length:    19 miles  
 
(5) Voltage:    230 kV 
 
(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  TBD 
      End date:   TBD 
 
(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:  $ TBD 
              (Trans.and Sub.) 
 
(8) Substations:    New Clear Sky Substation and Davis Substation 
 
(9) Participation with Other Utilities:  None 

 
 

 
(1) Point of Origin and Termination:  Davis Substation – Miami Substation 
 
(2) Number of Lines:   1 
 
(3) Right-of-way    FPL Owned  
 
(4) Line Length:    18 miles  
 
(5) Voltage:    230 kV 
 
(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  TBD 
      End date:   TBD 
 
(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:  $ TBD 
              (Trans.and Sub.) 
 
(8) Substations:    Davis Substation and Miami Substation 
 
(9) Participation with Other Utilities:  None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 
 
 
(1) Point of Origin and Termination:  New Clear Sky Substation – Turkey Point Substation 
 
(2) Number of Lines:   1 
 
(3) Right-of-way    FPL Owned  
 
(4) Line Length:    0.5 miles  
 
(5) Voltage:    230 kV 
 
(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  TBD 
      End date:   TBD 
 
(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:  $ TBD 
              (Trans.and Sub.) 
 
(8) Substations:    New Clear Sky Substation and Turkey Point Substation 
 
(9) Participation with Other Utilities:  None 
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 Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7  
 
The transmission lines required for Turkey Point Unit 7 will be constructed with Turkey Point Unit 6 and are 
listed in the Schedule 10 for Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
NEL  Fuel Mix

Generation by Primary Fuel Summer (MW) Summer (%) Winter (MW) Winter (%) GWh (2) %
(1) Coal 897 3.4% 911 3.3% 5,981 5.4%
(2) Nuclear 3,453 13.2% 3,550 12.8% 25,243 22.6%
(3) Residual 3,666 14.0% 3,700 13.4% 75 0.1%
(4) Distillate 648 2.5% 710 2.6% 120 0.1%
(5) Natural Gas 15,575 59.4% 16,785 60.6% 75,208 67.4%
(6) Solar (Non-Firm) 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 155 0.1%
(7) FPL Existing Units Total (1) : 24,274 92.6% 25,691 92.8% 106,782 95.6%
(8) Renewables (Purchases)- Firm 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 43 0.0%
(9) Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable  --- Not Applicable  --- 362 0.3%
(10) Renewable Total: 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 405 0.36%

(11) Purchases Other : 1,883.0 7.2% 1,891.0 6.8% 4,468 4.0%
(12) Total : 26,218.0 100.0% 27,694.0 100.0% 111,655 100.0%

 
Note:
(1) FPL Existing Units Total values on row (7), columns (2) and (4), match the System Firm Generating Capacity values found on 

Schedule 1 for Summer and Winter.
(2) Net Energy for Load GWh values on row (12), column (6), matches Schedule 6.1 value for 2013.

Schedule 11.1

Actuals for the Year 2013
Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type

Net (MW) Capability

 

 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities
Actuals for the Year 2013

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) = (3)+(4)-(5)

Type of Facility Installed Capacity DC (MW)
Renewable Projected 
Annual Output (MWh)

Annual Energy 
Purchased from FPL 

(MWh)
Annual Energy Sold 

to FPL (MWh)

Projected Annual 
Energy Used by 

Customers
Customer-Owned 

Renewable Generation          
(0 kW to 10 kW) 12.86 16,142 111,831 465 127,508
Customer-Owned 

Renewable Generation          
(> 10 kW  to 100 kW) 6.69 8,758 197,171 376 205,553

Customer-Owned 
Renewable Generation          

(> 100 kW - 2 MW) 7.94 10,475 62,050 177 72,348

27.49 35,375 371,052 1,018 405,409

Notes:

(1) There were 2,565 customers with renewable generation facilities interconnected with FPL on December 31, 2013.
(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer-owned  renewable generation facilities 
       connected as of Dec. 31,2013.  One system does not have a DC rating.  The AC valued of 0.75 MW was included in the ( > 100 - 2 MW) row.
(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL's PV Watts 1 program and the Installed Capacity 
        value in column (2),  adjusted for the date when each facility was installed and assuming each facility
       operated as planned.
(4) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2013.
(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2013.
(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a projected value that equals:
      (Renewable Projected Annual output + Annual Energy Purchased ) minus the Annual Energy Sold to FPL.

Schedule 11.2
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CHAPTER IV     
 
Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment  
Florida is a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of distinct 

ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. Florida’s residents, 

wildlife, and ecosystems require the same air, land, and water resources that are necessary to 

meet the demand for the generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. The general 

public has an expectation that a large corporation, such as FPL, will conduct their business in an 

environmentally responsible manner that minimizes impacts to the natural environment. 

 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for its 

commitment to the environment. Being responsible stewards of the environment is ingrained in 

FPL’s corporate culture. FPL has one of the lowest emissions profiles among U.S. utilities and in 

2013 its carbon dioxide (CO2) emission rate was 35% lower (better) than the industry average.  

 

FPL’s environmental leadership and that of its parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc., has been 

heralded by many outside organizations as demonstrated by a few recent examples.   

 

FPL’s responsible tree care practices across its 35-county service area have been recognized for 

almost a decade.  FPL has been the recipient of the Tree Line USA award annually from 2003 - 

2013. This award is sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in cooperation with the National 

Association of State Foresters. The recognition is given to utilities that demonstrate quality tree 

care practices, annual worker training, and public education programs.   

 

In 2013, FPL continued to support the Loggerhead Marinelife Center with a $21,500 donation 

toward the acquisition of a larger tank to assist in sea turtle rehabilitation. Two FPL employees 

serve as members of the Loggerhead Marinelife Center and are committed to its success. In 

addition, through a “Power to Care” charity event an additional $500 was collected by FPL staff 

and given to the Center. In past years, FPL has won the Loggerhead Marinelife Center's "Blue 

Business of the Year" award, which is given to those who are leading the way in raising 

awareness about, and have made significant contributions to improve and protect, South Florida's 

oceans, beaches, and wildlife. The award recognized FPL's protection and conservation of the 

endangered Florida manatee and the fostering of public and employee education and support. 

 

FPL employees serve as board members for many organizations that focus on environmental 

restoration, preservation, and stewardship. A partial list of these organizations includes: Audubon 

Florida, the Everglades Foundation, the Arthur R. Marshall Foundation, The Nature Conservancy, 

and the Palm Beach Zoo. 
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IV.B FPL’s Environmental Statement 
At FPL and its parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc., we are committed to being an industry 

leader in environmental protection and stewardship, not only because it makes business sense, 

but because it is the right thing to do. Our commitment to compliance, conservation, 

communication, and continuous improvement fosters a culture of environmental excellence and 

drives the sustainable management of our business planning, operations, and daily work. 

   

In accordance with our commitments to environmental protection and stewardship, FPL and 

NextEra Energy, Inc. endeavor to: 

 

Comply 

• Comply with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and permits  

• Proactively identify environmental risks and take action to mitigate those risks  

• Pursue opportunities to exceed environmental standards  

• Participate in the legislative and regulatory process to develop environmental laws, 

regulations, and policies that are technically sound and economically feasible  

• Design, construct, operate, and maintain our facilities in an environmentally sound and 

responsible manner 

 

Conserve 

• Prevent pollution, minimize waste, and conserve natural resources  

• Avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to habitat and wildlife  

• Promote the efficient use of energy, both within our company and in our communities 

 

Communicate 

• Communicate this policy to all employees and publish it on the corporate website  

• Invest in environmental training and awareness to achieve a corporate culture of 

environmental excellence  

• Maintain an open dialogue with stakeholders on environmental matters and performance 

 

Continuously Improve 

• Establish, monitor, and report progress toward environmental targets  

• Review and update this policy on a regular basis  

• Drive continuous improvement through ongoing evaluations of our environmental 

management system to incorporate lessons learned and best practices. 
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This statement was updated in 2013 by FPL’s parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc. to reflect 

changing expectations and ensure that employees are doing the utmost to protect the 

environment. FPL complies with all environmental laws, regulations, and permit requirements. FPL 

designs, constructs, and operates its facilities in an environmentally sound and responsible 

manner. It also responds immediately and effectively to any known environmental hazards or non-

compliance situations. FPL’s commitment to the environment does not end there. It proactively 

pursue opportunities to exceed current environmental standards, including reducing waste and 

emission of pollutants, recycling materials, and conserving natural resources throughout its 

operations and day-to-day work activities. FPL also encourages the efficient use of energy, both 

within the Company and in communities served by FPL. These actions are just a few examples of 

how FPL is committed to the environment. 

 

To ensure that FPL is adhering to its environmental commitment, it has developed rigorous 

environmental governance procedures and programs. These include its Environmental Assurance 

Program and Corporate Environmental Governance Council. Through these programs, FPL 

conducts periodic environmental self-evaluations to verify that its operations are in compliance 

with environmental laws, regulations, and permit requirements. Regular evaluations also help 

identify best practices and opportunities for improvement.  

 

IV.C Environmental Management  
In order to successfully implement the Environmental Statement, FPL has developed a robust 

Environmental Management System program to direct and control the fulfillment of the 

organization’s environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program. Other components of the system include: executive management support 

and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance program, written 

environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual 

accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for environmental compliance management 

(which includes reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident and/or emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, environmental 

regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

 

As part of its commitment to excellence and continuous improvement, FPL began implementing 

an enhanced environmental data management information system (EDMIS) in 2013. 

Environmental data management software systems are increasingly viewed as an industry best-

management practice to ensure environmental compliance. FPL’s top goals for this project are to: 

1) improve the flow of environmental data between site operations and corporate services to 

ensure compliance, and 2) improve operating efficiencies. In addition, the EDMIS will help 

standardize environmental data collection, thus improving external reporting to the public.   
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IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL’s Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities that are designed to evaluate 

environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as legal and 

regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. The principal 

mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental audit. An environmental 

audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and 

objective evaluation of the performance of the organization and of the specific management 

systems and equipment designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit’s primary 

objectives are to facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance 

with existing environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. In addition to FPL facility 

audits, the Environmental Assurance Program performs audits of third-party vendors used for 

recycling and/or disposal of waste generated by FPL operations.  Vendor audits provide 

information used for selecting candidates or incumbent vendors for disposal and recycling needs.  

 

FPL has also implemented a Corporate Environmental Governance System, in which quarterly 

reviews are performed by each business unit deemed to have significant environmental 

exposures. Quarterly reviews evaluate operations for potential environmental risks and 

consistency with the company’s Environmental Policy.  Items tracked during the quarterly reviews 

include processes for the identification and management of environmental risks, metrics, and 

indicators and progress / changes since the most recent review. 

 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 
FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the facilitation of 

environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL’s 2013 environmental outreach 

activities are summarized in Table IV.E.1.  
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Table IV.E.1: 2013 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

 

Activity Count (#) 

Visitors to FPL’s Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 2,900 
Visitors to Manatee Park, Ft. Myers >210,000 

Number of website visits to FPL’s Environmental & 
Corporate Responsibility Websites 

245,630 

Visitors to Barley Barber Swamp  
(Treasured Lands Partnership) 

1,492 

Martin Energy Center Solar Tours ~850 

Solar Schools Program  
(# of schools actively generating) 

24 schools  
5 demo sites 

An additional 67 schools will come 
online by the end of 2014 

 
 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 
Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified six (6) Preferred Sites and 

four (4) Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those locations where 

FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken action, is currently committed to take 

action, or is likely to take action, to site new generating capacity. Potential Sites are those sites 

that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under consideration as a location 

for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use as existing generation sites and 

some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does not indicate that FPL has made a 

definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation expansion or modernization in the case of 

an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this designation indicate that the size or 

technology of a generator has been determined. Analyses of any modernization candidates would 

include evaluation of numerous factors including: fuel delivery, transmission, permitting, etc. The 

Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 
The modernization of FPL’s Riviera Beach site was scheduled to be completed on/near April 1, 

2014 (the filing date for this 2014 Site Plan). Therefore, the Riviera Beach modernization is not 

discussed further in this chapter. FPL currently has identified six (6) Preferred Sites. Four of these 

are existing plant sites: Port Everglades, Lauderdale, Putnam and Turkey Point; two of these 

would be new plant sites: Hendry County and Northeast (NE) Okeechobee County.  

 

The Port Everglades site is a location where modernization work, to replace the former steam 

generating units with new combined cycle (CC) technology, is in progress. The modernization 

work is scheduled to be completed in mid-2016. The existing gas turbines (GTs) at the Port 

Everglades and the Lauderdale sites are projected to be removed by the end of 2018. Five new 
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combustion turbines (CTs) are projected to be added at the Lauderdale site by the end of 2018 to 

partially replace the capacity from existing GTs at Port Everglades and at the Lauderdale sites. 

These actions will aid in addressing compliance with new air emissions standards. The Hendry 

County, NE Okeechobee County, and Putnam sites are the likely next locations for new CC units 

after the Port Everglades and Lauderdale projects mentioned above have been completed. In 

addition, the Hendry County and Okeechobee County sites are also likely sites for new 

photovoltaic (PV) facilities.  

 

In regard to the Turkey Point site, the nuclear capacity uprate project was successfully completed 

in 2013. The new Turkey Point nuclear Units 6 & 7 are currently projected to come in-service in 

2022 and 2023, respectively.  

 

The first two Preferred Sites discussed below are in general chronological order with respect to 

when the capacity additions are projected to occur. The remaining four Preferred Sites are 

discussed in alphabetical order. 

 
Preferred Site # 1: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

 

This site is located on the existing FPL Port Everglades Plant property within the City of 

Hollywood, Broward County. The site is surrounded by the Port of Port Everglades. The site has 

barge access via the Port of Port Everglades. A rail line is located near the plant.       

 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 200 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 1 & 2) and two 400 MW (approximate) steam generating units (Units 3 & 

4). The four units have been taken out of service and dismantled as part of the modernization of 

the plant site.   

 

The Port Everglades Plant site has been listed as a Preferred or Potential Site in previous FPL 

Site Plans for both CC and CT generation options. On April 9, 2012, the FPSC issued the final 

need order for the modernization of the existing Port Everglades Plant. As a result of the 

modernization of the site, the new generating unit - to be renamed the Port Everglades Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC) – will replace the existing steam generating units with 

modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation advanced CC technology. The existing 

four steam units have been removed from the site and will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map  
A USGS map of the PEEC site is found at the end of this chapter.   
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the PEEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing Port Everglades Plant formerly consisted of two 200 MW (approximate) and two 

400 MW (approximate) generating units with conventional dual-fuel fired steam boilers and 

steam turbine units. These generating units have now been removed as part of the 

modernization project. The plant site includes minimal vegetation.  Adjacent land uses include 

port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential 

development. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power generation for 

the former Port Everglades Plant generating units. The site is located adjacent to the 

Intracoastal Waterway. The site provides warm water as required for manatees pursuant 

to the facility’s Manatee Protection Plan.   

 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are expected 

in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed nature of the site 

and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. The warm water discharges from the 

plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL continues to work closely with state 

and federal wildlife agencies to ensure protection of the manatees during the 

modernization process and upon operation of the new plant. FPL plans to install a 

temporary heating system to provide warm water for manatees as required pursuant to 

the facility’s Manatee Protection Plan. FPL also anticipates complying with other manatee-

related conditions of certification to ensure the protection of the manatees during the 

modernization work and during future operations of PEEC.   

 
3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this location 

is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have any adverse 

impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. 
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the former units (Units 1 through 4) with one new 

approximately 1,237 MW (Summer) unit consisting of three new CTs, three new heat recovery 

steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit is projected to be in 

service in mid-2016. Natural gas delivered via an existing pipeline is the primary fuel type for 

the unit with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil serving as a backup fuel. 

 

In addition, all of the existing GTs at the Port Everglades site are projected to be removed by 

the end of 2018.  

 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations  

Local government future land use designation for the site is a combination of “Electrical 

Generating Facility” and “Utilities Use”. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also 

found at the end of this chapter. 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Port Everglades site has been selected for modernization due to consideration of various 

factors including system load, ability to provide generation in the Miami-Dade/Broward region 

to help balance load and generation in the region, and economics. Environmental issues were 

not a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues.  However, there are environmental benefits of replacing the 

former steam units with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system air 

emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge for the 

manatees as required pursuant to the facility’s Manatee Protection Plan. Further, modernizing 

this existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land or new 

water resources.  

 

i. Water Resources  

Water from the Intracoastal Waterway via the Port of Port Everglades Slip No. 3 is currently 

used for once-through cooling water supply. The new plant will utilize portions of the existing 

once-through cooling water intake and discharge structures. Process and potable water for the 

modernized plant will come from the existing City of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply.   
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j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas 

FPL’s Port Everglades Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system.  The surficial 

aquifer system in eastern Broward County is primarily composed of sand, sandstone, shell, 

silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the Pleistocene and Pliocene 

ages. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the Pamlico Sand, Miami Oolite, 

Anastasia Formation, Key Largo Formation, and Fort Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and 

the Tamiami Formation (Pliocene). The sediments in the eastern portion of the county are 

appreciably more permeable than in the west. 

 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet of the Hawthorn formation (confining unit).  

The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.24 million gallons 

per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water.  Approximately 600 mgd of 

cooling water would be cycled through the once-through cooling water system which is a 

reduction of more than 51% from the previous fossil steam unit’s capability. Potable water 

demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Intracoastal Waterway as the source of once-

through cooling water. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply.    

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization project. CC 

technology uses less water by design than traditional steam generation units. 

 
n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water system for 

heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum 

extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis 

(R/O) reject will be mixed with the plant’s once-through cooling water system prior to 

discharge.  Stormwater runoff will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility 

will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants.   
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o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an existing natural gas 

pipeline to the site. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit will be installed either at the existing site or off-site. Ultra-low 

sulfur light fuel oil would be received by truck, pipeline, or barge and stored in a new above-

ground storage tank. 

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be approximately 90 percent lower 

than the previous Port Everglades Plant’s emission rates, resulting in significant annual 

emissions reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy produced.  The use of natural 

gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from 

the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels 

minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound 

contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) 

and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx 

combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR).  Water injection and SCR will 

be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as 

backup fuel. CC facility emissions of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from combustion of 

natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA proposed new source 

performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives are equivalent to the Best 

Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of PEEC would 

incorporate features that will make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in 

the State of Florida.   

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below current 

noise levels for the residents nearest the site.   

  

r.  Status of Applications 

FPL filed a need determination with the FPSC on November 21, 2011. The FPSC’s final need 

order was issued on April 9, 2012.  The Site Certification Application (SCA) was submitted 

January 24, 2012 resulting in the issuance of Final Order PA 12-57 on October 9, 2012.  

Concurrent with the SCA filing, FPL submitted applications for a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

permit, a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit, and an Industrial Wastewater 

Facility permit revision. The revised Industrial Wastewater Facility permit was issued 
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December 16, 2012. The GHG permit was issued December 26, 2013 and the PSD permit 

was issued May 1, 2012. 

 

Preferred Site # 2: Lauderdale Plant, Broward County  
 This site is located at and situated within the existing FPL Lauderdale Plant p roper t y,  

 approx im ate l y 392 ac res ,  within the Cities of Dania Beach and Hollywood in Broward 

 County, Florida. The jurisdiction for the City of Hollywood is a small area south of SW 42nd Street 

 in the eastern portion of the property.  The remainder of the Plant property is located in the City of 

 Dania Beach. The Plant property is located east of U.S. Highway 441, north of Griffin Road, west 

 of SW 30th Avenue, and south of Interstate 595. The existing a c c e s s e s  t o  t h e  Plant a r e  

 from SW 24th Avenue and SW 42nd Street. The adjacent properties include residential 

 properties to the south, the South Broward County Resource Recovery Facility to the west, Pond 

 Apple Slough to the north and commercial properties to the east. 

 

The Lauderdale Plant includes two banks of 12 simple cycle gas turbines (GTs) that began 

operation in t h e  e a r l y  1970s. These GTs are first generation GTs that are used to serve 

peak and emergency demands in a quick-start manner. Each bank of GTs has a net capacity 

of 420 (Summer) megawatts (MWs), and are authorized to operate on natural gas and distillate 

oil. Due to new nitrogen dioxide (NO2) environmental regulations, FPL filed in June  2013 for 

FPSC approval to recover costs for removing all of its existing GTs and replacing a portion of the 

GT capacity with new CTs. In December 2013, FPL withdrew this request pending additional 

environmental monitoring and analyses. Computer modeling of the emissions from the GTs 

projected that the GTs would exceed the new NO2 limit. FPL believes this monitoring and 

analyses will confirm that the operation of its existing GTs in Broward County will not comply with 

the new NO2 regulations. Therefore, for planning purposes, FPL has assumed that all of its 

existing Broward County GTs will be removed (a loss of 1,260 MW Summer) and that this capacity 

will be partially replaced by 5 new CTs that would be sited in Broward County (an increase of 

1,005 MW Summer). This GT removal and CT partial replacement is assumed to occur by the end 

of 2018. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map  
A USGS map of the Lauderdale site is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 
A general layout of the Lauderdale generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

Florida Power & Light Company   119 

Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 171 of 309



 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 
The existing Lauderdale Plant includes two combined cycle units (Units 4 and 5) and two 

banks of 12 simple cycle gas turbines (GT1 through GT12 and GT13 through GT24). Units 4 

and 5 have net capacity of 442 (Summer) MW each.  Each bank of GTs has a net capacity of 

420 (Summer) MW.  The northern portion of the property is comprised of a forested wetland 

area adjacent to the Pond Apple Slough. 

 

The adjacent properties to the Lauderdale Site include residential properties to the south, the 

South Broward County Resource Recovery Facility to the west, Pond Apple Slough to the 

north and commercial properties to the east.  The Dania Cut-off Canal is located along the 

southern boundary and the South New River Canal is located along the western and northern 

boundaries. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL Lauderdale Plant property consists of approximately 392 acres, within the Cities of 

Dania Beach and Hollywood in Broward County, Florida.  The Project area comprises 

approximately 20 acres in the northern portion of the existing Plant site, and includes the 

approximately 6-acre north gas turbine site containing 12 gas turbines as well as 

approximately 14 acres of surrounding forested wetlands and upland spoil piles.  

 

2. Listed Species 

No negative impacts to threatened or endangered species are anticipated as a result of 

the CT Project. 

 

Based upon the field assessment conducted in 2013, review of United States Fish and 

Wildlife (USFWS) and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 

literature and databases, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) database of 

documented listed species occurrences, and the lack of suitable habitat, federally listed 

species are not anticipated to utilize the CT Project area. The potential occurrence of 

listed flora and fauna within the CT Project area is limited due to the surrounding land 

uses (industrial, commercial, and residential areas, as well as Ft. Lauderdale-Hollywood 

International Airport), and lack of suitable habitat within and surrounding the CT Project 

area to support partial or full life-cycle requirements of federally listed species known to 

occur within Broward County.  
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 
  The construction and operation of the CT Project at this location is consistent with the  

  existing use at the site and is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks,  

  recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. No named wetlands, named  

  surface waters, Outstanding Florida Waters, or Aquatic Preserves would be impacted by  

  the proposed Project.  

 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

In the event monitoring confirms that emissions from operation of the existing GTs would not 

comply with the NO2 regulations, the design option is to remove 24 gas turbines (GTs) at the 

existing Lauderdale Plant, and an additional 12 simple cycle GTs at their nearby Port 

Everglades Plant, and replace them with five new highly efficient simple cycle combustion 

turbines (CTs).  The CTs operate in simple cycle mode with associated stacks and produce 

electrical energy by direct connection to an electric generator. The CTs will operate using 

natural gas and ultra-low sulfur distillate (ULSD) oil as fuel.  

 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations  

The site is zoned General Industrial by the City of Dania Beach, a designation intended to 

provide for light and medium intensity industrial, research, and assembly fabrication uses. 

Electrical power plants are permitted within a General Industrial zoning designation as a 

special exception use only. 

 
A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Lauderdale Plant site has been selected as a “Preferred” for the location of peaking unit 

facilities due to consideration of various factors including maximizing opportunities to utilize 

existing utility infrastructure, system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.  

 

i. Water Resources  

The Project will require a marginal increase in demineralized water that will be obtained from 

the existing Lauderdale Plant’s water treatment system.  
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j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas 
According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service ( NRCS) Soil Survey of Broward 

County, the Project area is dominated by Okeelanta muck, with Udorthents, shaped as a 

minor association. 

 

The Okeelanta series consists of very deep, very poorly drained, rapidly permeable soils in 

large fresh water marshes and small depressional areas. They formed in decomposed 

hydrophytic non-woody organic material overlying sand. Slopes range from zero to two 

percent.  In un-drained areas the water table is at depths of less than ten inches below the 

surface or the soil is covered by water 6 to 12 months during most years. Areas of 

Okeelanta muck within the Project area support a mixed native and exotic hardwood 

wetland community. 

 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 
The CT Project consists of CTs that are operated in simple cycle mode and do not require a 

heat dissipation system. As a result, there are no associated cooling water uses, cooling water 

discharges, or other heat dissipation impacts. 

 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The CT Project would continue to acquire water from existing water contracts with Broward 

County. Therefore, the Project will have no adverse impact to groundwater.  The CT Project 

would not use onsite groundwater or a new groundwater source for any purpose. The CT 

Project would have no adverse impact to surface water. 

 

The CT Project would continue to use municipal potable water from the City of Hollywood to 

provide drinking water for employees. There is no projected increase in employment at the 

Lauderdale Plant as a result of the CT Project and no associated potable water use increase 

for that purpose. Therefore, there would be no impact to drinking water sources from the CT 

Project. 

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources would be required as a result of the CTs project.  

 
n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

There would be no surface water discharges required for the operation of the CT Project, other 

than storm water discharges from non-contact areas.   Operation of the CT Project would not 

generate leachate and the stormwater management system has been designed to prevent 
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direct discharge to surface waters.  Therefore, there would be no adverse impact to water 

supplies due to runoff or leachate from the CT Project. 

 

The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants.  

 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The fuel to be used in the CTs is natural gas and ULSD oil. Natural gas will be transported to 

the facility via existing pipeline. No onsite storage is provided for natural gas.  ULSD oil would 

be trucked or piped to the facility and stored in double walled ULSD oil tanks.   

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

Air emission rates for NOx with the CT Project would be approximately 90 percent lower than 

the existing GT emission rates, resulting in significantly lower air quality impacts.   In addition 

to lower air emissions, the maximum total air quality impacts for the CT Project are predicted 

to be well below and in compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS).  For pollutants such as NO2, the CT Project’s total air quality impacts are predicted 

to be significantly reduced by 40 percent or more compared to the existing GTs.  

 
The use of clean fuels (natural gas and ULSD oil) and combustion controls would minimize air 

emissions of SO2, sulfuric acid mist (SAM), particulates (PM/PM10/PM2.5), and other fuel-

bound contaminants and ensure compliance with applicable emission-limiting standards. 

Combustion controls will minimize the formation of NOx and the formation of CO and VOCs by 

combustor design. Further NOx reduction will be achieved by water injection during oil firing.  

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

It  is  not  expected  that  noise  from  the  CT Project  would  exceed  the maximum 

permissible sound levels in Section 17-86 of the City of Dania Beach noise ordinance. The 

operation of the CTs is not expected to exceed the City of Dania Beach maximum permissible 

sound levels in residential areas. 

 

The  design  of  the  CT Project  includes  components that  mitigate  noise  from  being  

emitted  to  the surrounding environment.  The majority of the noise sources, such as the CTs, 

are located within enclosures that mitigate sounds emitted by equipment. 

 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below current 

noise levels for the residents nearest the site.  
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r.  Status of Applications 

No licenses or permits have been issued for the CT Project. FPL has submitted applications 

to: the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) for the Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) air permit; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the 

Greenhouse Gas air permit; and to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the 404 

dredge and fill permit.  These applications are currently in review with the respective agencies.  

 

Preferred Site # 3: Hendry County, Hendry County 
FPL has acquired an approximately 3,120-acre site in southeast Hendry County, off CR 833.  The 

Hendry County site has been listed as a Preferred or Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as 

a possibility for a future PV facility and/or natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL currently views the 

Hendry site as one of the most likely sites to be used for future large-scale generation. 

  

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

 A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout  

A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 

 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 
The existing and future land uses on the site are zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

The PUD is currently being challenged. The existing land uses that are adjacent to the site are 

predominately agricultural. The property to the south is the Seminole Big Cypress 

Reservation. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment adjacent to the north, east, and west of the site are used 

predominately for agricultural activities such as improved, unimproved, and woodland 

pasture. The majority of the pasture lands includes upland scrub, pine, and hardwoods. 

The Seminole Big Cypress Reservation lies to the south.   

 

2. Listed Species 

FPL strives to have no adverse impacts on federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and 

animals. Much of southwest Florida is considered habitat for the endangered Florida 
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Panther. Although few or no impacts are expected in association with future construction 

at the site, FPL anticipates minimizing or mitigating for unavoidable wildlife or wetland 

impacts. 

 
3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Future construction and operation of a solar and/or a natural gas-fired CC generating 

facility at this location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation 

areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. 

 
4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Options include construction of CC and/or solar power generation technologies.  Mitigation for 

unavoidable impacts may occur through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation. 

 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations  

Local government future land use designation for the site is Utility.  A land use map of the site 

and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Hendry County site has been selected as “Preferred” due to consideration of various 

factors including system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.     

 

i. Water Resources  

Groundwater is anticipated to supply water to the Hendry County site.    

 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas 

The site is at an approximate elevation of 10 to 12 feet above mean sea level (msl) and is 

located on the Immokalee Rise and the Big Cypress Spur considered terraces created by high 

sea level events. The terraces are composed of fine quartz sands that lie discontinuously 

upon the surficial aquifer system whose sediments are the Fort Thompson (Pleistocene), 

Caloosahatchee Marl (Pleistocene and Pliocene), and Tamiami Formations (Pliocene). Other 

soil types in the area include limestone rock, calcareous muds, sands, organic materials, and 

mixed solids.  

 
The surficial aquifer is underlain by the Hawthorn formation (confining unit). The Floridan 

Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 
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k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. Potable water 

demand is expected to average .001 mgd. Minimal amounts of water would be required for a 

PV facility. Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would be used in cooling towers for one 

CC unit.   

 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Potential water supply source is groundwater. Additional evaluations are necessary to 

determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the 

existing potable water supply. 

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC and cooling tower technologies utilize less water by design than traditional steam 

generation units.  PV facilities have minimal water demands.  Specific water conservation 

strategies will be evaluated and selected during the detailed design phase of any development 

project. 

 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC unit at the site would utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat dissipation.  

The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum extent 

practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge.  Reverse osmosis (R/O) 

reject will be mixed with the plant’s cooling water flow prior to discharge.  Wastewater disposal 

is anticipated via discharge to an Underground Injection Control well system.  Stormwater 

runoff would be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants.   

 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas pipeline 

lateral to the site.  New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit may be necessary  Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will be 

received by truck or pipeline and stored in an above-ground storage tank. 

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize 

regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 
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limiting standards.  Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions of SO2, PM, and other fuel-

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of NOx and the 

combustor design will limit the formation of CO and VOCs. When firing natural gas, NOx 

emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR).  Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ultra low sulfur fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of GHGs 

from combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA’s 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives are 

equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts.  Taken together, the 

design of a CC unit would incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient 

and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. PV generation does not produce air 

emissions.  

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be minimal. 

  

r. Status of Applications 
FPL has not submitted any application associated with the Hendry County site. 

 
Preferred Site # 4: NE Okeechobee County, Okeechobee County 

FPL has purchased a site of approximately 2,800 acres in Northeast Okeechobee County. The 

site is in an unincorporated, rural area and is predominantly used for agricultural production.  

FPL’s transmission lines intersect the property. The Northeast Okeechobee County site has been 

listed as a Preferred or Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as a possibility for a natural gas-

fired CC generation and/or future PV facility. Natural gas-fired CC generation will be made 

possible by the May,2017 projected commercial operating date of the Florida Southeast 

Connection (FSC) natural gas pipeline. FSC is within 3 miles of the NE Okeechobee County site.  

FPL currently views the Okeechobee site as one of the most likely sites to be used for future 

large-scale generation. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map  
A USGS map of the Northeast Okeechobee site is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Northeast Okeechobee County site is predominantly used for agricultural production 

(cattle and citrus).  Adjacent land uses include primarily agriculture and conservation. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 
1. Natural Environment 

 The majority of the site is comprised of lands dedicated to agricultural production.   

 

2. Listed Species 

 Minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

 expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed 

 nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species.  

 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

 The construction and operation of a power generating facility at this location is not 

 expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally 

 sensitive lands. 

 
4. Other Significant Features 

 FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 
Options include construction of PV or CC technologies. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts 

may occur through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation. 

 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations  

Local government future land use designation for the site is predominantly unimproved 

pasture. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Northeast Okeechobee County site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to 

consideration of various factors including system load, transmission interconnection, the 

proximity of the proposed FSC natural gas pipeline, and economics. Environmental issues 

were not a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity.   
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i. Water Resources  

Groundwater is anticipated to supply water to the Northeast Okeechobee County site. 

 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas 

The hydrostratigraphy of the Northeast Okeechobee County site is similar to that of most of 

South Florida.  In general, the groundwater system underlying Okeechobee County consists of 

the Surficial Aquifer System (SAS), the Intermediate Confining Unit (ICU), and the Floridan 

Aquifer System (FAS).  The SAS consists of approximately 100 to 250 feet of undifferentiated 

deposits of sand, shell, clay and silt.  The ICU consists of approximately 200 feet of carbonate 

rocks interbedded with sandy and silty clay.  The multiple layers of the FAS extend thousands 

of feet below the ICU. 

 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 
Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. The estimated quantity of water 

required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 million gallons per day (mgd) for 

uses such as process water and service water.  Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would 

be used in cooling towers for a CC unit.  Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV 

facility. 

 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type 
Potential water supply source is groundwater.  Additional evaluations are necessary to 

determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the 

existing a potable water supply. 

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC technology utilizes less water by design than traditional steam generation units.  PV 

facilities have minimal water demands.  Specific water conservation strategies will be 

evaluated and selected during the detailed design phase of any development project. 

 
n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC plant is anticipated to utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat dissipation.  

The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum extent 

practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge.  Reverse osmosis (R/O) 

reject will be mixed with the plant’s cooling water flow prior to discharge.  Wastewater disposal 

is anticipated via discharge to an Underground Injection Control well system.  Stormwater 

runoff would be collected and routed to stormwater ponds.  The facility will employ Best 
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Management Practices (BMP) and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) 

plans to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants.   

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas pipeline 

lateral.  New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level 

for the new unit may be necessary.  Back-up fuel supplies of ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will 

be received by truck or pipeline and stored in an above-ground storage tank to ensure 

reliability of operations. 

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize 

regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards.  Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions of SO2, PM, and other fuel-

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of NOx and the 

combustor design will limit the formation of CO and VOCs.  When firing natural gas, NOx 

emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR).  Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of 

GHGs from combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the 

EPA’s proposed new source performance standards for GHGs.  These design alternatives are 

equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts.  Taken together, the 

design of a CC unit would incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient 

and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida.  PV generation does not produce air 

emissions.   

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be minimal.    

 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has not filed any applications associated with the Northeast Okeechobee County site. 

 
Preferred Site # 5: Putnam Site, Putnam County 
 

FPL is currently evaluating the existing Putnam Plant site for future natural gas-fired generation as 

part of a potential modernization project. This 66 acre site is located on the east side of Highway 

100 opposite the former FPL Palatka Plant in East Palatka. The Putnam site has been listed as a 

Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as a possibility for future natural gas-fired CC generation.  
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FPL currently views the Putnam site as one of the most likely sites to be used for future large-

scale generation.   

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map  

A USGS map of the Putnam site is found at the end of this chapter.   

 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 
A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 

 
c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Putnam site is designated as Industrial land use. Adjacent land uses include power 

generation and associated facilities (the former Palatka Plant) as well as Mixed Wetland 

Hardwoods, Residential, and Hardwood-Coniferous Mixed. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 
 The majority of the site is developed and has facilities necessary for power plant 

 operations. No significant environmental features have been identified at this time. 

 

2. Listed Species 

 Minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

 expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed 

 nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species.  

 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

 The construction and operation of a power generating facility at this location is not 

 expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally 

 sensitive lands. 

 

4. Other Significant Features 

 FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Options include construction of CC technology.  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts may occur 

through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation. 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations  

Local government future land use designation for the site is Industrial. A land use map of the 

site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Putnam site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.   

 

i. Water Resources  

The St John’s River and/or regional water supply initiatives are potential water sources.  

 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas 
The hydrostratigraphy of the Putnam site is similar to that of most of North Florida.  In general, 

the groundwater system underlying Putnam consists of the Surficial Aquifer System (SAS), 

and the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS).   

 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 million gallons per day (mgd). The 

estimated quantity of water required at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 mgd for uses such as 

process water and service water.  Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would be used in 

cooling towers for a CC unit.   

 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type 
Potential water supply source is the St. John’s River.  Additional evaluations are necessary to 

determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the 

existing a potable water supply.  

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC and cooling tower technologies utilize less water by design than traditional steam 

generation units.  Specific water conservation strategies will be evaluated and selected during 

the detailed design phase of the project development. 

 
n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC plant is anticipated to utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat dissipation.  

The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum extent 

practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge.  Reverse osmosis (R/O) 
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reject will be mixed with the plant’s cooling water flow prior to discharge.  Wastewater disposal 

is anticipated via discharge to surface and/or ground water as is the case with the existing 

Putnam Plant.  Stormwater runoff would be collected and routed to stormwater ponds.  The 

facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants.   

 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas pipeline 

lateral.  New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level 

for the new unit may be necessary.  Back-up fuel supplies of ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will 

be received by water-borne delivery, truck, or pipeline and stored in an above-ground storage 

tank to ensure reliability of operations. 

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize 

regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards.  Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions of SO2, PM, and other fuel-

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of NOx and the 

combustor design will limit the formation of CO and VOCs.  When firing natural gas, NOx 

emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR).  Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ultra- low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of 

GHGs from combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the 

EPA’s proposed new source performance standards for GHGs.  These design alternatives are 

equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts.  Taken together, the 

design of a CC unit would incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient 

and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida.   

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be minimal.    

 

r. Status of Applications 
FPL has not submitted any applications associated with the Putnam site. 

 

Preferred Site # 6: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County  
The Turkey Point Plant (Turkey Point) is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south 

of Miami. Turkey Point is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 
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approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. The land surrounding Turkey Point is 

owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. Turkey Point is comprised of two natural gas/oil 

conventional steam units (Units 1 & 2), two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4), one combined cycle natural 

gas unit (Unit 5), nine small diesel generators, and the cooling canals. A capacity uprate project 

for the two nuclear units was successfully completed in 2013. The Everglades Mitigation Bank 

(EMB), an approximately 13,000 acre, FPL-maintained natural wildlife and wetlands area that has 

been set aside, is located to the south and west of the site.  

 

In regard to Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, FPL is pursuing licensing for two new nuclear units at 

Turkey Point. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of capacity. The current 

projections for the earliest in-service dates for the two new units remain 2022 (for Turkey Point 

Unit 6) and 2023 (for Turkey Point Unit 7). In addition to the two generating units, supporting 

buildings, facilities, and equipment will be located on the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site, along with 

a construction laydown area. Proposed associated facilities include: a nuclear administration 

building, a training building, a parking area, an FPL reclaimed water treatment facility and 

reclaimed water pipelines, radial collector wells and delivery pipelines, an equipment barge 

unloading area, transmission lines (and transmission system improvements elsewhere within 

Miami-Dade County), access roads and bridges, and potable water pipelines.  

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

USGS maps of the Turkey Point area, with the proposed location of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 

identified, are found at the end of this chapter. 

 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

Maps of the general layout of Turkey Point Units 6 &7 are found at the end of this chapter.  

 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Land Use / Land Cover overview maps of the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site and adjacent areas 

are also found at the end of this chapter. 

 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas  

Turkey Point Plant is currently home to five generating units and support facilities that occupy 

approximately 150 acres of the approximately 9,400-acre Turkey Point property. Prominent 

features beyond the power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, 

switchyard, spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities The 

cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. 
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The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation units at 

Turkey Point have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 (Unit 2). These units have 

historically burned residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a maximum equivalent sulfur 

content of one percent. Unit 2 is currently serving, not as a power generating unit, but as a 

synchronous condenser to provide voltage support to the southeastern end of FPL’s 

transmission system. The two original 700-MW (nominal) nuclear units have been in service 

since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4) and were uprated to a total of approximately 1,632 

(Summer) MW’s in 2013. Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) 

units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is a net 1,148 (Summer) MW natural gas-fired combined cycle unit 

that began operation in 2007. The site for the new Units 6 & 7 is south of existing Units 3 and 

4 and occupies approximately 300 acres within the existing cooling canal system.  

 

Properties adjacent to Turkey Point property are almost exclusively undeveloped land. The 

FPL-owned EMB is adjacent to most of the western and southern boundaries of Turkey Point 

property. The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) Canal L-31E is also 

situated to the west of Turkey Point property. The eastern portions of Turkey Point property 

are adjacent to Biscayne Bay, the Biscayne National Park (BNP), and Biscayne Bay Aquatic 

Preserve. The southeastern portion of Turkey Point property is bounded by state-owned land 

located on Card Sound. The Homestead Bayfront Park, owned and operated by Miami-Dade 

County, is situated to the north of the Turkey Point property. 

 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

Turkey Point is located directly on the northwest, west, and southwest shoreline of 

Biscayne Bay and the Biscayne National Park, 25 miles south of Miami. Biscayne National 

Park was first established in 1968 as a National Monument and was expanded in 1980 to 

approximately 173,000 acres of water, coastal lands, and 42 keys. A portion of Biscayne 

Bay Aquatic Preserve, a state-owned preserve, is adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 

Turkey Point plant property. The Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve is a shallow, subtropical 

lagoon consisting of approximately 69,000 acres of submerged State land that has been 

designated as an Outstanding Florida Water.  

 

The approximately 300-acre Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site consists of the plant area and 

adjacent areas designated for laydown and ancillary facilities. The site includes 

hypersaline mud flats, man-made active cooling canals, man-made remnant canals, 

previously filled areas/roadways, mangrove heads associated with historical tidal 

channels, dwarf mangroves, open water /discharge canal associated with the cooling 
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canals on the western portion of the site, wet spoil berms associated with remnant canals, 

and upland spoil areas. 

 

2. Listed Species 

Threatened, endangered, and/or animal species of special concern known to occur at the 

site, transmission line corridors, or in the nearby Biscayne National Park, include the 

peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), American crocodile 

(Crocodylus acutus), roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), 

snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern 

(Sterna antillarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus albus), Florida manatee (Trichechus 

manatus latirostris), eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi), snail kite (Rostrhamus 

sociabilis plumbeus), white-crowned pigeon (Patagioenas leucocephala), and bald eagle 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus).  No bald eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the 

site. The federally listed, threatened American crocodile thrives at Turkey Point, primarily 

in and around the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the Turkey Point 

Unit 6 & 7 area.  The majority of Turkey Point is considered American crocodile habitat 

due to the mobility of the species and use of the site for foraging, traversing, and basking. 

FPL manages a program for the conservation and enhancement of the American 

Crocodile and the program is credited with survival improvement and contributing to the 

downlisting of the American Crocodile from endangered to threatened. 

 

Some listed flora species likely to occur at the site or vicinity include pinepink (Bletia 

purpurea), Florida brickell-bush (Brickellia mosieri), Florida lantana (Lantana depressa 

var. depressa), mullien nightshade (Solanum donianum), and lamarck's trema (Trema 

lamarckianum).  

 

The construction, and operation after construction, of Turkey Point Unit 6 & 7 project is not 

expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features within the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and 

Everglades National Park.  The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included 

within the Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, 

approximately 95 percent of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 keys. 

The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately two miles north of 

Turkey Point and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, which 

contains a marina and day-use recreational facilities.  
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

For Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the technology proposed is the Westinghouse AP1000 

pressurized water reactor (PWR). This design is certified by the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) under 10 CFR 52 and incorporates the latest technology and more 

advanced safety features than today’s nuclear plants that have already achieved record safety 

levels. The Westinghouse AP1000 unit consists of the reactor, steam generators, pressurizer, 

and steam turbine/electric generator. Condenser cooling for the Units 6 & 7 steam turbines will 

be accomplished using six circulating water cooling towers. The makeup water reservoir is the 

reinforced concrete structure beneath the circulating water system cooling towers that will 

contain reserve reclaimed water capacity to be used for the circulating water system. The 

structures for the Westinghouse AP1000 are the nuclear island (containment building, shield 

building, and auxiliary building), turbine building, annex building, diesel generator building, and 

radwaste building. The plant area will also contain the Clear Sky substation (switchyard) that 

will connect Units 6 & 7 to FPL’s transmission system. 

 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations  

The Turkey Point Plant site is designated by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 

Development Management Plan as an IU-3 (Industrial, Utilities, and Communications) 

Unlimited Manufacturing District that carries a dual designation of MPA (Mangrove Protection 

Area) in portions of the property. There are also areas designated GU – “Interim District.” 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU – “Interim District.” 

 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

For Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, FPL conducted an extensive site selection analysis leading to 

the selection of the Turkey Point site as the site that, on balance, provided the most favorable 

location for developing new nuclear generation to serve FPL’s customers.  The Site Selection 

Study employed the principles of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) siting 

guidelines and is modeled upon applicable NRC site suitability and National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) criteria regarding the consideration of alternative sites.  The study 

convened a group of industry and FPL subject matter experts to develop and assign weighting 

factors to a broad range of site selection criteria.  Twenty-three candidate sites were then 

ranked using the siting criteria.  This review allowed the list of candidates to be reduced until 

the best site emerged.  Key factors contributing to the selection of the Turkey Point site 

include the existing transmission and transportation infrastructure to support new generation, 

the large size and seclusion of the site while being relatively close to the load center, and the 
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long-standing record of safe and secure operation of nuclear generation at the site since the 

early 1970s.   

 

i. Water Resources 

In regard to Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the primary source of cooling water makeup will be 

reclaimed water from the Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department (MDWASD), with 

potable water also from MDWASD. When reclaimed water is not available in sufficient quantity 

and quality of water needed for cooling, makeup water will be saltwater supplied by radial 

collector wells that are recharged from the marine environment of Biscayne Bay. Horizontal 

collector wells (radial collector wells) have become widely used for the purpose of inducing 

infiltration from surface water bodies into hydraulically-connected aquifer systems in order to 

develop moderate to high capacity water supplies. Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 wastewater will be 

discharged via on-site deep injection wells.  

 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Turkey Point lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula of the continental 

shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 feet of sedimentary rocks 

consisting of limestone and associated formations that range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. 

Little is known about the basement complex of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due 

to their great depth. 

 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a wedge-

shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, primarily limestone 

and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The Biscayne Aquifer is thickest 

along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer 

is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and 

Anastasia Formations (lateral equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. 

The lower confining layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet 

and are composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan Aquifer 

System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee Limestone, Avon 

Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for the new Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 for industrial 

processing is approximately 936 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water.  Approximately 55.3 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water would be 

cycled through the cooling towers. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable 

water are estimated to be approximately 50,400 gallons per day (gpd) for Units 6 & 7. 
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l. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The water for the various water needs of Turkey Point 6 & 7 will be obtained from a reclaimed 

water supply, a saltwater supply, and a potable water supply. Reclaimed water will be used as 

makeup water to the cooling water system with saltwater from radial collector wells as a back-

up water source to be used when reclaimed water is not available in sufficient quantity or 

quality. 

 

Potable water will be used as makeup water for the service water system. The potable water 

supply will also provide water to the fire protection system, demineralized water treatment 

system, and other miscellaneous uses.   

 

m. Water Conservation Strategies  

Use of reclaimed water from MDWASD Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 is a beneficial and cost-

effective means of increasing the use of reclaimed water. This use of reclaimed water helps 

Miami-Dade County meet approximately half of its wastewater reuse goals and will provide 

environmental benefits by reducing the volume of wastewater discharged by the County. In 

the absence of reuse opportunities, this treated domestic wastewater would likely continue to 

be discharged to the ocean or into deep injection wells. 

 

Miami-Dade County is required to eliminate ocean outfalls and increase the amount of water 

that is reclaimed for environmental benefit and other beneficial uses. Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 

will use reclaimed water 24 hours per day, 365 days per year when operating and when the 

reclaimed water is available in sufficient quantity and quality. 

 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 
Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 will dissipate heat from the power generation process using cooling 

towers. Blowdown water or discharge from the cooling towers, along with other wastestreams, 

will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are 

not an issue since there will be none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be released to the 

closed-loop cooling canal system.  

 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) plans and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants.   

 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, reactors will contain enriched uranium fuel assemblies. A fuel 

assembly consists of 264 fuel rods, 24 guide thimbles, and 1 instrumentation tube in a 17-by-
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17 square array. The fuel rods consist of enriched uranium, in the form of cylindrical pellets of 

sintered uranium dioxide contained in ZIRLO™ tubing.   

 

New fuel assemblies will be transported to Turkey Point for use in Units 6 & 7 by truck from a 

fuel fabrication facility in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and NRC 

regulations. Spent fuel assemblies being discharged will remain in the spent fuel pool while 

short half-life isotopes decay.  

 

After a sufficient decay period, the fuel would be transferred to an on-site independent spent 

fuel storage installation facility or an off-site disposal facility. Packaging of the fuel for off-site 

shipment will comply with the applicable DOT and NRC regulations for transportation of 

radioactive material. 

 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for spent fuel transportation from reactor 

sites to a repository under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended. FPL has 

executed a standard spent nuclear fuel disposal contract with DOE for fuel used in Units 6 & 

7. 

 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

Turkey Point Units 1, 2, and 5, and the emergency diesel generators associated with Units 3 

and 4, are classified as a major source of air pollution. FDEP has issued a separate Title V Air 

Operating Permit for the fossil units at Turkey Point and for the emergency diesel generators 

associated with the nuclear units. There are no operating limits for the emergency generators 

or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are limited to use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel 

(0.0015% sulfur). NOx emissions are regulated under Reasonably Available Control 

Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-296.570(4) (b) 7 F.A.C., which limit NOx 

emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion 

practices serve to keep NOx emissions under this limit. 

 

Regarding Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the units will also minimize FPL system air pollutant 

emissions by using nuclear fuel to generate electric power. This includes avoiding emissions 

of particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide 

(CO), carbon dioxide (CO2), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The circulating water 

cooling towers will be equipped with high-efficiency drift or mist eliminators to minimize 

emissions of PM to 0.0005 percent of the circulating water; which represents 99.99-percent 

control of potential drift emissions based on the circulating water flow.  
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The diesel engines necessary to support Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 and fire pump engines will 

be purchased from manufacturers whose engines meet the EPA’s New Source Performance 

Standards (NSPS) Subpart IIII emission limits.  

 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems  

Field surveys and impact assessments of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project were conducted. Predicted noise levels 

associated with these projects are not expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the 

vicinity of the site.  

 

r. Status of Applications 

The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Site Certification Application (SCA), under the Florida Electrical 

Power Plant Siting Act, was filed in June 2009 and a final order is anticipated in mid-2014.  

The FPSC issued the final order approving the need for this additional nuclear capacity in April 

2008.   

 

A Combined License Application for Units 6 & 7 was submitted to the NRC in June 2009.  

There are two components to that application; one is the Environmental Assessment (EA) and 

the other is the Safety component. The Application is still in process. 

 

Besides the certification and the license, additional approvals have been issued for Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7 including Miami-Dade County Unusual Use approvals that were issued in 

2007 and 2013 and a Land Use Consistency Determination that was issued in 2013. The 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (Air permit) was issued in 2009. In addition, a permit to 

construct an exploratory well and a dual zone monitoring well, under the Underground 

Injection Control Program, was issued in 2010, and a permit to convert the exploratory well, to 

an injection well and to operationally test the system, was issued in 2013. Permits from the 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for the containment structure were originally issued in 

2009 and renewed in 2012. 

 

The western transmission lines associated with Units 6 & 7 (2 500 kV New Clear Sky 

Substation – Levee Substation and 1 230 kV New Clear Sky Substation – Pennsuco 

Substation) will utilize the existing approximately 40-mile-long transmission line right-of-way 

acquired by FPL in the 1960s and early 1970s between the Turkey Point plant property and 

Levee Substation. A 7.4 mile long segment of that existing right-of-way became surrounded by 

the Everglades National Park in 1989 when the East Everglades Expansion Area south of 

Tamiami Trail (US-41) was added to the Park. The National Park Service and several other 

federal, state and local agencies entered into contingent agreements in 2008 to exchange 
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FPL’s fee-owned property within the Park for an alternative right-of-way along the Park’s 

eastern boundary (the Exchange Right-of-Way). That land exchanges was authorized by the 

U.S. Congress in the 2009 Omnibus Public Lands Management Act, and the National Park 

Service is currently engaged in a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the 

proposed exchange. The Recommended Order to be considered by the Siting Board in 2014 

recommends for approval FPL’s West Preferred Corridor, which includes the Exchange Right-

of-Way, as a back-up western transmission line corridor to another corridor. The primary 

western corridor recommended for approval is the West Consensus Corridor (comprising an 

alternate corridor proposed by the Miami-Dade Limestone Products Association and a portion 

of FPL’s West Preferred Corridor). Both of those western transmission line corridors 

recommended for certification use the Exchange Right-of-Way. In the event the pending land 

exchange with the National Park Service and other agencies is not consummated on a timely 

basis, FPL will need to evaluate other potential western corridors for the western transmission 

lines associated with Units 6 & 7, including its existing fee-owned right-of-way in the Park, and 

seek necessary approvals for construction of the required transmission facilities. 

 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 
 

Four (4) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for future generation additions to meet 

FPL’s projected capacity and energy needs.6 These sites have been identified as Potential Sites 

due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to 

fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and 

technologies, including both renewable energy and non-renewable energy technologies for 

various sites.  

  

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering and/or costs 

associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In addition, each Potential 

Site has different characteristics that will require further definition and attention.  

 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites briefly 

discussed below are presented in alphabetical order.  At this time, FPL considers each site to be 

equally viable.  

 

6 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for future 
generation additions.  These include the remainder of FPL’s existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. Greenfield sites that 
FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are not specifically identified as 
Potential Sites in order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers.   
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Potential Site # 1:  Babcock Ranch, Charlotte County 
This site is located within the proposed Babcock Ranch Community on the north side of Tuckers 

Grade, approximately 10.5 miles north of the intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 and 1.1 miles east 

of SR-31. The project is bordered on the north by the Babcock Ranch Preserve owned by the 

State of Florida. This site is a possibility for an FPL PV facility. FPL has received all permits 

necessary to construct a 74 MW PV facility at this location. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 
A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

 

b.  Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is the Babcock Ranch Overlay District, and it is zoned as the 

Babcock Ranch Overlay Zoning District. This land use and zoning allows for solar facilities. 

 

c.   Environmental Features 
FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed as a 

result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

 

d.   Water Quantities 
Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for a PV facility. 

 

e.   Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such water may be 

brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site # 2:  DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located at 4051 Northeast Karson Street which is approximately 0.3 miles east 

of U.S. Highway 17 and immediately north of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site is located 

in Sections 26, 27, & 35, Township 36 South, and Range 25 East. FPL owns an approximate 

13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL has designated approximately 5,177 acres for 

development of a PV facility.   

 

The DeSoto site is home to a 25 MW PV facility that has been operational since 2009. Up to an 

additional 275 MW of PV generation could be constructed in phases on the remaining 

undeveloped land. FPL has initiated permitting for the additional PV facilities. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

 

b.   Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The future land use is Electric Generating Facility. 

 

c.   Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

 

d.   Water Quantities 
Minimal amounts of water would be required for a future expansion of the existing PV facility. 

 

e.   Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for an expanded PV facility. A small amount may be needed 

to occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall.  Potable water will be 

required in the administration building and maintenance building. FPL would propose to utilize 

existing wells onsite to accommodate water needs. 

Potential Site # 3:  Manatee Plant Site, Manatee County 

The existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site is located in unincorporated north-central 

Manatee County. The existing power generating facilities are located in all or portions of Sections 

18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E. The plant site lies approximately 5 miles east of Parrish, 

Florida. It is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 miles east of Interstate 

Highway 75 (I-75). The existing plant is approximately 2.5 miles south of the Hillsborough-

Manatee County line. A portion of the north property boundary of the plant site abuts the county 

line. State Road 62 (SR 62) is about 0.7 mile south of the plant, with the plant entrance road going 

north from that highway. This site is a possible location for an FPL PV facility. FPL has received 

the federal and state permits required to construct approximately 50 MW of PV at this location. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map  

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

 

b. Land Uses  
Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The property is zoned Planned Development / 

Public Interest (PD-PI), which will allow for electrical generation. 
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c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed as a 

result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

 

d.  Water Quantities   

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall.  Panel cleaning water 

source may be existing potable water or water tank trucked to the site. 

 

Potential Site # 4:  Martin County, Martin County 
FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Martin County for a future PV facility. No specific 

locations have been selected at this time. 

 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

 

b. Land Uses  

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

 

d. Water Quantities  

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall.  
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CHAPTER V     
 

Other Planning Assumptions & Information  
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Introduction 
 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain information 

that was to be included in an electric utility’s Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. Among this specified 

information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled “Other Planning Assumptions and 

Information.” These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a utility’s resource planning work. The 

FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of these items. 

 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate “Discussion Items”.  

 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and explain the 

impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission constraints. 

 

FPL’s resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: external 

limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL’s ties to its neighboring systems. 

Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL system.  

 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for the amount of 

external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount and price of economy energy 

purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated both in the reliability analysis and 

economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external assistance which is assumed to 

be available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as 

historical levels of available assistance. In the loss of load probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability 

analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an additional generator within FPL’s system 

which provides capacity in all but the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy 

energy are based on historical values and projections from production costing models. 

 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations for potential 

new generating units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL’s system. The 

internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting new units at 

different locations, by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location combination on the 

operation of existing units in the FPL system, and/or by evaluating the costs of transmission additions that 

may be needed to address regional concerns regarding an imbalance between load and generation in a 

given region. Both of these site- and system-related transmission costs are developed for each different 

unit/unit location option or groups of options. When analyzing DSM portfolios, such as in a DSM Goals 

docket, FPL also examines the potential of utility DSM energy efficiency programs to avoid/defer regional 

transmission expenditures that would otherwise be needed to import power into that region by lowering 

electrical load in Southeastern Florida. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be 
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imported into the Southeastern Florida region (Miami-Dade and Broward Counties) of FPL’s system are 

also developed for use in FPL’s production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern 

Florida region of FPL’s system, and the need to maintain a regional balance between generation and 

transmission contributions to meet regional load, is found in Chapter III.) 

 

FPL’s annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address limitations 

and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL’s planned transmission facilities to interconnect and 

integrate generating units in FPL’s resource plans, including those transmission facilities that must be 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act, are presented in Chapter III. 

 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed.  Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective.  Discuss any changes in the 

generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load forecast.                 

                                                              
FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an economic criterion 

FPL’s levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach). In addition, 

for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses the equivalent criterion of the cumulative 

present value of revenue requirements for the FPL system.7 

 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan was developed in October 2014. The only load 

forecast sensitivities analyzed during 2013/early 2014 were high load forecast sensitivities developed to 

analyze FPL’s potential future natural gas needs and to analyze the quality of FPL’s future reserves. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 
FPL’s basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when  DSM 

levels are considered a “given” in the analysis (i.e., when only new generating options are considered), the lowest electric rate basis 
approach and the lowest system cumulative present value of revenue requirements basis approach yield identical results in terms of 
which resource options are more economic. In such cases FPL evaluates resource options on the simpler-to-calculate (but 
equivalent) lowest cumulative present value system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3:  Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case fuel 

forecast.  Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case plan to high 

and low fuel price scenarios.  If high and low fuel price sensitivities were performed, explain the 

changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the sensitivities.  If high and low fuel 

price scenarios were performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if  

any, in the generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario.  If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity 

to varying fuel prices. 

 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter III of this 

document. FPL used three fuel cost, and three environmental compliance cost, forecasts in analyses 

supporting its 2013 nuclear cost recovery filing. Also, in response to a request from the FPSC Staff, FPL 

used three fuel cost forecasts in sensitivity case analyses for the 2014 DSM Goals docket. 

 

A Medium fuel cost forecast is developed first. Then the Medium fuel cost forecast is adjusted upwards (for 

the High fuel cost forecast), or downwards (for the Low fuel cost forecast), by multiplying the annual cost 

values from the Medium fuel cost forecast by a factor of (1 + the  historical volatility in the 12-month 

forward price, one year ahead) for the High fuel cost forecast, or by a factor of (1 – the historical volatility of 

the 12-month forward price, one year ahead) for the Low fuel cost forecast.  

 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For that reason, 

this resource plan has not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts.  

 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to holding 

the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost forecasts in its 

2013/early 2014 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not represent a constant cost 

differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials were represented in these forecasts.  

 

Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the planning 

process. 

 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL’s system was modeled using current projections for 

scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate information. Schedule 1 in 

Chapter I and Schedule 8 in Chapter III present the current and projected capacity output ratings of FPL’s 
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existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has 

used in planning studies in recent years.   

 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and variable 

operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heat rates, and 

capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning work. A summary of this information for 

the new capacity options FPL currently projects to add over the reporting horizon for this document is 

presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter III. 

 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the planning 

process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to varying financial 

assumptions. 

 

During 2013, FPL used the following financial assumptions: i) a capital structure of 40.38% debt and 

59.62% equity; (ii) a 4.79% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.5% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 

7.45%.  In early 2014, the cost of debt and the after-tax discount rate changed slightly to 5.14% and 7.54%, 

respectively. The other assumptions did not change.  No sensitivities of these financial assumptions were 

used in FPL’s 2013/early 2014 resource planning work. 

 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility’s Integrated Resource Planning 

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or total 

resource cost. 

 

FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter III of this document. 

 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL’s basic IRP process 

is the impact of the plans on FPL’s electricity rate levels with the objective generally being to minimize 

FPL’s projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach). As 

discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate perspective and the cumulative 

present value of system revenue requirement perspective yield identical results in terms of which resource 

options are more economic when DSM levels are unchanged between competing resource plans. 

Therefore, in planning work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent, but simpler-to-calculate, 

cumulative present value of revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 
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Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility’s generation and transmission 

reliability criteria.  

 

FPL uses three system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses generation, purchase, 

and DSM options. One criterion is a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. Another reliability 

criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). The third criterion is a 

minimum 10% generation-only reserve margin (GRM) criterion. These three reliability criteria are discussed 

in Chapter III of this document.  

 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis work, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC). The 

FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the Reliability Standards established 

by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). The NERC Reliability Standards are available on 

the internet site (http://www.nerc.com/). 

 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a Facility 

Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the Interconnection Request 

Information, and FPL Facility Ratings Methodologies, directories respectively  

at https://www.oatioasis.com/FPL/index.html. 

 

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. The normal and 

contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below:     
 

              Normal/Contingency 

    Voltage Level (kV)    Vmin (p.u.)      Vmax (p.u.) 

           69, 115, 138       0.95/0.95        1.05/1.07 

   230        0.95/0.95        1.06/1.07 

   500        0.95/0.95        1.07/1.09 

     Turkey Point (*)                     1.01/1.01        1.06/1.06 

         St. Lucie (*)                    1.00/1.00        1.06/1.06 

 (*) Voltage range criteria for FPL’s Nuclear Power Plants 

 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence these criteria, such as the overall 

number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage actually occurring, or 

transmission system performance, as well as others. 
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Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy savings for 

its DSM programs. 

 

The projected impacts of FPL’s DSM programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with current field-metered data, are updated at regular 

intervals. Participation trends are tracked for all of FPL’s DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each 

year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by program participants. For its load 

management programs, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that the 

equipment is functioning correctly. These tests, plus actual, non-test load management events, also allows 

FPL to gauge the MW reduction capabilities of its load management programs on an on-going basis. 

 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning process.  

 
The Executive Summary and Chapter III provide a discussion of a variety of system concerns/issues that 

influence FPL’s resource planning process. Please see those chapters for a discussion of those 

concerns/issues. 

 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically considers when 

choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) technology risk; (2) environmental 

risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include both economic and non-

economic aspects. 

 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For example, a 

prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, has a higher risk than a 

technology in wide use and, therefore, assuming all else equal, is less desirable. 

 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different generating 

technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, including environmental 

compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from an environmental perspective for 

FPL’s resource plan are those which minimize environmental impacts for the FPL system as a whole 

through highly efficient fuel use, state of the art environmental controls, generating technologies that do not 

utilize fossil fuels (such as nuclear and solar), etc. 

 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors related to 

successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in question. Projects that are 

more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful development. 
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All of these factors play a part in FPL’s planning and decision-making, including its decisions to construct 

capacity or to purchase power. 

 
Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to utilize to 

acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility’s ten-year site plan. 

 

As shown in this 2014 Site Plan, FPL’s resource plan currently reflects the following major supply-side 

resource additions: the on-going modernization at Port Everglades, on-going upgrading of CTs in several 

CCs throughout FPL’s system, the projected addition of CTs at FPL’s Lauderdale plant site, the 

implementation of the previously executed EcoGen PPA, a projected new CC unit (at a site that has not yet 

been selected), and the projected Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. 

 

In regard to the above capacity additions for which a need determination has already been granted, Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7, did not lend themselves to a request for proposal (RFP) approach involving bids from 

third parties who would build new nuclear generation capacity. In addition, nuclear capacity additions are 

exempted from the Commission’s Bid Rule by section 403.519 (4) (c). For nuclear projects, FPL’s 

procurement activities are conducted to ensure the best combination of quality and cost for the delivered 

products. In regard to the modernization project at Port Everglades, the project received a Commission 

waiver from the Bid Rule due to attributes specific to the Port Everglades site and to modernization projects 

in general (such as use of existing land, water, transmission, etc.) plus other economic benefits to FPL’s 

customers. This waiver from the Bid Rule was granted in Order No. PSC-11-0360-PAA-EI for Port 

Everglades. 

 

CT upgrades are currently taking place at several CC units throughout the FPL system. FPL was 

approached by the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) of the CTs regarding the possibility of 

upgrading these units. Following negotiations with the OEM, and economic analyses that showed that 

upgrading was cost-effective for FPL’s customers, the decision was made to proceed with the CT 

upgrades. That process is underway and is scheduled to be completed in 2015. 

 

In regard to the addition of five new CTs at FPL’s Lauderdale plant site, FPL anticipates selecting the CTs 

through negotiations with, and/or competitive solicitation of, CT manufacturers. The EcoGen PPA, which 

was approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-13-0205-CO-EQ dated 5/21/13, was the result of 

negotiations between EcoGen and FPL.  

  

Identification of projected self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units, such as the 2019 CC unit presented in this Site Plan, is required of 

FPL in its Site Plan filings and represents FPL’s current view of alternatives that appear to be FPL’s best, 

most cost-effective self-build options at present. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and 
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to identify and evaluate other options before making decisions regarding future capacity additions.  Such 

refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which might not require 

an RFP. If an RFP is issued for Supply options, FPL reserves the right to choose the best alternative for its 

customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 

 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for electric 

utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 – 403.536, 

F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any new or upgraded line. 

 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line that required certification under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued in April 2006. The new line is to be completed in 

two phases connecting FPL’s St. Johns Substation to FPL’s Pringle Substation (shown on Table 

III.E.1 in Chapter III).  Phase 1 was completed in May 2009 and consisted of a new line connecting 

Pringle to a new Pellicer Substation.  Phase 2 is planned to connect St. Johns to Pellicer and is 

scheduled to be completed by December 2018. The construction of this line is necessary to serve 

existing and future customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective 

manner.   

 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line (by December 2014) that required 

certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on November 2008.  The 

new line will connect FPL’s Manatee Substation to FPL’s proposed Bob White Substation (also 

shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter III). The construction of this line, scheduled to be completed in 

2014, is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a 

reliable and effective manner.   
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Attachment B 

Power Purchase Agreement Key Conditions 

These Power Purchase Agreement Key Conditions supplement Florida Power & Light 
Company's ("FPL") 2015 Request for Proposals to Meet Generation Capacity Needs Beginning 
in 2019 (the "RFP") and sets forth certain minimum conditions (the "Conditions") that will be 
incorporated in any Power Purchase Agreement (the "Contract") that would be executed by and 
between a Proposer and FPL. The Conditions are specified below and are in addition to any 
other RFP requirements that a Proposer in the RFP (the "Proposer") must satisfy. Satisfaction of 
the Conditions, standing alone, does not ensure a Proposer's eligibility for participation in the 
RFP, other RFP eligibility requirements specified in the RFP must-also be satisfied. (Note: In the 
text below, the term "Facility" refers, as applicable, to both an individual generating unit, and a 
system of generating units, upon which the Proposal is based.) 

·I. Conditions Precedent 

• The Florida Public Service Commission ("FPSC") shall have issued a final 
Determination of Need for the Facility (if applicable), which order is not subject 
to appeal. 

• The FPSC shall have issued a final order approving the Contract and finding that 
FPL is entitled to recover all costs under the Contract from its customers, which 
order is not subject to appeal. 

• The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") shall have issued a final 
order authorizing the Proposer to malce the sales contemplated by the Contract, 
which order is not subject to appeal. 

• Each Governmental Authority having jurisdiction over the Contract shall have 
issued a final order of approval, which order is no longer subject to appeal. 

II. Completion Security, Performance Security 

• Proposer shall provide Completion Security and Performance Security in the 
amount, form, and in accordance with the schedule set forth in the RFP. 

III. Capacity Payment 

• Capacity Payments will be on a sliding scale, based upon the Facility's annual 
capacity billing Factor ("ACBF"). 

• The Facility's ACBF will be determined by FPL and calculated based on (i) the 
Facility's availability measured on a rolling twelve month average, and (ii) 
weighted based on the Facility's Peale Period availability (60%) and Non-Peak 
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availability (40%). "Peak Period" means those hours (i) from 12:00 p.m. to 9:00 
p.m. during the months of April through October, and (ii) from 6:00am to 10:00 
am and from 6:00pm to 10:00 pm during the months January through March and 
November and December. "Non-Peak" means all other hours. Additionally, the 
average Peak Period availability will be weighted 70% for the months of 
December through February and June through September, with all other months 
weighted 30%. 

• Within a band of 94% to 70% ACBF, for each 1% that the Facility's ACBF drops 
below 94%, then the Capacity Payment with respect to the Facility will be 
reduced by 4% (i.e., for each 1% drop in ACBF the Capacity Payment is reduced 
by 4%). 

• If the Facility's AFBC falls below the 70% band, no Capacity Payment ~hall be 
made with respect to the Facility. 

IV. Step-In Rights, FPL's First Lien 

• In addition to FPL's other remedies under the Contract, upon failure of the 
Proposer to meet any agreed upon milestone date, or upon any event of default by 
the Proposer (and failure by the Proposer to cure such default), FPL or its 
designee shall have the right, but not the obligation, to enter upon and complete 
the licensing, permitting, construction, start-up, testing, and commissioning, or 
operate and maintain the Facility as agent for the Proposer. FPL's step-in right 
shall continue until the earlier of (i) the Proposer demonstrating to FPL's 
reasonable satisfaction that reasons for Proposer's failure no longer applies; (ii) 
FPL elects in its sole discretion to cease exercising Step-In rights, or (iii) 
expiration or termination of the Contract. 

• As security for Proposer's performance of its obligations, Proposer or FPL shall 
execute and record a Mortgage and Security Agreement to provide FPL with a 
fully perfected subordinated security interest and mortgage lien in any and all real 
and personal property, contractual rights, or other rights the necessary for the 
development, procurement, construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Facility. 

V. Exclusivity, Payment 

• Proposer shall have no right to sell energy, capacity, or ancillary services (the 
"Products") generated by or attributable to the Facility to any entity except FPL 
during the term of the Contract. Payments under the Contract will represent a 
combined charge for the sale of all Products of any type provided by the Facility. 
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VI. Testing, Capacity Rating, Heat Rate 

• In addition to a required capacity test to demonstrate Commercial Operation, FPL 
has the right, but not the obligation, to require Proposer to perform a capacity test 
once per each Summer Period, and once per each Winter Period, at FPL's sole. 
discretion. Additionally, a capacity test will be required if Proposer is unable to 
comply with any material obligation under the Contract for a period of 30 days or 
more as a consequence of an event of Force Majeure, or at any time when the 
Proposer fails two consecutive times to satisfy the operating levels set by FPL 
dispatch instructions. Upon completion of a capacity test, the Available Capacity 
will be set at a level not less than the Minimum Capacity and not more than the 
lower of the Committed Capacity or the Continuous Capability demonstrated in 
the most recent capacity test. 

• Consistent with the RFP, (i) the Proposer will guarantee the Facility's heat rate 
levels reflected. in its proposal, (ii) the Facility will be subject to heat rate testing 
administered by FPL, and (iii) a heat rate adjustment payment will be due from 
Proposer in the event the Facility fails to achieve the guaranteed heat rate levels. 

VII. Dispatch, Control, Operation, and Maintenance of the Facility 

• Proposer shall at all times operate the Facility consistent with FPL's dispatch and 
control rights. Control shall be either by Proposer's manual control pursuant to 
FPL's oral or written directions, or by Automated Generation Control by FPL's 
system control center, as determined by FPL. 

• During the term, Proposer shall employ qualified and trained personnel for 
managing, operating, and maintaining the Facility and shall ensure that such 
personnel are on-duty 24 hours per day, each day, throughout the term of the 
Contract. 

• Proposer shall be responsible for compliance with all applicable NERC 
regulations and requirements. 

• Proposer shall operate and maintain the Facility in accordance with good 
engineering and operating practices, including compliance with all environmental 
laws, regulations, and permits. Proposer shall operate the Facility with all 
automatic controls (except Automatic Generation Control) and protection 
equipment in service whenever the Facility is connected to or operating in parallel 

B-4 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 213 of 309

with FPL's system. Automatic Generation Control shall be operated by FPL's 
system control center as determined by FPL. 

• Key replacement and maintenance components (Gas Turbine hot path 
components, for example) may be obtained only from the Original Equipment 
Manufacturer. 

• On an annual basis, the Proposer shall submit preliminary desired outage 
schedules for the following five years and a detailed plan for the next year. FPL 
shall notify Proposer if the outage schedule is accepted, or cooperate reasonably 
with Proposer to agree upon an acceptable schedule. Under no circumstances will 
outages be scheduled during the Peak Months. 

VIII. Regulatory Out 

• Notwithstanding anything contrary in the Contract, if at any time FPL fails to 
obtain, or is denied, the authorization of the FPSC or any other legislative, 
judicial, or regulatory body which now has, or may have in the future, jurisdiction 
over FPL' s rates and charges, to recover from its customers all of the payments 
required to be made under the terms of this Contract, or any amendment thereto, 
FPL may, at its sole discretion, adjust the payments made under the Contract to 
the amounts which FPL is authorized to recover from its customers. In this event, 
Proposer shall have the option to terminate the Contract upon ninety days' notice 
to FPL. 

IX. Variable Interest Entity (VIE) 

• From the effective date through the end of the term of the contract, Proposer shall 
covenant that from its perspective and due to any of its actions, FPL will not be 
required by any legal requirement or an accounting standard to consolidate 
Proposer or any of its affiliates or permitted assigns as a VIE in FPL' s or any of 
its affiliates' financial statements. Proposer shall promptly notify FPL following 
any determination made by Proposer or its independent auditor that Proposer 
constitutes a VIE for which FPL is the primary beneficiary as a result of the 
Contract. At the time of execution of the Contract and annually thereafter, 
Proposer shall provide certification of compliance with this provision by the chief 
financial officer of the Proposer. 

• If a Proposer fails to provide the required certification, or if at any time Proposer 
becomes a VIE and FPL becomes the Primary Beneficiary, such an event shall 
constitute an event of default under the Contract. 

X. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission Costs 
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• Whether FPL would pay the Proposer for their proposed unit's (or system's) share 
of "annual GHG emission costs for FPL total energy" calculated as reflected in 
the proposal evaluation would be a subject of PP A negotiations. However, FPL 
and its customers will not agree to pay the Proposer for any GHG emission costs 
due to GHG emission rates higher than submitted by the Proposer. 

• In the event of a future change in law or regulation that would have the effect of 
shifting to or imposing upon FPL GHG emission costs not agreed to in the PP A,. 
FPL would have the right to terminate the PP A if such additional costs were not 
found to be prudent and approved for FPL cost recovery by the FPSC. 
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Forms for Proposers 

A. Overview of the Required Ten (10) Forms 

There are ten (1 0) forms that all Proposers must complete and 
return to FPL's RFP Contact Person by 4:00 p.m. EDT on the 
Proposal Due Date. These completed forms, requested 
attachments to these forms, and RFP Evaluation Fee will, 
collectively, represent a proposal. If a Proposer is submitting more 
than one proposal, a separate set of forms and the appropriate RFP 
Evaluation Fee must be submitted for each proposal. These ten 
forms are described in the remainder of this Appendix. If a 
Proposer is also submitting a variation of a proposal in which a 
different price and/or term (but no changes in any other attributes) 
is offered for a proposal, then Form# 1, Form# 4 (page 3 of 14), 
Form# 5 (pages 1 of 4 and 2 of 4, or 3 of 4, as appropriate), Form 
# 9, and Form# 10 must be completed and submitted (along with 
the Variation Fee). 

The Proposer must submit five (5) bound hard copies of each 
proposal that contains the forms and requested information, and an 
electronic copy of the completed forms on a CD, along with the 
RFP Evaluation Fee and, if applicable, the Variation Fee. 

As discussed in Section II.C.2 of the RFP document, FPL will treat 
as confidential all information contained in proposals which is 
clearly identified as Proprietary and Confidential except for the 
information to be submitted on Form # 1, Public Information 
Regarding Proposal. To clearly identify confidential information, 
the Proposer must (1) stamp each such page with "Confidential 
Information" and (2) highlight/shade the specific confidential 
information on the pages stamped "Confidential Information". 
(A blanket statement that an entire page, or the entire proposal, is 
proprietary and confidential will not be considered clear 
identification.) 

Please refer to Section II.C.2 of the RFP document for a full 
discussion ofProposal Confidentiality. 

B. Form# 1: Public Information Regarding Proposal 

In order to provide general information to the public about the 
proposals received in response to this RFP, FPL requires that all 
proposal submittals include a completed Public Infvrmation 
Regarding Proposal form that includes a list of projects undertaken 
(constructed and/or operated) by the Proposer that are similar to the 
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project now being proposed. The information contained in this form 
will be treated as non-confidential and non-proprietary and may be 
released to the public at the sole discretion of FPL. 

C. Form# 2: Executive Summary of the Proposal 

A one (1) page summary ofthe proposed project and the Proposer is 
sought on this form. This executive summary should highlight any 
major value-added features of the proposal. 

D. Form# 3: Financial Information 

To mitigate risk, FPL will examine the Proposer's and, if applicable, 
the parent/affiliate guarantor's credit/corporate profile and fmancial 
guarantees. The credit/corporate profile information includes the 
corporate bond rating, the commercial paper rating, and the Dunn & 
Bradstreet Credit Appraisal Rating. 

If a Proposer will be relying on any parent/affiliate guarantees, the 
Proposer shall also include a description of the corporate relationship 
between the Proposer and the guarantor and provide a description 
regarding the proposed guarantor's willingness to guarantee the 
Proposer's obligations and the terms of the guarantee. 

In addition, the proposal shall include audited fmancial statements 
for the last two years for the Proposer and, if the Proposer is relying 
on any parent/affiliate guarantees, for the guarantor. 

E. Form # 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Form # 4 requests a variety of information that will be used in the 
economic evaluation and/or non-economic evaluation of proposals. 
The requested information is to be filled in, as applicable, on the 
following 9 information categories of this form: 

1. Power Generation Proposal Type 
2. Technology/Configuration 
3. Operational Considerations: Availability, Reliability, & 

Operating Time Limitations 
4. Fuel Information & Barometric Pressure 
5. Guaranteed Firm Capacity 
6. Guaranteed Heat Rates 
7. Emission Rate Information 1 

If the proposal is based on a system sale, the emission rate information in section 7 is to be 
provided for each year in the proposed term of service by attaching a separate page(s) to the 
Proposal. 
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8. Natural Gas Pipeline Connection(s) 
9. Generating Units' Operating & Maintenance 

Experience/Performance 

In response to this capacity RFP, FPL envisions that it may 
receive power purchase agreement (PP A) proposals based on a 
specific existing generating unit(s) or a new generating unit(s). In 
either of these cases, FPL is requesting specific information 
regarding the following four aspects of the proposal: 

- OEM replacement parts for hot gas path (HOP) components 
- Availability and reliability 
- Guaranteed capacity 
- Guaranteed heat rates 

For proposals based on an existing generating unit, FPL is seeking 
the following information regarding the above mentioned four 
aspects of the proposal: 

a) OEM: Proposers will be required to state to what extent 
OEM parts have been used in the "proposal" unit to-date. 
Proposers will be required - as part of their proposal - to 
explicitly state that, if selected, the proposed unit will install 
and continue to use 0 EM replacement parts for such 
components, and that OEM maintenance schedules will be 
observed. A selected Proposer will have to annually obtain 
from the OEM a certification that OEM replacement parts 
have been installed and have been maintained in accordance 
with the OEM schedules. If a selected Proposer fails to 
install, use, and properly maintain OEM parts, or fails to 
obtain the OEM's certification, it will be in default, and will 
have 120 days to cure; if not cured, FPL may terminate the 
PPA and/or collect damages as specified in the PP A. 

b) Availability & Reliability, Peak Capacity, and Heat Rates: 
Proposers will be required to state to what extent the 
proposed unit has achieved the availability and reliability, 
peale capacity, and heat rate levels reflected in the proposal 
during the last five years, and provide evidence that 
demonstrates that such availability and reliability, peak 
capacity, and heat rate levels have been achieved (such as 
through the results of annual heat rate tests, capacity tests, 
etc.) If selected, the Proposer must guarantee in the PPA that 
the proposed unit will continuously achieve the availability 
and reliability, peak capacity, and heat rate levels reflected in 
the proposal. If the unit in a selected proposal fails to achieve 

c- 5 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 220 of 309

the availability and reliability, peak capacity, and/or heat rate 
levels reflected in the proposal and guaranteed in the PP A, 
the Proposer would be subject to liquidated damages. The 
selected Proposer will have 120 days to cure the problem. If 
not cured, FPL may terminate the PP A. 

c) In regard to Availability & Reliability: If the average actual 
or proposed (as per the calculation performed in Form # 4) 
EAF for a proposal based on an existing combined cycle unit 
is less than 80% for any year, or if the average actual (or 
proposed as per the calculation performed in Form # 4) 
EFOR for a proposal based on an existing combined- cycle 
unit is more than 4.2% for any year, or if the average actual 
or proposed (as per the calculation performed in Form # 4) 
FOF for a proposal based on an existing combustion turbine 
is more than 2.6% for any year, as applicable, the proposal 
will be rejected. 

d) In regard to Heat Rates: If a heat rate test has not been 
performed within the last two years, the Proposer must 
perform a new test and submit the results as part of the 
proposal. 

For proposals based on a new generating unit, FPL is seeking the 
following information regarding the above mentioned four aspects of 
the proposal: 

a) OEM: Proposers will be required to state to what extent 
OEM parts have been used in existing units operated by the 
Proposer. Proposers will be required - as part of their 
proposal - to explicitly state that, if selected, the proposed 
unit will use OEM replacement parts for such components, 
and that OEM maintenance schedules will be observed. A 
selected Proposer will have to annually obtain from the OEM 
a certification that OEM replacement parts have been 
installed and have been maintained in accordance with the 
OEM schedules. If a selected Proposer fails to install, use, 
and properly maintain OEM parts, or fails to obtain the 
OEM's certification, it will be in default, and will have 120 
days to cure; if not cured, FPL may terminate the PP A and/or 
collect damages as specified in the PP A. 

b) Availability & Reliability, Peak Capacity, and Heat Rates: 
Proposers will be required to state to what extent the 
Proposer's similar existing units have achieved the 
availability and reliability, peale capacity, and heat rate levels 
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reflected in the proposal during the last five years, and 
provide evidence that demonstrates that such availability and 
reliability, peak capacity, and heat rate levels have been 
achieved (such as through the results of annual heat rate tests 
or capacity tests). If selected, a Proposer must guarantee in 
the PP A that the proposed unit will continuously achieve the 
availability and reliability, peak capacity, and heat rate levels 
reflected in the proposal. If the unit in a selected proposal 
fails to achieve the availability and reliability, peak capacity, 
and/or heat rate levels reflected in the proposal and 
guaranteed in the PP A, the Proposer would be subject to 
liquidated damages. The selected Proposer will have 120 
days to cure the problem. If not cured, FPL may terminate the 
PPA. 

c) In regard to Availability & Reliability: If the proposed (as per 
the calculation performed in Form# 4) EAF for a proposal 
based on a new combined cycle unit is less than 80% for any 
year, or if the proposed (as per the calculation performed in 
Form# 4) EFOR for a proposal based on a new combined 
cycle unit is more than 4.2% for any year, or if the proposed 
(as per the calculation performed in Form # 4) FOF for a 
proposal based on a new combustion turbine is more than 
2.6% for any year, as applicable, the proposal will be 
rejected. 

d) In regard to Heat Rates: If selected, a winning Proposer must 
guarantee in the PP A to provide results of annual heat rate 
tests for the proposed unit. 

For purposes of the RFP evaluation, FPL is using the following 
formulae for calculating availability and reliability of proposals and 
the NPGU: 

Availability= (8760- POH- FOH)/8760 

EFOR = FOH/(Service Hours + FOH) in which Service Hours 
are calculated based on the type of proposed unit. For example, 
a CC unit's Service Hours are calculated to be 8760 hours x 
0.80 and a CT unit's Service Hours are calculated to be 8760 
hours x 0.15. 

FOF = FOH/8760 
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F. Form# 5: Pricing Information for Purchased Power or System 
Sale Proposals 

Pricing for firm capacity and energy proposals that offer power 
purchases or system sales must be presented on Pricing Information 
Form # 5. (Note that Proposers should not include projected 
greenhouse gas (GHG) costs in their proposal payment values. 
GHG cost values, in the form of FPL's projected C02 annual 
cost values in $/ton, will be addressed in FPL's evaluation 
based upon C02 emission rates provided in each proposal. 
This evaluation approach is discussed further in Appendix D.) 

Note that FPL requires actual prices to be filled in for each year 
of the proposed term-of-service. Proposals indicating a first-year 
price followed only by a note stating that a formula is to be used 
for escalating that price from year-to-year are not acceptable 
and constitute grounds for declaring a proposal ineligible. Please 
refer to Section F.S (below) for an explanation of acceptable 
pricing approaches a Proposer may utilize in developing the 
annual price values to be presented on Form # 5. 

1) Guaranteed Capacity Payments 

The Proposer must provide Guaranteed Capacity Payment values for 
the term of the proposed contract on Form # 5, page 1 of 5. 
Guaranteed Capacity Payment values in te1ms of $/kw-month must 
be supplied for each operational mode (e.g., base operation, 
Incremental Level 1, or Incremental Level 2, etc.) as specified on 
Form# 4. Proposals must include all costs of delivering capacity and 
energy to the FPL System including delivery over intervening 
transmission systems and the cost of gas pipeline laterals, if 
applicable, connecting the generator to the appropriate natural gas 
pipeline. Proposals must utilize the Guaranteed Firm Capacity rating 
for Summer (temperature of 95 degrees F.), the relative humidity 
specified, and the appropriate barometric pressure value from the 
chart supplied on Form# 4 in developing the denominator for the 
$/kw-month values. 
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2) Guaranteed Energy Pricing & Payments 

a) Fuel Prices (for Non-System sales) & Energy Charges 
(for System Sales) 

For Proposals Not Based on System Sales: 
On Form # 5, page 2 of 5, the Proposer may submit a 
Guaranteed Fuel Transportation Reservation Price 
($1mmBTU per Day) for the proposed term of the contract. 
The Proposer must designate the pipeline (FGT, Gulfstream, 
Sabal Trail, Sabal Trail I Florida Southeast Connection, etc.) 
that will serve the facility. FPL will base the variable costs 
and fuel on the current (or proposed as in the case of Sabal 
Trail and Sabal Trail I Florida Southeast Connection) tariff 
rates of the pipeline selected by the Proposer. If the Proposer 
does not wish to provide Guaranteed Fuel Transportation 
Reservation Prices, and the project can be connected to Sabal 
Trail or Florida Southeast Connection, FPL will use its own 
fuel transportation cost projections (which are based on Sabal 
Trail and Florida Southeast Connection), plus the Proposer's 
lateral and meter costs (provided on Form# 5, page 5 of 5), 
for the purposes of proposal evaluation. If the project must be 
connected to FGT, Gulfstream, etc., FPL will evaluate the 
cost of securing additional transportation capacity on those 
pipelines and incorporate that cost in the evaluation of the 

proposal. 

If the Proposer has elected to submit a Guaranteed Fuel 
Transportation Reservation Price, the Proposer must also 
submit a Guaranteed Fuel Transportation Quantity 
(mmBTUiday) for the proposed term of the contract. For 
proposals with no Guaranteed Fuel Transportation 
Reservation Price, FPL will base its evaluation on the value 
for gas quantity that must be obtained on a firm basis as 
identified in Form# 4, page 13 of 14, in item (8) (f). 

If the Proposer has elected to submit a Guaranteed Fuel 
Transportation Reservation Price, the Proposer may choose 
to submit a Guaranteed Fuel Commodity Price ($1mmBTU 
per Day) for the proposed term of the contract. If the 
Proposer elects to not provide Guaranteed Fuel Commodity 
Prices, FPL will use its own fuel commodity cost projections. 
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FPL's projected fuel commodity costs that will be used in the 
RFP economic evaluations will be presented on FPL's RFP 
website once this RFP is issued. 

For Proposals Based on System Sales: 
In regard to proposals based on system sales, the Proposer 
must submit a Guaranteed Energy Price value for each year 
of the proposed term-of-service. Actual annual values must 
be entered on Form 5, page 3 of 5. These annual values may 
be based on a formula based on FPL's projected fuel 
commodity price forecast that is discussed above. The 
formula(e) applied by the Proposer to develop the 
energy charge payment values must be provided and 
fully described on a page to be· developed by the 
Proposer and attached to Form # 5. This formula, 
combined with future actual values for each forecasted fuel 
cost used in the formula, will be the basis for payments that 
the Proposer would receive if the proposal is selected. 

b) Variable O&M Payments 

In addition, the Guaranteed Variable O&M Prices (in 
$/MWh) of the proposal for each year of the proposed term
of-service for the base operational mode and for any other 
operational mode must be provided for all types of proposals. 
This information is to be provided on Form# 4, page 2 of 5 
(for non-system sale proposals) or page 3 of 5 (for system 
sale proposals). 

In calculating these values, assume an annual capacity factor 
of 80% for a system sale or a baseload generating proposal 
and 15% for peaking capacity proposals. 

3) Startup Fuel Amounts and Startup Costs 

The amount of fuel needed per startup (mmBTU per startup) 
must be provided on Form# 5, page 4 of 5. 

Startup costs (other than fuel needed for startup as discussed 
above) should be included, at the Proposer's choice, in either 
of the Proposer's Guaranteed Capacity Payments or Variable 
O&M Payments, and are not to be entered separately on 
Form# 5. 
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4) Costs and Information Included in the Payments 

Proposals that are based on generators that need to be 
constructed and connected to the transmission system must 
include transmission interconnection costs in their 
Guaranteed Capacity Pricing in Form # 5, page 1 of 5. 

These proposals, plus proposals that are based on existing 
generating units, must also include the cost of third party 
transmission service (if applicable) for delivery to the FPL 
Receipt Point, including the impact of third party 
transmission service losses, if appropriate, in their 
Guaranteed Capacity Pricing on Form# 5, page 1 of 5. 

On Form# 5, page 4 of 5, each Proposer must also separately 
provide the specific costs of transmission interconnection that 
are the basis for these transmission-related costs that are 
included in the Guaranteed Capacity Pricing values. The 
Proposer must also provide information related to third party 
transmission service (if applicable). The Proposer must also 
separately provide the specific costs of the gas pipeline lateral 
and meter, if applicable, regarding the connection of the 
generator to the appropriate natural gas pipeline on Form# 5, 
page 5 of 5. 

The information that follows pertains to these transmission 
interconnection costs, third party transmission service 
information, and the costs of the gas pipeline lateral. 

a) Transmission Interconnection Costs: 

All proposals that are based on generators that need to be 
constructed and connected to the transmission system must 
demonstrate that they have a valid completed application for 
Generator Interconnection Service (GIS) in the FPL GIS 
Queue, or with the applicable third party to the extent the 
new generator is connected to a third party's transmission 
system. 

The process for requesting GIS and having a completed GIS 
application on the FPL system is delineated on FPL's Open 
Access Transmission Tariff(OATT). 

To the extent the generator( s) is connecting to the FPL 
system, and a transmission interconnection study has been 
performed and completed by FPL Transmission providing 
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cost estimates is available, the Proposer shall provide an 
interconnection cost estimate based on the transmission 
interconnection study, along with a copy of this study. This 
cost estimate shall include all materials, labor, land, 
permitting, and overhead adders associated with upgrades of 
existing facilities and construction of incremental facilities 
required as a result of the connection, plus thermal, short 
circuit, and stability impacts on the transmission system. 
Note that if a new transmission switch yard must be 
constructed to connect the proposed generator( s ), the cost of 
the transmission switchyard, including land, all necessary 
permits, filling, and grading must be included in the cost 
estimate. 

To the extent a completed transmission interconnection study 
is not available, and the generator(s) for which the capacity is 
being offered is to be connected to the FPL system, the 
Proposer must provide a cost estimate for the interconnection 
along with a written explanation of the basis for this estimate. 
Such cost estimate shall include all materials, labor, land, 
permitting, and overhead adders associated with upgrades of 
existing facilities and construction of incremental facilities 
required as a result of the connection, and short circuit and 
stability impacts on the transmission system. Note that if a 
new transmission switchyard must be constructed to connect 
the proposed generator(s), the cost of the transmission 
switchyard, including land, all necessary permits, filling, and 
grading, must be included in this cost estimate. 

Form # 5, page 4 of 5, instructs proposers to provide the 
"basis for this (interconnection cost) estimate". FPL reserves 
the right to review such cost estimates for reasonableness. 
To the extent that FPL determines that this cost estimate is 
materially incorrect or incomplete, FPL reserves the right to 
adjust this cost estimate as it deems necessary during the 
evaluation process in order to reflect an acceptable 
interconnection arrangement. (The actual cost of connecting 
the generator to the FPL system would be based on the 
specific GIS Queue process and the attendant studies. These 
actual costs will need to be addressed if the Proposer is 
ultimately selected.) 

To the extent the generator(s) for which the capacity is being 
offered is not directly connected to the FPL system, the 
Proposer shall provide the best available cost estimate and a 
written explanation of the assumptions or studies upon which 
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this cost estimate was based on Form# 5, page 4 of 5. Such 
cost estimate shall include all materials, labor, land, 
permitting, and overhead adders associated with upgrades of 
existing facilities and construction of incremental facilities 
required as a result of the connection, plus thermal, short 
circuit, and stability impacts on the transmission system. 

b) Third Party Transmission Service Information: 

To the extent the generator( s) is connected to the 
transmission system of a third party, the Proposer shall state 
whether third party transmission rights have been requested 
and/or already procured for a portion of or all of the 
generation capacity being offered. To the extent a request for 
such long-term firm transmission right have been requested, 
but not yet procured, provide all available studies associated 
with the request. 

c) Transmission Losses: 

On Form# 5, page 5 of 5, provide the projected transmission 
losses (MW) associated with the third party transmission 
service that are accounted for in the Total Guaranteed Firm 
Capacity values on Form# 4. 

d) Gas Pipeline Lateral and Meter Costs: 

On Form# 5, page 5 of 5, provide the total cost of the lateral 
pipeline and meter station for the lateral that ·connects the 
generator to the appropriate natural gas pipeline. (This cost is 
to be included in the Guaranteed Capacity Payment values 
provided on Form# 4.) 

5) Guidance for Developing Annual Capacity Payment and 
Variable O&M Payment Values for Form # 5 

a) Background 

FPL's 2015 RFP requires potential Proposers to provide 
annual values for Capacity Payments (that inherently may 
include a fixed O&M component) and Variable O&M 
Payments. These annual values may reflect assumed 
escalation over the term of a proposed contract. Proposers 
may either submit fixed annual values or have components 
of their proposal prices be subject to escalation. 
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In the former instance, the Proposer would be guaranteeing 
the actual prices for each year (i.e., those are the set annual 
prices that would be incorporated directly into a PP A if the 
Proposer were selected by FPL). In so doing, a Proposer 
would be choosing to assume the risk/benefit of costs 
deviating from the annual values provided. 

·In the latter case, a Proposer may submit prices that are 
subject to future adjustment based on a formula that 
includes one or more of three approved indices (described 
below). For example, a Proposer might propose a Variable 
O&M charge that entails a 2019 starting value that 
escalates thereafter at some portion or all of the actual 
change in a specific index. In summary, Proposers can 
choose the level of risk they would assume by applying a 
formulaic approach or guaranteeing specific annual values. 

The following describes how this can be accomplished by 
Proposers in response to FPL's 2015 RFP (and how FPL 
developed, in part, the fixed O&M and variable O&M 
values for its NPGU.) 

b) Process 

The following is provided to clarify requirements for data 
submitted in response to FPL's 2015 RFP as pertains to 
proposal pricing components that may be either fixed or 
subject to escalation. The approach offers Proposers the 
opportunity to declare the annual values that will be used to 
evaluate their proposal and (if the proposal is subject to 
escalation) the method of applying FPL-authorized indices 
to develop the values to be evaluated. 

A Proposer must submit payment values, not formulae, 
for all years for Capacity Payment and Variable O&M 
Payment as described in FPL's 2015 RFP. Thus, even if 
a Proposer decides to base a price component on a 
formula/index, the Proposer must still calculate and 
populate the RFP Form # 5 with specific annual values 
(so that the proposal evaluation team can verify its 
understanding of the Proposer's formula) and utilize 
the Proposer's own values in its evaluation. 
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Fixed Price Procedure 

If the values on Form # 5 represent fixed, guaranteed 
payment values, then simply completing the RFP forms as 
described in the RFP is sufficient. These firm, guaranteed 
annual payment values would be used in the evaluation and 
then included unchanged in the PP A should the proposal be 
selected. 

Formulaic/Indexing Procedure for Guaranteed Capacity 
and Variable O&M Payments 

If a Proposer chooses to develop payment values based on 
the use of FPL-authorized indices, and desires this method 
to be the basis of the evaluation and a potential PP A with 
FPL, the Proposer must use the following approach. 

For actual payment purposes if a proposal is selected, 
FPL's authorized indices for the Guaranteed Capacity 
Payments and Variable O&M Payments are from IHS 
Global Insight (Global Insight), a leading economic 
forecasting firm. The authorized indices are presented in 
Table C - 1 below and consist of: 

The Global Insight escalation index for 
Consumer Price Index- All Urban Consumers 
(CPI). 
The Global Insight escalation index for 
Producer Price Index - All Commodities (PPI); 
and, 
The Global Insight escalation index for 
Compensation Per Hour- Non-Farm Business 
Sector (CPH) 

Or, alternatively, a Proposer may use a formula for these 
two payment values based on: 

A constant escalation rate per year. 

Only the indices in Table C - 1, or a formula based on a 
constant escalation rate, are authorized for use in 
submitting formulaic/indexed prices for Guaranteed 
Capacity Payments and Variable O&M Payments in 
response to this RFP. 
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The formula(e) applied by the Proposer to develop the 
payment values must be provided and fully described 
on an attached page to Form # 5. This formula, 
combined with future actual values for each index from 
Table C - 1 used in the formula, will be the basis for 
payments that the Proposer would receive if the proposal is 
selected. Note that if a constant escalation rate is used in 
a formulaic approach, the annual values supplied in the 
Proposal will then be included unchanged in the PP A 
should the proposal be selected (i.e., this formulaic 
approach becomes a Fixed Price Procedure as 
previously described). 

A Proposer may also deem that some portion of a payment 
is not indexed, while another segment of the payment is. 
For example, a Proposer's Guaranteed Capacity Payment 
may entail one p01iion that is fixed (or that escalates at a set 
percentage) throughout the term of the contract while 
another portion (i.e., a fixed O&M component) may be 
subject to annual adjustment based on a formula that 
includes one or more of the FPL-authorized indices or a 
constant escalation rate. 

In addition to a thorough description of the 
formula/indexing process that is proposed, a Proposer must 
fill out the annual values for every year of the proposed 
transaction 

Note that if a proposal that is based on a formulaic/indexing 
approach using the indices presented in Table C - 1 is 
selected, the Proposer will not be bound by these specific 
annual values that will be supplied on Form# 5 -only by 
the formulaic/indexing process behind them. However, the 
annual values are essential and will be used to confirm that 
the proposal evaluation team understands and correctly 
applies the Proposer's formula/indexing process. 

Formulaic/Indexing Procedure for Energy Pricing of 
System Sale Proposals 

Similar to the discussion above, the Proposer must provide 
annual values for each year ofthe proposed term-of-service 
for Guaranteed Energy Pricing Payments for system sale
based proposals. These annual values may be based on 
formulaic approach using one or more of the FPL Fuel 
Commodity Cost forecast that will be posted on the RFP 
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website once the RFP is issued. The Proposer is required to 
provide an explanation of this formulaic approach. 

Note that if such a proposal is selected, the Proposer will 
not be bound by these specific annual values that will be 
supplied on Form # 5 - only by the formulaic/indexing 
process behind them. However, the annual values are 
essential and will be used to confirm that the proposal 
evaluation team understands and correctly applies the 
Proposer's formula/indexing process. 

c) FPL's Methodology for Developing NPGU Costs 

In its NPGU analyses, FPL used projections of specific 
annual costs for Fixed O&M (FOM), Y ariable O&M 
(YOM), and Capital Replacement. The annual values for 
each of these three cost categories are presented in in Table 
YI.B-2 in the main body of the RFP document. The FOM, 
YOM and capital replacement are projections from a model 
that utilizes as inputs constant annual escalation rates of 
2.5% for FOM and YOM, and 2.0% for Capital 
Replacement. 

c- 17 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 232 of 309

Year 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

2022 

2023 

2024 

2025 

2026 

2027 

2028 

2029 

2030 

2031 

2032 

2033 

2034 

2035 

2036 

2037 

2038 

2039 

2040 

2041 

2042 

2043 

2044 

2045 

2046 

2047 

2048 

2049 

Consumer Price 

Index (CPI) 

(Urban All 

Consumers) 

1.7267 

1.7723 

1.8032 

1.8426 

1.8940 

1.9585 

2.0193 

2.0807 

2.1524 

2.1499 

2.1841 

2.2548 

2.2993 

2.3321 

2.3782 

2.4124 

2.4507 

2.4961 

2.5471 

2.5976 

2.6506 

2.7093 

2.7678 

2.8271 

2.8856 

2.9445 

3.0046 

3.0647 

3.1244 

3.1838 

3.2432 

3.3056 

3.3703 

3.4384 

3.5069 

3.5770 

3.6489 

3.7230 

3.7998 

3.8787 

3.9588 

4.0406 

4.1240 

4.2092 

4.2962 

4.3849 

4.4755 

4.5679 

4.6623 

4.7586 

Table C-1 

Price Indices 
(based on Global Insight's July & August 2014 Forecasts) 

%Change 

2.6% 

1.7% 

2.2% 

2.8% 

3.4% 

3.1% 

3.0"/o 

3.4% 

-0.1% 

1.6% 

3.2% 

2.0"/o 

1.4% 

2.0"/o 

1.4% 

1.6% 

1.9% 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.2% 

2.2% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

1.9% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.0"/o 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.1% 

Producer Price 

Index (PPI) 

(All Commodities) %Change 

1.3277 

1.3421 

1.3112 

1.3812 

1.4665 

1.5737 

1.6473 

1.7268 

1.8956 

1.7297 

1.8480 

2.0108 

2.0218 

2.0341 

2.0679 

2.0931 

2.1189 

2.1639 

2.2079 

2.2371 

2.2789 

2.3238 

2.3715 

2.4212 

2.4889 

2.5460 

2.5837 

2.6266 

2.6668 

2.7074 

2.7423 

2.7877 

2.8317 

2.8755 

2.9163 

2.9693 

3.0123 

3.0586 

3.1059 

3.1541 

3.2018 

3.2495 

3.2991 

3.3501 

3.4035 

3.4578 

3.5129 

3.5689 

3.6257 

3.6835 

c- 18 

1.1% 

-2.3% 

5.3% 

6.2% 

7.3% 

4.7% 

4.8% 

9.8% 

-8.8% 

6.8% 

8.8% 

0.5% 

0.6% 

1.7% 

1.2% 

1.2% 

2.1% 

2.0"/o 

1.3% 

1.9% 

2.0"/o 

2.1% 

2.1% 

2.8% 

2.3% 

1.5% 

1.7% 

1.5% 

1.5% 

1.3% 

1.7% 

1.6% 

1.5% 

1.4% 

1.8% 

1.4% 

1.5% 

1.5% 

1.6% 

1.5% 

1.5% 

1.5% 

1.5% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

Compensation 

per Hour 

(Nonfarm 

Business Sector) 

0.7398 

0.7728 

0.7905 

0.8200 

0.8572 

0.8884 

0.9233 

0.9631 

0.9895 

1.0002 

1.0195 

1.0421 

1.0706 

1.0827 

1.1204 

1.1576 

1.1998 

1.2460 

1.2955 

1.3469 

1.3991 

1.4526 

1.5072 

1.5643 

1.6240 

1.6856 

1.7500 

1.8160 

1.8831 

1.9519 

2.0230 

2.0954 

2.1700 

2.2465 

2.3254 

2.4083 

2.4947 

2.5830 

2.6754 

2.7711 

2.8694 

2.9713 

3.0771 

3.1870 

3.3021 

3.4214 

3.5449 

3.6729 

3.8056 

3.9430 

%Change 

4.5% 

2.3% 

3.7% 

4.5%· 

3.6% 

3.9% 

4.3% 

2.7% 

1.1% 

1.9% 

2.2% 

2.7% 

1.1% 

3.5% 

3.3% 

3.6% 

3.9% 

4.0% 

4.0% 

3.9% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.8% 

3.7% 

3.7% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.5% 

3.5% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.5% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.5% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 

3.6% 
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G. Form # 6: Environmental & Permitting Information 

In order to fully evaluate the environmental and permitting aspects of 
proposals, Form# 6 requests a variety of information from 12 major 
categories that will be used to evaluate proposals. Each Proposer 
should be more inclusive rather than exclusive when responding to 
the information requested. If the category or information requested 
does not apply to the proposal, an explanation must be provided. The 
following are the 12 major information categories ofthis form: 

1. Proposed Community Outreach Activities and 
Experience 

2. Required Pem1its or Approvals to License or Permit the 
Facility 

3. Description of Air Pollution Control Equipment 
4. PSD/NSR Permitting 
5. Water Supply Strategy 
6. Water Discharge Strategy 
7. Strategy to Address Land Use Issues 
8. Solid/Hazardous Waste I Material Management Strategy 
9. Other Infrastructure Needs or Requirements 

10. Protected Species Impacts 
11. Permitting Experience in Florida of Proposer and 

Environmental Support Contractors and Consultants 
12. Proposer Compliance History (Last 5 years, i.e., 2010-

2014) 

H. Form # 7: Key Milestones 

FPL's ability to maintain a certain level of system reliability for its 
customers will be dependent upon a selected Proposer's ability to 
meet the contracted Capacity Delivery Date (CDD). Because there is 
a possibility that the Proposer will not meet this date, FPL may have 
to make alternate arrangements to cover the capacity and energy 
shortfall. This will require FPL to monitor the Proposer's progress. 
Therefore, the Proposer must provide the expected completion dates 
for certain key project milestones on this form. When providing 
these key project milestones, a Proposer should carefully review the 
Minimum Requirements regarding Project Milestone Schedule for 
the specific milestones listed in Section III, part 20, of the main body 
of the RFP document. 

A proposal that requires new power plant construction falling 
under the Siting Act will have to demonstrate permitting, 
construction, etc. schedules that allow the new plant to be in
service on or before FPL's needed in-service date of June 1, 2019. 

c- 19 
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I. Form# 8: Receipt Point(s) to FPL 

Information on this form will identifY the location of the receipt 
point(s) of each proposed capacity source(s) including a listing of the 
nearest substation(s). 

The Proposer must also attach a readable transmission map (8.5 x 11 
inches) highlighting the receipt point(s) identified above. 

J. Form# 9: Proposer Exceptions 

All Proposers must complete and return this Proposer Exceptions 
form as part of their proposal submittal. On this form, the Proposer 
must either indicate that they take no exceptions to any of the terms, 
conditions, or other facets of the RFP or must indicate that they do 
take exception(s). In the case in which one or more exception is 
taken, then for each term, condition, or other facets of the RFP to 
which an exception is talcen, the Proposer must provide their desired 
revised language. 

FPL will consider the number and significance of exceptions in its 
non-economic evaluation. FPL will not consider proposed exceptions 
to the RFP 's Minimum Requirements for Proposals or Minimum 
Requirements Pursuant to Purchase Agreement. 

K. Form# 10: Proposal Certification 

All Proposers must complete and return this Proposal Certification 
form as part of their proposal submittal. An Officer of the proposing 
company is to certifY that: (i) all information contained in the 
Proposer's proposal is complete and accurate and that the pricing 
contains all applicable costs for the proposed full term of service; (ii) 
that the terms, conditions, and other facets of the RFP are acceptable, 
except as specifically noted by the Proposer on Form # 9; (iii) the 
Completion Security and Performance Security described in Section 
IV of the main body of the RFP document are acceptable and there 
are no pending .legal or civil actions that would affect the ability of 
the Proposer and/or its guarantor to maintain these security amounts; 
(iv) the proposal has been submitted in the legal name of the entity 
which would be bound by any resulting contract; (v) and that the 
proposal is binding, definitive, and firm and will remain open for 180 
days from the Proposal Due Date. 

The copies of this form that are included in the five (5) bound hard 
copies of the proposal must each be signed by an Officer of the 
proposing company. 

c- 20 
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M. Proposer's Forms 

The forms that follow on the remaining pages of this Appendix are 
the required forms which must be completed by all Proposers for 
each individual proposal they wish to offer. If a variation to a 
proposal is offered, in which either price or term only is offered, 
then only forms applicable to this variation may be presented. 

c- 21 
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Facility Name: 

Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form # 1: Public Information Regarding Proposal 

--------------------------------------------------------------
1) Name of Proposing Company: 

2) Type of Generating Unit: 

3) Type of Project (Select One): Purchased Power from Existing Unit: 
Purchased Power from New Unit:-----

System Sale: ____ _ 
Qualifying Facility: ____ _ 

Other(Specify): ___ _ 

4) Generating Facility Location (City/Co./State): 

5) Fuel: Primary: --------------------

Secondary/Backup:------------------

6) Proposer Classification (Select One): Utility (retail serving): ____ _ 
Independent Power Producer: ____ _ 

Small Power Producer: -----
Cogenerator: ____ _ 

Other (explain): ____ _ 

7) Proposed Total Guaranteed Firm Capacity (Net MW) Delivered to FPL system 
(must match information on Form# 4, item 5, Guaranteed Firm Capacity, MW): 

Summer (95F): ------- Winter (35F): ___ _ 

8) Proposed Capacity Delivery Start Date: ---------- (Month/Day/Year) 

9) Proposed Capacity Delivery End Date: --------- (Month/Day/Year) 

Page 1 of 1 

10) Use the space below, or a separate sheet, to list all major projects undertaken (constructed and/or operated) 
by the Proposer or Proposer's affiliates/parent company during the last five (5) years which are similar 
to the project being proposed by the Proposer in response to FPL's RFP. 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposalfor 2019 Capacity 

Form# 2: Executive Summary of the P;oposal 

Page 1 of 1 

Facility Name:----------------------

Please provide a one (1) page summary of the proposed project and the Proposer. 
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Page 1 of 2 

Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form# 3: Financial Information 

Facility Name:---------------------------------

1) Proposer's Legal Name: 

2) Physical Address: 

3) Financial/Credit Contact Person: 

Name: ______________________ ___ 

Position Title: ______________________ _ 

Telephone: ______________________ _ 

Fa~: ______________________ _ 

E-Mail: _____________________ _ 

4) Federal Tax Identification Number: 

5) Proposer is (Select all that aoply): _____ Corporation 
_____ Partnership 
_____ Joint Venture 

____ Sole Proprietorship 
____ Limited Liability Company 
____ Limited Liability Partnership 
____ Other (attach description) 

6) State in which Proposer is incorporated or organized: 

7) Proposer Information: 

a) Dunn & Bradstreet Identification Number: 

b) Corporate Bond Ratings: Sources:----------

c) Commercial Paper Ratings: Sources:--------

d) Dunn & Bradstreet Credit Appraisal Rating: 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form# 3: Financial Information 

Page 2 of 2 

Facility Name:-----------------------------------

8) (If applicable) Parent/Affiliate Guarantor Information: 

a) Name ofparent/affilia:te guarantor: 

b) Dunn & Bradstreet Identification Number: 

c) Corporate Bond Ratings: Sources: --------

d) Commercial Paper Ratings: Sources:--------

e) Dunn & Bradstreet Credit Appraisal Rating: 

9) If Proposer is relying on any parent/affiliate guarantees, use the space below to describe the corporate 
relationship between the Proposer and the guarantor. Also, provide a statement regarding the proposed 
guarantor's willingness to guarantee the Proposer's obligation pursuant to the form of guarantee that 
is to be attached to the PPA. 

10) Provide audited financial statements for the last two years for the Proposer and, if applicable, the 
proposed guarantor. 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposalfor 2019 Capacity 

Form # 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Page I of 14 

Facility Name:--------------------------------

1) Power Generation Proposal Type: (Select one): 

a) Purchased Power from Existing Unit: 
b) Purchased Power from New Unit: 
c) System Sale: --Provide an attachment detailing the proposed 

d) 
e) 

system sale including an explanation of how the proposing utility will maintain its reserve margin/reliability 
requirements in regard to commitments to its Public Service Commission. 

Qualifying Facility: 
Other: Provide details: 

2) Technology/Configuration: 

a) Type of Generating Unit: Select Appropriate Number from the List Below: '-'-....;....""'-'--'-' 
Combined Cycle = I 
Combustion Turbine = 2 

All Other= 3 
(Note: if "All Other= 3" is chosen, FPL will develop Proposal-specific values for calculating EFOR and EAF 
on Form# 4, page 3 of 14) 

b) Configuration:( e.g Combined Cycle Unit with 2 CTG/HRSG trains w!duct firing and 1 Steam Turbine, Cooling 

Tower with makeup water ji·om Source A; etc): 

c) Major Equipment Technology, Supplier, Model: (Combustion Turbine, Steam Turbine; Boiler!HRSG!Catalyst Systems): 

d) Generation/Operation Modes: (SpecifY/describe basis for proposed Generation/Operation Mode(s)): 

Base Operation:------------------------
Incremental Levell:------------------------
Incremental Level2: -------------------------

Other(s): _______ ___,--------------

e) Design/Operational capabilities for extreme events (e.g. hurricanes) 
Design Criteria: 
i) Building Code _______________________________ _ 

ii) Wind Speed: 
iii) Importance Factor: 
Operating Criteria- specificy the maximum wind speed above which the Operator(s) will shut down 
the generating unit: 
Special Design/Operational Features - identify plant system(s) and capabilities 
i) safe shutdown of unit with readiness for rapid restart: 
ii) blackstart unit w/o offsite power: 

f) General Equipment Specifications 
Nominal Ratings (at rated temperature and pressure of the generator cooling medium): 

Capability Curves (at rated temperature and pressure of the generator cooling medium): Provide 
as an attachment. 

Nominal Power Factor:----------------------------
GSU Transformer impedances:-----------------------------
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Florida Power & Light Company's 

2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form # 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Facility Name: _______________________________ _ 

2) Technology/Configuration (Continued): 

g) Existing Unit(s) and OEM Replacement Parts for Hot Gas Path Components: 

-For a proposal based on an existing generating unit(s), please explain to what extent OEM replacement 
parts for hot gas path (HGP) components have been used in the unit(s): 

-If the proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must install OEM replacement HGP parts prior to the start of 
deli every of capacity and energy to FPL, then continue to utilize OEM replacement HGP parts for the duration 
of the PPA, and agree in the PPA to annually obtain from the OEM a certification that OEM replacement 
have been installed and have been maintained in accordance with the OEM schedules. (Check One): 

Agree Disagree ___ (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

h) Proposed New Unit(s) and OEM Replacement Parts for Hot Gas Path Components: 

-For a proposal based on a new generating unit(s), please explain to what extent OEM replacement 
parts for hot gas path (HGP) components have been used in existing unit(s) operated by the Proposer: 

-If the proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must utilize OEM replacement HGP parts for the duration of 
the PP A, and agree in the PP A to annually obtain from the OEM a certification that OEM replacement 
have been installed and have been maintained in accordance with the OEM schedules. (Check One): 

Agree Disagree ___ (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

i) Historical Outage Hours for Existing Unit(s) Operated by Propser that are Similar to the New Unit being proposed: 
(Provide requested data below for all such existing units) 

Base OJ2erational Mode Other OJ2erational Modes 
Actual Actual Actual Actual 
Annual Annual Annual Annual 

Planned Forced Planned Forced 
Outage Outage Outage Outage 

Year Hours Hours Hours Hours 

2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 

Note: Do not include Maintenance Outage Hours in these projections. 

Page 2 of 14 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form# 4: Opera/ions & Engineering Information 

Facility Name: __________________________ _ 

'-----'---'lc..'~..:..·'''-':-'-'·>-"-';~,·1 ~Type of Generating Unit (from Form 4_1 ). 

0.85 I= Projected service hours for purposes of projecting EFOR and FOF. 

3) Operational Considerations: Availability Reliability & Onerating Time Limitations: 

a) Outage Hours: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Base 02erational Modes 

Annual Annual Annual 

Forced Planned Forced 

Outage Outage Outage Contract 
Year ~ ~ ~ 

2019 

2020 
2021 

2022 
2023 

2024 
2025 

2026 
2027 

2028 
2029 
2030 

2031 
2032 

2033 

2034 
2035 
2036 

2037 
2038 

2039 

2040 
2041 

2042 
2043 

2044 
2045 

2046 
2047 
2048 

2049 

(7) (8) 

Annual 

Planned 
Outage 
Hours 

Notes: l) The specified forced outage hour values !!!.!!M reflect realistic values over the lire or the proposed capucitv not 11 new & clean" unit values for all years. 
2) If the EAF, EFOR, or FOF values are worse than the respective values discussed in Appendix C, Section E in any year, the bid will be reject~d. 

b) Operating Time Limitations: 

-Provide explanation (s) for any operating time limitations attributable to facility design, permits, environmental regulations, maintenance, and/or other factors. 
-Note that FPL requires that the Guaranteed Firm Capacity value quoted on Form 4~7 be capacity without run-time limitations. 

Generation Run-Time 

Operation Limitations 

Mode~ 

Base Operation: __ _ 

Incremental Level 1: 
Incremental Level 2: 

Other(s): == 

Page 3 of 14 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form # 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Facility Name:------------------------------

3) Operational Considerations: Availability & Reliability (Continued): 

c) Existing Unit(s) and Availability & Reliability: 

-For a proposal based on an existing generating unit(s), please state to what extent this generating unit(s) 
has achieved the outage hours reflected in the proposal during the last five years (and provide evidence 
that demonstrates that these outage hour levels have been achieved.) 

- Ifthe proposal is accepted, the winning Pro'poser must guarantee in the PPA that the unit will achieve 
outage hour levels reflected in the proposal so that the calculated EA, EFOR, and FOF levels are no worse 
than those projected on Form,# 4, page 3 of 14. (Check One): 

Page 4 of 14 

Agree __ _ Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

d) Proposed New Unit(s) and Availability & Reliability: 

-For a proposal based on a new generating unit(s), please state to what extent existing units operated 
by the Proposer have achieved the calculated EA, EFOR, and FOF levels projected during the past 
five years (and provide evidence that demonstrates that such availability and reliability levels have 
been achieved). 

-If the proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must guarantee in the PPA that the unit will achieve EA, 
EFOR, and FOF levels equal to, or better, than those calculated on Form# 4, page 3 of 14. (Check One): 

Agree __ _ Disagree ___ (If marked "Disagree, the bid will be rejected.) 

4) Fuel Information and Barometric Pressure: 

a) Primary Type of Fuel: 

b) Secondary/Backup Type ofFuel: 

c) Total operating time that unit can run at full capacity using actual on-site Secondary/Backup fuel without 
this stored fuel being replenished.= Hrs. 
(See Minimum Requirements for Proposals, Section III) 

d) Total Quantity of Secondary/Backup Fuel Stored On-Site: 
Storage capacity = 

Typical On-Site Inventory for Operations = 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 244 of 309

Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Form# 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Facility Name:-----------------------------

4) Fuel Information and Barometric Pressure (continued): 

c) Natural Gas Fuel -Typical Properties (for specifying unit performance values) 

Proposer's facility shall be designed to handle the expected range of fuels from its source(s). However, all 
specified unit perfonnance values provided by Proposer shall be based on the "Average Fuel Analysis" 
that follows below: 

Wide Range Fuel Data- Natural Gas 

Notes: 

Property 
Constituents 

(Mole%) 
Methane 

Ethane 
Propane 

Nmmal Butane 
Iso Butane 

Normal Pentane 
Iso Pentane 

Hexane 
Carbon Dioxide 

Nitrogen 
TOTAL (MOLE%) 

Specific Gravity 
Wobbe Index 

Btu/SCF (HHV) 
Btu/SCF (LHV) 

HHV !LHV Ratio 

Average 
93.56% 
3.90% 
1.00% 
0.23% 
0.23% 
0.05% 
0.03% 
0.10% 
0.50% 
0.40% 
100% 

0.601 
1,376.7 

1,067 
962 

1.109 

1 The constituent mole % values are nonnalized from the AVERAGE. 
2 All constituent heating values are from the 1981 GPSA Engineering Data Book. 
3 FPL does not warrant or guarantee that this fuel information is the actual 

that will be received during operation. 

Page 5 of 14 
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Facility Name: 

Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposalfor 2019 Capacity 

Form # 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Page 6 of 14 

----------------------------------------------------------------------

4) Fuel Information and Barometric Pressure (continued): 

d) Barometric Pressure Conditions (for specifying performance values): 

The generating unit performance values specified hereinafter shall be based on barometric 
pressure conditions as follows: 

Ambient Barometric Pressure Chart 

Centerline of CTG 
inlet Barometric Pressure 

bell mouth elevation (PSIA) 
(ft.) 

Sea Level 14.696 

25 14.687 

50 14.674 

75 14.661 

100 14.648 

150 14.622 

200 14.596 

250 14.5704 

300 14.5445 
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Florida Power & Light Company's 
2015 Requestfor Proposalfor 2019 Capacity 

Form# 4: Operations & Engineering Information 

Facility Name:-------------------------------

5) Guaranteed Firm Canacity (Net MW@ GSU Transformer High Side unless ~therwise noted *): 

a) On Primary Fuel 

Generation/Operation Mode 

Total 
Ambient Base Incremental Incremental Other(s) Guaranteed 

Conditions Operation ** Level 1 • *** Level2 •,••• (Specify)*,*** Firm Capacity 

95F,50%RH 

35F,60%RH 

95F,50%RH *** 

35F,60%RH *** 

b) On Secondary Fuel 

Generation/Operation Mode 
Total 

Ambient Base Incremental Incremental Other(s) Guaranteed 

Conditions Operation ** Level I *,*** Level2 *,*** (Specify)*,*** Firm Capacity 

95F,50%RH 

35F,60%RH 

95F,50%RH *** 

35F,60%RH *** 

* As delivered to FPL's system adjusted for any 3rd Pmiy transmission system losses ( if applicable). 

** Guaranteed firm capacity must be capacity without run-time limitations 

* * * Generation/Operation Mode: "Incremental Level 1" values shall be specified as incremental to "Base Operation" values; 
"Incremental Level 2" values shall be specified as incremental to "Incremental Level I values; and so forth. (Example: 
Base Operation may be combined cycle w/o HRSG duct burners in operation. "Incremental 1" may be the incremental 
performance from use ofHRSG duct burners.) 

Page 7 of 14 

Note: The guaranteed capcity values shown above must reflect "average" capacity values over the proposed term-of
service to FPL, not "new & clean" unit values. 
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5) Guaranteed Firm Capacity (Continued): 

c) Existing Unit(s) and Guaranteed Firm Capacity: 

-For a proposal based on an existing generating unit(s), please state to what extent this generating unit(s) 
has achieved the peak capacity levels reflected in the proposal during the last five years (and provide evidence 
that demonstrates that such peak capacity levels have been achieved.) 

- If the proposal is accepted, the winning Bidder must guarantee in the PP A that the unit will continuously 
achieve the peak capacity levels reflected in the bid and provide results on annual tests of capacity. (Check 
One): 

Agree Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the bid will be rejected.) 

d) Proposed New Unit(s) and Guaranteed Firm Capacity: 

-For a proposal based on a new generating unit(s), please explain to what extent existing units operated 
by the Proposer have achieved the peak capacity levels reflected in the proposal during the past five years (and 
provide evidence that demonstrates that such peak capacity levels have been achieved). 

- If the proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must guarantee in the PP A that the unit will continuously 
achieve the peak capacity levels reflected in the proposal and provide results on annual tests of capacity. (Check 
One): 

Agree Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

Page 8 of 14 
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6) Guaranteed Heat Rates (BTU/kWh (HHV) @Guaranteed Firm Capacity as delivered 

to FPL system adjusted for any 3rd Party transmission system losses): 

a) On Primary Fuel: 

Generation/Operation Mode 

Ambient Base Incremental Incremental 
Conditions Operation Levell* Leve12 * 

95F,50%RH 

75F,60%RH 

b) On Secondary Fuel: 

Generation/Operation Mode 

Ambient Base Incremental Incremental 

Conditions Operation Levell* Leve12 * 

95F,50%RH 

75F,60%RH 

Other(s) 
(Specify)* 

Other(s) 
(Specify)* 

* Generation/Operation Mode: "Incremental Level I" values shall be specified as incremental to 

"Base Operation" values; "Incremental Level2" values shall be specified as incremental to 

"Incremental Level 1 values; and so forth. (Example: Base Operation may be combined cycle w/o 

HRSG duct burners in operation. "Incremental 1" may be the incremental performance from use 

ofHRSG duct burners.) 

Note: The guaranteed heat rates values shown above must reflect "average" values over the proposed 

term-of-service to FPL, not "new & clean" unit values. 

Page 9 of 14 
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6) Guaranteed Heat Rates (Continued): 

c) Existing Unit(s) and Guaranteed Heat Rates: 

-For a proposal based on an existing generating unit(s), please state to what extent this generating unit(s) 
has achieved the heat rate levels reflected in the proposal during the last five years (and provide evidence 
that demonstrates that such heat rate levels have been achieved.) 

- In regard to this evidence of actual heat rates, if a heat rate test acceptable to FPL has not been performed 
within the last two years, the Proposer must perform a new test and submit the results as part of the proposal. 
(Check One): 

Agree __ _ Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

- If the proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must guarantee in the PP A that the unit will achieve the 
heat rate levels reflected in the proposal and provide results of annual heat rate tests (Check One): 

Agree Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

d) Proposed New Unit(s) and Guaranteed Heat Rates: 

-For a proposal based on a new generating unit(s), please explain to what extent similar existing units operated 
by the Proposer have achieved the heat rate levels reflected in the proposal during the past five years (and 
provide evidence that demonstrates that such peak capacity levels have been achieved). 

- In regard to this evidence of actual heat rates, if a heat rate test acceptable to FPL has not been performed 
for such existing units within the last two years, the Proposer must perform a new test(s) and submit the results 
as part of the proposal. (Check One): 

Agree __ _ Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

- Ifthe proposal is accepted, the winning Proposer must guarantee in the PPA that the unit will achieve the 
heat rate levels reflected in the proposal and provide results of annual heat rate tests (Check One): 

Agree __ _ Disagree (If marked "Disagree, the proposal will be rejected.) 

Page 10 ofl4 
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Facility Name:-------------------------------

7) Emission Rate Information: (For System Sales, please see directions in the Appendix C text 
on page C-4.) 

Provide the emission rate information requested below for the incremental MW supplied by each 
applicable operational mode on both the primary and secondary fuel. 

a) On Primary Fuel 

NOx emission rate: lbs./mmBTU = 

so2 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 

PM 10 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 

Base 
Operation 

@Full Load 

-----
-----

CO emission rate:lbs./mmBTU =-----

CO 2 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 
-----

Hg emission rate:lbs./trillion BTU= ____ _ 

b) On Secondary Fuel 

NOx emission rate: lbs./mmBTU = 

so2 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 

PM 10 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 

Base 
Operation 

@Full Load 

-----
-----

CO emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = -----

CO 2 emission rate:lbs./mmBTU = 
-----

Hg emission rate:lbs./trillion BTU= ____ _ 

Incremental 
Levell 

Incremental 
Levell 

Incremental 
Level2 

Incremental 
Level2 
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Facility Name:------------------------------

7) Emission Rate Information (Continued): 

Provide the emission rate information requested below for the incremental MW supplied by each 
applicable operational mode on both the primary and secondary fuel. 

a) On Primary Fuel 

Base 
Operation 

@Full Load 
NOx (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

CO (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 
VOC (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

so2 (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

so2 (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

PM (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

PM10 (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

PM2_5 (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

H2S04 mist (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

b) On Secondary Fuel 

Base 
Operation 

@Full Load 
NOx (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

CO (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 
VOC (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

so2 (ppmvd@ 15% oxygen)= ___ _ 

so2 (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 

PM (lbs per hour)= ___ _ 
PM 10 (lbs per hour) = 

----
PM2.5 (lbs per hour)= ----

H2S04 mist (lbs per hour)= ----

Incremental 
Level 1 

Incremental 
Level 1 

Incremental 
Level2 

Incremental 
Level2 
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8) Natural Gas Pipeline Connection(s): 

a) Identify the projected source of natural gas supply (FGT, Gulfstream, Sabal Trail, or Sabal Trail I Florida 
Southeast Connection, etc.) 

b) Designate the power generating facility, proposed gas pipeline delivery point, and any proposed 
lateral line facilities on a hard copy submittal of marked-up U.S. Geological Survey Map(s) 
indicating the Section(s), Township(s) and Range(s). Include one hard copy of this USGS map(s) in 
each of the five bound hard copies of these completed forms. 

c) Provide a written description of these proposed lateral line and metering facilities to connect the 
interstate or intrastate gas pipeline to the generating facility, including the size of the pipe and the 
distance (in miles) of the generating facility from the appropriate natural gas interstate or intrastate 
mainline (name the mainline) that will supply the facility's gas and a detailed description ofthe 
metering facilities. 

d) Provide the minimum acceptable natural gas delivery pressure at each of the following locations: 
(i) at the interconnection with the interstate gas pipeline, (ii) at the end of the proposed lateral line, 
and (iii) at the generating facility inlet. 

e) Provide the Maximum Daily Natural Gas Consumption Requirement at Generating Facility: 
__ -,--____ (mmBTU/day) 

f) Provide the portion of the Maximum Daily Natural Gas Consumption Requirement identified in 
e) above that must be obtained on a firm basis: (mmBTU/day) 

g) Provide the Maximum Hourly Natural Gas Consumption Requirement at Generating Facility: 

--------(mmBTU/hour) 

h) Provide the portion of the Maximum Hourly Natural Gas Consumption Requirement identified in 
g) above that must be obtained on a firm basis: (mmBTU/hour) 

Page 13 of 14 
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9) Generating Units' Operating & Maintenance Experience/Performance: 

Use attachment(s) to specify the name, address, etc. of the responsible Operating & Maintenance Group/ 

Company and pertinent U.S. experience/performance information (i.e., Actual Performance Track-Record): 

For all generating plants in its U.S. domestic portfolio, provide a listing of individual generating unit names, 
location, state, guaranteed/demonstrated MW capacity, in-service year, technology type, primary fuel, start 
year of Operating Entity experience with the unit. From these, provide composite experience summaries 
as follows: 

General- Cumulative J\!IW-years of experience through December 2014 with ALL present generating capacity 

Specific - Cumulative MW -years of experience through December 2014 with SPECIFIC generating 
technologies being proposed (e.g. Combined Cycle, Peaking CT/GT, Coal-Steam). 

Page 14 of 14 
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Facility Name: ________________________________ _ 

1) Guaranteed Caoacity Payments: * ** ' 

Provide guaranteed total capacity pricing for each operational mode identified on Form# 4. Please 
insert "NA" for operational modes that are not applicable to your proposal. 

Contract 
Year 

2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 

for: 
Base 

Operational 
Mode 

Guaranteed 
Capacity 
Payment 

($/kw-month) 

for: 
Incremental Level 1 

Operational 
Mode 

Guaranteed 
Capacity 
Payment 

($/kw-month) 

for: for: 
Incremental Level 2 Other (specify) 

Operational Operational 
Mode Mode 

Guaranteed Guaranteed 
Capacity Capacity 
Payment Payment 

($/kw-month) ($/kw-month) 

* Guaranteed capacity pricing values must include all proposed payments for at least the following: 
- generation capital, fuel delivery capital including lateral from the appropriate natural gas pipeline, and 

infrastructure capital; 
- fixed O&M and capital replacement; 
-transmission interconnection and 3rd party transmission service (as applicable) over another utility system(s). 

(See pages 3 of 4 and 4 of 4 of this form.) 

** Please refer to instructions in Section F of this Appendix. 
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Facility Name: ___________________________________________ _ 

2) Guaranteed Energy Pricing Payments: 

Pipeline: _______ _ 

Guaranteed Fuel 
Transportation 

Reservation Price 
Contract (if applicable) ** 

Year ($/mmBTU pe1· Day) 

2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 

Guaranteed Fuel 
Transportation 

Quantity 
(if applicable)*** 

(mmBTU per Day) 

Guaranteed Fuel 
Commodity 

Price 
(if applicable)**** 

($/mmBTU per Day) 

(for Base 
Operational 

Modes) 
Guaranteed 

Variable O&M 
Payment ***** 

($/MWH) 

(for all Other 
Operational 

Modes) 
Guaranteed 

Variable O&M 
Payment ***** 

($/MWH) 

* In regard to the "Pipeline" entry, please fill in the blank with one of the following: "FGT", "Gulfstream", "Saba! Trail", or "Saba! Trail I 
Florida Southeast Connection (FSC)". 

** If $/mmBTU per Day values are not entered for each year, FPL will use its own fuel transportation forecast, plus any incremental lateral costs, 
for evaluation purposes for any project capable of connecting to Saba! Trail or FSC. For projects which must be connected to FGT or Gulfstream, 
FPL will have to evaluate the cost of acquiring additional capacity on the applicable pipeline. If $/mmBTU per Day values are entered, FPL will 
use those values for evaluation purposes and will use the applicable pipeline's tariff to determine the appropriate variable costs and fuel per 
mmBTU per Day. 

*** A Guaranteed Fuel Transportation Quantity must be included for proposals with a Guaranteed Fuel Transportation Reservation Price. 

**** If left blank, FPL will use its own fuel price forecast for purposes of proposal evaluation. 

***** Please refer to instructions in Section F of this Appendix. 
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Facility Name: _________________________________________ _ 

2) Guaranteed Energy Pricing Payments: 

Contract 
Year 

2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025. 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 

Guaranteed 
Variable O&M 

Payment* 
($/MWH) 

Guaranteed 
Energy Payment * 

($/MWH) 

* Please refer to instructions in Section F of this Appendix. 
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Facility Name:-----------------------------------

3) Startup Fuel Amount Required: 

___________ (mmBTU per startup) 

4) Costs and Information Included in the Payments: 

a) (For proposals that are based partially or totally on generators that need to be constructed and 
connected to the transmission system) Attach a copy of the completed and submitted application 
for Generator Interconnection Service (GIS) in the FPL GIS Queue, or which the applicable third 
party if the new generator is to be connected to a third party's transmission system. 

b) Transmission Interconnection Costs: 

Total transmission interconnection cost included in the Guaranteed Capacity Payment values 
provided on page 1 of 4 of this form= (millions, 20 19$) 

Basis for this cost estimate is : -------------------------------------

c) Third Party Transmission Service Information: 

Page 4 of 5 

State whether third party transmission service rights have been requested and/or already procured for a portion of or all 
of the generation capacity being offered. To the extent a request for such long-term firm transmission rights have been 
requested, but not yet procured, provide all available studies associated with such requests. 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 258 of 309

Florida Power & Light Company's 

2015 Request for Proposal for 2019 Capacity 

Page 5 of5 

Form# 5: Pricing Information for Purchased Power or System Sale Proposals 

Facility Name: 

4) Costs and Information Included in the Payments (Continued): 

d) Transmission Losses: 

Transmission losses (MW) associated with the third party transmission service 

(which are accounted for in developing the Total Guaranteed Firm Capacity 

(As Delivered to FPL's System) values on Form# 4): 

e) Gas Pipeline Lateral and Meter Costs: 

Total lateral pipeline and meter cost= _______ (millions, 20 19$). 

Are the lateral pipeline and meter station cost included in the Guaranteed Capacity Payment values 

provided on page 1 of 4 of this form or, if applicable, in the Guaranteed Fuel Transportation 
Reservation Price provided on page 2 of 4 of this form? Please indicate below with an "X": 

In the Guaranteed Capacity Payment 
In the Guaranteed Fuel Transportation Reservation Price 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

1) Proposed Community Outreach Activities and Experience: 

Describe experience with Community Outreach Plans, identify community benefits, and identify 
the proposed outreach activities for the proposed facilities. 

2) Required Permits or Approvals to License or Permit the Facility: 

Provide a listing of all required pe1mits or approvals (federal, state, and local) to license or permit the 
construction and operation of the facility. 
Include a major milestone permitting schedule*: 

* FPL is requiring that a Proposer's Site Certification Application must be filed within 39 months 
of the proposed Capacity Delivery Date. (See Section ill of the RFP document.) 

Identify any studies, surveys, and/or analyses necessary to support the permititng, licensing, and 
certification of the facility: 

Identify the need for any Variances or Exceptions to substantive standards and other requirments along 
with the strategy to obtain same: 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

3) Description of Air Pollution Control Equipment: 
Provide sufficient detail to characterize pollution reduction effectiveness and maturity at 
size/scale proposed, e.g. mature, emerging, or new application): 

a) Industry Experience: 
#of Units in operation: ___ _ 

Years Experience: ___ _ 

Operational Issues:------------------------

Other: ------------------------

b) Proposer Experience: 
#of Units in operation: ___ _ 

Years Experience: ___ _ 

Operational Issues:------------------------

Other: ------------------------
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4) PSD/NSR Permitting: 

Page 3 of 8 

Provide anticipated emission rates for each regulated pollutant or emission emitted from the facility (including C02). 

Lbs./hr ----
Lbs./mmBTU ----

ppm ___ _ 
TPY ___ _ 

Describe the overall strategy for permitting the proposed Pollution Control Technology for all regulated pollutants. 

Describe the emissions credit strategy (if applicable): 

Describe the basis for all regulated pollutant emission rates (e.g., vendor guarantee, EPA 
emissions factor, operating experience, etc.): 

Provide the expected cooling tower emission rates for regulated pollutants (lbs.hr. & TPY): 

Describe treatment/maintenance chemicals (including cycles of concentration): 

Describe compliance with applicable AAQS, PSD increments and AQRVs: 
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FacilizyName: ______________________________________________________________ __ 

5) Water Supply Strategy: 

Identify source(s), quantizy, and qualizy (monthly or seasonal differences): 

Describe agreement(s) or authorization status (timetable or plan to acquire water supply): 

Identify any conflicts with regional Water Management District (WMD), or other local water authorizy, 
goals or plans: 

6) Water Discharge Strategy: 

Location(s) of discharge(s)- water body, cizy/town, and latitude and longitude: 

Qualizy and quantizy (monthly or seasonal differences): 

List of any required agreements or permits and provide status (timetable or work plan to 
acquire same): 

Identify any conflicts with WMD goals and FDEP rules: 

Wetlands Impacts: 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

6) Water Discharge Strategy (Continued): 

TMDLs (if applicable): 

Surface Water Impacts 

Groundwater Water Impacts 

7) Strategy to Address Land Use Issues: 

Comprehensive Plan/Amendment (current and proposed changes, if any; status or work 
plan required): 

Identify the need for Variances or Exceptions and the strategy to obtain same: 

Compatibility with adjacent land uses: 

Distance and direction of nearest residence to plant boundary: 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

7) Strategy to Address Land Use Issues (Continued): 

Describe the strategy for compliance with noise standards: 

Describe the strategy for compliance with other standards: 

IdentifY any zoning issues, the need for Variances or Exceptions, and the strategy to obtain same: 

Summary of Phase I!Phase II environmental site assessment findings, if any; and status of required 
work plan. 

Description of Archaeological or Historic Site Impacts, if any; 
status of work plan required: 

8) Solid/Hazardous Waste/Material Management Strategy: 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

9) Other Infrastructure Needs or Requirements: 

Water supply or discharge line Right of Way (ROW) and easements - and the strategy to obtain same: 

Fuel supply ROW and easements - and the strategy to obtain same: 

Transmission line ROW and easements- and the strategy to obtain same: 

Transportation access ROW & easements- and strategy to obtain same: 

10) Protected Species Impacts: 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

11) Permitting Experience in Florida of Proposer and Environmental Support 
Contractors and Consultants: 

12) Proposer Compliance History (Last 5 years, i.e., 2010-2014): 

Total and type of violation/non-compliance: _______________ _ 

Total dollars in: 
Fines: ------------

Penalties:-----------
Payments or other in-kind contribution for settlement: 
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Facility Name:------------------------------

Key Milestones (as applicable): Projected Date: 

a) Site Certification Application Filed 

b) Air Permit Application Filed 

c) Interconnection Application Filed 

d) Granted Site Certification 

e) Granted Air Permit 

f) Irrevocable Order Placed for All Major Equipment 

g) Firm Fuel Transportation Arrangement(s) Executed 

h) Contractor Mobilized, Financing Closed 

i) Construction Start 

j) Major Equipment Deliveries (specify all) 

k) Acceptance Testing (specify all) 

1) Capacity Delivery Date 

Page 1 of 1 
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Facility Name:-------------------------------

1) State the receipt point(s) to the FPL system including nearest substation(s): 

2) Attach a readable transmission map (8.5x11) highlighting the receipt point(s) listed above. 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------

*Note: FPL will not consider proposed exceptions to the RFP's Minimum Requirements for 
Proposals or to the Minimum Requirements Pursuant to Puchase Agreement. 

1) With regard to this proposal, the Proposer takes no exception to terms, conditions, or other 
facets of the RFP (Check One): Agrees Disagrees 

2) If the answer to item (1) above is "Disagrees", then for each term, condition, or other 
facet ofthe RFP which the Proposer takes exception to, use the space below to: 

a) identifY the language (citing page and paragraph) in the RFP for which an exception is 
made; and, 

b) write out the Proposer's desired revised language. 
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Facility Name:--------------------------------------

The undersigned certifies that: (i) all of the information submitted in its proposal to FPL is complete 
and accurate, and that the pricing includes all of the following applicable costs for the proposal for 
the proposed full term of service including, but not limited to, the following costs: 

-generator construction; 
-generator operation and maintenance; 
- transmission interconnection and 3rd party transmission service; 
-gas pipeline interconnection including lateral pipeline (or other fuel delivery capital and O&M costs); and 
-cost offuel (as applicable); 

(ii) the terms, conditions, and other facets of the RFP are acceptable, except as specifically noted on Form# 9; (iii) the 
Completion Security and Performance Security described in Section N of the RFP document are acceptable and there are 
no pending legal or civil actions that would affect the ability of the Proposer and/or it guarantor to maintain these security 
amounts; (iv) the proposal has been submitted in the legal name of the entity which would be bound by any resulting 
contract; and (v) the proposal is binding, definitive, and firm and will remain open for 180 days from the Proposal Due Date. 

Name of Legal Entity: 

State of Incorporation: 

Business Address: 

Name of Person Certifying Proposal: 

Title: 

Date: 

Telephone: 

Signature:* 

E-Mail: 

(* An Officer of the proposing company must sign a copy of this form which is included in each of the 
five (5) bound hard copies of the proposal.) 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 271 of 309

APPENDIXD 

D.l Evaluation Methodology- Overall 
Process 

D.2 Transmission Integration & Losses 

D.3 Net Equity Adjustment 

D- 1 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 272 of 309

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

D-2 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 273 of 309

D.l. Evaluation Methodology - Overall Process 

A. Overview 

The objective of the evaluation methodology is to determine the best 
generation capacity option(s) that meet the RFP eligibility requirements 
and FPL's RFP capacity need requirements that start in June 2019. The 
determination will be made after analyses of eligible proposals received in 
response to this RFP and FPL's next planned generating unit (NPGU) that 
is presented in the main body of this RFP. 

An individual proposal may meet the 2019 need requirement by itself (as 
FPL's NPGU will do). Individual proposals that only partially satisfy the 
2019 need requirement may be paired with other proposals in a portfolio 
of proposals that together meet the 2019 need requirement. Once 
portfolios have been developed that each meet FPL's 2019 need 
requirement, the next step is to develop multi-year resource plans. Each 
resource plan will incorporate: an individual proposal that fully meets 
FPL's 2019 resource need, FPL's NPGU that also fully meets FPL's 2019 
resource need, or one of the portfolios of smaller proposals. Filler units 
will then be added in each resource plan to meet FPL's projected annual 
resource needs after 2019. 

These resource plans will then be evaluated using a multi-year analysis 
approach that allows examination of both short-term and long-term 
impacts to FPL's system from the generation options. These analyses will 
utilize both economic and non-economic perspectives. 

The economic analyses will provide a total system perspective including 
economic impacts related to: new generation costs, system fuel costs, 
transmission costs, environmental compliance costs, and FPL's cost of 
capital. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing 
resource plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with 
the intent of minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate 
Impact Measure or RIM methodology). However, in cases such as a 
generation-only RFP evaluation in which FPL's demand side management 
(DSM) plans are unchanged, comparisons of competing resource plans' 
impacts on a levelized system average electric rate basis and on a 
cumulative present value system revenue requirements (CPVRR) basis 
will yield identical rankings of the options being evaluation. For this 
reason, and because it is a simpler process to perform CPVRR-based 
analyses than it is to perform levelized system average electric rate 
analyses, the economic analyses for this RFP competing resource plans 
evaluated in the RFP analyses will be evaluated on a CPVRR basis. 
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The economic analyses of proposals received in response to this capacity 
RFP will use a similar process to that used in analyses that led to the 
identification of FPL's NPGU. In its economic evaluation, FPL plans to 
use the UPLAN production costing model for detailed production costing 
work. If a large number of eligible proposals are received iri response to 
this RFP, FPL may also use the EGEAS optimization model to perform 
ranlcings of the resource plans. The highest ranlcing (i.e., lowest CPVRR 
cost) resource plans would then be evaluated using the UPLAN production 
costing model and FPL's Fixed Cost Spreadsheet. The Fixed Cost 
Spreadsheet is used to develop the fixed costs associated with each of the 
resource plans. These fixed costs include costs (as applicable) for: capital 
for new generation, fixed O&M, capital replacement, firm gas 
transportation, capacity payments, etc. If the number of eligible proposals 
received is relatively small, FPL may elect to not utilize the EGEAS 
model. In addition, the analyses will also utilize various spreadsheets that 
are discussed later in this Appendix. 

All economic analyses steps will use consistent assumptions regarding 
fuel costs, environmental compliance costs, load growth, and generation 
expansion plan addition options. A designated FPL Fossil Fuel Price 
Forecast and the FPL Environmental Compliance Cost Forecast will be 
utilized in these economic analyses. (The FPL Fossil Fuel Price Forecast 
and the FPL Environmental Compliance Cost Forecast will be posted on 
the RFP website once the RFP document is issued.) In addition, load 
growth will be modeled using FPL's current Load Forecast and FPL's 
approved DSM Goals. The resulting projected firm peak load growth will 
require additional generation beginning in 2019, and in years beyond 
2019, to maintain FPL's required reserve margin levels. 

Some of the forecasts and assumptions that will be utilized in the 
economic analyses are different from those presented in, and utilized in 
the development of FPL's 2014 Ten Year Site Plan (Site Plan). Appendix 
E presents a list of some of the key forecasts that have changed from those 
used in developing the resource plan that was previously presented in the 
2014 Site Plan. (FPL will file its 2015 Site Plan on April1, 2015, i.e., after 
the release of this RFP.) Largely as a result of these updated forecasts, 
FPL's current resource plan is different from that presented in the 2014 
Site Plan. Appendix E also discusses key changes in FPL's resource plan 
through the year 2019. 

Non-economic analyses will be performed to evaluate certain risks for 
each portfolio. These analyses will include, but not necessarily be limited 
to, examining the following: 1) risks associated with an eligible proposal, 
2) projected FPL system emissions for each portfolio, and 3) projected 
FPL system fuel mix for each portfolio. The results of the non-economic 
analyses will then be combined with the results of the economic analyses 
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in order to determine the best overall portfolio with which to serve FPL's 
customers. 

The economic analysis will be coordinated and largely conducted by 
FPL's Resource Assessment & Planning Department. An external 
consultant, Sedway Consulting (Sedway), will serve as an Independent 
Evaluator and conduct parallel economic evaluations using a different 
model(s). Both FPL and Sedway will evaluate FPL's NPGU and eligible 
proposals received in response to the RFP. Other external consultants may 
be used in analyzing impacts or costs regarding transmission integration, 
transmission losses, and/or natural gas delivery aspects of the evaluation 
depending upon the number and/or complexity of the proposals received. 

The non-economic analysis will be conducted by several FPL departments 
which may also utilize other independent consultants in their assessments. 
The coordination of the non-economic analysis work, and the integration 
of the results of the economic and non-economic analyses, will be 
performed by FPL' s Resource Assessment & Planning Department. 

The evaluation of eligible proposals, the NPGU, and the resulting resource 
plans will be conducted using an eight (8) step process that is summarized 
below. 

Step 1: Initial Screening for Eligibility 

This initial step determines whether proposals satisfY the Minimum 
Requirements for Proposals and the Minimum Requirements 
Pursuant to Purchase Agreement (Sections III and IV, respectively, 
of the main body of the RFP). Proposals that do not satisfY these 
Minimum Requirements will be deemed ineligible and will be 
returned to the Proposer, along with 50% of the RFP Evaluation Fee, 
and will not be evaluated further. 

Step 2: Economic Evaluation of Individual Proposals (if 
applicable) 

In order to assist in the analysis of a potentially large number of 
eligible proposals that might be received in response to this RFP, 
an economic ranking of individual eligible proposals may be made 
based on their individual impact to the FPL system. The results of 
such an analysis would be used to rank proposals based on their 
individual economic merit. If there are significant differences in 
the projected economic impacts to the FPL system among the 
proposals, these results may be used to reduce the number of 
proposals that are carried forward to the next steps of the economic 
evaluation. Proposals that are not evaluated beyond this step will 
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have been shown to be non-competitive by comparison of their 
results to the results of other proposals that do proceed in the 
evaluation. 

The Step 2 analyses, if applicable, will likely be performed utilizing 
the EGEAS optimization model. These analyses of individual 
proposals will address FPL system cost impacts such as capital, 
capacity payments, fixed and variable O&M, capital replacement, 
firm gas transportation, system fuel, system environmental 
compliance costs, and other impacts effects from a resource plan 
perspective, including the ability of a proposal to help meet post-
2019 resource needs. 

If there are a relatively small number of eligible proposals, FPL may 
choose to forego this step of evaluating individual proposals and 
proceed to the creation and evaluation of portfolios and/or resource 
plar1s. 

Step 3: Creation and Initial Evaluation of Portfolios 
and/or Resource Plans 

Eligible proposals that remain after Step 1 (and, if applicable, Step 2) 
will then be incorporated into resource plans for further analyses. If a 
proposal is large enough by itself to meet FPL's 2019 resource 
needs, this proposal will be the only generation addition assumed to 
be added in 2019. Smaller proposals that cannot, by themselves, fully 
meet FPL's 2019 resource needs, would be combined, if possible, 
into a portfolio of proposals that in combination meets the 2019 
resource need. Then large proposals and portfolios of smaller 
proposals will be incorporated into separate multi-year resource 
plans that address 30 years beyond 2019. In addition, a separate 
resource plan will assume the NPGU alone is added in 2019. 

Each resource plan will then be evaluated for all system cost impacts, 
such as capital and other fixed costs, fuel and other variable costs, 
transmission interconnection· and integration costs, system losses, 
and system environmental costs. These analyses will be performed 
utilizing FPL's Fixed Cost Spreadsheet and the UPLAN production 
costing model. FPL will utilize its Fixed Cost Spreadsheet to develop 
the fixed costs associated with each of the resource plans. These 
fixed costs include costs for: capital, fixed O&M, capital 
replacement, firm gas transportation, and capacity payments. 

The UPLAN production costing model will be used to develop the 
variable annual costs of system operation for the resource plans. 
(The UPLAN model will be used by FPL in FPL's fuel cost 
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recovery filings beginning in 2015, as well as in other production 
cost applications, and was used in the identification of FPL's 
NPGU for this capacity RFP.) This detailed, hourly production 
costing model will develop the projected annual fuel and variable 
O&M costs for each of the resource plans. This production costing 
model will also account for limitations on the amount of power 
that can be imported into the Southeastern Florida area and the 
corresponding impacts on the operation of FPL generating units 
located in Southeastern Florida. The UPLAN model, and 
potentially additional spreadsheet analysis, will be used to develop 
the environmental compliance costs of each portfolio. 

Step 4: Development of Additional System Costs for 
Resource Plans 

At the conclusion of Step 3, competitive resource plans will then 
undergo additional economic analyses as well as a non-economic 
evaluation. In Step 4, four additional system cost areas will be 
specifically developed for each resource plan, as applicable. These 
system costs are: (a) transmission-related costs, (b) fuel system
related costs, (c) greenhouse gas (GHG) emission-related costs, and 
(d) the net impact on FPL' s cost of capital. In regard to the first two 
of these cost items, the specific siting of the proposed generation will 
be a key factor. 

4a. Transmission-Related Costs 

The following transmission-related costs will be calculated: 
transmission integration costs; 
costs related to system capacity (MW) losses at FPL's system 
peale hour and costs related to system annual energy (MWh) 
losses; and, 
impacts of the resource plans on maintaining a balance 
between load and generation in the Southeastern Florida 
region (i.e., Miami-Dade and Broward counties). 

The transmission integration facilities that are needed for each 
resource plan will be determined first. Next, costs for these 
integration facilities will be calculated. A transmission system 
analysis will then be conducted of each resource plan assuming 
that these integration facilities are in place. This analysis will serve 
as the basis to estimate the transmission system capacity losses at 
the system peak hour and annual energy losses associated with the 
resource plan. Costs will be assigned to these projected losses. In 
addition, the location of proposed generation capacity in each 
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resource plan will be evaluated in regard to how it is projected to 
affect FPL' s ability to maintain a balance between load and 
generation in the Southeastern Florida region consisting of Miami
Dade and Broward counties. Proposed generation capacity that is 
located in that region may be credited with the benefit of 
avoiding/deferring the costs of transmission projects projected to 
maintain this balance. (In addition, the production costing analyses 
will automatically account for the impact of the location of 
proposed generation capacity on the dispatch of FPL's generation 
system.) 

Other transmission-related costs, including transmission 
interconnection costs and the costs of 3rd party transmission 
services (if applicable), are to be included in the price provided for 
each individual proposal. These items are discussed in more detail 
in Section D.2. below. (The cost of the NPGU presented in the 
main body of this RFP includes both transmission interconnection 
and integration costs.) 

4b. Fuel Svstem-Related Costs 

As applicable, a more detailed analysis of the fuel system-related 
costs for each resource plan will be developed. Such an analysis 
will utilize the specific location of the generator(s) contained in the 
portfolio and the designated natural gas pipeline(s) to provide a 
more definitive estimate of the firm fuel transportation costs 
required to provide the necessary firm transportation at the 
appropriate pressures and volume to the portfolio consistent with 
FPL's normal fuel system management practices. 

In addition, FPL will be evaluating the portfolio and resource plan 
to identify if "upstream" capital costs associated with additional 
natural gas pipeline and/or compression facilities will be needed to 
supply the proper volume and pressure of natural gas to the units in 
the portfolio. 

4c. GHG Emission-Related Costs 

For evaluation purposes, carbon dioxide (C02) emission will serve 
to represent GHG emissions. All proposals will be required to 
provide the C02 emission rates (lbs/MMBtu) of each proposed 
individual unit or, in the case of a system sale, the projected annual 
system emission rates (tons/MWh), for C02 emissions. FPL will 
use these emission rates to calculate FPL's total projected annual 
system C02 system emissions (tons) for each resource plan that 
includes one or more proposals. This approach will also apply to 
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the resource plan with the NPGU. FPL and Sedway will then 
apply FPL's current projection of annual C02 emission costs 
($/ton) to these annual C02 emissions so that the total annual 
emission costs that could be attributable to all energy generated to 
meet FPL customers' needs ("annual C02 emission costs for FPL 
total energy") are calculated for each resource plan. FPL' s projection 
of annual C02 emission costs ($/ton) will be posted on the RFP 
website once the RFP is issued. From these annual C02 emission 
costs, FPL will calculate a CPVRR C02 emission cost value for the 
length of the analysis period for each resource plan. This CPVRR 
C02 emission cost value will then be added to the projected fixed 
and variable CPVRR cost for the resource plan in the same way that 
CPVRR costs for transmission integration, losses, and net equity 
adjustment (see below) will be added. Together, the sum of all of 
these CPVRR costs will represent the total CPVRR cost for the 
resource plan. 

4d. Net Equity Adjustment 

FPL will also estimate the impact to FPL's cost of capital associated 
with entering into a new purchased power agreement(s). The costs 
of the resulting impact on FPL' s capital structure are referred to as an 
equity adjustment. It is also recognized that a power purchase 
agreement also has the potential to mitigate completion and/or 
performance risks that would otherwise be borne by FPL if FPL were 
to construct a new generating unit. FPL assigns a cost savings to 
these "mitigating factors" and subtracts these values from the equity 
adjustment amount to derive a net equity adjustment. An explanation 
of the net equity adjustment evaluation, including an example 
calculation, is presented in Section D.3. below. 

Step 5: Detailed Evaluation of Total System Costs 

In Step 5, the CPVRR costs for each resource plan calculated in 
Step 3 are added to the additional system costs developed in Step 4 
to produce a total system CPVRR cost for each resource plan. This 
total cost value represents the result of the full economic 
evaluation for each resource plan. The results for each resource 
plan, presented in CPVRR form, will be compared to the results 
for all other resource plans. 

Step 6: Non-Economic Evaluation of Portfolios 

A non-economic evaluation will be conducted on parameters that, 
by their nature, are unable to be integrated into the economic 
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evaluation. These parameters describe factors that represent 
elements of risk that FPL must evaluate in all generation addition 
scenarios as well as other non-economic factors such as projections 
of syste"!ll emissions and system fuel mix. Detailed information 
requirements designed to assist FPL in certain aspects of the non
economic evaluation are outlined in the submittal forms in this 
RFP that are presented and discussed in Appendix C. These 
submittal forms will be used to evaluate specific risk-related 
parameters that can be summarized as falling into one or more of 
the following three areas: 

6a. Environmental Area 

• Items related to the Proposer's ability to successfully 
complete the permitting and siting aspects of the project as 
proposed and maintain compliance with applicable rules 
and regulations. 

6b. Technical/Operational Area 

• Items related to the long-term operational performance, 
reliability, and maintainability of the proposed generating 
alternatives. 

6c. Project Execution Area 

• Items related to the exceptions stated to the RFP and the 
impact of those exceptions. 

• Items that relate to the Proposer's ability to complete the 
development, construction, and operational aspects of the 
project as proposed. 

Proposals that exhibit strong potential in the economic evaluation, 
but are unclear in certain non-economic evaluation areas, may be 
considered for a Panel Review. The Panel Review, if necessary, 
would provide for an exchange between the Proposer(s) and FPL 
panelists regarding the non-economic evaluation areas. This would 
allow for a more complete exchange of information in the 
important areas. Proposers will be notified individually if a need 
for a Panel Review is indicated, and a mutually convenient time 
will be arranged. 
The specific key parameters for each of these 3 areas are presented 
in Tables D.l - 1 through D.l - 3 that follow. 
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Table D.l - 1 Environmental Area Parameters 

Compliance Experience 
Control Technology 
Violation/Non- Compliance 

Proposed Project 
Licensing/Permitting 
PPSA/Permitting Issues 
PSD/NSR Issues 
Land Use Issues 
Protected Species Issues 
Zoning Issues 
Variance Required 
Exceptions Required 
Community Outreach .Plan 
Water Supply Strategy 
Water Discharge Strategy 

FL Permitting Experience 
PPSA 
Non- PPSA 

Other Infrastructure 
Water Supply or Discharge Easements 
Transportation Access 
Fuel Supply Easements 
Transmission Line Easements 

Table D.l - 2 Technical/Operational Area Parameters 

Technology 

Configuration 

Operational Limitations 

Fuel 

Guaranteed Firm Capacity 

Guaranteed Heat Rate 

Commercial Availability 

Generating Units' Operating & Maintenance Experience 
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Table D.l - 3 Project Execution Area Parameters 

Nature of Exceptions 

Impact to Risk Profile 

Departure from Scope 

Probability of Resolution 

Development Experience 

Design/Construct Experience 

Operational Experience 

Step 7: Best and Final Offer Evaluation 

After the economic results from Step 5 and the non-economic 
results from Step 6 are developed, the overall economic and non
economic profile of each resource plan based on a single proposal 
or portfolio of proposals will be examined and compared to the 
resource plan that includes FPL's NPGU. At that time, FPL will 
decide whether it will select a Short List of Proposers. If so, FPL 
may request from these Short Listed Proposers a Best and Final 
Offer ("BAFO"). In this case, FPL would then evaluate these 
BAFOs to develop the final economic and non-economic 
evaluations. 

If the results of the evaluation indicate that the additional step of 
selecting a Short List of Proposers is not necessary or appropriate, 
FPL will base its decision on the evaluation (economic and non
economic) performed on the original proposals. 

Step 8: Final Selection 

The results of FPL's economic and non-economic evaluation will 
be presented to an FPL Management Review Team. The 
Management Review Team will then make a selection based on 
sound business practices and the best interests of FPL' s customers. 

D- 12 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 283 of 309

D.2 Transmission Integration and Losses 

A. Overview 

In its evaluation of proposals received in response to this RFP, FPL will be 
evaluating five transmission-related costs associated with FPL's 
transmission system for individual proposals or for portfolios of proposals. 
These five costs are: 

1) transmission interconnection costs (as applicable); 
2) third party transmission service costs (as applicable); 
3) transmission integration costs; 
4) costs of transmission system losses; and 
5) cost impacts of the resource plans on maintaining a balance between 

load and generation in the Southeastern Florida region (i.e., Miami
Dade and Broward counties). 

Noting that the transmission interconnection and third party transmission 
service costs are to be provided by each Proposer for their individual 
proposal(s), each of these 5 categories of transmission-related costs are 
discussed below. 

1. Transmission Interconnection Costs (as applicable) 

As discussed in Appendix C, Form# 5, a Proposer whose proposal is 
based partially or totally on generators that need to be constructed 
and connected to a transmission system must include all costs of this 
interconnection in the proposal's Guaranteed Capacity Payment. In 
addition, these interconnection costs must be separately broken out 
on Form # 5 so that FPL may judge the reasonableness of this 
estimate. FPL reserves the right to review and, if it deems necessary, 
to adjust this estimate accordingly to provide a more accurate 
interconnection cost based on FPL' s knowledge and experience with 
the transmission system. Proposers will be notified of any such 
adjustments affecting their proposal(s). 

All proposals that are based partially or totally on generators that 
need to be constructed and connected to the transmission system 
must also demonstrate per instructions on Form# 5 that they have a 
valid completed application for Generator Interconnection Service 
("GIS") in the FPL GIS Queue, or with the applicable third party if 
the new generator is to be connected to a third party's transmission 
system. 
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The process for requesting GIS and having a completed GIS 
application on the FPL system is delineated in FPL' s Open Access 
Transmission Tariff. 

2. Third Party Transmission Service Costs (as applicable) 

As discussed in Appendix C, regarding Form# 5, to the extent the 
generator(s) is connected to the transmission system of a third party, 
the Proposer shall include any and all third party transmission service 
costs in the Guaranteed Capacity Payment. 

In addition, the Proposer shall state on Form# 5 whether such long
term transmission rights for third party transmission service has been 
requested and/or already procured for ·a portion of or all of the 
generation capacity being offered. To the extent a request for such 
long - term firm transmission rights has been made, but not yet 
procured, the Proposer shall provide all available studies and 
information associated with such request( s ). 

Finally, the Proposer shall also state on Form # 5 the transmission 
losses associated with the third party transmission service which are 
accounted for as the Proposer developed the Total Guaranteed Firm 
Capacity (as delivered to FPL's system) values on Form# 4. 

3. Transmission Integration Costs 

The transmission integration costs are based on all modifications 
(new facilities and facility upgrades) to the FPL transmission system 
that are necessary to physically transfer the proposed power from the 
FPL System Receipt Point to the load center consistent with 
reliability standards for 2019 conditions. The latest available Florida 
Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) peale load flow case 
representing the year 2019 (updated as necessary to reflect the latest 
available information) will be used as the basis for determining the 
transmission integration modifications needed. Once these 
modifications are determined, costs for these modifications will be 
estimated. These costs will then be assigned to the resource plan in 
question. The process of determining the needed transmission 
integration modifications generally consists of three steps. 

Integration Cost Step 1: Identify Needed New/Upgraded 
Facilities 

The first step is to perform screening studies to identify new facilities 
and facility upgrades that would be needed to integrate the proposals, 
portfolios of proposals, and/or the NPGU in each resource plan into 
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the transmission system as a network resource for FPL. The type of 
studies that will be performed are considered screening type studies 
since they are not as comprehensive as studies that are normally 
performed for a specific request for transmission service. However, 
the screening type studies are sufficient to provide a reasonable 
estimate of the upgrades and facilities necessary to integrate each 
portfolio into the FPL system meeting the same reliability standards 
for comparison purposes. The analysis will assure that the FPL 
transmission system is planned with sufficient capability such that 
FPL can serve its customers and meet its transmission service 
obligations beginning in the year 2019 consistent with NERC, 
FRCC, and FPL standards. 

Each of the resource plans will be subjected to contingency 
screening of all transmission elements and generators, and the 
transmission system is monitored for violations of NERC, FRCC, 
and FPL standards. Contingency screening tests will be performed 
at summer peak load conditions with all FPL generators/facilities 
assumed available and economically dispatched. Further, the 
generator deemed most critical to that case will be assumed to be 
unavailable, and the remaining FPL generators will be dispatched 
to mitigate, if practicable, violation of reliability criteria for all 
contingencies tested. Violations of reliability criteria found on the 
FPL system are resolved by acceptable remedial action (e.g., 
switching), facility upgrades, or by new facilities, as appropriate. 
All proposed solutions will be subsequently introduced into the 
appropriate case and tested in order to verify the completeness of 
the solution. 

During these studies, potential violations may be noticed on third 
party transmission systems. Should that occur, the following 
actions will be taken. The observance of such potential violations 
and the details surrounding these events will be communicated to 
the Proposer whose proposal is associated with the third party 
transmission system in question. Since the mitigation measures 
employed for the potential violations on third party systems will be 
at the discretion of, and based on the expertise of, third parties for 
their own transmission systems, identified potential violations will 
need to be communicated by the Proposer to the third party 
transmission system owner. Resolution of potential violations will 
be necessary if the proposal is selected to potentially meet FPL's 
need. As a result, any upgrades or facilities required on a third 
party system and attendant costs must be developed and provided 
by the Proposer so that they may be taken into consideration in the 
final evaluation. It is possible that a potential violation could be 
attributable in part to the portfolio combination of proposals being 
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reviewed (e.g., violation on transmission system X of Proposal A 
is aggravated by existence of Proposal B on FPL system). 
Analysis of this type would require a coordinated effort and the 
involvement of multiple parties. 

Integration Cost Step 2: Determine Total Cost of Needed 
Facilities 

Once a list of new facilities and upgrades on the FPL system 
required for integration is identified, the second step of the 
evaluation process of developing cost estimates for the new and 
upgraded transmission facilities commences. Based on the need 
for incremental transmission facilities identified in each resource 
plan, a cost estimate for the facilities is developed in a consistent 
manner for each resource plan. The estimates will be based on 
engineering judgment and readily available cost information, 
including cost information previously obtained from equipment 
manufacturers for transmission reinforcements of the type and 
capacity required. The estimates do not involve any field 
inspections, or detailed analysis of the type that would be 
performed in response to a specific request for interconnection or 
transmission service, but are adequate for their intended purpose. 

Integration Cost Step 3: Develop Monthly Cash Flows 

The final step in the process involves transforming the total 
transmission integration cost for resource plan developed in Step 2 
into an estimated monthly cash flow (including AFUDC, as 
appropriate) of the costs for the transmission projects. This will 
allow projected annual integration costs to be accounted for each 
resource plan. 

4. Costs of Transmission System Losses 

Each proposal, portfolio of proposals, and/or the NPGU in the 
resource plans will contain capacity additions at specific locations in 
relation to the FPL transmission system. Therefore, each resource 
plan will present a unique transmission loss impact when combined 
with the existing FPL transmission system. The difference in the 
economic impacts between resource plans related to losses will be 
estimated and applied in the economic comparison of resource plans. 

There are two types of losses that comprise total transmission losses 
for the system. In the analysis of the first type of loss, the generation 
capacity required to compensate for transmission losses is based on 
losses during peak load conditions. The second type of loss, energy 
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losses that occur over the entire year, will be estimated based on 
losses during peak load and average system load conditions. 

Transmission losses will vary from year-to-year with load growth, 
transmission system additions, and resource additions. It is not 
practicable to predict the amount of such variations due to the almost 
infinite combinations of future scenarios. It is, however, both certain 
and practical to assess the impact each portfolio would have in the 
2019 time frame of operation. Losses for all future years are 
calculated based on expected 2020 system conditions, while only 
accounting for term-of-service-related changes in a particular 
resource plan over time as discussed below. 

The losses for a given resource plan are determined, and costs are 
assigned to these losses, in a 3-step procedure discussed below. This 
discussion utilizes a hypothetical example to explain the loss 
evaluation and cost assignment methodologies. In this example, it is 
assumed that a hypothetical resource plan has a 1 ,200 MW proposed 
purchase for 20 years starting in 2019. At the end of the 20-year 
purchase term, the proposed 1,200 MW purchase capacity is replaced 
by filler units. 

Cost of Losses Step 1: Calculation of Peak Load and Average 
Load Losses 

a) Peak Load Losses 

The required FPL transmission system integration upgrades will be 
incorporated into the FRCC load flow base case (updated with the 
latest available information), resulting in a modified, resource plan
specific load flow case. The modified load flow case is set up with 
the proposal, portfolio of proposals, and/or the NPGU on-line at full 
output, and the remaining system resources are dispatched 
economically. The losses (MW) at the peak load hour on the FPL 
transmission system (Peale Load Losses) are then calculated. 

The resource plan associated with the lowest system Peak Load 
Losses for the year 2019 will be designated as the "reference" 
resource plan for both the 2019 Peak Load Losses and Average Load 
Losses analyses. The difference between system Peale Load Losses 
associated with each resource plan and with the reference resource 
plan will be calculated for 2019. 

Starting with the year 2019, the total losses will remain constant for 
each resource plan for the 2019 - on time period until one of the 
components (proposal, portfolio of proposals, and/or the NPGU) 
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1 

reaches the end of its proposed term-of-service. If there are no 
changes to the reference resource plan during this period, the 
difference in transmission losses between the specific resource plan 
being evaluated and the reference resource plan will also be 
unchanged over this period. 

In the example, the MW differences in system Peak Load Losses 
associated with the hypothetical resource plan and with the reference 
resource plan can be seen in Column (8) of Table D.2- 1 below. 

For resource plans (including the actual reference resource plan) that 
have components whose proposed terms-of-service end prior to the 
end of the analysis period (as is the case with this hypothetical 
resource plan), the resource plan-specific load flow case mentioned 
above will be further modified. This additional modification will 
reflect the termination of a specific component along with a 
corresponding adjustment to the FPL load. The system Peak Load 
Losses associated with only the resource plan's remaining 
components are first calculated. Then, in order to compensate for the 
loss of the expired component's capacity, an equal amount of Filler 
unit capacity and load is introduced. This Filler unit capacity is 
assumed to have losses equal to FPL's current system average 
transmission losses (1.85% ). 1 

The losses associated with the reference resource plan are subtracted 
from the system Peak Load Losses associated with the remaining 
resource plan components, plus the Filler unit losses. The resulting 
system Peak Load Loss value associated with the resource plan is 
carried forward until another component of the resource plan reaches 
the end of its proposed term-of-service (if applicable). 

Note that the FPL system average transmission losses mentioned here are !lQ! the same as the Average Load Losses discussed later in this section. 
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Table D.2 -1 

Peak Load Losses Calculation fm~ 

E"<ample: For 2019, a 1,200 MW proposal fur 20 years 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

~(2)* (3) ~(4)+(5) ~(6)-(7) 

Difference in 
FPL FPL 

FPL Transmission Transmission 
Filler Transmission System Losses FPL System 

Capacity System with Transmission Losses 

Needed to Losses Resource System between 

replace with Plan's Losses Resource Plan In 
Resource Resource Remaining with the Question and 

Plan's Filler Filler Plan's Components+ Reference Reference 

Expired Capacity Capacity Remaining Filler Capacity Resource Resource 

Proposal! Components Losses Losses Components Losses Plan Plan 

Year (l200MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (lv!W) 

2019 1,200 1.85% 0 475 475 466 

2020 1,200 1.85% 494 494 474 20 

2021 1,200 1.85% 486 486 483 

2022 1,200 1.85% 514 514 507 

2023 1,200 1.85% 567 567 546 21 

2024 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

2025 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

2026 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

2027 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

10 2028 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

11 2029 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

12 2030 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

13 2031 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

14 2032 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

15 2033 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

16 2034 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

17 2035 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

18 2036 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

19 2037 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

20 2038 1,200 1.85% 567 567 574 (7) 

21 2039 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

22 2040 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

23 2041 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

24 2042 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

25 2043 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

26 2044 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

27 2045 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

28 2046 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

29 2047 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

30 2048 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 

31 2049 1,200 1.85% 22 567 589 574 16 
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b) Average Load Losses 

Another separate set of load flow cases is then created for 
each resource plan. This second set of load flow cases 
represent specific portfolios in 2019 - on, under FPL's 
average system load (i.e., 60% of peak) and typical operation 
of FPL's system (e.g., peaking generation type components 
off-line). For each resource plan, the transmission system is 
modified to include the same transmission upgrades required 
for that resource plan as applied to the load flow cases used 
for the Peak Load Losses evaluation. This system 
representation is used to calculate the transmission system 
losses on the FPL system at average system load (Average 
Load Losses) for each resource plan including the reference 
resource plan defmed in the Peak Load Losses calculations 
for years 2019- on. 

The difference between system Average Load Losses of each 
evaluated resource plan and the reference resource plan will 
be calculated for 2019. Thereafter, the difference amount is 
carried forward for each year until one of the components 
making up the resource plan (or one of the components in the 
reference resource plan) reaches the end of its proposed term
of-service. 

In the example, the differences between the system Average 
Load Losses associated with the hypothetical resource plan 
and with the reference resource plan can be seen in Column 
(8) of Tables D.2- 2 below. 

For resource plans that have components whose proposed 
terms-of-service end prior to the end of the analysis period, 
and which would have been on-line in the typical operation 
of the system at FPL's system average load, that component 
would be replaced with Filler unit capacity. The loss 
calculations in these instances will be based on the same 
2019 load flow case, but with the FPL load reduced by the 
amount of expired capacity and the existing FPL resources 
and the remaining resource components dispatched to 
represent typical operation of FPL's system (e.g., peaking 
type components off-line at this load level). In those 
circumstances in which a component is not typically in 
operation at FPL's average system load and whose term-of
service ends prior to the end of the analysis period, no Filler 
unit capacity is introduced for this analysis. 
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Table D.2 -2 

Average Load Losses Calculation fot~ 

&ample: For 2019, a 1,200 MW proposal for 20 years 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

=(2)' (3) =(4)+(5) =(6)-(7) 

Difference ill 
FPL FPL 

FPL Transmission Transmission 

Filler Transmission System Losses FPL System 

Capacity System with Transmission Losses 

Needed to Losses Resource System between 

replace with Plan's Losses Resource Plan in 
Resorce Resource Remaining with the Question and 

Plan's Filler Filler Plan's Components Reference Rdference 

E:<pired Capacity Capacity Remaining Filler Capacity Resource Resource 

Proposal! Components Losses Losses Components Losses Plan Plan 

Year (1200MW) (MW) (%) ~lW) (MW) ~W) (MW) (MW) 

2019 1,200 1.85% 0 248 248 238 10 

2020 1,200 1.85% 248 248 248 

2021 1,200 1.85% 248 248 241 7 

2022 1,200 1.85% 246 246 251 (5) 

2023 1,200 1.85% 246 246 272 (26) 

2024 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

2025 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

2026 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

2027 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

10 2028 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

11 2029 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

12 2030 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

13 2031 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

14 2032 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

15 2033 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

16 2034 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

17 2035 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

18 2036 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

19 2037 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

20 2038 1,200 1.85% 246 246 273 (27) 

21 2039 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

22 2040 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

23 2041 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

24 2042 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

25 2043 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

26 2044 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

27 2045 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

28 2046 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

29 2047 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

30 2048 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 

31 2049 1,200 1.85% 22 246 268 273 (5) 
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Cost of Losses Step 2: Calculation of Peak Hour Capacity 
Loss Costs: 

The cost of peak hour capacity losses associated with a 
resource plan is the product of the annual difference in the 
Peak Load Losses between a resource plan and the reference 
resource plan (calculated in Step 1) multiplied by a proxy 
purchase cost ($5/k:w-month), and then escalated annually 
throughout the analysis period. This proxy purchase cost 
represents the economic value needed to bring this reference 
plan into equivalence with the reference resource plan. 

An example of this calculation for the hypothetical resource 
plan is shown below in Table D.2- 3. 

An annual peal<: hour capacity loss cost is calculated for all 
years starting in 2019 and the annual costs are then present 
valued and summed. The sum of these present valued costs 
represents the difference in CPVRR cost of peal<: hour 
capacity losses associated with the resource plan relative to 
the reference resource plan. 

Cost of Losses Step 3: Calculation of Annual Energy Loss 
Costs: 

Both the differences for the Peal<: Load Losses and Average 
Load Losses between a resource plan and the reference 
resource plan (calculated in Step 1) are first converted to 
energy (MWh) values. The Peak Load Loss value is 
multiplied by 876 hours each year (representing 10% of the 
annual 8,760 hours) to derive an "on-peak" energy loss 
(MWh) value. These on-peak MWh values are then 
multiplied by projected on-peak marginal energy prices to 
derive on-peal<: energy loss costs for each resource plan 
relative to the reference resource plan. 

Similarly, the Average Load Losses value is multiplied by an 
appropriate (to the type of capacity being offered in the 
resource plan) number of hours to derive an "off-peak" 
energy loss (MWh) value. These off-peak MWh values are 
then multiplied by projected off-peak marginal energy prices 
to derive off-peak energy loss costs for each resource plan 
relative to the reference resource plan. 

These annual on-peak and off-peak energy loss costs are then 
summed to derive a total annual energy loss cost for each 
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resource plan relative to the reference resource plan. This 
total annual energy loss cost is calculated for all years 
starting in 2020. These annual costs are then present valued 
and summed. The sum of these present valued costs 
represents the difference in the CPVRR cost of energy losses 
associated with the resource plan relative to the reference 
resource plan. 

Tables D.2 - 3 and D.2 - 4 present an example of this 
calculation for the hypothetical resource plan. In Table D.2-
4, a set of marginal energy costs based on FPL's designated 
Fossil Fuel Price Forecast is used in this example. 
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10 

11 

12 

13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

Year 
2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

2022 

2023 

2024 

2025 

2026 

2027 

2028 

2029 

2030 

2031 

2032 

2033 

2034 

2035 

2036 

2037 

2038 

2039 

2040 

2041 

2042 

2043 

2044 

2045 

2046 

2047 

2048 

2049 

Table D.2 -3 

Calculation of Costs for Peak Hour Capacity Losses (MW) for: 

E"<llrnple: For 2019, a 1,200 MW Proposal for 20 years 

Discount Rate~ 7.51% 

Purchase Proxy Starting Cost ($/lnv)~ $5.00 

Annual Escalation Rate ·for Proxy Purchase~ 2.5% 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

~(1)*(3)*12 

Peak Hour 

Proxy Capacity 

Purchase Peak Load Loss Cost 

Cost Discount Loss Nominal 

($/kw-rno) Factor (MW) ' ($000) 

$0.00 1.000 0 $0 

$0.00 0.930 0 $0 

$0.00 0.865 0 $0 

$0.00 0.805 0 $0 

$5.00 0.749 9 $553 

$5.13 0.696 20 $1,215 

$5.25 0.648 3 $196 

$5.38 0.602 7 $463 

$5.52 0.560 21 $1,403 

$5.66 0.521 (7) ($441) 

$5.80 0.485 (7) ($452) 

$5.94 0.451 (7) ($464) 

$6.09 0.419 (7) ($475) 

$6.24 0.390 (7) ($487) 

$6.40 0.363 (7) ($499) 

$6.56 0.337 (7) ($512) 

$6.72 0.314 (7) ($525) 

$6.89 0.292 (7) ($538) 

$7.06 0.272 (7) ($551) 

S7.24 0.253 (7) ($565) 

$7.42 0.235 (7) ($579) 

$7.61 0.219 (7) ($593) 

$7.80 0.203 (7) (S608) 

$7.99 0.189 (7) ($623) 

$8.19 0.176 16 $1,544 

$8.40 0.164 16 $1,582 

$8.61 0.152 16 $1,622 

$8.82 0.142 16 $1,662 

$9.04 0.132 16 $1,704 

$9.27 0.122 16 $1,746 

$9.50 0.114 16 $1,790 

$9.74 0.106 16 $1,835 

$9.98 0.099 16 $1,881 

$10.23 0.092 16 $1,928 

$10.49 0.085 16 $1,976 

NPV Total ($000) = 
NPV Total ($millions);; 
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(5) 

=(2)*(4) 

Peak Hour 

Capacity 

Loss Cost 

NPV 

($000) 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$414 

$846 

$127 

$279 

$786 

($230) 

($219) 

($209) 

($199) 

($190) 

($181) 

($173) 

($165) 

($157) 

($150) 

($143) 

($136) 

($130) 

(Sl24) 

($118) 

$271 

$259 

$247 

$235 

$224 

$214 

$204 

$194 

$185 

$177 

$168 

---------------
$2,308 
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9 

10 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Table D.2- 4 

Calculation of Costs for Anmml Energy Lasses (MW) for: 

E'31Tple: for 2019, a 1,200 MW Proposal for 20 ye:m 

Year 

2D!5 
2Dl6 
2Dl7 
2Dl8 
2Dl9 
2D20 
2D21 
2D22 
2DD 
2D24 
2D25 
2D26 
2D27 
2D28 
2D29 
2030 
2D31 
2D32 

2033 
2D34 
2D35 
2D36 
2D37 
2D38 
2D39 
2D40 

2Dll 
2Dl2 
2D43 
2D44 
2Dl5 
2Dl6 
2Dl7 
2Dl8 
2D49 

On-Peak:Hours"" 876 (orlO"/oofallhours) 

Off-Peak Hours= 6,570 

Discount Factor= 7.51% 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
= (4)*0n-PeakHours = (1)>~'(5}11000 

On-Peak Off-Peak Peak load On-Peak:Hours On- PeakHours 

(7) (8) (9) 

""(1)"0tf-Pcak:Hours =(2)"'(8)/H:XXl 

Average Off-PeakHours Off- PeakHours 

(10) 
~(6)+(9) 

TotaJ 
Marginal Marginal Loss Annual Aunual Energy Load loss Annual AnnuAl Energy Annual Energy 
Energy 
Cost 

($/mwh) 

0 

' 0 
0 
0 

$55.94 
$!9.82 
$55,81 
$63.48 
$70.21• 
$62,85 
$63.53 
$58.11 
$60.67 
$58.85 

$62.76 
$66,32. 
$68.73 
$'"!0.61 
$74,01 
$76.25 
$78.95 
$83.21 
~5.80 
$89,87 
$92:9ot 
$91.35 

$100.71 
$105;53 

$110.41 
$115.07 
$119.92 
53)4.98 
$130.25 
$135,75 
$141,48 

Ene<gy from Energy Loss Cost from Energy Loss Cost Loss Cost 
Cost Discount TableD.2-l Loss Nominal TableD.2-2 Loss NorrinaJ Nominal 

($/mwhl Factor CMWl (MWID ' $000 cMW MWID $000) r $000) 

0 1.000 0 0 ro 0 0 9) 9) 

0 0.930 0 0 w 0 0 so so 
0 0.865 0 0 ro 0 0 so so 
0 0.805 0 0 ro 0 0 so so 

S35J2 0.749 9 8,077 ~52 10 61,715 $~273 $2,725 
$!0.20 0.696 20 17~01 $862 0 1,708 $69 $931 
$!t42 0.618 3 ~724 $152 7 47,895 $1,984 $2,136 
$47.75 0.602 7 6)72 $398 (5) (35)81) ($1,685) ($1,286) 
$50.90 0.560 21 18,55-t $1~03 (26) (173,615) ($8,838) ($7,536) 
$48.98 0.521 (7) (5,694) (53 58) (27) (178,967) ($8,766) ($9,124) 
$50.28 0.485 (7) (5,694) (Sl62) (27) (180,018) ($9,050) ($9,412) 
$50.38' 0.451 (7) (5,69<) ($331) (27) (180,018) ($9,068) ($9,399) 
$51.82 0.419 (7) (5,694) ($345) (27) (180,018) (59,328) ($9,673) 
$51,ql 0.390 (7) (5,69<) (S335) (27) (180,018) ($9,183) ($9,518) 
$52.01 0.363 (7) (5,694) ($357) (27) (180,018) ($9~67) ($9,725) 
$59.18 0.337 (7) (5,694) ($378) (27) (180,018) ($10,653) (511,030) 
$62.46 0.314 (7) (5,694) ($391) (27) (180,018) ($11)43) ($11,634) 
$65.36 0.292 (7) (5,69<) ($!02) (27) (180,018) ($11,766) (512,169) 
$6932 0.272 (7) (5,69<) ($!21) (27) (180,018) (512,478) ($12,900) 
$71.98 0.253 (7) (5,694) ($434) (27) (180,018) ($1~957) ($13,391) 
$74.66 0.235 (7) (5,694) ($450) (27) (180,018) ($13,441) (Sl3,890) 
$78.73 0.219 (7) (5,694) (S474) (27) (180,018) ($14,174) ($14,617) 
$8D8 0.203 (7) (5,694) ($489) (27) (180,018) ($14,831) (Sl5,319) 
$85.82 0.189 (7) (5,694) ($512) (27) (180,018) ($15,448) ($15,960) 
$89.87 0.176 16 13,753 $1)78 (5) (34,161) ($3,070) ($1,792) 
$94.34 0.161 16 13,753 $1,339 (5) (34,161) ($3,2D) ($1,884) 
$98.61 0.152 16 13,753 $1,385 (5) (34,161) ($3,369) ($1,984) 
$103,07 0.142 16 13,753 $1,451 (5) (34,161) ($3,521) ($2,070) 
$108.38 0.132 16 13,753 $1,518 (5) (34,161) ($3,703) ($2,184) 
$113.55 0.122 16 13,753 $1,583 (5) (34,161) ($3,879) ($2,297) 
$ll8.96 0.114 16 13,753 $1,619 (5) (34,161) ($!,061) ($2,415) 
$12M3 0.1()5 16 13,753 $1,719 (5) (34,161) ($!,258) ($2,539) 
$130.57 0.099 16 13,753 $1,791 (5) (34,161) ($4,461) (g669) 
$136,80 0.092 16 13,753 $1,867 (5) (34,161)' ($4,674) ($2,807) 
$143.32 0.085 16 13,753 $1,946 (5) (34,161) (~,896) ($2,951) 

NPV Total ($000) = 
NPV Total ($millions)= 

5. Cost Impacts Regarding Maintaining a Balance Between 
Load and Generation in the Southeastern Florida Region 

The location of proposed generation capacity in each resource plan 
will be evaluated in regard to how it is projected to affect FPL's 
ability to maintain a balance between load and generation in the 
Southeastern Florida region consisting of Miami-Dade and 
Broward counties. The analysis approach that will be used is the 
same as has been utilized in a number of FPL' s filings over the last 
several years including nuclear cost recovery and DSM. The 
projected costs of maintaining this balance solely through new 
transmission expenditures will first be developed. Then each 
resource plan will be analyzed to determine if the proposed 
location of the generation resources would avoid/defer any of these 
projected transmission expenditures. If so, then the resource plan 
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(11) 

~(3)'(10) 

~ 
Annual Energy 

Loss Cost 
NPY 
$000 

so 
so 
so 
so 

$2,039 

$618 
$1,383 
($775) 

($4,222) 
($4,755) 
($4,562) 
(S4,D8) 
($4,057) 
($3,713) 
(53,528) 

(S3,723) 
($3,652) 
($3,553) 
(S3,5(}!) 

($3,383) 
($3,261) 

($3,201) 
($3,ll4) 
($3,018) 
($315) 
($308) 
($302) 
($293) 
($288) 
($281) 
($275) 
($269) 
($263) 
($257) 
($252) 

---
($59,295) 
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may be credited with the benefit of avoiding/ deferring the costs of 
these transmission projects. 

D.3 Net Equity Adjustment. 

A. Explanation of Equity Adjustment 

In order to fairly evaluate the total cost of competing resource 
plans, FPL will consider the impact that the potential selection of 
each resource plan would have on FPL' s overall capital structure. 
FPL's NPGU assumes financing of incremental costs at 59.62% 
equity, 40.38% debt, and these financing costs are included in the 
total cost ofFPL's NPGU. 

Consistent with that approach, an adjustment will be made to the 
total cost of other resource plans containing purchased power 
obligations to reflect the fact that such obligations draw upon the 
debt capacity of FPL and, all other things being equal, must be 
offset by increasing the ratio of equity in FPL's capital structure. 
This is necessary to ensure that resource plans are compared 
against one another in a manner that is neutral relative to FPL's 
capital structure. Rating agencies explicitly evaluate purchase 
power obligations and, based on that examination, the rating 
agencies attribute a portion of the net present value (NPV) of the 
obligations under each power purchase agreement to the utility's 
balance sheet as a debt equivalent. The effect of this adjustment is 
to increase the relative share of debt and debt-like instruments in 
the capital structure. Therefore, FPL will calculate the incremental 
cost of the equity required to rebalance the capital structure at 
59.62% equity, 40.38% debt to obtain a complete assessment of 
the related costs to FPL associated with each resource plan. 

Standard & Poor's ("S & P") methodology will be used to 
calculate the debt equivalent that would be added to FPL' s capital 
structure. S & P begins by taking the NPV of the annual capacity 
payments over the life of the power purchase contract using a 7% 
discount factor. To determine the debt equivalent, the NPV is then 
multiplied by a risk factor. Based on the guidelines provided by S 
& P for utilities with a clause recovery mechanism (such as is the 
case for FPL), a 25% risk factor will be used to calculate the debt 
equivalent. 

Once the debt equivalent has been determined, the amount of 
equity required to rebalance the capital structure will be calculated. 
The equity adjustment represents the net present value of the 
incremental cost of equity (versus debt) required to rebalance the 
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capital structure. A detailed example of the calculation of the 
equity adjustment is presented in Table D.3 - 1 at the end of this 
section. 

B. Mitigating Factors 

While the S & P methodology takes a broad look at the debt 
equivalence of purchase power obligations, there may be other 
factors which may be considered as mitigating the effect of such 
purchased power obligations. The following subsections discuss 
those factors that, in FPL's review, may offer some mitigation and 
can be quantified. These factors will be reflected as credits in the 
development of a modified or net equity adjustment factor. 

1) Mitigation Offered by Completion Security 

When FPL enters into a purchased power agreement (PP A) 
associated with a new unit to be constructed, the Proposer will 
provide Completion Security to address the delivery risks 
associated with completing the project. Many of these risks can be 
combined and represented as the risk of delivering less capacity 
than that proposed, and upon which the selection was made and a 
PP A was executed. Under an FPL self-build option, there is some 
small probability that such an event might occur, and that impact 
might not be mitigated by FPL' s contractual arrangements. If this 
occurred and it was determined by the FPSC that FPL was not 
imprudent, any incremental cost caused by such a delivery 
shortage may be allowed to be recovered from FPL' s customers. 

If this same sequence of events occurred under a PP A associated 
with a unit to be constructed, in the form contemplated by FPL, the 
Completion Security could mitigate the impact of those costs on 
FPL' s customers. This would be the source of mitigation provided 
by the PP A Completion Security that is different from an FPL self
build option. 

In order to assess a quantitative value that could be assigned to this 
mitigation, both the risk of occurrence and the economic 
magnitude of the occurrence of a delivery shortage must be 
estimated. 

FPL reviewed the history ofFPL self-build projects relevant to this 
RFP to determine the probability of a delivery shortage. These 
combined cycle projects represented approximately 6,745 MW of 
planned capacity. The data showed that some projects over
delivered while others under-delivered. As a conservative 
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approach, overages were not allowed to offset shortages. On this 
basis, a total shortage of 14 MW was seen over the projected 
approximately 6,745 MW resulting in a probability of delivery 
shortage of 0.21 %. 

The economic impact of a delivery shortage can be identified as 
represented by the Completion Security amount established by 
FPL. It is noted that this amount could be mitigated by many 
factors for specific occurrences; e.g., component performance 
guarantees, engineering - procurement - construction (EPC) 
guarantees and Liquidated Damages (LD's), but represents a 
"worst case" value that is conservatively derived and applied to the 
favor of the Proposer in developing the mitigation credit. 

The value of the mitigation provided by a PP A would be the 
product of the probability of delivery shortage (risk) and the 
Completion Security amount (magnitude) identified in Section IV 
of the RFP document. 

The following example demonstrates the Completion Security 
mitigating factor calculation for a proposal based on a new 
generating unit: 

Pos =Probability ofFPL Delivery Shortage= 0.21% 
CS =Completion Security= $200,000 per MW 

CS Mitigation= CS * (Pos) = $200,000* (0.0021) = $420 per MW 
(Nominal$) 

2) Mitigation offered by Performance Security 

FPL recognizes that PPA-based capacity, if selected instead of an 
FPL self-build option, has the potential to provide better 
performance than that projected for FPL's NPGU at certain times. 
Therefore, FPL has calculated a Performance Mitigating Factor 
that attributes an appropriate amount of credit to a PP A for this 
potential benefit. 

The Performance Mitigating Factor is not dependent upon the type 
or nature of the PP A in question. Instead, it is based on the 
projected forced outage factor (FOF) of FPL's NPGU in this RFP 
compared to recent FPL experience with the type of new units 
installed and operated by FPL that are most similar to the NPGU of 
this RFP; i.e., combined cycle units. The most recent FPL 
combined cycle units are: Martin units 3, 4, and 8, Manatee unit 3, 
Turkey Point unit 5, and West County units 1, 2, and 3. 
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The actual/projected annual average FOF for these units over their 
projected life is 1.56%. The projected average annual FOF for 
FPL's NPGU is 1.1 %. Consequently, using the actual/projected 
annual average FOF for the previous FPL combined cycle units as 
a possible projection of the actual FOF for the similar, but 
different, technology of FPL's NPGU, yields a possible FOF 
annual differential of 0.46%. 

This translates to approximately 40 hours per full year (8,760 
hours/year x 0.0046 = 40 hours/year) in which the existing units on 
FPL's system might have to supply energy that is projected to be 
supplied by the NPGU. Then, using the same projection of FPL 
system marginal energy costs that is used in the calculation of the 
Costs of Transmission Losses in Section D.2 of this appendix, a 
calculation of the replacement energy costs for these 40 hours for 
each year is made. This annual nominal cost value is then present 
valued and added to the cumulative present value of these costs 
from prior years. This calculation is presented in Table D.3 - 2 at 
the end of this section. 

As seen in Table D.3 - 2, the values calculated are on a per MW 
basis and can vary according to the proposed term of the PP A. The 
actual Performance Mitigating Factor that will be applied to a PPA 
will depend both upon the proposed capacity (MW) and the 
proposed term-of-service. 

3) Application 

Once the appropriate Performance Mitigating Factor is calculated 
for a PP A, this mitigating factor, plus the Completion Security 
Mitigating Factor discussed above, will be subtracted from the 
Equity Adjustment value to derive a Net Equity Adjustment value 
for the PP A. This net value will be included in the final economic 
evaluation of all resource plans that include this PP A. 

An example application of the equity adjustment calculation, and 
the mitigating factors, to provide a net equity adjustment value is 
presented in the remainder of this section. 

C. Example Net Equity Adjustment Calculations 

The net equity adjustment calculations that FPL will use in its 
evaluation of purchased power Proposals received in response to 
this RFP are explained below using a hypothetical Proposal for 500 
MW starting in June 2019 through the end of 2030 at a constant 
price of $60/kw-yr (or $5/kw-month). 
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Table D.3 -1 presents the equity adjustment calculation. This is 
preceded by an explanation by column of the values in Table D.3 -
1. The first of the two mitigating factors is then discussed. Then 
Table D.3 - 2 presents the calculation of the second of the two 
mitigating factors. The net equity adjustment value is then 
calculated. 

Explanation of calculation by column: 

Column [K] =Projected Annual Capacity Payments in $/]cw-year 
(assuming a constant $5/kw-month payment.) 

Column [L] = Projected Annual Capacity Payments in $000 (Projected 
Annual Capacity Payments in $/kw-year *Proposal's Firm 
Capacity (MW) * PPA's Firm Capacity Ratio) /12 * 
number of months capacity is delivered) 

Column [M] =Net Present Value (NPV) of the total sum of remaining 
annual capacity payments with values discounted at the risk 
factor used by S&P's to value off-balance sheet purchase 
power obligations. 

Example: For 2019: NPV of capacity payments for 
(2019-2030) 
For 2020: NPV of capacity payments for 
(2020- 2030) 
For 2021: NPV of capacity payments for 
(2021 - 2030) 
Etc: 

Column [N] =Total imputed asset value (NPV of capacity payments in 
Column [3]* S&P Adjustment Factor) 

Column [0] =Equity Replaced to Rebalance (Total imputed asset value in 
Column [4] *Equity ratio) 

Column [P] =Equity Adjustment (Column [5]* Equity vs. Debt Cost 
Difference) . 
(Where Equity vs. Debt Cost Difference= ((Cost of 
Equity)/(1- Effective Tax Rate)) Cost ofDebt) 

NPV Total is discounted back to the current year (2015 in 
this example) using the after tax cost of capital discount 
rate. 
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Table D.J -1 

Equity Adjustment Calculation- Example Purchase 

Adjustment Factor 

Target Equity Ratio 

Eftective Tax Rate 

CostofDebt 

Notes 

A 

B 
c 
D 

25.00% Disc Rate fur Equity Adj (FPL 2014 WACC) 

59.62% Equity vs. Debt Pre-Tax Cost Diffurence 

38.58% Nameplate Capacity (MW) 

Discount Rate Applied to Capacity Charges 

Cost ofEquity (Allowed ROE) 

Period 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

2022 

2023 

2024 

2025 

2026 

2027 

2028 

2029 

2030 

K 

Projected 

CapacityChg 

($/kw-yr) 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

E 
F 

5.05% PPA Firm Capacity Ratio 

7.00% 

10.50% 

Equity Adjustment Calculation 

L=IxJxK M N=MxA 

Projected NPV 

Annual Capacity 

Capacity Payments Total Imputed 

Payments @ 7%(E) Asset Value 

($000) ($000) ($000) 

17,500 226,598 56,650 

30,000 224,960 56,240 

30,000 210,707 52,677 

30,000 195,457 48,864 

30,000 179,139 44,785 

30,000 161,679 40,420 

30,000 142,996 35,749 

30,000 123,006 30,751 

30,000 101,616 25,404 

30,000 78,729 19,682 

30,000 54,241 13,560 

30,000 28,037 7,009 

O=NxB 

Equity 

Replaced to 

Rebalance 

($000) 

33,774 

33,530 

31,406 

29,133 

26,701 

24,098 

21,314 

18,334 

15,146 

11,735 

8,085 

4,179 

€PVRR Equity Adjustment@ WACC (2015 $s) 

Notes: 
A) Per St!llldard & Poor's methodology for utilities, such as FPL, that have il clause recovery mechanism 

B) FPL target equity ratio 

C) FPL effectivetn.xrate 

D) FPL average cost of debt 

E) Discount applied to Capacity Charges per S&P 

F) FPL's allo\\l;!d ROE 

G) FPL incremental WACC (based on B,C,D,F above) 

H) Difference bct\vcen FPL's pre-tax cost of equity and debt 

I) &nn of capacity of P PA portfolio 

J) Firm capacity ratio of PP As 

K) Annual capacity payments calculated by multiplying the capacity charge, by the project nnmplnte capacity and the firm capacity ratio of 100% 

L) Annual capacity payments of PPA's 

M) PV of net capacity payments discounted at FPL's average cost of debt 

N) Per S&P methodology, apply a 25% adjustment fnctor for utilities \\ith clause recovery mechanisms to the NPVof capacity payments 

0) Equity required to rehalunce due to the additional imputed debt is calculated by multiplying the debt equivalence by the target equity ratio 

P) The equity adjustment is calculated as the equity replaced to rebalance, multiplied by the difference bet\\l;;:en the cost of equity and the pre-tax debt cost 

Q) The CPVRR of the equity adjustments discmmted at WACC. Represents the additional equity required to maintain the capital structures ratio considering the PPA as debt. 

D- 31 

Notes 

G 

H 
7.51% 

12.0% 

500 

100.0% 

P=OxH 

Equity 

Adjustment 

($000) 

4,068 

4,038 

3,783 

3,509 

3,216 
2,902 

2,567 

2,208 

1,824 

1,413 
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Completion Security Mitigation Example: 

The Completion Security Mitigating Factor would be credited by applying 
the amount previously calculated: 

CS mitigation/MW * Capacity * Net Present Value Factor for the year 
2019 =Completion Security Mitigation Factor 

$420/MW * 500 MW = $210,000 (Nominal$) or 
$210,000 * 0.749 = $157,290 (NPV $) 

Performance Mitigation Example: 

The Performance Mitigation value, in terms of$ per MW, is presented in 
the following table. 
In the table above, a 500 MW PPA with an in-service date of2019 and a 
term through the end of2030 would have a Performance Mitigation 
amount of: 

500 MW * $11,537/MW = $ 5,768,500 (NPV $) 

Net Equity Adjustment Example: 

In this example, the Completion Security Mitigation amount and the 
Performance Mitigation amount would be subtracted from the Equity 
Adjustment to yield a Net Equity Adjustment value for a resource plan 
that included this PP A of: 

$17,810,000- $157,290- $5,768,500 = $11,884,210 (NPV $) 
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Table D.3 -2 

Performance Mitigating Factor Calculation: for Bid with 2019 In-Service Date 
(Note: Values shown are "per M'V" values) 

Assumptions: Capacity level ( MW ) ~ 

Historical Average FOF value for CC units = 1.56% 

Projected Annual FOF value for NPGU = 1.10"/o 
Average Annual FOF 11 overage 11 for FPLCCs = 0.46% 

(!) (2) (3) (4) ~ (2) x(3) (5)~(J)x(3) (6) 

Average Nominal AnnualNPV Cumulative NPV 
Average Annual Marginal Replacement Replacement Replacement 

Discount Forced Outage Energy Energy Energy Energy 

Factor "Overage 11 Cost Cost Cost Cost 
Year 7.51% (MWHperMW) ($/MWH) ($/MW) ($/MW) ($/MW) 
2015 1.000 0 $31.55 $0 $0 $0 
2016 0.930 $35.50 $0 so $0 
2017 0.865 $31.44 $0 so $0 
2018 0.805 $33.90 so $0 $0 
2019 0.749 23 $33.30 $781 $585 $585 
2020 0.696 40 $39.64 $1,598 $1,113 $1,697 
2021 0.648 40 $43.01 $1,729 $1,120 $2,817 
2022 0.602 40 $45.94 $1,847 $1,113 $3,930 
2023 0.560 40 $48.39 $1,945 $1,090 $5,020 
2024 0.521 40 $49.99 $2,015 $1,050 $6,070 
2025 0.485 40 S52.38 $2,106 $1,021 $7,091 
2026 0.451 40 $53.14 $2,136 $963 $8,054 
2027 0.419 40 $54.06 $2,173 $911 $8,965 

10 2028 0.390 40 $56.51 $2,278 $889 $9,854 
II 2029 0.363 40 $58.93 $2,369 $860 $10,714 
12 2030 0.337 40 S60.69 $2,440 $823 $11,537 
13 2031 0.314 40 $62.57 $2,516 $790 $12,327 
14 2032 0.292 40 $65.23 $2,630 $768 $13,095 
15 2033 0.272 40 $68.08 $2,737 $743 $13,838 
16 2034 0.253 40 $69.67 $2,801 $708 $14,546 
17 2035 0.235 40 S70.99 $2,854 $671 $15,217 
18 2036 0.219 40 $72.38 $2,918 $638 $15,854 
19 2037 0.203 40 $74.58 $2,999 $610 $16,464 
20 2038 0.189 40 $77.31 $3,108 $588 $17,052 
21 2039 0.176 40 $79.28 $3,187 $561 Sl7,612 
22 2040 0.164 40 $82.61 $3,330 $545 $18,157 
23 2041 0.152 40 S85.92 $3,454 $526 $18,683 
24 2042 0.142 40 $89.12 $3,583 $507 $19,190 
25 2043 0.132 40 $92.47 $3,718 $489 $19,679 
26 2044 0.122 40 $96.31 $3,883 $475 $20,155 
27 2045 0.114 40 $100.30 $4,033 $459 S20,614 
28 2046 0.106 40 $104.47 $4,200 $445 $21,059 
29 2047 0.099 40 $108.81 $4,375 $431 $21,490 
30 2048 0.092 40 $113.33 $4,569 $419 $21,909 
31 2049 0.085 40 $118.03 $4,746 $405 $22,314 
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APPENDIXE 

Changes in Key Forecasts and FPL's Resource 
Plan from FPL's 2014 Ten-Ye~r Site Plan 
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FPL's 2014 Ten-Year Site Plan (Site Plan) was filed with the Florida Public 
Service Commission (FPSC) in April2014. This Site Plan, presented in Appendix 
A of this RFP document, addressed FPL' s resource planning work during ihe year 
2013 and the first quarter of 2014. Since the first quarter of 2014, a number of 
changes have occurred in regard to the forecasts that are used in FPL ;s resource 
planning work. Largely as a result of these changes to forecasts, FPL's current 
resource plan has also changed. The changes to these forecasts and FPL' s 
resource plan will be presented in FPL's 2015 Site Plan that will be filed with the 
Florida Public Service Commission on April1, 2015. 

For the benefit of potential bidders to this capacity RFP, two tables are presented 
below. Table E - 1 summarizes changes in key forecasts from those used in the 
2014 Site Plan work. Table E 2 summarizes key changes in FPL's resource plan 
through the year 2019 (the year for which capacity proposals are being sought 
with this RFP). 

Table E- 1 
Key Changes in Forecasts 

Item Ten Year Site Plan Current 

Date ofLoadForecast 10/1/2013 10/14/2014 

Included in FPL' s Not Included in FPL's 
Vero Beach load 

load forecast load forecast 

Date of Fuel Forecast 10/7/2013 11/3/2014 

Below are the forecasted finn gas prices for 2019 from the two fuel forecasts: 

- 2019 FGT Finn Gas Price $6.15/MMBTU $4. 70/MMBTU 

-2019 Gulfstream Gas 
$6.13/MMBTU $4.65/MMBTU 

Price 
- 2019 New Pipeline Gas 

$6.14/MMBTU $4.69/MMBTU 
Price 

As shown in Table E- 1, the October 2014 load forecast has now replaced the 
October 2013 load forecast that was used in the resource planning work that led to 
the 2014 Site Plan. The new load forecast no longer assumes that FPL will serve 
the electrical load of Vero Beach. In regard to the Summer 2019 peak load, the 
new October 2014 load forecast is approximately 150 MW higher than the 
October 2013 load forecast. 

Similarly, the November 2014 fuel cost forecast has now replaced the October 
2013 fuel cost forecast that was used in the resource planning work that led to the 

E-3 



Docket No. 15_________-EI 
FPL’s 2015 Capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) 

Exhibit SRS-1, Page 307 of 309

2014 Site Plan. As shown in the comparison of forecasted natural gas values for 
the year 2019, projected natural gas prices are now lower than previously forecast. 

In addition, FPL's resource plan has changed from that presented in its 2014 Site 
Plan. Table E - 2 presents the key changes in FPL's resource plan through the 
year 2019. 

Table E- 2 

Key Changes in FPL's Resource Plan Through 2019· 
(presented in approximate chronologieal order) 

Item 2014 Site Plan Current 

FPL DSM Additions 
34 53 

(approx. MW/year) 

Occurs by the end of Occurs by the end of 

Existing GT Replacement 
2018; Net effect of 2016; Net effect of 

approx. 25 5 MW approx. 40 MW 

capability reduction capability reduction 

Cedar Bay Expiration Date 
12/31/2024 12/31/2016 

(250 MW) 

3 - 74 MW (nameplate 

New Utility Scale Solar No additional solar AC) PV :facilities by the 
end of2016. 

2019 Unit (Summer MW) 1,269 MW CC 
1,622MWCC 
(FPL's NPGU) 

FPL's resource plan now shows an increase in annual DSM implementation (in 
terms of Summer MW peak load reductions) from approximately 34 MW/year 
assumed in FPL's 2014 Site Plan to approximately 53 MW/year. This is 
consistent with the FPSC's decision in the 2014 DSM Goals docket. 

In its 2014 Site Plan, FPL projected that, for environmental reasons, it would have 
to retire all of its existing gas turbines (GTs) in Broward County and replace part 
of that capacity with new combustion turbines (CTs) by the end of 2018. The 
projected impact of this would have been a net loss of 255 MW. FPL currently 
projects that it is cost-effective to retire most of its existing GTs at its two 
Broward County sites (Lauderdale and Port Everglades) and its Lee County (Ft. 
Myers) site, and partially replace this peaking capacity with new CTs at its 
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Lauderdale and Ft. Myers sites. In addition, FPL's two existing CTs at its Ft. 
Myers site will be upgraded to produce more capacity. All of this "GT 
replacement" work is projected to be completed by the end of 2016. 
FPL anticipates terminating its existing power purchase agreement for 250 MW 
of coal-fired capacity from the Cedar Bay generating facility at the end of August 
2015 as a result of a Purchase and Sale Agreement between FPL and Cedar Bay 
Generating Company, L.P. FPL would then own the unit starting on September 1, 
2015. FPL currently anticipates that it will not need the unit for economic 
purposes after 2016 and, if that proves to be the case, would retire the unit at that 
time. FPL filed for FPSC approval of the Purchase and Sale Agreement in the first 
quarter of2015. 

FPL will be adding three new photovoltaic (PV) facilities by the end of 2016. 
Each ofthe PV facilities will be approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate rating, AC). 
The new PV installations are projected to be sited in Manatee, Charlotte, and 
DeSoto counties. The economics of these specific PV projects are aided by the 
fact that the sites are located close to existing electric infrastructure including 
tranmission lines and electric substations. 

Finally, in its 2014 Site Plan, FPL projected the addition of a 1,269 MW 
(Summer) combined cycle (CC) unit as a placeholder in 2019 to meet capacity 
needs beginning in 2019. At the time the 2014 Site Plan was filed, this 
represented FPL's best self-build generating option for that year. FPL now 
projects that a 1,622 MW (Summer) CC unit to be its best self-build generating 
option for 2019. That CC unit is presented in this RFP as FPL' s next planned 
generating unit (NPGU) which will be evaluated with all eligible proposals · 
received in response to this RFP. 
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Projection of FPL's Resource Needs: 2015 through 2020

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
= (1) + (2) - (3) = (5) - (6) = (4) - (7) = (8) / (7) = ((7)*1.20)-(4) = ((4)-(5)) / (5) = ((5)*1.10)-(4)

Projected Projected
Summer Total Projected Total Generation-Only Projected Total

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Reserve Margin MW Needed to Reserve Margin (GRM) MW Needed to 
August FPL Unit Firm Capacity Scheduled Total Peak Summer DSM Firm Summer w/o Additions Meet 20% Total w/o Additions Meet 10%
of the Capability * Purchases * Maintenance Capacity Load Capability ** Peak Load Reserves in 2019 & 2020 Reserve Margin*** in 2019 & 2020 GRM****
Year  (MW)  (MW) (MW)  (MW)  (MW)  (MW)  (MW)  (MW)  (%) (MW)  (%) (MW)
 -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----  -----
2015 25,008 2,015 0 27,022 23,286 1,951 21,335 5,688 26.7% (1,421) --- ---
2016 25,585 837 0 26,421 23,778 2,000 21,779 4,643 21.3% (287) --- ---
2017 26,002 837 0 26,838 24,252 2,046 22,207 4,632 20.9% (190) --- ---
2018 26,023 1,044 0 27,067 24,648 2,092 22,555 4,512 20.0% (1) --- ---
2019 26,043 455 0 26,498 25,045 2,140 22,905 3,593 15.7% 988 5.8% 1,052
2020 26,043 455 0 26,498 25,369 2,188 23,181 3,316 14.3% 1,320 4.4% 1,409

* MW values shown in Columns (1) & (2) include, but are not limited to, the following: the completion of the Port Everglades modernization project in 2016, the retirement of 44 of the 48 existing  GTs in late 2016, the 

addition of 5 new CTs at the Lauderdale site and 2 CTs at the Ft.Myers site in late 2016, the addition of 116 MW of firm PV in late 2016, the upgraded capacity of Ft.Myers 3A & 3B in late 2016,  and  the addition of

an unspecified one-year 207 MW PPA in 2018.

** The DSM values shown in Column (6) account for incremental DSM additions as per the 2014 DSM Goals docket for 2015 through 2020, and for projected annual participant attrition in FPL's existing residential 

load management program.

*** MW values shown in Column (10) represent new generating capacity needed to meet the 20% total reserve margin criterion.

**** MW values shown in Column (12) represent new generating capacity needed to meet the 10% generation-only reserve margin criterion (GRM) which must be met beginning in 2019.
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With Summer
Type of Model Duct Capacity

Site Generation Manufacturer of CT Firing ? (MW)
 -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------

Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,523
Okeechobee 4 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,749
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 No 1,424
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J Yes 1,411
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,311
Okeechobee 7 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,419
Okeechobee 6 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,216

Putnam 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,524
Putnam 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 No 1,424
Putnam 3 x 1 CC Siemens H Yes 1,321
Putnam 3 x 1 CC Siemens H No 1,220
Putnam 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,312
Putnam 5 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,014

   

Generating Options at Two Sites Evaluated in the First Stage of the Analyses 
Evaluation of FPL Self-Build Options: A Representative List of CC and CT
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Evaluation of FPL Self-Build Options: Results of Analyses
of CC and CT Generating Options at Two Sites

Evaluated in the First Stage of the Analyses 

Difference
From Lowest
Cost Resource

With Summer Plan
Type of Model Duct Capacity (CPVRR, 

Site Generation Manufacturer of CT Firing ? (MW) millions)
 -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------

Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,523  ---
Okeechobee 4 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,749 $33
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 No 1,424 $42

Putnam 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,524 $65
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J Yes 1,411 $73

Putnam 3 x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 No 1,424 $81
Okeechobee 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,311 $114
Okeechobee 7 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,419 $124

Putnam 3 x 1 CC Siemens H Yes 1,321 $129
Putnam 3 x 1 CC Mitsubishi J No 1,312 $238

Okeechobee 6 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,216 $259
Putnam 5 x 0 CT GE 7FA.05 No 1,014 $265
Putnam 3 x 1 CC Siemens H No 1,220 $322
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 
 

In re: Petition for determination of )   DOCKET NO.  150196-EI 
need for Okeechobee Clean Energy )    FILED:   November 13, 2015 
Center Unit 1, by Florida Power & ) 
Light Company   ) 
 

 
ERRATA SHEET OF DR. STEVEN R. SIM 

 
September 3, 2015 Direct Testimony  
 
PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION 
26  8  Change “$42” to “$48” 
26  22  Change “$6”   to “$10” 
27  2  Change “$157” to “$167” 
27  3  Change “$42” to “$48”, “$6” to “$10”, and “$157” to “$167” 
38  9  Change “$157” to “$167” 
38  10  Change “$281” to “$291” 
 
September 3, 2015 Exhibits 
 
EXHIBIT # PAGE # Table #  CORRECTION 
SRS-5  2 of 2   (2) Second Step: Last column, change “$42” to “$48” and 
       “$83” to “$90” 
SRS-5  2 of 2  (3) Third Step:  Last column, change “$6” to “$10” 
  
 
October 26, 2015 Rebuttal Testimony  
 
PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION 
24  1  Change “began” to “continued”  
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Evaluation of FPL Self-Build Options: List of Generating Option
Technologies Evaluated in the Second Stage of the Analyses

and the Results of These Analyses

(1) First Step:

Difference
From Lowest
Cost Resource

With Summer Plan
CC Model Duct Capacity (CPVRR, 

Site Type Manufacturer of CT Firing ? (MW) millions)
 -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------

Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,582 -
Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 No 1,482 $103
Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,523 $109
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Mitsubishi J Yes 1,418 $191
Okeechobee 2 x 1 GE 7HA.02 Yes 1,054 $193
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Mitsubishi J No 1,317 $220
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Siemens H Yes 1,322 $238
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Mitsubishi JAC Yes 1,350 $265
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Siemens H No 1,221 $265
Okeechobee 3 x 1 Mitsubishi JAC No 1,251 $294
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Evaluation of FPL Self-Build Options: List of Generating Option
Technologies Evaluated in the Second Stage of the Analyses

and the Results of These Analyses

(2) Second Step:

Difference
With From Lowest
Peak  Cost Resource

With Firing and Summer Plan
CC Model Duct Wet Capacity (CPVRR, 

Site Type Manufacturer of CT Firing ? Compression ? (MW) millions)
 -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------

Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 No Yes 1,586 -
Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 Yes No 1,582 $42
Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 No No 1,482 $83

(3) Third Step:

Difference
With From Lowest
Peak  Cost Resource

With Firing and Summer Plan
CC Model Duct Wet Capacity (CPVRR, 

Site Type Manufacturer of CT Firing ? Compression ? (MW) millions)
 -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------  -------

Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 No Yes 1,622 -
Okeechobee 3 x 1 GE 7HA.02 No Yes 1,586 $6
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History (1990 to 2014) 273,721 1.7%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 268,995 1.3%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 277,262 1.3%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 12,938,071 390,341 3.1%
1991 13,258,732 320,661 2.5%
1992 13,497,541 238,809 1.8%
1993 13,730,115 232,574 1.7%
1994 14,043,757 313,642 2.3%
1995 14,335,992 292,235 2.1%
1996 14,623,421 287,429 2.0%
1997 14,938,314 314,893 2.2%
1998 15,230,421 292,107 2.0%
1999 15,580,244 349,823 2.3%
2000 15,982,824 402,580 2.6%
2001 16,305,100 322,276 2.0%
2002 16,634,256 329,156 2.0%
2003 16,979,706 345,450 2.1%
2004 17,374,824 395,118 2.3%
2005 17,778,156 403,332 2.3%
2006 18,154,475 376,319 2.1%
2007 18,446,768 292,293 1.6%
2008 18,613,905 167,137 0.9%
2009 18,687,425 73,520 0.4%
2010 18,801,332 113,907 0.6%
2011 18,905,070 103,738 0.6%
2012 19,074,434 169,364 0.9%
2013 19,259,543 185,109 1.0%
2014 19,507,369 247,826 1.3%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP Absolute Growth
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Monthly Rate Absolute %

2015 19,745,376 238,007 1.2% 19,769,010 261,641 1.3% 21,803 23,634 0.1%
2016 20,024,054 278,678 1.4% 20,051,547 282,537 1.4% 23,545 27,493 0.1%
2017 20,306,863 282,809 1.4% 20,338,444 286,897 1.4% 23,908 31,581 0.2%
2018 20,587,391 280,528 1.4% 20,622,557 284,113 1.4% 23,676 35,166 0.2%
2019 20,864,297 276,906 1.3% 20,906,670 284,113 1.4% 23,676 42,373 0.2%
2020 21,137,177 272,880 1.3% 21,185,476 278,806 1.3% 23,234 48,299 0.2%
2021 21,389,898 252,721 1.2% 21,460,260 274,784 1.3% 22,899 70,362 0.3%
2022 21,645,640 255,742 1.2% 21,731,097 270,837 1.3% 22,570 85,457 0.4%
2023 21,904,440 258,800 1.2% 21,998,833 267,736 1.2% 22,311 94,393 0.4%
2024 22,166,334 261,894 1.2% 22,264,368 265,535 1.2% 22,128 98,033 0.4%

FLORIDA POPULATION

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST

Growth Growth Delta 

Docket No. 15__________-EI  
Florida Population  
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History (1990 to 2014) 64,584 1.7%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 65,543 1.3%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 67,178 1.3%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 3,158,817 94,381 3.1%
1991 3,226,455 67,638 2.1%
1992 3,281,238 54,783 1.7%
1993 3,355,794 74,556 2.3%
1994 3,422,187 66,393 2.0%
1995 3,488,796 66,609 1.9%
1996 3,550,747 61,951 1.8%
1997 3,615,485 64,738 1.8%
1998 3,680,470 64,985 1.8%
1999 3,756,009 75,539 2.1%
2000 3,848,350 92,341 2.5%
2001 3,935,281 86,931 2.3%
2002 4,019,805 84,523 2.1%
2003 4,117,221 97,416 2.4%
2004 4,224,509 107,289 2.6%
2005 4,321,895 97,386 2.3%
2006 4,409,563 87,667 2.0%
2007 4,496,589 87,027 2.0%
2008 4,509,730 13,141 0.3%
2009 4,499,067 -10,663 -0.2%
2010 4,520,328 21,261 0.5%
2011 4,547,051 26,723 0.6%
2012 4,576,449 29,398 0.6%
2013 4,626,934 50,486 1.1%
2014 4,708,829 81,895 1.8%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 4,782,469 73,640 1.6% 4,777,210 68,380 1.5% -5,259 -0.1%
2016 4,852,827 70,358 1.5% 4,848,294 71,084 1.5% -4,534 -0.1%
2017 4,922,918 70,090 1.4% 4,919,162 70,868 1.5% -3,756 -0.1%
2018 4,991,659 68,741 1.4% 4,988,771 69,609 1.4% -2,888 -0.1%
2019 5,058,945 67,286 1.3% 5,057,400 68,629 1.4% -1,545 0.0%
2020 5,123,909 64,963 1.3% 5,124,436 67,036 1.3% 528 0.0%
2021 5,185,333 61,424 1.2% 5,190,185 65,748 1.3% 4,852 0.1%
2022 5,247,054 61,721 1.2% 5,254,820 64,635 1.2% 7,766 0.1%
2023 5,309,376 62,322 1.2% 5,318,608 63,788 1.2% 9,232 0.2%
2024 5,372,353 62,977 1.2% 5,381,815 63,207 1.2% 9,463 0.2%

TOTAL AVERAGE CUSTOMERS

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST

Growth Growth Delta 
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Total Average Customers  
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History (1990 to 2014) 0.94 1.2%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 1.36 1.4%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 2.00 2.0%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 67.1 -0.1 -0.2%
1991 66.4 -0.8 -1.2%
1992 67.2 0.9 1.3%
1993 68.4 1.2 1.8%
1994 69.3 0.9 1.3%
1995 71.0 1.6 2.4%
1996 71.4 0.4 0.5%
1997 72.1 0.8 1.1%
1998 75.2 3.1 4.2%
1999 76.1 0.9 1.2%
2000 78.2 2.1 2.7%
2001 79.2 1.1 1.4%
2002 80.6 1.4 1.7%
2003 81.9 1.4 1.7%
2004 84.7 2.8 3.4%
2005 86.6 1.8 2.2%
2006 90.1 3.5 4.1%
2007 90.8 0.7 0.8%
2008 89.7 -1.1 -1.2%
2009 86.9 -2.8 -3.2%
2010 88.7 1.9 2.2%
2011 88.8 0.0 0.1%
2012 89.4 0.7 0.7%
2013 89.1 -0.3 -0.4%
2014 89.7 0.6 0.7%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Forecast Absolute %  Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 91.9 2.1 2.4% 91.5 1.8 2.0% -0.4 -0.4%
2016 93.9 2.0 2.2% 94.2 2.7 3.0% 0.4 0.4%
2017 96.1 2.2 2.3% 97.3 3.0 3.2% 1.2 1.2%
2018 97.5 1.4 1.5% 99.6 2.4 2.4% 2.1 2.2%
2019 98.9 1.4 1.4% 101.8 2.1 2.1% 2.9 2.9%
2020 99.9 1.0 1.0% 103.3 1.6 1.5% 3.5 3.5%
2021 100.7 0.8 0.8% 104.8 1.5 1.4% 4.1 4.1%
2022 101.6 0.9 0.9% 106.4 1.6 1.5% 4.8 4.7%
2023 102.7 1.1 1.1% 108.0 1.7 1.6% 5.3 5.2%
2024 104.1 1.4 1.4% 109.5 1.5 1.4% 5.4 5.2%

REAL DISPOSABLE INCOME PER HOUSEHOLD (THOUSANDS 2009$)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

Growth Growth Delta 

FORECAST

Docket No. 15__________-EI  
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History (1990 to 2014) 2.91 1.9%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 0.65 0.5%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 2.38 1.6%

Absolute %
1990 94.58 6.27 7.1%
1991 87.36 7.27 -7.6%
1992 87.04 -0.31 -0.4%
1993 80.31 -6.73 -7.7%
1994 79.50 -0.82 -1.0%
1995 82.05 2.56 3.2%
1996 84.64 2.59 3.2%
1997 80.99 -3.65 -4.3%
1998 69.40 -11.59 -14.3%
1999 77.49 8.09 11.7%
2000 93.18 15.69 20.2%
2001 87.88 -5.30 -5.7%
2002 83.34 -4.54 -5.2%
2003 90.04 6.71 8.0%
2004 104.58 14.54 16.1%
2005 133.50 28.92 27.7%
2006 143.00 9.50 7.1%
2007 139.22 -3.78 -2.6%
2008 178.64 39.41 28.3%
2009 116.50 -62.14 -34.8%
2010 127.41 10.91 9.4%
2011 162.84 35.44 27.8%
2012 161.91 -0.93 -0.6%
2013 156.49 -5.42 -3.3%
2014 149.90 -6.59 -4.2%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 139.64 -10.26 -6.8% 139.70 -10.20 -6.8% 0.06 0.0%
2016 140.85 1.21 0.9% 138.42 -1.28 -0.9% -2.43 -1.7%
2017 142.30 1.45 1.0% 138.10 -0.32 -0.2% -4.20 -2.9%
2018 143.98 1.68 1.2% 139.15 1.05 0.8% -4.83 -3.4%
2019 145.20 1.22 0.8% 141.36 2.21 1.6% -3.84 -2.6%
2020 145.79 0.59 0.4% 145.14 3.78 2.7% -0.64 -0.4%
2021 145.99 0.21 0.1% 149.48 4.33 3.0% 3.49 2.4%
2022 145.80 -0.20 -0.1% 153.47 3.99 2.7% 7.67 5.3%
2023 145.58 -0.21 -0.1% 157.44 3.97 2.6% 11.85 8.1%
2024 145.45 -0.13 -0.1% 161.13 3.69 2.3% 15.68 10.8%

Growth

Growth

Delta Growth

REAL PRICE OF GASOLINE LAGGED (CENTS/GALLON)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST
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History (1990 to 2014) 383 2.2%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 429 1.7%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 387 1.6%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 13,754 329 2.5%
1991 14,123 369 2.7%
1992 14,661 538 3.8%
1993 15,266 605 4.1%
1994 15,179 -87 -0.6%
1995 15,813 634 4.2%
1996 16,064 251 1.6%
1997 16,613 549 3.4%
1998 17,897 1,284 7.7%
1999 17,615 -282 -1.6%
2000 17,808 193 1.1%
2001 18,754 946 5.3%
2002 19,219 465 2.5%
2003 19,668 449 2.3%
2004 20,545 877 4.5%
2005 22,361 1,816 8.8%
2006 21,819 -542 -2.4%
2007 21,962 143 0.7%
2008 21,060 -902 -4.1%
2009 22,351 1,291 6.1%
2010 22,256 -95 -0.4%
2011 21,619 -637 -2.9%
2012 21,440 -179 -0.8%
2013 21,576 136 0.6%
2014 22,935 1,359 6.3%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 23,356 421 1.8% 23,286 351 1.5% -70 -0.3%
2016 23,778 422 1.8% 23,778 493 2.1% 1 0.0%
2017 24,190 412 1.7% 24,252 474 2.0% 62 0.3%
2018 24,544 354 1.5% 24,648 395 1.6% 104 0.4%
2019 24,896 352 1.4% 25,045 397 1.6% 149 0.6%
2020 25,239 344 1.4% 25,369 324 1.3% 130 0.5%
2021 25,439 200 0.8% 25,497 128 0.5% 58 0.2%
2022 25,908 469 1.8% 25,833 336 1.3% -75 -0.3%
2023 26,528 621 2.4% 26,286 453 1.8% -242 -0.9%
2024 27,214 686 2.6% 26,771 485 1.8% -444 -1.6%

SUMMER PEAK LOAD (MW)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST

Growth Growth Delta 
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History (1990 to 2014) 383 2.2%

Base Case Forecast (2015 to 2024) 387 1.6%
Risk-Adjusted Forecast (2015 to 2024) 535 2.1%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 13,754 329 2.5%
1991 14,123 369 2.7%
1992 14,661 538 3.8%
1993 15,266 605 4.1%
1994 15,179 -87 -0.6%
1995 15,813 634 4.2%
1996 16,064 251 1.6%
1997 16,613 549 3.4%
1998 17,897 1,284 7.7%
1999 17,615 -282 -1.6%
2000 17,808 193 1.1%
2001 18,754 946 5.3%
2002 19,219 465 2.5%
2003 19,668 449 2.3%
2004 20,545 877 4.5%
2005 22,361 1,816 8.8%
2006 21,819 -542 -2.4%
2007 21,962 143 0.7%
2008 21,060 -902 -4.1%
2009 22,351 1,291 6.1%
2010 22,256 -95 -0.4%
2011 21,619 -637 -2.9%
2012 21,440 -179 -0.8%
2013 21,576 136 0.6%
2014 22,935 1,359 6.3%

2015 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Base Case Risk-Adjusted
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute %  Difference

2015 23,286 351 1.5% 23,735 800 3.5% 449
2016 23,778 493 2.1% 24,333 598 2.5% 555
2017 24,252 474 2.0% 24,922 589 2.4% 670
2018 24,648 395 1.6% 25,494 572 2.3% 847
2019 25,045 397 1.6% 26,188 694 2.7% 1,143
2020 25,369 324 1.3% 26,802 614 2.3% 1,433
2021 25,497 128 0.5% 27,127 325 1.2% 1,630
2022 25,833 336 1.3% 27,539 412 1.5% 1,707
2023 26,286 453 1.8% 28,042 502 1.8% 1,756
2024 26,771 485 1.8% 28,550 508 1.8% 1,779

RISK-ADJUSTED SUMMER PEAK FORECAST (MW)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

Growth Growth

FORECAST
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History (1990 to 2014) 146 0.9%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 249 1.1%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 141 0.7%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 13,988 1,112 8.6%
1991 11,868 -2,120 -15.2%
1992 13,319 1,451 12.2%
1993 12,964 -355 -2.7%
1994 12,594 -370 -2.9%
1995 16,563 3,969 31.5%
1996 18,096 1,533 9.3%
1997 16,490 -1,606 -8.9%
1998 13,060 -3,430 -20.8%
1999 16,802 3,742 28.7%
2000 17,057 255 1.5%
2001 18,199 1,142 6.7%
2002 17,597 -602 -3.3%
2003 20,190 2,593 14.7%
2004 14,752 -5,438 -26.9%
2005 18,108 3,356 22.7%
2006 19,683 1,575 8.7%
2007 16,815 -2,868 -14.6%
2008 18,055 1,240 7.4%
2009 20,081 2,026 11.2%
2010 24,346 4,265 21.2%
2011 21,126 -3,220 -13.2%
2012 17,934 -3,192 -15.1%
2013 15,931 -2,003 -11.2%
2014 17,500 1,569 9.8%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP 
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 20,971 3,471 19.8% 21,136 3,636 20.8% 165 0.8%
2016 21,490 519 2.5% 21,369 233 1.1% -122 -0.6%
2017 21,731 241 1.1% 21,485 116 0.5% -246 -1.1%
2018 21,968 238 1.1% 21,598 113 0.5% -370 -1.7%
2019 22,180 211 1.0% 21,792 194 0.9% -388 -1.7%
2020 22,383 203 0.9% 21,965 173 0.8% -418 -1.9%
2021 22,584 201 0.9% 22,096 131 0.6% -488 -2.2%
2022 22,601 17 0.1% 22,026 -71 -0.3% -575 -2.5%
2023 22,891 290 1.3% 22,202 176 0.8% -689 -3.0%
2024 23,211 320 1.4% 22,408 206 0.9% -803 -3.5%

WINTER PEAK LOAD (MW)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST

Growth Growth Delta 
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History (1990 to 2014) 1,852 2.0%

Based on 2014 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 1,472 1.2%
Based on 2015 TYSP (2015 to 2024) 1,507 1.2%

Growth
Absolute %

1990 71,528 1,229 1.7%
1991 73,426 1,897 2.7%
1992 73,321 -105 -0.1%
1993 76,074 2,753 3.8%
1994 80,673 4,599 6.0%
1995 84,546 3,873 4.8%
1996 85,028 482 0.6%
1997 87,056 2,028 2.4%
1998 92,802 5,747 6.6%
1999 91,683 -1,119 -1.2%
2000 96,313 4,630 5.1%
2001 98,612 2,299 2.4%
2002 104,657 6,045 6.1%
2003 108,214 3,557 3.4%
2004 108,122 -93 -0.1%
2005 111,443 3,321 3.1%
2006 113,406 1,963 1.8%
2007 114,532 1,126 1.0%
2008 111,100 -3,432 -3.0%
2009 111,237 137 0.1%
2010 114,604 3,366 3.0%
2011 111,542 -3,061 -2.7%
2012 110,866 -677 -0.6%
2013 111,655 790 0.7%
2014 115,968 4,312 3.9%

2014 TYSP 2015 TYSP
Forecast Absolute % Forecast Absolute % Absolute %

2015 121,606 5,638 4.9% 119,713 3,745 3.2% -1,893 -1.6%
2016 123,943 2,337 1.9% 122,407 2,694 2.3% -1,536 -1.2%
2017 124,914 971 0.8% 123,946 1,539 1.3% -968 -0.8%
2018 126,399 1,485 1.2% 125,433 1,487 1.2% -966 -0.8%
2019 127,673 1,274 1.0% 127,070 1,637 1.3% -603 -0.5%
2020 129,187 1,514 1.2% 128,851 1,782 1.4% -336 -0.3%
2021 129,454 267 0.2% 129,237 386 0.3% -216 -0.2%
2022 130,517 1,064 0.8% 130,077 839 0.6% -441 -0.3%
2023 132,357 1,840 1.4% 131,495 1,419 1.1% -862 -0.7%
2024 134,849 2,492 1.9% 133,276 1,780 1.4% -1,573 -1.2%

CALENDAR NET ENERGY FOR LOAD (GWH)

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH

HISTORY

FORECAST

Growth Growth Delta 
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FPL Operational Combined Cycle Power Plants 

Facility1 
In-Service 

Year 
Technology 

Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Riviera Beach Unit 5 2014 3x1 combined cycle 1,212 

Cape Canaveral Unit 3 2013 3x1 combined cycle 1,210 

West County Unit 3 2010 3x1 combined cycle 1,219 

West County Unit 2 2009 3x1 combined cycle 1,219 

West County Unit 1 2008 3x1 combined cycle 1,219 

Turkey Point Unit 5 2007 4x1 combined cycle 1,192 

Martin Unit 8 2005 4x1 combined cycle 1,135 

Manatee Unit 3 2005 4x1 combined cycle 1,143 

Sanford Unit 4 2003 4x1 combined cycle 1,005 

Fort Myers Unit 2 2002 6x2 combined cycle 1,436 

Sanford Unit 5 2002 4x1 combined cycle 1,005 

Martin Unit 3 1994 2x1 combined cycle 469 

Martin Unit 4 1994 2x1 combined cycle 469 

Lauderdale Unit 4 1993 2x1 combined cycle 442 

Lauderdale Unit 5 1993 2x1 combined cycle 442 

TOTAL:                                                                                               14,817 
 
 

FPL Combined Cycle Power Plants in Construction 
 

 

 

 

1All facilities are located in Florida.  The primary fuel for all facilities is natural gas. 

Facility1 
Projected 
In-Service 

Year 
Technology 

Summer 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Port Everglades Unit 5  2016 3x1 combined cycle 1,237 

TOTAL:                                                                                                 1,237 
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History of FPL Combined Cycle Capital Construction Costs  
 
 

Project 
Approved Plan  

($ Millions) 
Actual/Projected Cost  

($ Millions) 

Martin Unit 8 $462.7 $391.2 

Manatee Unit 3 $552.8 $476.8 

Turkey Point Unit 5 $580.3 $552.4 

West County Units 1 & 21 $1,321.0 $1,320.8 

West County Unit 3 $864.7 $842.4 

Cape Canaveral Unit 32 $1,114.7 $968.6 

Riviera Beach Unit 53 $1,275.6 $1,275.6 

 
 
 

                                                           
1  FPL considers the combined costs to be the most meaningful way to evaluate project costs because it best aligns in practical terms with how 

the construction was actually managed. 
2  Construction on the units is complete; however, there are limited warranty activities still ongoing which are expected to be complete by year-

end 2015. 
3  Construction on the units is complete; however, there are activities still ongoing which are expected to be completed by year-end 2015. 
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Okeechobee FPL Property
Date: 6/15/2015

I
0 0.50.25 Miles

Legend

Existing Transmission

Okeechobee Property
Existing Access Road
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Aerial Photo of Okeechobee FPL Property (January 2015)
Looking Southeast
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 1 

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 
 

In re: Petition for determination of )   DOCKET NO.  150196-EI 
need for Okeechobee Clean Energy )    FILED:   November 20, 2015 
Center Unit 1, by Florida Power & ) 
Light Company   ) 
 

 
ERRATA SHEET OF JACQUELYN K. KINGSTON 

 
September 3, 2015 Direct Testimony  
 
PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION 
15  4  change “96.7%” to “95.5%” 
15  5  change “1.1%” to “1.0%” 
15  6  change “2.2%” to 3.5” 
15  15  change “96.7%” to “95.5%” 
 
September 3, 2015 Exhibits 
 
EXHIBIT # LINE # CORRECTION 
JKK-8  n/a  Planned Outage Factor change “2.2%” to “3.5%” 
JKK-8  n/a  Forced Outage Factor change “1.1%” to “1.0%” 
JKK-8  n/a  Equivalent Availability Factor change “96.7%” to “95.5%” 
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OCEC Unit 1 Plant Specifications 

Generating Technology – “Three on One” (3x1) Combined Cycle Configuration: 

• Three (3) Advanced Combustion Turbines with Evaporative Coolers 
• Three (3) Heat Recovery Steam Generators with Selective Catalytic Reduction System for NOX control 
• One (1) Single-Reheat Steam Turbine  

Expected Plant Peak Capacity: 

• Summer (95°F / 50% Relative Humidity (RH))  1,622 MW 
• Winter (35°F / 60% RH)     1,595 MW 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 

• Planned Outage Factor      2.2% 
• Forced Outage Factor      1.1% 
• Equivalent Availability Factor     96.7% 
• Resulting Capacity Factor (%)    Approx. 80% 
• Avg. Net Operating Heat Rate     6,304 Btu/kWh 

(Base operation @ 75°F, 100%) 
• Annual Fixed O&M1     $16.89/kW-yr 
• Variable O&M - excluding fuel2    $0.28/MWh 

Fuel Type and Base Load Typical Usage @ 75°F: 

• Primary Fuel      Natural Gas 
• Natural Gas Consumption     9,432,429 scf/hr3 
• On Site Back Up Fuel     Light Fuel Oil 
• Light Fuel Oil Consumption    68,497 gal/hr 

Expected Base Load Air Emissions Per Combustion Turbine/Heat Recovery Steam Generator @ 75°F (Baseload):  

Natural Gas    Light Fuel Oil 

• NOx (@15% O2)    2 ppmvd4     8 ppmvd 
• CO     5 ppmvd     10 ppmvd  
• SO2      < 0.0003 lb Sulfur/100 cubic feet   <0.0015% Sulfur 

Water Balance: 

• Primary Water Source – Floridan Aquifer 

Linear Facilities: 

• One (1) new natural gas pipeline lateral 
• No new linear transmission facilities – connect into adjacent 500 kV corridor 

                                                           
1 Annual fixed O&M value includes capital replacement costs and fixed O&M presented as a levelized value to year 2019 
2 Variable O&M represents the value for year 2019  
3 Standard cubic feet per hour 
4 Parts per million volumetric dry 

Docket No. 15__________-EI 
OCEC Unit 1 Plant Specifications 

Exhibit JKK-8, Page 1 of 1 



Jun-15 OCEC

Upper
Floridan 32 2 2 2
Wells (56) (6) (6) (6)

Potable Potable

Surficial Wells Water Water

Treatment Users

6250 30 30
(7638) (50) Service (50)

Water

Users

411 20
(534) (40) Irrigation

Raw Water Water

Storage Users

391
(494)

78
(99)

Water Treatment Waste

313 Evaporation
(395) 223

(295) Plant/Equipment Drains
25

(25)

Treated (As Required)
Water

Storage 313
(395)

Plant Blowdown
65

(75)

198
466000 466000 (249)

(466000) Drift Evaporation (466000)
3 4671

Cooling (3) (5863) Cooling
Water Water

In Out

Cooling Tower Makeup
5839

(7104) Cooling Tower Blowdown 1165 Non-contact

(1418) Storm

Water

Intermittent

1363 Contact

(1667) Storm

{6025} Water

Notes: Waster Water disposal to UIC Well(s)
1   Flows are in gallons per minute (GPM). 
2   Flows shown with no parenthesis [ { } or () ] are estimated annual average daily values - annual average basis.
3   Flows shown in () are hot weather daily values - monthly maximum basis.
4   Flows shown in { } are peak intermittent short duration values.
5 Dashed lines indicate intermittent or alternate flow paths.

Surficial Water

Cooling Tower

Combine Cycle Unit

Waste Water Collection Sump

Additional Flow Mulitple Sump Pump Operation

Sanitary System

Plant Drain System

Percolation/Evaporation

Oil/Water

Separators

Storm Water

Basins

Water Treatment

Pretreatment

and Storage

Oil/Water

Separators

*    Underground Injection Control

*
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       August 10, 2015 
 
Mr. Pedro Modia 
Director, Services and Planning 
Florida Power and Light 
4200 W. Flagler Street 
Miami, FL 33134 
 
Re:   FRCC review of Florida Power and Light’s Okeechobee County Energy 

Center Interconnection and Integration Request 
 
Dear Pedro: 
 
 The Florida Reliability Coordinating Council’s (FRCC) Transmission 
Working Group (TWG), and Stability Working Group (SWG) have evaluated and 
reviewed the Florida Power and Light (FPL) proposed Okeechobee Combined 
Cycle Unit Generation Interconnection Service Request (GISR) to serve FPL 
native load.  The analyses conducted by the TWG, SWG and FPL for the 
interconnection and integration plan for FPL’s Okeechobee County Energy 
Center (OCEC) are based on the 2014 FRCC databank, modified for planned 
facilities that resulted from the 2014 Long Range Study.   
 
 The OCEC, located in Okeechobee County, Florida, is comprised of three 
(3) natural gas fired Combustion Turbine (CT) generators and one (1) Steam 
Turbine (ST) generator with a total net output of 1652 MW for summer and 1625 
MW for winter.   The OCEC will be interconnected to the FPL transmission 
system by looping FPL’s existing Martin-Poinsett 500kV line into a new 500 kV 
Okeechobee substation at the plant site.  The project has a proposed in-service 
date of June 1, 2019. 
 
 The TWG evaluation found that FPL’s steady state contingency analysis 
was comprehensive and complete.  The analyses evaluated facilities 69 kV and 
above.  Under normal operating conditions all facilities remained within 
applicable ratings.  Both the FPL and the TWG contingency analyses identified 
potential 3rd party impacts of OCEC on the transmission system within the FRCC 
Region which have been addressed with appropriate remedies provided by the 
members of the TWG.   A review of the short circuit analysis has also shown that 
there are no short circuit concerns from the OCEC. 
 
 In addition to the steady state and short circuit analyses, the SWG 
reviewed FPL’s stability analyses.  The dynamic simulations showed a stable 
response at both Peak and 50% load levels for planning events required to be 
analyzed by NERC Reliability Planning Standards. 
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 A Power transfer-Voltage (PV) sensitivity analysis was also performed to 
determine potential impacts on the Florida-Southern interface resulting from the 
loss of the entire combined cycle unit, and the results showed no impact on the 
future ability to import 3200 MW across the Florida-Southern interface with the 
addition of OCEC.  

 
 Based on the above review and analysis conducted by the TWG and 
SWG, the FRCC Planning Committee has determined that the proposed 
interconnection and integration plan for OCEC will be reliable, adequate and will 
not adversely impact the reliability of the FRCC transmission system. 
 
       Sincerely, 
       
        
 
       VICENTE ORDAX 
       DIRECTOR OF PLANNING  
 

Docket No. 15__________-EI 
Florida Reliability Coordinating Council Letter 

Exhibit JKK-10, Page 2 of 2



 

 

 

OCEC Unit 1 Expected Construction Schedule 

Milestone Begin End 

Initiate sequence of HRSG orders (NTP1 x 3) Dec, 2015 - 

Initiate NTP1 for steam turbine Dec, 2015 - 

Initiate sequence of CT orders (NTP1 x 3) Jan, 2016 - 

Receive approvals necessary to begin construction - Dec, 2016 

Site preparation and install foundations Mar, 2017 Dec, 2017 

Balance of Plant Mar, 2017 Sep, 2018 

Erect HRSGs Sep, 2017 Sep, 2018 

Erect CTs Sep, 2017 Sep, 2018 

Erect steam turbine Dec, 2017 Sep, 2018 

Startup Oct, 2018 Jun, 2019 

Commercial Operation - Jun, 2019 

 

 

                                                           
1 Notice to Proceed 
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OCEC Unit 1 Plant Construction Cost Components 

Component 
Cost in millions 

(2019$) 

Power Block and Generator Transformers $1,031.5 

Land $0 

Transmission Interconnection and Integration $52.0 

Third Party Gas Infrastructure1 $0 

Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) $112.5 

Total Plant Cost $1,196.0 

 

 

1Does not include cost to build gas pipeline or fuel charges 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 
 

In re: Petition for determination of )   DOCKET NO.  150196-EI 
need for Okeechobee Clean Energy )    FILED:   November 25, 2015 
Center Unit 1, by Florida Power & ) 
Light Company   ) 
 

 
SECOND ERRATA SHEET OF HEATHER C. STUBBLEFIELD 

 
September 3, 2015 Exhibits (as Corrected November 13, 2015) 
 
EXHIBIT #        PAGE # COLUMN # LINE # CORRECTION 
Exhibit-HCS-1 1         D      9  Change $4.11 to $4.12 

(consistent with FPL’s Corrected  
Response to Staff’s First Request  
For Production of Documents, 
Request No. 6, filed November  
10, 2015) 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 
 

In re: Petition for determination of )   DOCKET NO.  150196-EI 
need for Okeechobee Clean Energy )    FILED:   November 13, 2015 
Center Unit 1, by Florida Power & ) 
Light Company   ) 
 

 
ERRATA SHEET OF HEATHER C. STUBBLEFIELD 

 
September 3, 2015 Direct Testimony  
 
PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION 
7  6   Delete “all of those”  
7  21  Insert “, in addition to FPL’s existing gas transportation  
                                                capacity,” after “capacity”  
 
September 3, 2015 Exhibits 
 
EXHIBIT #        PAGE # COLUMN # LINE # CORRECTION 
Exhibit-HCS-1 2         D   7-41  Delete original Column D to  

                                                            remove Sabal Trail from exhibit.  



A B C D E F G H I J K

1 FPL'S NOVEMBER 3, 2014 FUEL PRICE FORECAST

2  

3

4
FLORIDA GAS 

TRANSMISSION GULFSTREAM

FLORIDA 
SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTION / 
SABAL TRAIL

MARTIN PLANT 
RESIDUAL 0.7%

MANATEE / 
TURKEY POINT 

PLANTS 
RESIDUAL 0.7%

ALL PLANTS 
DISTILLATE SCHERER 4

INDIANTOWN 
COGEN CEDAR BAY ST. JOHNS

5 YEAR $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU
6
7 2015 $4.02 $3.99 $12.79 $12.43 $19.76 $2.53 $5.12 $3.21 $3.25
8 2016 $4.11 $4.06 $13.29 $12.92 $19.92 $2.87 $5.25 $3.39 $3.45
9 2017 $4.10 $4.06 $4.12 $13.37 $13.01 $20.18 $3.00 $5.38 $3.59 $3.59

10 2018 $4.36 $4.31 $4.36 $13.58 $13.22 $20.80 $3.11 $5.52 $3.74 $3.74
11 2019 $4.70 $4.65 $4.69 $14.91 $14.55 $22.62 $3.14 $5.66 $3.86 $3.86
12 2020 $5.16 $5.11 $5.14 $16.16 $15.79 $24.19 $3.20 $5.80 $3.73 $3.73
13 2021 $5.56 $5.51 $5.53 $17.47 $17.11 $25.76 $3.27 $5.95 $3.77 $3.77
14 2022 $5.87 $5.81 $5.83 $17.81 $17.45 $26.60 $3.34 $6.10 $3.94 $3.94
15 2023 $6.11 $6.05 $6.06 $18.39 $18.03 $27.37 $3.41 $6.25 $4.07 $4.07
16 2024 $6.30 $6.23 $6.24 $19.32 $18.96 $28.37 $3.49 $6.41 $4.16 $4.16
17 2025 $6.49 $6.42 $6.43 $20.62 $20.26 $29.41 $3.57 $6.57 $4.24 $4.24
18 2026 $6.69 $6.62 $6.62 $21.43 $21.07 $30.41 $3.65 $6.74 $4.34 $4.34
19 2027 $6.89 $6.82 $6.82 $22.29 $21.92 $31.44 $3.73 $6.91 $4.44 $4.44
20 2028 $7.10 $7.02 $7.02 $23.14 $22.77 $32.46 $3.82 $7.08 $4.55 $4.55
21 2029 $7.32 $7.24 $7.23 $24.07 $23.71 $33.47 $3.91 $7.26 $4.66 $4.66
22 2030 $7.53 $7.45 $7.44 $25.05 $24.68 $34.53 $4.00 $7.44 $4.77 $4.77
23 2031 $7.76 $7.68 $7.66 $25.80 $25.43 $35.35 $4.09 $7.63 $4.92 $4.92
24 2032 $7.99 $7.90 $7.88 $26.56 $26.20 $36.18 $4.20 $7.83 $5.07 $5.07
25 2033 $8.22 $8.13 $8.11 $27.33 $26.97 $37.00 $4.31 $8.02 $5.22 $5.22
26 2034 $8.39 $8.30 $8.27 $28.10 $27.73 $37.82 $4.43 $8.23 $5.38 $5.38
27 2035 $8.55 $8.46 $8.43 $28.86 $28.50 $38.67 $4.55 $8.43 $5.55 $5.55
28 2036 $8.76 $8.66 $8.63 $29.31 $28.94 $39.32 $4.67 $8.65 $5.71 $5.71
29 2037 $8.97 $8.87 $8.83 $29.76 $29.39 $39.98 $4.80 $8.87 $5.87 $5.87
30 2038 $9.18 $9.08 $9.04 $30.21 $29.85 $40.66 $4.92 $9.09 $6.02 $6.02
31 2039 $9.40 $9.30 $9.26 $30.67 $30.31 $41.34 $5.05 $9.32 $6.17 $6.17
32 2040 $9.63 $9.52 $9.48 $31.14 $30.78 $42.04 $5.19 $9.56 $6.32 $6.32
33 2041 $9.86 $9.75 $9.70 $31.62 $31.26 $42.75 $5.32 $9.80 $6.48 $6.48
34 2042 $10.10 $9.99 $9.93 $32.11 $31.74 $43.47 $5.46 $10.05 $6.64 $6.64
35 2043 $10.34 $10.23 $10.17 $32.60 $32.24 $44.21 $5.61 $10.30 $6.80 $6.80
36 2044 $10.59 $10.47 $10.41 $33.10 $32.74 $44.96 $5.76 $10.56 $6.96 $6.96
37 2045 $10.84 $10.72 $10.65 $33.61 $33.24 $45.72 $5.91 $10.83 $7.13 $7.13
38 2046 $11.10 $10.98 $10.91 $34.12 $33.76 $46.49 $6.06 $11.10 $7.31 $7.31
39 2047 $11.37 $11.24 $11.16 $34.65 $34.29 $47.28 $6.22 $11.38 $7.49 $7.49
40 2048 $11.64 $11.51 $11.43 $35.18 $34.82 $48.08 $6.39 $11.67 $7.67 $7.67
41 2049 $11.92 $11.79 $11.70 $35.72 $35.36 $48.90 $6.56 $11.96 $7.86 $7.86
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M
1 FPL'S OCTOBER 7, 2013 FUEL PRICE FORECAST

2  
3

4
FLORIDA GAS 

TRANSMISSION GULFSTREAM

MARTIN 
PLANT 

RESIDUAL 
0.7%

MANATEE / 
TURKEY POINT 

PLANTS 
RESIDUAL 0.7%

TURKEY POINT 
DISTILLATE

FORT MYERS 
DISTILLATE

PORT 
EVERGLADES / 
LAUDERDALE 
DISTILLATE

WCEC / PUTNAM / 
MARTIN / 

CANAVERAL / 
RIVIERA 

DISTILLATE SCHERER 4
INDIANTOWN 

COGEN CEDAR BAY ST. JOHNS
5 YEAR $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU $/MMBTU
6
7 2015 $4.26 $4.25 $14.61 $14.45 $22.70 $22.41 $22.13 $22.27 $2.48 $5.90 $3.80 $3.58
8 2016 $4.51 $4.50 $15.28 $15.12 $23.28 $22.98 $22.71 $22.84 $3.28 $6.05 $3.93 $3.69
9 2017 $4.93 $4.92 $15.23 $15.08 $23.72 $23.42 $23.15 $23.28 $3.31 $6.20 $3.88 $3.88

10 2018 $6.00 $5.98 $17.23 $17.08 $25.07 $24.77 $24.50 $24.64 $3.40 $6.35 $4.00 $4.00
11 2019 $6.15 $6.13 $17.65 $17.49 $25.60 $25.30 $25.03 $25.16 $3.22 $6.52 $4.09 $4.09
12 2020 $6.31 $6.29 $18.18 $18.03 $26.29 $26.00 $25.73 $25.86 $3.29 $6.68 $4.18 $4.18
13 2021 $6.41 $6.39 $19.08 $18.92 $27.51 $27.21 $26.94 $27.08 $3.37 $6.85 $4.28 $4.28
14 2022 $6.62 $6.59 $19.89 $19.74 $28.80 $28.51 $28.24 $28.37 $3.45 $7.02 $4.38 $4.38
15 2023 $6.93 $6.90 $20.88 $20.72 $30.05 $29.76 $29.49 $29.62 $3.54 $7.20 $4.49 $4.49
16 2024 $7.34 $7.31 $21.88 $21.73 $31.26 $30.96 $30.69 $30.83 $3.63 $7.38 $4.61 $4.61
17 2025 $7.65 $7.61 $22.89 $22.73 $32.43 $32.13 $31.86 $32.00 $3.72 $7.57 $4.73 $4.73
18 2026 $7.96 $7.92 $23.30 $23.14 $33.07 $32.77 $32.50 $32.64 $3.82 $7.76 $4.86 $4.86
19 2027 $8.26 $8.22 $23.76 $23.60 $33.68 $33.38 $33.11 $33.25 $3.92 $7.96 $4.99 $4.99
20 2028 $8.68 $8.63 $24.17 $24.01 $34.25 $33.95 $33.68 $33.81 $4.02 $8.16 $5.12 $5.12
21 2029 $8.99 $8.94 $24.65 $24.49 $34.84 $34.54 $34.27 $34.41 $4.12 $8.36 $5.25 $5.25
22 2030 $9.19 $9.14 $25.09 $24.93 $35.42 $35.13 $34.86 $34.99 $4.22 $8.58 $5.39 $5.39
23 2031 $9.54 $9.48 $25.49 $25.34 $36.02 $35.72 $35.45 $35.59 $4.32 $8.79 $5.52 $5.52
24 2032 $9.90 $9.84 $25.90 $25.74 $36.63 $36.33 $36.06 $36.20 $4.42 $9.01 $5.66 $5.66
25 2033 $10.27 $10.21 $26.31 $26.16 $37.25 $36.95 $36.68 $36.81 $4.53 $9.24 $5.81 $5.81
26 2034 $10.66 $10.60 $26.74 $26.58 $37.88 $37.58 $37.31 $37.44 $4.64 $9.48 $5.96 $5.96
27 2035 $11.06 $10.99 $27.16 $27.01 $38.52 $38.22 $37.95 $38.08 $4.75 $9.72 $6.23 $6.23
28 2036 $11.48 $11.41 $27.60 $27.44 $39.17 $38.87 $38.60 $38.74 $4.86 $9.96 $6.46 $6.46
29 2037 $11.92 $11.84 $28.04 $27.88 $39.83 $39.53 $39.26 $39.40 $4.96 $10.21 $6.52 $6.52
30 2038 $12.37 $12.28 $28.49 $28.33 $40.51 $40.21 $39.94 $40.08 $5.08 $10.47 $6.55 $6.55
31 2039 $12.83 $12.75 $28.95 $28.79 $41.20 $40.90 $40.63 $40.76 $5.19 $10.74 $6.58 $6.58
32 2040 $13.32 $13.23 $29.41 $29.26 $41.90 $41.60 $41.33 $41.46 $5.31 $11.01 $6.61 $6.61
33 2041 $13.82 $13.72 $29.88 $29.73 $42.61 $42.31 $42.04 $42.18 $5.43 $11.29 $6.64 $6.64
34 2042 $14.35 $14.24 $30.36 $30.21 $43.34 $43.04 $42.77 $42.90 $5.55 $11.57 $6.68 $6.68
35 2043 $14.89 $14.78 $30.85 $30.70 $44.07 $43.78 $43.51 $43.64 $5.68 $11.86 $6.72 $6.72
36 2044 $15.45 $15.34 $31.35 $31.19 $44.83 $44.53 $44.26 $44.39 $5.81 $12.16 $6.77 $6.77
37 2045 $16.04 $15.91 $31.85 $31.69 $45.59 $45.30 $45.02 $45.16 $5.94 $12.47 $6.84 $6.84
38 2046 $16.64 $16.51 $32.36 $32.21 $46.37 $46.07 $45.80 $45.94 $6.07 $12.79 $6.92 $6.92
39 2047 $17.27 $17.14 $32.88 $32.73 $47.17 $46.87 $46.60 $46.73 $6.21 $13.11 $7.03 $7.03
40 2048 $17.92 $17.78 $33.41 $33.26 $47.97 $47.68 $47.40 $47.54 $6.35 $13.44 $7.16 $7.16
41 2049 $18.60 $18.46 $33.95 $33.79 $48.80 $48.50 $48.23 $48.36 $6.50 $13.78 $7.30 $7.30
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John D. Wilson Director of Research, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy 
1810 16th Street, NW, 3rd Floor 202-495-0776
Washington, DC 20009  wilson@cleanenergy.org 

EXPERIENCE 
Southern Alliance 
for Clean Energy 

Director of Research, Asheville, North Carolina and Washington, DC, 2007 – present 
 Manage technical and regulatory advocacy
 Conduct supporting research and policy development across all program areas

Galveston-Houston 
Association for 
Smog Prevention 

Executive Director, Houston, Texas, 2001 – 2006 
 Member, Regional Air Quality Planning Committee
 Member, Transportation Policy Technical Advisory Committee
 Member, Steering Committee, TCEQ Interim Science Committee
 Awards & recognition from the City of Houston, Houston Press, and environmental groups 

The Goodman 
Corporation 

Senior Associate, Houston, Texas, 2000 – 2001 
 Transportation and Urban Planning Consulting
 Project Manager, Houston Main Street Corridor
 Project Manager, Houston Downtown Circulation Study
 Project Manager, Austin Corridor Planning
 Project Manager, Ft. Worth Berry Street Corridor Initiative

Florida Legislature Senior Legislative Analyst and Technology Projects Coordinator, Office of Program Policy 
Analysis and Government Accountability, Tallahassee, Florida, 1997- 1999 
 Coordinator, Florida Government Accountability Report, 1999
 Coordinator, Project Management Software Implementation, 1999
 Creator and Editor, Florida Monitor Weekly, 1998 - 99
 Author or team member for reports on water supply policy, environmental permitting,

community development corporations, school district financial management and other
issues – most recommendations implemented by the 1998 and 1999 Florida Legislatures

Florida State 
University 

Environmental Management Consultant, Tallahassee, Florida, 1997 
 Project staff, Florida Assessment of Coastal Trends, 1997

Houston Advanced 
Research Center 

Research Associate, Center for Global Studies, The Woodlands, Texas, 1992 - 96 
 Coordinator, Houston Environmental Foresight, 1993 - 96
 Coordinator, Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin Initiative, 1992 - 94
 Secretary, Task Force on Climate Change in Texas, 1992 - 94
 Researcher, Policy Options: Responding to Climate Change in Texas, 1992 - 93

US Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Student Assistant, Climate Change Division, Washington, DC, 1991 - 92 
 Special Achievement Award, 1991

EDUCATION 
Harvard University Master in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 1992 

 Concentration areas: Environment, negotiation, economic and analytic methods

Rice University Bachelor of Arts, conferred cum laude, 1990 
 Majors: Physics (with honors) and history

Additional Training 
and Experience 

Spanish language; Advanced computer skills; Served and led political committees for the 
Sierra Club and Clean Water Action; Certified Master Wildlife Conservationist, Leon County 
Extension Service 

PUBLICATIONS 
Expert Witness 
Testimony 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of South Carolina Coastal Conservation League 
and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, In the Matter of Petition of the Office of Regulatory 
Staff to Establish Generic Proceeding Pursuant to the Distributed Energy Resource Program 
Act, Act No. 236 of 2014, Ratification No. 241, Senate Bill No. 1189, South Carolina Public 
Service Commission Docket No. 2014-246-E (December 23, 2014). 

Hamilton Davis and John D. Wilson, Joint Direct Testimony on Behalf of South Carolina 
Coastal Conservation League and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, In the Matter of Joint 
Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and North Carolina Electric Membership 
Corporation for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Construction and Operation of a 750MW Combined Generating Plant Near 
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Anderson, SC, South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket No. 2013-392-E (December 
10, 2013). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, In the 
Matters of Georgia Power Company’s 2013 Integrated Resource Plan and Application for 
Decertification of Plant Branch Units 3 and 4, Plant McManus Units 1 and 2, Plant Kraft Units 
1-4, Plant Yates Units 1-05, Plant Boulevard Units 2 and 3, and Plant Bowen Unit 6, Georgia
Public Service Commission Docket No. 36498 (May 10, 2013).

John D. Wilson, allowable ex parte briefing on behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, and Upstate Forever, in Progress Energy 
Carolinas, Incorporated’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), South Carolina Public Service 
Commission Docket NO. 2011-8-E and in Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC – 2011 Integrated 
Resource Plan, South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2011-10-E (December 
21, 2011). 

John D. Wilson, allowable ex parte briefing on behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, and Upstate Forever, in South Carolina Electric 
& Gas Company’s Integrated Resource Plan, South Carolina Public Service Commission 
Docket NO. 2011-9-E (June 1, 2011). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, In the 
Matters of Georgia Power Company’s Application for Certification of its Demand Side 
Management Program, Georgia Public Service Commission Docket No. 31082 (May 7, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, In the 
Matters of Georgia Power Company’s Application for Approval of its 2010 Integrated Resource 
Plan, Georgia Public Service Commission Docket No. 31081 (May 7, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of Environmental Defense Fund, The Sierra Club, 
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and the Southern Environmental Law Center, In the 
Matter of Investigation of Integrated Resource Planning in North Carolina – 2009, North 
Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 124 (February 19, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony on Behalf of Environmental Defense Fund, the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, the South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, Southern 
Alliance for Clean Energy, and the Southern Environmental Law Center, Application of Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC for Authority to Adjust and Increase Its Electric Rate and Charges, 
South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket No. 2009-226-E (November 6, 2009). 

John D. Wilson, Direct Testimony & Exhibits on behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy 
and the Natural Resources Defense Council in RE: Commission Review of Numeric 
Conservation Goals Florida Power & Light Company, Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 080407-EG, also filed in Dockets 080408-EG through 080413-EG (July 6, 2009). 

John D. Wilson, Testimony on behalf of Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law 
Center in Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, Inc. for Approval of Save-a-Watt Approach, 
Energy Efficiency Rider and Portfolio of Energy Efficiency Programs, North Carolina Utilities 
Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 831 (June 19, 2009). 

John D. Wilson, Surrebuttal Testimony on Behalf of Environmental Defense, the South 
Carolina Coastal Conservation League, Southern Alliance For Clean Energy and the Southern 
Environmental Law Center, In the Matter of Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC for 
Approval of Energy Efficiency Plan Including an Energy Efficiency Rider and Portfolio of 
Energy Efficiency Programs, South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket No. 2007-
358-E (January 28, 2008).

Comments and 
Presentations 
Related to Electric 
Utilities 
(Lead author or 
significant contributor) 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Reply Comments, Notice of Inquiry and Workshop to 
Examine Issues related to the Value of Renewable and Distributed Energy Resources in 
preparation for the 2016 Georgia Power Company Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), Georgia 
Public Service Commission, Docket 39732 (September 25, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Initial Comments, Notice of Inquiry and Workshop to 
Examine Issues related to the Value of Renewable and Distributed Energy Resources in 
preparation for the 2016 Georgia Power Company Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), Georgia 
Public Service Commission, Docket 39732 (September 11, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean energy, SACE Comments to the Florida Public Service 
Commission: Solar Energy in Florida, Florida Public Service Commission Request for 
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Comments (June 23, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Technical Comments on the 2015 Tennessee Valley 
Authority Integrated Resource Draft Plan (April 27, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy et. al, Comments on the 2015 Tennessee Valley Authority 
Integrated Resource Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (April 27, 2015). 

John D. Wilson, The Clean Power Plan Can Be Implemented While Maintaining Reliable 
Electric Service in the Southeast, panel presentation to FERC Eastern Region Technical 
Conference on EPA’s Clean Power Plan Proposed Rule (March 11, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy and Sierra Club, comments filed in 2014 Biennial 
Integrated Resource Plans and Related REPS Compliance Plans, North Carolina Utilities 
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 141 (March 2, 2015). 

John D. Wilson and Natalie Mims, Views on TVA EE Modeling Approach, Presentation to TVA 
“Evaluating Energy Efficiency in Utility Resource Planning” Meeting (February 10, 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy et al, Shawnee Fossil Plant Units 1 and 4, Comments on 
the Draft Environmental Assessment, submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority (December 9, 
2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Sierra Club, and South Carolina Coastal Conservation 
League, comments filed In the Matter of Rulemaking Proceeding to Consider Revisions to 
Commission Rule R8-60 on Integrated Resource Planning, North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-100, Sub 111 (December 8, 2014). 

South Carolina Coastal Conservation League and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
comments filed In the Matter of Duke Energy Progress, Inc.’s Integrated Resource Plan, South 
Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. 2014-8-E (December 3, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments on the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
Proposed Clean Power Plan, Docket No. OAR-2013-0602 (December 1, 2014). 

John D. Wilson, “TVA IRP Update,” TenneSEIA Annual Meeting (November 19, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments on Allen Fossil Plant Emission Control Project 
Draft Environmental Assessment, submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority (August 7, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, TVA’s On-Peak Dependable Capacity Method, submitted 
to Tennessee Valley Renewable Information Exchange (June 10, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, HVDC Wind Assessment, submitted to Tennessee Valley 
Renewable Information Exchange (May 27, 2014). 

Stephen A. Smith, letter to Tennessee Valley Renewable Information Exchange regarding in-
Valley wind resource data provided by Southern Wind Energy Association (May 20, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Tennessee Valley Utility-Scale Solar Assessment, 
submitted to Tennessee Valley Renewable Information Exchange (May 13, 2014). 

John D. Wilson, “Rates vs. Energy Efficiency,” 2013 ACEEE National Conference on Energy 
Efficiency as a Resource (September 2013). 

Sierra Club and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, reply comments filed in Investigation of 
Integrated Resource Planning in North Carolina – 2012, North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (March 6, 2013). 

Sierra Club and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in Investigation of 
Integrated Resource Planning in North Carolina – 2012, North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (February 5, 2013). 

South Carolina Coastal Conservation League and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
comments filed in Progress Energy Carolinas, LLC’s Integrated Resource Plan, South Carolina 
Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2012-8-E (January 25, 2013). 

South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and 
Upstate Forever, comments filed in Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC’s Integrated Resource Plan, 
South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2012-10-E (December 6, 2012). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in Investigation of Integrated Resource 
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Planning in North Carolina – 2010-2011, North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-
100, Sub 128 (January 13, 2012). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, 
comments filed in Progress Energy Carolinas, Incorporated’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), 
South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2011-8-E (October 31, 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, and 
Upstate Forever, comments filed in Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC’s Integrated Resource Plan, 
South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2011-10-E (October 31, 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments on Tennessee Valley Authority’s Renewable 
Standard Offer, submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority (September 6, 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, and 
Upstate Forever, comments filed in South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Integrated 
Resource Plan, South Carolina Public Service Commission Docket NO. 2011-9-E (April 15, 
2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in Investigation of Integrated Resource 
Planning in North Carolina – 2010, North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 
128 (February 10, 2011). 

John D. Wilson, “Energy Efficiency Delivers Growth and Savings for Florida,” testimony before 
Energy & Utilities Subcommittee, Florida House of Representatives (February 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in RE: Petition for Approval of Demand-
Side Management Plan of Progress Energy Florida, Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 100160-EG (June 3, 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in RE: Petition for Approval of Demand-
Side Management Plan of Progress Energy Florida, Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 100160-EG, also filed in Docket No. 100155-EG (April 25, 2011). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in RE: Petition for Approval of Demand-
Side Management Plan of Gulf Power Company, Florida Public Service Commission Docket 
No. 100154-EG, also filed in Dockets 100155, 59, and 60-EG (December 22, 2010). 

Environmental Defense Fund, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern 
Environmental Law Center, reply comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session 
Law 2007-397, North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (November 
19, 2010). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments in Response to Tennessee Valley Authority’s 
November 16, 2010 Release of its Draft Integrated Resource Plan and Accompanying 
Environmental Impact Statement (No. 20100379) for Public Review and Comment (November 
15, 2010). 

Environmental Defense Fund, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern 
Environmental Law Center, comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session Law 
2007-397, North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (October 15, 2010). 

Environmental Defense Fund, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern 
Environmental Law Center, comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session Law 
2007-397, North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (October 4, 2010). 

South Carolina Coastal Conservation League and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, 
comments filed In the Matter of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC’s Integrated Resource Plan, 
South Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. 2014-10-E (November 3, 2014). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy and Environmental Defense Fund, statement of position 
letter in Application for Residential Retrofit and Home Energy Comparison Report Pilot 
Programs, North Carolina Utilities Commission Dockets Nos. E-7 Sub 952 and Sub 954 
(September 17, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, “Energy Efficiency: The Southeast Considers its Options,” NAESCO 
Southeast Regional Workshop (September 2010). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, “SACE’s Response to Progress Energy Florida’s 
Response to SACE Comments,” comments filed in RE: Petition for Approval of Demand-Side 
Management Plan of Progress Energy Florida, Florida Public Service Commission Docket No. 
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100160-EG (August 3, 2010). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments filed in RE: Petition for Approval of Demand-
Side Management Plan of Gulf Power Company, Florida Public Service Commission Docket 
No. 100154-EG, also filed in Dockets 100155, 57, 59, 60 and 61-EG (July 14, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, “Bringing Energy Efficiency to Southerners,” Environmental and Energy Study 
Institute panel on “Energy Efficiency in the South” (April 10, 2010). 

John D. Wilson, “The Changing Face of Energy Supply in Florida (and the Southeast),” 37th 
Annual PURC Conference (February 2010). 

John D. Wilson, “Florida Energy Policy Discussion,” testimony before Energy & Utilities Policy 
Committee, Florida House of Representatives (January 2010). 

John D. Wilson, “Building the Energy Efficiency Resource for the TVA Region,” presentation 
on behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to the Tennessee Valley Authority Integrated 
Resource Planning Stakeholder Review Group (December 10, 2009). 

John D. Wilson, “An Advocates Perspective on the Duke Save-a-Watt Approach,” ACEEE 5th 
National Conference on Energy Efficiency as a Resource (September 2009). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments in response to Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) Staff Report on Preliminary Recommendations on the Four PURPA Standards Under 
Section 111(d) of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act Pursuant to the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (July 27, 2009). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments in RE: Establishment of Rule on Renewable 
Portfolio Standard, Florida Public Service Commission Docket No. 080503-EI (December 8, 
2008). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments in RE: Establishment of Rule on Renewable 
Portfolio Standard, Florida Public Service Commission Docket No. 080503-EI (September 5, 
2008). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Comments on July 11, 2008 RPS Workshop, Florida 
Public Service Commission undocketed workshop (July 2008). 

Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, Southern Alliance for 
Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law Center, further comments in Investigation of 
Rate Structures, Policies and Measures that Promote a Mix of Generation and Demand 
Reduction for Electric Power Suppliers in North Carolina, North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 116 (June 23, 2008). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments on Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 
Plan, submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority (May 6, 2008). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, comments on Renewable Energy and Clean Energy 
Assessment, submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority (May 6, 2008). 

John D. Wilson, “Utility-Scale Renewable Energy,” presentation on behalf of Southern Alliance 
for Clean Energy to the Board of the Tennessee Valley Authority (March 5, 2008). 

John D. Wilson, “Energy Efficiency: Regulating Cost-Effectiveness,” Florida Public Service 
Commission undocketed workshop (April 25, 2008). 

Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, Southern Alliance for 
Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law Center, initial comments in Investigation of 
Rate Structures, Policies and Measures that Promote a Mix of Generation and Demand 
Reduction for Electric Power Suppliers in North Carolina, North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 116 (March 20, 2008). 

John D. Wilson, “Clean Energy Solutions for Western North Carolina,” presentation to 
Progress Energy Carolinas WNC Community Energy Advisory Council (February 7, 2008). 

Environmental Defense, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law 
Center, reply comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session Law 2007-397, 
North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (December 13, 2007). 

Environmental Defense, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law 
Center, comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session Law 2007-397, North 
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Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (November 12, 2007). 

Environmental Defense, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Southern Environmental Law 
Center, comments in Rulemaking Proceeding to Implement Session Law 2007-397, North 
Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 113 (September 21, 2007). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy and the Natural Resources Defense Council, Comments 
and Suggestions of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and of the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Pertaining to Rulemaking on a Renewable Portfolio Standard, Florida Public 
Service Commission Undocketed Comments (September 2007). 

Published Papers, 
Reports and Books 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Cleaner Energy for Southern Company: Finding a Low 
Cost Path to Clean Power Plan Compliance (July 2015). 

Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Increased Levels of Renewable Energy Will Be 
Compatible with Reliable Electric Service in the Southeast (November 2014). 
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Executive Summary 

The reserve margin study performed by Astrape Consulting was requested by Duke Energy 

Carolinas in response to North Carolina Utilities Commission Order dated October 26, 2011 in Docket 

No. E -100, Sub 128.  The Order requires DEC to perform a comprehensive reserve margin study and 

include it as part of its 2012 biennial IRP report.    

The optimal planning reserve margin for Duke Energy is based on providing an acceptable level 

of physical reliability and minimizing economic costs to customers.    Customers generally expect power 

to be available 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, but it is economically unreasonable for a load serving 

entity to maintain enough reserves to meet this expectation.  From a physical reliability perspective, Loss 

of Load Expectation (LOLE) decreases as reserve margin increases.  The most common physical metric 

used in the industry is to target a system reserve margin that meets the one day in 10 year standard which 

is interpreted as one firm load shed event every 10 years (LOLE = 0.1).  A firm load shed event occurs 

when load plus spinning reserves is greater than available capacity and all options including market 

purchases and demand response have been exhausted.  This results in unserved energy for a firm 

customer.  From an economic perspective, as planning reserve margin increases, the total cost of reserves 

increases while the costs related to reliability events decline.  The economic optimum is defined as the 

point where the cost of additional reserves plus the cost of reliability events on customers is minimized.  

For this study, reserve margin is defined as the following:   

o Reserve Margin = ( Resources – Demand  ) / Demand

 Demand is the Average Summer System Peak Load and has not been reduced by
Demand Response

 Resources are defined based on summer ratings and include Demand Response

 The solar capacity within the study was given a 50% capacity credit while wind was
given a 15% capacity credit (consistent with the 2011 IRP)
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Astrape Consulting has taken a stochastic approach in modeling the uncertainty of weather, 

economic load growth, unit availability, hydro availability, and transmission availability for emergency 

tie assistance.  Utilizing a multi-area reliability model called SERVM (Strategic Energy and Risk 

Valuation Model), over 1 million yearly simulations were performed at various reserve margins to 

calculate the physical reliability metrics and corresponding expected reliability costs. The physical 

metrics and reliability costs were used to determine an optimal planning reserve margin.   

From an economic perspective, the study defines the capacity costs as the annual carrying costs 

associated with the marginal resource which for this study is a new natural gas combustion turbine.  The 

study defines reliability energy costs as any energy costs the system experiences above the dispatch cost 

of the marginal resource.    These costs include the dispatch of expensive peaking resources such as oil 

CTs, net imports of expensive market purchases during capacity shortages, and the societal cost of 

unserved energy.   

Summary of Results and Key Insights 

The reserve margin that results in 1 day in 10 year LOLE (0.1 days per year) is 14.5% as shown 

in Figure ES1.  Loss of load hours (LOLH) approaches 0.30 hours per year at the 14.5% reserve margin.  
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Figure ES1.  Physical Reliability Metrics 

In resource adequacy simulations, firm load shed events are sensitive to inputs due to their 

infrequent nature.  Weather diversity, transmission availability, neighbor reserve levels, and emergency 

hydro assumptions can shift the 0.1 LOLE reserve margin by several percentage points as shown in the 

sensitivity section of the report.  As an example, emergency hydro assumptions impacted Duke’s system 

LOLE substantially.   If the portion of the 1,100 MW hydro capacity that is designated as emergency 

capacity is available to be used a few hours a month, then the target LOLE reserve margin shifts from 

14.50% to 11.25%.  This emergency designated block varies by year and month, but during drought 

conditions, it represents 700-750 MW of unavailable capacity as seen in 2007 and 2008. From a planning 

perspective, it is difficult to assess the availability of this capacity during drought conditions, and given 

experience in recent drought years such as 2007 and 2008, it is not prudent to expect this capacity to be 

available during peak conditions.  However, by approaching resource adequacy planning from a more 

holistic perspective, the target reserve margin is not as sensitive to individual inputs.  For this reason, we 
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to not only assess the comprehensive benefits of incremental capacity, it also allows for better calibration 

of physical reliability metrics. 

The economic reliability assessment which balances the costs and benefits of incremental 

capacity is seen in Figure ES2 which demonstrates that the long-term minimum cost reserve margin is 

14%.   As reserve margin increases, the CT carrying costs rise and the reliability energy costs made up of 

production costs above a CT, net imports above a CT, and expected unserved energy decrease.  Between 

14% and 16%, the flatness of the curve indicates that there is not a significant cost impact to being 

slightly above the minimum cost point.  Since resource additions are too large to perfectly target a reserve 

margin, some years will inevitably result in reserve margins that are higher than the average economic 

optimum.  The expected financial impact of these additions is not substantial, since the capacity above the 

weighted average target also brings some financial benefit. For example, the annual expected difference 

in cost between the 14% reserve margin and 16% reserve margin is only $9 million and can provide 

substantial risk benefit.  

Figure ES2.  Minimum Weighted Average Cost Reserve Margin
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Figure ES3 demonstrates the distribution of reliability energy costs seen in Figure ES2 at each 

reserve margin level.  It should be noted that even at the economic optimum reserve margin of 14% there 

is still potential for high reliability cost years due to abnormal weather, economic growth, or poor unit 

performance in the region as shown in the following figure.  At a 14% reserve margin, there is a 5% 

chance that reliability energy costs could exceed $185 million in any given year and a 1% chance that it 

could exceed $303 million.  

Figure ES3.  Distribution of Reliability Energy Costs 
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Energy would receive an economic benefit by adding efficient natural gas turbines up to a reserve margin 

of 15.50%. This is shown by the 90% confidence level curve in Figure ES4.  As stated previously, when 

we review the weighted average curve in the same figure we can see that by adding capacity to achieve a 

16% reserve margin versus a 14% reserve margin, average annual costs only increase by $9 million, but 

the additional capacity acts as an insurance product to customers.  In fact, 10% of the time customers 

would see their cost exposure decrease by at least $70 million in any given year as seen in Figure ES3.   

Figure ES4.   Optimal Reserve Margins over a Range of Confidence Intervals 
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nuclear, coal, or even larger combined cycle resources, the reserve margin would likely rise above the top 

end of the reserve margin range.  However, the additional production cost and economy of scale benefits 

provided by such resources would likely justify their addition. Therefore, the recommended target reserve 

margin of 15.50% with a range of 14.5% to 16% should not be considered absolute as all resource 

decisions should be made on a case-by-case basis. 
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III. Input Assumptions

A. Study Year

The selected study year is 2016.  The year 2016 was chosen because it is three to four years into 

the future which is indicative of the amount of time needed to permit and construct a new generating 

facility.  By looking three to four years out, this study reflects a longer term optimal reserve margin.  

Lower economic load forecast error as well as surrounding market conditions could potentially allow the 

company to carry slightly lower reserves in the short term.    

Although 2016 was selected for the base case simulations, the SERVM simulation results should 

apply for the 3 to 5 year period following 2016 assuming that resource mixes and market structures do not 

change drastically over that term. To that end, several sensitivities were run to reflect changes in the 

market that could occur in this time period as well as a look at a 2023 Study Year.   

B. Load Modeling

Table 1.  2016 Load Forecast 

Month Energy (MWh) Peak Load (MW)
January 9,163,558                 18,891 

February 8,191,438                 18,033 
March 7,845,982                 16,797 
April 7,311,837                 14,012 
May 7,885,201                 16,407 
June 9,015,082                 18,675 
July 9,509,029                 19,476 

August 9,595,229                 19,075 
September 8,256,070                 17,595 

October 7,486,890                 14,687 
November 7,541,890                 16,048 
December 8,669,874                 17,756 
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Table 1 displays the peak and energy forecasts for 2016 under normal weather conditions.  The 

company is expected to have a winter peak of 18,891 MW and a summer peak of 19,476 MW.  All values 

include the reduction for energy efficiency but exclude any other DSM reductions.   

To model the effects of weather uncertainty, 37 historical weather years were developed to reflect 

the impact of weather on load.  A neural network program was used to develop relationships between 

weather observations and load based on the last five years of historical weather and load.  Different 

relationships were built for each month of the year using hourly temperature, time of day, day of week, 8 

hour prior temperature, 24 hour prior temperature, 48 hour prior temperature, and heating and cooling 

degree hours.   

These relationships were then applied to the last 37 years of weather to develop 37 load shapes 

for 2016.   Equal probabilities were given to each of the 37 load shapes in the simulation.  Figure 1 ranks 

all weather years by peak summer load for the system.   In the most severe weather conditions, the 

summer peak can be approximately 6% higher than the peak under normal weather conditions and 10% 

for the winter.  The reason for the larger variation in winter loads is the larger variation of temperature 

versus normal weather of 10 to 13 degrees whereas in the summer maximum variation versus normal 

weather is only 6 degrees.   
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Figure 1.  Peak Load Variability Vs. Normal Weather 

The difference in frequency of high load periods during winter versus summer can be seen in 

Figure 2.  The duration of high load is far less in the winter causing the summer to have higher reliability 

risk.  So despite higher variation in winter peak loads, sustained high loads in the summer cause the 

majority of reliability events.   
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Figure 2.  Frequency of High Load Hours for Winter and Summer 

Table 2 summarizes the combined summer and winter peaks by weather year.  The table shows 

that recent years including 2007 and 2010 were among the most severe summers.   
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Table 2.  2016 Peak Load Rankings for All Weather Years 

Summer Peaks Winter Peaks

Max 20,721 6.40% Max 20,798         10.1%
Forecast 19,476 Forecast 18,891              

Rank Year Peak

 Versus 
Forecast (%) Rank Year Peak

 Versus 
Forecast (%) 

1 2007 20,721 6.4% 1 1977 20,798              10.1%

2 1983 20,634 5.9% 2 1982 20,798              10.1%

3 1986 20,485 5.2% 3 1994 20,778              10.0%

4 2010 20,289 4.2% 4 1996 20,347              7.7%

5 1977 20,156 3.5% 5 1985 20,015              5.9%

6 1999 20,106 3.2% 6 1981 19,944              5.6%

7 1988 19,856 2.0% 7 1978 19,902              5.4%

8 1993 19,808 1.7% 8 2003 19,790              4.8%

9 1980 19,789 1.6% 9 1976 19,777              4.7%

10 2005 19,777 1.5% 10 2010 19,713              4.3%

11 2011 19,772 1.5% 11 1987 19,614              3.8%
12 1987 19,729 1.3% 12 2004 19,605              3.8%

13 1995 19,702 1.2% 13 1995 19,259              1.9%

14 1998 19,645 0.9% 14 1975 19,254              1.9%

15 1990 19,600 0.6% 15 1984 19,121.20        1.2%

16 1976 19,583 0.6% 16 2011 19,082              1.0%

17 2006 19,533 0.3% 17 1983 18,950              0.3%

18 1992 19,517 0.2% 18 2006 18,947              0.3%

19 1978 19,492 0.1% 19 1988 18,934              0.2%

20 2000 19,462 -0.1% 20 1993 18,884              0.0%

21 1989 19,461 -0.1% 21 1991 18,823              -0.4%

22 2008 19,429 -0.2% 22 1997 18,801              -0.5%

23 1996 19,388 -0.4% 23 1999 18,761              -0.7%

24 2002 19,362 -0.6% 24 1986 18,650              -1.3%

25 2001 19,345 -0.7% 25 1980 18,561              -1.7%

26 1997 19,317 -0.8% 26 1998 18,383              -2.7%

27 1979 19,300 -0.9% 27 2005 18,192              -3.7%

28 1991 19,288 -1.0% 28 2001 18,068              -4.4%

29 1981 19,247 -1.2% 29 2009 17,969              -4.9%

30 2009 19,225 -1.3% 30 1979 17,929              -5.1%

31 1984 18,859 -3.2% 31 2000 17,809              -5.7%

32 1975 18,797 -3.5% 32 1989 17,807              -5.7%

33 2004 18,750 -3.7% 33 2002 17,745              -6.1%

34 1985 18,670 -4.1% 34 1992 17,551              -7.1%

35 2003 18,446 -5.3% 35 2008 17,325              -8.3%

36 1994 18,202 -6.5% 36 2007 16,953              -10.3%
37 1982 17,849 -8.4% 37 1990 16,130              -15%
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From an annual energy perspective, the following table shows the top 10 highest weather years.  

Table 3 shows that 2010 had energy consumption 5% higher than normal as both winter and summer 

seasons were severe. The second highest weather year was only 2.5% higher than average energy.   

Table 3.  Weather Years Ranked by Total Energy 

C. Load Forecast Error

An analysis was performed using the historical Congressional Budget Office four year prior 

forecasts of GDP and comparing those forecasts to actual data from 1993 – 2010.  Comparing how well 

GDP was predicted four years in advance provides insight into the economic uncertainty that should be 

applied to utility loads.  The chart below shows the standard deviation of historical GDP forecast error for 

forecasting one to ten years in advance.  As expected, the standard deviation of forecast error increases as 

the number of years increase.  Based on discussions with Duke, electric load is assumed to grow at about 

40% of GDP growth.  Assuming four year forecast error, standard deviation for load forecast error 

Annual Energy
Top 10 
Max 106,073,456     5.0%
Forecast 101,065,715     

Rank Year Peak
 Versus 

Forecast (%) 

1 2010 106,073,456     5.0%
2 1977 103,627,852     2.5%
3 1993 103,014,691     1.9%
4 1980 102,568,028     1.5%
5 1987 102,319,099     1.2%
6 1978 102,300,173     1.2%
7 1986 102,249,879     1.2%
8 2007 102,241,193     1.2%
9 1981 102,065,451     1.0%

10 1988 101,879,158     0.8%
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uncertainty for utility load is 2.5% as shown in the following figure.  If lead times for new generation 

changed substantially, then the standard deviation used to develop the economic load forecast error would 

need to be adjusted accordingly.    However, it is unlikely that typical generation resources can be 

installed and brought in-service in less than three to four years given the time needed for environmental 

and regulatory approvals, construction, and startup testing.       

Figure 3.  Standard Deviation of GDP forecast error (1 to 10 Year Projections) 

Astrape also performed a comparison of the company’s historical four year prior forecasts to 

actual weather normalized load.  Astrape observed that in recent years there was a tendency to over 

forecast given the economic downturns seen in the last decade. However, the standard deviation of load 

forecast error was 3.34%, which was in the range of the CBO study.  The company and Astrape 

determined that using 2.5% was a reasonable value for the standard deviation and Astrape developed a 

normal distribution as shown in the following Figure 4.  The continuous distribution was converted into a 

discrete distribution with the 7 points shown for use in determining discrete scenarios to be modeled.  As 

an example of how to interpret the economic uncertainty data, there is a 1.64% chance that load will be 

6.23% greater than forecasted.  
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Figure 4.  Load Forecast Error 

SERVM utilized each of the 37 weather years and applied each of these seven load forecast error 

points to create 259 different load scenarios. 
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D. Resources

The resources and seasonal capacities for the 2016 study are shown in the following tables. 

Table 4.  Nuclear Resource Capacities (MW) 

Unit Name January July

Catawba 1 891 857 

Catawba 2 881 847 

McGuire 1 900 844 

McGuire 2 900 844 

Oconee 1 875 856 

Oconee 2 875 856 

Oconee 3 875 856 

Totals 6,196 6,196 
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Table 5.  Baseload and Intermediate Resource Capacities (MW) 

Unit Name January July Retired by 2016
Allen 1 167 162 Buck 3
Allen 2 167 162 Buck 4
Allen 3 270 261 Buck 5
Allen 4 282 276 Buck 6
Allen 5 275 266 Cliffside 1

Belews Creek 1 1135 1110 Cliffside 2
Belews Creek 2 1135 1110 Cliffside 3

Cliffside 5 562 556 Cliffside 4
Cliffside 6 825 825 Dan River 1
Marshall 1 380 380 Dan River 2
Marshall 2 380 380 Dan River 3
Marshall 3 658 658 Riverbend 4
Marshall 4 660 660 Riverbend 5

Buck CC 508 500 Riverbend 6
Buck CC Duct 120 120 Riverbend 7
Dan River CC 508 500

Dan River CC Duct 120 120
CPL SOR A 2 2
CPL SOR D 3 3
CPL SOR E 2 2

NUG 26 26

Totals 8,185 8,079
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Table 6.  Peaking Resource Capacities (MW) 

All summer ratings in the previous tables are based on 95 degree F.  On an hourly basis, SERVM 

can adjust the capacity of each resource based on the historical hourly temperature for the weather year 

being modeled.  Because the maximum output of peaking units degrades as temperatures increase, the 

derating multipliers in Figure 5 were utilized to derate the units above 95 F.  The multipliers were 

developed based on the Duke CT fleet which assumes a degradation of 0.3% of capacity per degree.  This 

ensures correlation of capacity output with load since both are highly dependent on the hourly 

temperature.   

Unit Name January July Unit Name January July Retired by 2016
Lee 1 NG 100 100 MillCreek CT1 92 74 Buck CT1
Lee 2 NG 100 102 MillCreek CT2 92 74 Buck CT2
Lee 3 NG 170 170 MillCreek CT3 92 74 Buck CT3
Lee CT1 41 41 MillCreek CT4 92 74 Buzzard Roost CT1
Lee CT2 41 41 MillCreek CT5 92 74 Buzzard Roost CT2

Lincoln CT1 93 79.2 MillCreek CT6 92 74 Buzzard Roost CT3
Lincoln CT2 93 79.2 MillCreek CT7 92 74 Buzzard Roost CT4
Lincoln CT3 93 79.2 MillCreek CT8 92 74 Buzzard Roost CT5
Lincoln CT4 93 79.2 Rockingham CT1 165 165 Buzzard Roost CT6
Lincoln CT5 93 79.2 Rockingham CT2 165 165 Buzzard Roost CT7
Lincoln CT6 93 79.2 Rockingham CT3 165 165 Buzzard Roost CT8
Lincoln CT7 93 79.2 Rockingham CT4 165 165 Buzzard Roost CT9
Lincoln CT8 93 79.2 Rockingham CT5 165 165 Buzzard Roost CT10
Lincoln CT9 93 79.2 Anson Hamlet CT 4 4 Dan River CT1

Lincoln CT10 93 79.2 CPL Peaking CT 2 2 Dan River CT2
Lincoln CT11 93 79.2 IRP CT 1 900 740 Riverbend CT1
Lincoln CT12 93 79.2 IRP CT 2* 0 740 Riverbend CT2
Lincoln CT13 93 79.2 Riverbend CT3
Lincoln CT14 93 79.2 Riverbend CT4
Lincoln CT15 93 79.2
Lincoln CT16 93 79.2

Totals 4,410 4,628

*IRP CT 2 is in service in June, 2016
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Figure 5.  Summer Rating Capacity Multipliers 

The hydro portfolio is modeled in segments that include Run of River (ROR), Scheduled (Peak 

Shaving), and Emergency Capacity.  The Run of River segment is dispatched as base load capacity 

providing its designated capacity every hour of the year.  The scheduled hydro is used for shaving the 

daily peak load but also includes minimum flow requirements.  If included, the emergency capacity is 

used only to prevent firm load shed and the model allows the emergency mode to "borrow" energy from 

the future dispatch of the scheduled hydro portion with the constraint that the energy amount is enough 

for only a few hours.  Typically hydro resources are not able to be dispatched at their nameplate capacity 

during peak hours due to water constraints or river flow requirements as seen in 2008.  By modeling the 

hydro resources in these three segments, the model captures the appropriate amount of capacity 

dispatched during peak periods.  See the confidential Appendix for the details regarding hydro capacities.  
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Figure 6 shows the total breakdown of scheduled versus emergency hydro based on the last 37 

years of weather.  Out of the total 1,100 MW of capacity owned by the company, only 442 MW on 

average is dispatched during peak periods.  During drought years, less than 390 MWs are dispatched on 

peak in specific months.  For this reason, the use of emergency hydro was not included in the base case 

results due to recent experience, but a sensitivity was performed that included the additional emergency 

hydro capacity which could be utilized for a few hours per month.     

Figure 6.  Scheduled Capacity versus Emergency Capacity 

Figure 7 demonstrates the variation of hydro energy by weather year which is input into the 

model.   The drought shown in 2001, 2007, and 2008 is captured in the reliability model.   
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Figure 7.  Hydro Energy by Weather Year

Figure 8 compares actual history of the dispatch level of the hydro resources for a 2008 and 2009 

as a percentage of time versus how the model dispatches the resources.  The figure demonstrates the 

drought conditions that were seen in 2008 and also shows that the model is capturing a realistic dispatch 

of the hydro resources.   
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Figure 8.  Hydo Dispatch Calibration:  Percent of Time above Capacity Threshold 

Table 7.  Pump Storage Resources 

Pumping for pumped storage occurs anytime energy is available.  During constrained periods, 

pumped storage resources are given dispatch priority to maintain a maximum level in the storage ponds.  

During less constrained periods, the dispatch order is switched so that the energy is used before CT’s are 

dispatched.  SERVM uses any excess capacity to fill up the ponds including economic purchases from the 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 
10

0 

15
0 

20
0 

25
0 

30
0 

35
0 

40
0 

45
0 

50
0 

55
0 

60
0 

65
0 

70
0 

75
0 

80
0 

85
0 

90
0 

95
0 

10
00

 

10
50

 

Cu
m

ul
at

iv
e 

Pe
rc

en
t 

of
 T

im
e 

Average Capacity Level (MW) 

2008 Modeled 

2008 Actual 

2009 Modeled 

2009 Actual 

Unit Name January July
Reservoir Capacity 

(MWh)
Reservoir

Generating Hours

Bad Creek 1360 1360 33,030 24

Jocasse 780 780 57,540 74

Total 2140 2140

Docket No. 150196-EI
Generation Reserve Margin Study, Duke 
Energy Carolinas Astrape Consulting, 2012
Exhibit JDW-2 Page 27 0f 58



Duke Energy Carolinas Reserve Margin Study 

27 

market. In actual practice, this process may be performed slightly differently to minimize production cost 

during off-peak periods. However, the model architecture is appropriate for reliability modeling, because 

it is always economic to build up the reservoirs of storage units with any generating asset available if that 

is what is required to have the units available to operate to avoid unserved energy. 

Table  8.  Renewable Resources

For reserve margin calculations, Solar capacity is given a 50% capacity credit and wind capacity 

is assumed to have a 15% capacity credit.  For these resources, an 8760 hourly generation shape was 

used.  The average summer and winter shapes are shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10.    For each day, 

SERVM draws a daily shape from all the days in the month.  Because historical data is unavailable, this 

random draw is used for all weather years.   

Unit Name January July

Solar – Nameplate Capacity 49 49

Wind – Nameplate Capacity 318 318

Landfill Gas 32 32

Poultry_PPA 14 14

Biomass_PPA 134 134

Totals 547 547
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Figure 9.  Solar Profile 

Figure 10.  Wind Profile 
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E. Unit Outage Data

Unlike typical production cost models, SERVM does not use an EFOR for each unit as an input.  

Instead, historical GADS data events are entered in for each unit and SERVM randomly draws from these 

events to simulate the unit outages.  For this RM Study, 2007-2011 GADS events were entered into 

SERVM.  The events are entered using the following variables:   

Full Outage Modeling 
Time-to-Repair Hours 
Time-to-Fail Hours 

Partial Outage Modeling 
Partial Outage Time-to-Repair Hours 
Partial Outage Derate Percentage 
Partial Outage Time-to-Fail Hours 

Maintenance Outages 
Maintenance Outage Percentage - % of full outages that are maintenance outages.   SERVM uses this 
percentage and allows units to remain online until the following weekend if they are needed in the short 
term.   

For example purposes, assume that from 2007 – 2011, Allen 1 had 15 full outage events and 30 

partial outage events reported in the GADs data.  The Time-to-Repair and Time-to-Fail between each 

event is calculated from the GADS data along with the other variables listed above.  These multiple Time-

to-Repair and Time-to-Fail distributions are used by SERVM.    Because typically there is an 

improvement in EFOR across the summer, the data is typically broken up into seasons resulting in a set of 

Time-to-Repair and Time-to-Fail inputs for summer, off peak, and winter based on history. Assume Allen 

1 is online in hour 1 of the simulation.  SERVM will randomly draw a Time-to-Fail value from the 

distribution provided for both full outages and partial outages.  The unit will run for that amount of time 

before failing.  A partial outage will be triggered first if the selected Time-to-Fail value is lower than the 

selected full outage Time-to-Fail value.  Next, the model will draw a Time-to-Repair value from the 

distribution and be on outage for that number of hours. When the repair is complete it will draw a new 
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Time-to-Fail value. The process repeats until the end of the iteration when it will begin again for the 

subsequent iteration.  This more detailed modeling is important to capture the tails of the distribution that 

a simple convolution method would not capture.  

Unit Outage Calibration 

The critical aspect of unit performance modeling for a reliability study is the cumulative 

MW offline distribution. Most reliability problems are due to significant coincident outages. Figure 11 

shows the distribution of outages for Duke Energy.   The model has been calibrated to ensure this 

distribution is captured.  Based on the data in the figure 10, the company may have 1,000 MW of capacity 

offline in 15% of all the hours.  This equates to approximately 5% in reserve margin unavailable.    

System and individual outage rates are located in the confidential Appendix of this report.  System and 

individual outage rates are located in the confidential Appendix of this report.   

Figure 11.  System Capacity Offline as a Percentage of Time 
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To capture the impact of planned maintenance, the 2016 maintenance schedule was modeled 

which removes capacity during the shoulder months of the year.  Figure 12 shows that when planned 

maintenance is assumed in the shoulder months that the resulting load level between winter and shoulder 

periods is relatively flat.   

Figure 12.  Daily Peak Load Plus Planned Maintenance Requirement 

F. Demand Response

A total of 987 MWs of demand response were modeled in the simulation.  Energy efficiency (EE) 

was directly removed from load in the simulation while the resources in Table 9 were modeled as 

resources to be called upon given a reliability event.  SERVM takes into account the constraints on 

demand response and dispatches accordingly.  These constraints include a maximum number of hours per 

year, hours per day, days per week, and shadow dispatch price for the resources to be called.    
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Table 9.  Demand Response Summary 

G. Multi Area Modeling

The surrounding market must play a significant role in resource adequacy even for a utility the 

size of Duke Energy Carolinas.  If several large generators are offline due to outage during peak season, it 

is likely that the company would depend on market purchases from surrounding regions.   

The market representation used in SERVM was developed through consultation with Duke 

Energy Staff, EIA forms, Company Integrated Resource Plans (IRP), and reviews of NERC resource 

adequacy assessments. The base case level of reserves for neighbors is based on target reserve margins 

for surrounding neighbors.   Using this methodology ensures that the company is not leaning on an 

external market more than is reasonable.  Figure 13 shows the topology used for the region.  

Unit Name
January 
Capacity

July 
Capacity

Hours Per Year 
Limit

Hours Per Day 
Limit

Days Per Week 
Limit

PowerManager 0 432 100 10 7

PowerShare0/5 8 9 40 8 7

PowerShare5/5 8 9 40 8 3

PowerShare10/5 8 9 40 8 3

PowerShare15/5 8 9 40 8 3

PowerShare_Mand 381 381 100 10 7

PowerShare_Generator 14 14 100 10 7

PowerShare_IS 111 110 150 10 7

PowerShare_SG 16 16 8760 24 7

Total 552 987
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Figure 13.  Regional Topology 

Each neighbor’s hourly loadshape was modeled based on historical hourly temperature data 

similarly to the Duke load. By using hourly weather, load diversity was captured for each neighboring 

area.   Diversity of peak load is important to understand especially when examining physical reliability 

metric results.  Table 10 shows the average diversity for summer months across all 37 years for each area.  

These values represent the percentage reduction from peak load that the neighbor is on average 

experiencing when Duke is experiencing its peak load.  To ensure that Duke was not overstating the 

expectation of weather diversity and therefore available capacity from neighbors, Astrape believed it was 

prudent to cap the weather diversity in any given peak hour at 3%.  A sensitivity assuming no weather 

diversity was simulated to understand the impact that weather diversity has on lowering the target reserve 

margin.   
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Table 10.  Neighbor Diversity Factors 

Table 11 displays a capacity and load summary of each of the neighbors including its current 

target reserve margin.  The reserve margin calculations in this table assume that the interruptible capacity 

is included as a resource.  While it is recognized that the region currently contains more capacity than 

these targets, it is not prudent to expect these additional reserves to be available long term.  Outage rates 

for neighboring units were developed using existing Progress and Duke resources sorted by unit type and 

capacity size.   Hydro resources reflect similar dispatch to the Progress and Duke hydro portfolios.    

Summer 
Diversity

SOCO 1.5%
AEP 1.7%
Dominion 1.9%
TVA 1.5%
SCEG 1.3%
Santee Cooper 1.3%
Progress East 1.2%
Progress West 3.3%
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Table 11.  Neighbor Capacity, Load, and Target Reserve Margin 

The costs of market purchases were calibrated using Duke Energy historical purchases and other 

market pricing data from the southeast region. As shown in Figure 14, scarcity pricing is based on the 

shortage in the specific region.  As the excess capacity approaches zero, the price of capacity approaches 

the cost of unserved energy.  Such an event is rare but can occur as a function of severe weather, poor unit 

performance, and significant load forecast error.       

Progress
Southern 
Company

Santee 
Cooper SCE&G TVA AEP_APP DOM Yadkin

Nuclear 3,563 6,895 318 2,066 7,832 0 3,501

Coal and CC* 6,899 37,247 3,974 2,547 19,618 6,155 10,347

Peaking 4,243 8,943 780 322 5,450 450 4,135

Hydro 335 2,379 457 240 4,254 554 318 215

Pump Storage 0 1,186 0 576 1,739 238 3,003

Interruptible 932 2,600 424 225 1,500 0 230

Total Summer 
Capacity 15,972 59,249 5,953 5,976 40,393 7,397 21,534 215

Summer Peak Load 13,835 51,101 5,155 5,138 35,000 6,372 18,686

Summer Reserve 
Margin 15.4% 15.9% 15.5% 16.3% 15.4% 16.1% 15.2%
*includes renewable capacity
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Figure 14.  Scarcity Pricing Model 

Available Transmission Capacity and TRM 

The import capability is made up of Available Transmission Capability (ATC) and Transmission 

Reliability Margin (TRM).  ATC is the non firm hourly transmission expected to be available in the 

market place while TRM is the portion of the transmission system that is held back for reliability needs.  

TRM is a fixed number while ATC is highly volatile.  Due to its highly volatile nature, ATC is 

represented as a distribution to capture hours when there is little capacity to hours when there is 

abundance.  The distributions used in SERVM are based on historical hours in 2011 during peak periods.  

It should be noted that these limits do not represent the amount of generation available from neighbors but 

only serve as the import constraint.  Given these constraints, it is expected that the limiting factor will be 

generation availability from neighbors rather than transmission.  However, transmission capability will be 
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a critical sensitivity in the final analysis.    See the appendix for details regarding the values used for ATC 

and TRM.     

H. Carrying Cost of Capacity

The cost of carrying incremental reserves was based on the capital cost, fixed O&M, and 

estimated transmission upgrades of four Advanced CTs with a total summer rating of 740 MW.  The cost 

assumptions were based on estimates provided by Duke Energy.  The appendix displays the 

characteristics and costs of the four CT site used to develop the capacity costs and the avoided and 

levelized costs by year.  

I. Operating Reserve Requirements

Duke provides 500 MW of spinning reserves and 600 MWs of total operating reserves which was 

implemented into the model.   

J. Cost of Unserved Energy

Unserved energy costs were derived based on information from national studies completed for the 

Department of Energy in 2003 and 2009.  The national studies were compilations of other surveys 

performed by utilities over the last two decades. The national study split the customer classes into 

residential, small commercial and industrial, and large commercial and industrial.  The 2009 study shows 

higher costs for commercial and industrial consumers compared to 2003. We expect that the costs of 

outages have risen rapidly in recent history for commercial and industrial customers due to the impact of 

technology; however both Duke and Astrape questioned the $92.16/kWh values shown in the 2009 Study 

for Small C&I.  Given the magnitude of the values seen in both studies, Astrape and Duke determined 

that $15,000/MWh was a reasonable base case assumption   Due to the infrequent nature of unserved 

energy; the sensitivity results demonstrate that this assumption is not the main driver of the results.  
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Table 12.  Unserved Energy Costs 

Class Breakdown 
%

2003 DOE 
Study 

2003$/kWh

2009 DOE 
Study

2008$/kWh

2003 DOE 
Study 

2016$/kWh

2009 DOE 
Study

2016$/kWh

Residential 35% 1.15 1.10 1.45 1.27 

Small C&I 37% 26.00 79.90 32.79 92.16 

Large C&I 28% 15.00 23.80 18.92 27.45 

Weighted Average $/kWh 17.93 42.23 

Average of Studies $/kWh 30.08 
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V. Simulation Methodology

Since most reliability events are high impact, low probability events, a large number of scenarios 

must be considered. Deterministic selection of extreme events will not give an accurate representation of 

the operation of any system during such an event, nor would it be possible to estimate a distribution of 

when such events could occur. For Duke Energy, SERVM utilized 37 years of historical weather and load 

shapes, 7 points of economic load growth forecast error, and 400 iterations of unit outage draws to 

represent the full distribution of realistic scenarios.  The number of yearly simulation cases equals 37 

weather years * 7 load forecast errors * 10 reserve margin levels = 2590 total cases.  For each of these 

cases, 400 iterations of unit outage draws are performed which means over one million yearly simulations 

were completed for the analysis.  From this analysis, expected reliability costs can be calculated and 

compared to the cost of adding additional reserves. 

A. Case Probabilities

An example of probabilities given for each case is shown in Table 13.  It is assumed that each 

weather year is given equal probability and each weather year is multiplied by the probability of each load 

forecast error point to calculate the case probability.   
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Table 13.  Case Probability Example 

For this study, reliability costs are defined as the following: 

1) Carrying Cost of Reserves + Production costs above that of a CT + Imports above the cost of a

CT +  Expected Unserved Energy Costs  - Sales above that of a CT

These components are calculated for each of the above cases and weighted based on probability to 

calculate an expected reliability cost for the year.   

Weather Year
Weather Year 
Probabilitiy

Load Forecast 
Error

Load Forecast 
Error  

Probability
Total Case Probability 

(Weather Yr Prob x LFE Prob)
1975 2.70% -6.23% 1.64% 0.0443%
1975 2.70% -3.76% 11.29% 0.3051%
1975 2.70% -1.79% 22.46% 0.6070%
1975 2.70% 0.00% 29.23% 0.7900%
1975 2.70% 1.79% 22.46% 0.6070%
1975 2.70% 3.76% 11.29% 0.3051%
1975 2.70% 6.23% 1.64% 0.0443%
1976 2.70% -6.23% 1.64% 0.0443%
1976 2.70% -3.76% 11.29% 0.3051%
1976 2.70% -1.79% 22.46% 0.6070%
1976 2.70% 0.00% 29.23% 0.7900%
1976 2.70% 1.79% 22.46% 0.6070%
1976 2.70% 3.76% 11.29% 0.3051%
1976 2.70% 6.23% 1.64% 0.0443%
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B. Reserve Margin and Capacity Margin Definition

For this study, reserve margin is defined as the following:   

o Reserve Margin = ( Resources – Demand  ) / Demand

 Demand is the Average Summer System Peak Load and has not been reduced by
Demand Response

 Resources are defined based on summer ratings and include Demand Response

 The solar capacity within the study was given a 50% capacity credit while wind was
given a 15% capacity credit (consistent with the 2011 IRP)
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VI. Base Case Results

A. Physical Reliability Results

From a physical reliability standpoint, Figure 15 shows LOLE in events per year and LOLH in 

hours per year for the base case.  The one day in 10 year standard (LOLE = 0.1 events per year) falls at a 

14.5% summer reserve margin and the LOLH is approximately 0.30 hours per year for that level of 

reserves.  Figure 16 displays expected unserved energy (EUE) at varying levels of reserves.  At the 14.5% 

reserve margin level, EUE is 170 MWh.   As demonstrated in the additional sensitivities, physical 

reliability metrics are sensitive to input assumptions such as weather diversity, transmission availability, 

neighbor reserve levels, and emergency hydro assumptions.    

Figure 15.  Base Case LOLE and LOLH 
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Figure 16.  EUE

B. Economic Results

As previously discussed, physical reliability metrics only provide guidance for meeting a few 

peak load hours over a multi-year study period, and are therefore difficult to calibrate.   To supplement 

the information provided by the base case LOLE analysis, economic reliability metrics were taken into 

consideration.  Economic reliability costs include all costs from the next highest cost resource after a 

marginal CT all the way to the economic impact of shedding firm load. Since additional capacity will 

have some benefits in every year, this type of analysis is easily calibrated to actual practice and then 

allows accurate extrapolation to extreme scenarios. The base case economic results are shown in Figure 
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than the average economic optimum.  The expected financial impact of these additions to the total system 

cost is not substantial, since the capacity above the weighted average target also brings some financial 

benefit. For example, the annual expected difference in cost between the 14% reserve margin and 16% 

reserve margin is only $9 million and the higher level of reserves may provide risk benefits.  

Figure 17.  Base Case Weighted Average Economic Reserve Margin 

The previous figure represents the weighted average cost exposure and does not illustrate the high 

cost outcomes that can occur at each reserve margin level.  While CT costs are mostly fixed, reliability 

energy costs are volatile dependent on the weather, load forecast error, or unit performance in a given 

year, so other confidence levels should be reviewed.  While over a 30 year period this may be the optimal 

reserve margin, any single year can have significant risk at a 14% reserve margin level.    Figure 18 shows 
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Figure 18.  Base Case Reliability Cost Exposure Distribution 
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Figure 19.  Risk Adjusted Reserve Margins 

VII. Sensitivity Analysis
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• Marginal Resource Cost:  +/- 25%:  The capacity costs for the marginal resource was varied by
+/-25%.

• EUE Cost:  The cost of unserved energy was varied from $5,000/MWh to $25,000/MWh.

• 2023 Study Year:  The study year was moved from 2016 to 2023.  Load growth and generation
expansion were included for each region and escalation in all economic factors such as the cost of
EUE, scarcity pricing, and fuel prices was included for this sensitivity.

Table 14 shows the results of each sensitivity simulated.  It is seen that the 0.1 LOLE reserve margin 

is more sensitive to key assumptions than the weighted average economic case.  As discussed previously, 

this occurs because LOLE is impacted by only a few hours while economics looks at the broader 

economic impact of all costs above the costs of a CT.   

The results show that LOLE is very sensitive to emergency hydro assumptions, weather diversity, and 

neighbor assistance while the economic results were more stable.  Allowing the emergency hydro to be 

available during all peak periods decreases the LOLE target RM by 3.25% to 11.25% while the economic 

results were unchanged.   Excluding weather diversity shifted the LOLE target up by 3.75 percentage 

points and the economic target up by 1 percentage point.  Dividing the ATC distributions in half had a 1 

percentage point impact on the LOLE target and a 2.5 percentage impact on economic results. The ATC 

sensitivity impacted transmission availability for every hour and so impacted the economic results more 

than LOLE. However, this sensitivity still indicates that even if substantial changes were to occur to the 

transmission system (loss of 50% of hourly available transmission capacity), target reserve margins 

would not need to shift dramatically.  Increasing neighbor reserve levels by 2% shifted the LOLE target 

down by 3.75 percentage points and the economic target down by 0.75 of a percentage point.  The island 

sensitivity should be seen purely as an academic exercise demonstrating the level of reserves the company 

would carry if it had no outside assistance.  If Duke was a stand- alone utility, then it would need to carry 

reserves of 23.25%.  In studying the year 2023, the target only changed slightly.  It is expected that a long 
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term reserve margin study should evaluate an optimal target three to five years in the future and therefore 

2023 would need to be reviewed again in the 2018 to 2020 time frame.   

 Regarding the Economic Sensitivities, the cost of unserved energy had little impact on the overall 

results since firm load shed events are so rare, however, the cost assumed for the marginal CT resource 

moved the economic reserve margin by approximately +/- .75 of a percentage point.  As the marginal 

resource cost increases, the economic target decreases.  

Table 14.  Sensitivities  

Physical
LOLE:  1 in 10 

Standard 
Target RM

Weighted 
Average 

Target RM
90% Target 

RM
Base Case 14.50% 14.00% 15.50%
Include Emergency Hydro 11.25% 14.00% 15.50%
No Weather Diversity 18.25% 15.00% 16.75%
50% ATC 15.50% 16.50% 17.50%
Island Case 23.25%
+2% Neighbor RM 10.75% 13.25% 15.25%
+50% System EFOR 16.75% 16.25% 17.50%
2023 Study Year 14.25% 14.00% 15.75%
EUE Cost:  $25,000/MWh N/A 14.00% 15.75%
EUE Cost:  $5,000/MWh N/A 13.75% 15.25%
Marginal Resource Cost:  +25% N/A 13.25% 14.75%
Marginal Resource Cost:  -25% N/A 14.75% 16.00%

Economics
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VIII. Conclusions/Recommendations

Astrape recommends that Duke set its absolute minimum reserve margin at the 14.5% LOLE 

target (LOLE = 0.1) and recommends a target of 15.50% based on the 90% confidence level economic 

target.  Since capacity is added in large blocks to take advantage of economies of scale, the actual reserve 

margin will often be somewhat higher than the target of 15.5%.  As shown in the charts and data above, a 

reserve margin target in the range of 14.5% to 16% produces similar total customer costs whether at the 

low end or high end of the range.   To accommodate large resource additions such as nuclear, coal, or 

even larger combined cycle resources, the reserve margin would likely rise above the top end of the 

reserve margin range.  However, the additional production cost and economy of scale benefits provided 

by such resources would likely justify their addition. Therefore, the recommended target reserve margin 

of 15.50% with a range of 14.5% to 16% should not be considered absolute as all resource decisions 

should be made on a case-by-case basis. 

The results should be reviewed periodically as there are shifts in generation mix, DSM, 

intermittent resource penetration, or load shape that could impact results.  Provided that the results are 

greatly impacted by regional reserve margins, it is also recommended that Duke keep a close eye on the 

surrounding market.   Short term capacity decisions should also be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  

Since physical capacity changes can rarely be implemented inside a 3-year window, the cost of any 

procurement should be weighed against the distribution of reliability events and the distribution of 

reliability costs associated with not purchasing the capacity. Even in cases when Duke is below its 

minimum target reserve margin, economic and physical reliability metrics may suggest not procuring 

additional capacity. Or an analysis may suggest purchasing more capacity than is needed to achieve the 

minimum target. 
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A Note Regarding thTs New Presentation 

• This presentation first addresses 4 "carry over" topics from the Dec. 
Gth meeting: 

1. What does a projected LOLP value really mean? 
2. LM customer "fatigue" benchmarking results. 
3. Benefits of generation reserves during pre-hurricane periods. 
4. Emergency declarations and regulatory scrutiny. 

• The presentation then discusses FPL's need for a new reliability 
criterion from 3 perspectives: 
1. A "looking back" analysis of the Winter peak day of 2010 and what 

might have occurred if FPL had entered that January having a Summer 
GRM of 10% or 5%* 

2. A "looking forward" analysis using the year 2021 
3. Why 10% is a reasonable value for the new GRM criterion 

• The presentation concludes with a summary of "next steps" 
* Unless otherwise noted, all GRM values are Summer GRM values (because the 
Summer GRM values will have the most impact on resource planning) 
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Executive Summary 

• A generation-only reserve margin (GRM) reliability criterion is 
desirable from an operational perspective for several reasons: 

- If two resource plans have an identical total reserve margin 
value, but one plan has a 10% GRM and the other a 5% GRM, 
the 10°/o GRM plan can provide operators with hundreds of 
additional MW of reserves (generating and/or load 
management) during severe peaks 

- A higher GRM plan can also provide operators with significant 
additional reserves when hurricanes force early shut downs of 
nuclear units 

• A GRM reliability criterion is also desirable from a resource 
planning perspective because it can lower LOLP projections 

• A GRM criterion of a minimum of 10% matches well with Operation's 
projected need for 2,650 MW of "operational generation reserves" 
(i.e., generation above forecasted load) fj 

3 DRAFT Attorney-Client Work Product, Privileged & Confidential FPL, 
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The'-lst topic, "what does an LOLf value mean?", is addressed-/ 
both by looking at the calculatio1 and providing an interpretation 

How is an LOLP Value Calculated? 
• LOLP calculations project the probability that a utility will not be 

able to serve 100% of its firm load (i.e., at least 1 MW of firm load 
cannot be served) during the time period analyzed after all available 
generation and LM have been used 

• LOLP calculations do not provide information regarding: (1) the MW 
amount that cannot be served; and (2) the duration of the event 

• The probability of not being able to serve all firm load is calculated 
for the peak hour for each day in the year 

• These daily probabilities are then summed to derive a monthly 
probability of not being able to meet firm load on a peak hour 
during the month 

• Then the monthly probabilities are summed to derive an annual 
probability of not being able to meet firm load on a peak hour 
during the year 

• Thus an LOLP value is a sum of d.aily probabilities (which can 
exceed 1.00) and the LOLP value is commonly expressed in terms 
of "days per year" -4 DRAFT Attorney-Client Work Product, Privileged & Confidential I= PL. 



A monthly breakdown of previously provided annual LOLP 
projections is provided below 

Monthly Breakdown of Previous LOLP Values 

• In the 12/06/2013 presentation, two LOLP values were presented

for the year 2021: 0.0358 days/year for a 5% GRM plan and 0.0257
days/year for a 10°/o GRM plan

• The following table shows a monthly breakdown of these values:

Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

Nm.ember 

December 

Annual Day 

w/ 5% GRM 

Projected Projected 

Days per Cumulati\.e 

lndi\/idual Days per 

Month Year 

0.000018 0.0000 

0.000000 0.0000 

0.000030 0.0000 

0.000002 0.0001 

0.000065 0.0001 

0.001522 0.0016 

0.000436 0.0021 

0.001456 0.0035 

0.031795 0.0353 

0.000506 0.0358 

0.000000 0.0358 

0.000000 0.0358 

s per Year = 0.0358 

5 DRAFT Attorney-Client Work Product, Privileged & Confidential 

wl 10% GRM 

Projected Projected 

Days per Cumulati\.e 

lndi"lndual Days per 

Month Year 

0.000003 0.0000 

0.000000 0.0000 

0.000004 0.0000 

0.000001 0.0000 

0.000022 0.0000 

0.000819 0.0008 

0.000351 0.0012 

0.001203 0.0024 

0.023089 0.0255 

0.000210 0.0257 

0.000000 0.0257 

0.000000 0.0257 

0.0251 

FPL, 

Docket No. 150196-EI
Bob Barrett, "The Need for a GRM Criterion," for FPL (February 28, 2014) 
Exhibit JDW-3 Page 5 of 33



LOl::P discussion may be "flippeo" from "days per year" to 
"years per day" terms to provide an easier-to-use interpretation 

A Useful Interpretation of LOLP Values 

• If one assumes that a projected LOLP value for a given year
remains constant for each year in an LOLP analysis, one can
project how many years will pass before the utility will not be
able to meet firm load (i.e., before the sum of the annual
LOLP values = 1.0) by dividing the annual LOLP into 1.0

• Some utilities, such as Hawaiian Electric Company, use this
"years per day" format when reporting results of LOLP
analyses

• The 5°/o GRM plan had an annual LOLP value of 0.0358 which
converts to 27.9 years, and the 10% GRM plan had an annual
LOLP value of 0.0257 or 38.9 years, before LOLP sums to 1.0

In this analysis, the 10°/o GRM plan is projected to allow FPL to meet firm load 
for 11 more ears without an interruption than with the 5°/o GRM plan 
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Re-garding the 2"d topic of LM "ratigue", benchmarking data ____ ./ 
was sought from multiple sources 

Benchmarking Results 

• The DSM group contracted with Esource to canvas 
various industry leaders (utilities I consultants) 

• No empirical data exists on customer fatigue due to over 
use of LM, but opinions received are in-line with FPL's 
view regarding avoiding LM fatigue: 
- No greater than 10 events/year 

- Events should be spread out throughout the year (e.g., not all in 
summer or extreme winter eve~nts) 

- Events should not be prolonged (e.g., greater than 2-3 hours) 

• Ahmad Faruqui, Ph.D., an industry expert, stated this is a 
question "for which I have not been able to find any good 
data" 
- He implied a range for which fatigue may occur: "Survey results 

indicate that the maximum realistic call duration for ERGOT is 4 
hrs. and frequency should be no greater than 10 events/year." 

LM benchmarking on customer fatigue is inconclusive -7 DRAFT Attorney-Client Work Product, Privileged & Confidential FPL. 
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The----3rd topic is the relevance of generation reserves to address 
generation needed prior to hurricane landfall 

Generation Margins Needed Pre-Hurricane 
• Prior to land fall, loads are high due to customers cooling 

their homes and lowering refrigerator temperatures 
• High loads prior to land fall occur while FPL is shutting 

down specific units 
- For example, a hurricane impacting the St. Lucie units (almost 

2,000 MW of generation/gross output), must go to 60°/o output as 
early as 24 hours prior to land fall, and complete shut down at 18 
hours prior to hurricane winds at the site. 

• Activation of LM due to a capacity shortfall prior to landfall 
would have an impact on our customers' preparations 
including efforts to pre-cool their homes 

• A generation reserve of approximately 2,650 MW (as 
discussed on slide 20- Operational generation reserves) 
provides additional reliability, allowing service for our 
customers prior to hurricane impact 

Operations prior to hurricane landfall must consider the 
unavailability of specific generation and impact to customers 
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If· a hurricane impacts both PTN and PSL, there is high 
potential to shut down both units 

PTN and PSL Impact and Generation Reserves 
• Over the past 100 years, multiple 

hurricanes have impacted 
the PTN and PSL areas 

• In 1960, Hurricane Cleo (Category 
2) may have resulted in sustained 
hurricane force winds at both 
PTN and PSL (no anemometers 
in area) 

• Both plants, with output of approx. 
3,600 MW, would need to 
shut down if affected 

• The operational generation reserves provide additional 
reliability to mitigate the unavailability of generation 
prior to hurricane impact 
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Generation reserves are needed to account for generation 
during periods prior to hurricane landfall 

Generation Reserves Needed Pre-Hurricane 

• From the period of 1960-2013 
eleven hurricanes tracked 
within 65 nautical miles of 
Turkey Point and another 8 
hurricanes tracked within 65 
nautical miles of St. Lucie 
- Turkey Point hurricanes would 

reduce the total reserve margin 
from 21.0% (year 2021) to 13.9% 

- St. Lucie hurricanes would reduce 
the total reserve margin from 
21.0% (year 2021) to 12.2°/o 

-1 FPL. 
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The 4th topic is that the potential for regulatory implications 
-

due to emergency operations declarations 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC} 
Standards 

• EOP-002 NERC Reliability Standard: Declaration of 
Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) 
- FPL's plan based on its interpretation of EOP-002 which is to 

declare an EEA-2 when LC capability is less (or close to less) 
than the required reserves necessary to cover the loss of largest 
FPL unit (FM2 at 1,515 MW by 2021) 

-- Note: EEA-3 is when load shedding is eminent or underway 
- FPL plan will not result in a declaration for limited (e.g., less than 

400 MW) use of LC 
-- FPL has not declared an EEA under EOP-002 

- From discussions with peers in the Southeast and limited 
information on NERC website, FPL's practice appears to be 
consistent with historical declarations in other regions 
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The 4th topic is that the potential for regulatory implications 
also influences FPL's operating philosophy (Cont'd) 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC} 
Standards 

• EOP-002 triggers for EEA-2s is not clear, and recognized as 
such industry-wide 
- Standard implies that a declaration of an EEA-2 is linked to LC 

deployment 

- FRCC procedure linking the FRCC Emergency Capacity Plan with 
EOP-002 does clarify triggers for EEA-2 

• NERC tracks EEA-2s and EEA-3s under EOP-002 to 
measure the number of events declared during peak load 
periods, this may serve as leading indicator of capacity 
shortfall 

G 
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NERC historical tracking of alert declarations varies by 
• reg1on 

EEA-2 and EEA-3 Events 
EEA2&EEA3 

16 .-----------------------------------~---------------

Most SPP RE EEA-2 and 3s in 

~ 1o +-~~~~~~e~a~3tl0~~~~-l---------------
! those by Duke and NSB 
0 8 ~~J4U~OI~~~-----------------

f 
"' z 6~~-~~--------------------

FRCC MRO NPCC RFC SERC SPP RE TRE WECC FRCC MRO NPCC RFC SERC SPP RE TRE WECC FRCC MRO NPCC RFC SERC SPP RE TRE WECC 

2010 2011 2012 

• EEA2 

• EEA3 

Year 

• Legitimate emergencies will be tracked by NERC 
NERC states that EEA-2 events calling solely for activation of DSM 
or interruption of non-firm load will be excluded from the metric in the 
future as demand response is a legitimate resource and are not of 
direct concern regarding reliability. 

The potential, form, and results of regulatory scrutiny based on 
what NERC considers too many legitimate emergencies is unclear fj 
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'--- - .... _~# 
The need for a new GRM reliability criterion can be supported 
by 3 points 

FPL's Need for a New Reliability Criterion 
• These 3 points (presented in decreasing order of 

importance) are: 
1. "All resource plans with identical total reserve margins are not 

created equal" from an operational perspective (a higher GRM 
plan will result in significantly more total resources - generation 
and load management - available for system operators than a 
lower GRM plan in severe peak conditions) 

2. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to be more 
reliable from an LOLP perspective (slides 3 through 5) 

3. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to have to 
use its LM resources less frequently (from 12/06/13 presentation) 

• In regard to point 1 above: 
- This point can be demonstrated by a "look backwards" analysis of 

Winter 2010 (slides 15- 17 and Appendix slides 24- 27) 
- This point can also be demonstrated by a "looking forward" 

analysis for Summer and Winter for the year 2021 (slides 18 & 19 
and Appendix slides 28 -33) 
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In the-'' look backwards" analysis, several perspectives were taken 
of the Winter peak day in 2010 

Regarding the January 2010 Peak Day 

• The first perspective was of what actually happened on that 
day (the 2009 Site Plan's projections for the year 201 0 were 
used as the starting point for this analysis) 

• The second perspective was to see how FPL's system 
would have fared if the resource plan had been different 
with a GRM of 1 0°/o in 2010 (but an identical Summer total 
RM of 20.4%) 

• The third perspective was to see how FPL's system would 
have fared if the resource plan had been different with a 
GRM of 5% in 2010 (but an identical Summer total RM of 
20.4%) 
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Sufficient generation reserves are needed for peak load periods 

January 11, 2010 (7- 8 AM)- All Time FPL Peak Load 

• Relative to the 2009 Ten Year Site Plan (TYSP), the total 
reserves for the Winter were 58.2% with a G~~neration 
Reserve Margin (GRM) of 42.9%. The Summer reserve 
margin was 20.4°/o with an 8.4% GRM 
- FPL's load was 24,872 MW, 6,196 MW higher than forecasted 
- FPL entered day with 7.4°/o reserves, all in load management (LM) 
- 24,872 MW of generation was available 
- FPL implemented C/1 LM and voltage reduction (561 MW) 
- FPL sold 526 MW of emergency power 
- 1,144 MW of LM remained available during the peak hour 
- No firm load was curtailed by FPL or any other Florida utility 
- Several hours after the peak hour Turkey Point 4 {PTN4) tripped 

with 750 MW of generation 

In Winter 2010, the generation reserves were just sufficient to provide 
reliable operations with no curtailment of firm load in Florida 
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Anatyses of Winter 2010, using different GRM values, provide ci 
couple of key "takeaways"* 

Takeaways from the January 2010 Peak Day Analyses 

Actual: 8.4% GRM No 

w/10o/o GRM No 

w/5o/o GRM No 

No 

No 

Yes 

If PTN4 would have tripped prior to the 
peak, FPL would have implemented 
additional LM 

A 10°/o GRM (as compared to a 5o/o) would 
have resulted in a 659 MW increase in LM 
reserves, and no utilities would have had to 
shed firm load 
Similar to the 8.4% GRM scenario, if PTN4 
would have tripped prior to the peak, FPL 
would have implemented additional LM 

W/0 TP4 either FPL or another utility in 
Florida would have had to shed 52 MW of 
firm load impacting over 30,000 customers 

* The actual analyses are presented in Appendix slides 24 - 27 

On 1/11/10, a 5°/o GRM would have resulted in 30,000 firm load 
customers being shed, but a 10°/o GRM would have provided 659 MW 

of additional reserves 
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A ''rooking forward" analysis of 2'021 addressed both Summer--
and Winter with 5% and 10% GFtM-based resource plans 

How the Analyses of 2021 Were Conducted 

• The 2013 Site Plan's resource plan for the year 2021 was the 
starting point: 6.9% GRM, 21.0°/o Summer total RM, and 34.5% 
Winter total RM 

• Then two alternate resource plans with the same 21.0% 
Summer total RM, but either 5% or 10% Summer GRM were 
"constructed" for Summer (comparable alternate resource 
plans for Winter 2021 were also constructed) 

• To simplify the analysis, the alternate plans differed in regard 
to EE and generation only (similar results would occur if LM 
instead of EE had been varied in the plans) 

• Identical changes of 9% were made to forecasted load, EE, and 
available generation (the percentage change chosen is 
arbitrary, but reasonable and consistent) 

• The resulting available generation and total resources 
remaining after these changes were made are comparedlrlote 
that EE's impact has already "happened" at the peak) fj 
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The ''looking forward" analyses ofresource plans for 2021 
provides additional support for a 10% GRM-based resource plan 
compared to a 5% c:•RM-based plan 

' 

Key Points from the "Looking Forward" Analyses 

• Only the 1 0°/o GRM•based resource plan is projected to allow FPL to 
meet firm load in both Summer and Winter of 2021 

• Furthermore, when comparing the two GRM-based resource plans, 
the 10% GRM-based plan provides significantly more MW of 
resources for both Summer and Winter 

Total Reserves 
Remaining after Load, 
EE, and Generation 
Adjustments 

w/10% GRM 

34 

Summer of 2021 

w/5% GRM 

(169) 

Increased 
Total 

Reserves w/ 
10% GRM 

202 

Winter of 2021 

Increased 

w/10% GRM w/5% GRM 
Total 

Reserves w/ 
10% GRM 

2,921 2,193 728 

This "looking forward" analysis again shows system operators will have more 
resources for their use with a 1 0°/o GRM, rather than a 5°/o GRM, resource plan 
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A '10% GRM criterion is a reasonable, easy-to-articulate proxY 
for FPL's operational generation reserves need 

GRM Projections from FPL's 2013 Site Plan 
Summer G RM PrQ.I..Ii· tGiii'Ofl~& 

5.ooo I 
4,500 ~---/-"-~~---l-__L_Clj!t;tere.nCl~~e.Jp 

4,000 ~~7-L_-~~-~~:::----------:::::::::::;~d: 
3,500 +-----"-----~----"'-----~----!- 14.0 

~--\oR 'I'<'---- ~'1----+ 12.0 -
c 
CD 

.J-------~~~------1- 10.0 ~ 
CD 

+--------1-- - _____.:"----_ _ ~<fC.--------+ 8.0 D. 

500 2D 

0 • • I 0.0 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

- MW 

- % 

• FPL's goal is to maintain - 2,650 MW of Operational Generation 
Reserves to cover the following operational situations: 

~ =too - Expected unavailable generation (687 MW) 
~ (,s-oD - The eneration loss of the largest the largest unit (1 ,515 MW) 
~ - s part of the 
"~s-o ) 

A 1 0°/o GRM is consistent with FPL's required operational reserves 
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FPL ftas begun using the new GRI\Ir criterion in its resource 
planning process and in 2014 analyses to be filed w/ the FPSC 

Next Steps regarding the GRM Criterion 
• Text explaining why FPL is using the new criterion will be 

included in the 2014 TYSP filing and as part of the DSM 
Goals testimony 

• The explanation focuses on analyses comparing resource 
plans with 10% GRM vs. 5% GRM and include these key 
points : · · 
- A 10% GRM results in hundreds of MW of additional 

operational reserves on severe peak days 
- A 10% GRM results in lower LOLP projections 
- A 10% GRM criterion matches well with the 

approximately 2,650 MW of generation reserves 
necessary for operations 

• Analyses supporting the 2014 TYSP and DSM Goals filings 
in April, and the 2014 NCRC filing in early May, all are 
using the 1 0°/o GRM criterion 

• These analyses all assume that the 1 0°/o GRM criterionLA 
must be met beginning in the Summer of 2019 W 
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FPL i~ not making a separate filing seeking official FPSC approval 
for FPL's GRM criterion 

Next Steps regarding the GRM Criterion (Continued) 

• No separate filing/request seeking official FPSC approval 
for the new GRM criterion will be made 

• The only time the FPSC has officially approved a reliability 
criterion is in the late 1990s when it approved the 
voluntary stipulation by FPL, TECO, and DEF to move 
from a 15°/o to a 20o/o total reserve margin criterion to close 
an FPSC docket examining Florida reserves 

• TECO did not request approval for its similar supply side 
reserve margin which it has been using for approximately 
10 years 

• It is anticipated that discovery requests focused on the 
new GRM criterion will be received in regard to both the 
TYSP and DSM Goals filings 

G 
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Appendix 
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serve their entire firm load and FPL met its operational 
reserve requirements with an 8.4°/o GRM 

January 11, 2010 (7-8 AM)- All Time FPL Peak Load 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (1 0) 

= (2) - (3) =(4)-(5) =(7)-(5)- = (9) I (2) 

Total Forecasted 
Forecasted 

Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Firm Load Projected 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE 

LM (w/o 
AfterEE Capacity MW) 
and LM 

22,916 21,147 220 20,927 1,899 19,028 3,888 20.4% 1,769 8.4% 

26,852 18,790 114 18,676 1,705 16,971 9,881 58.2% 42.9% 

( 11) 

Note that all subsequent rows present adjustments to show how Jan 201 0 peak day actual conditions differed from planned conditions shown on row (2) 
Load Adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day---

6,196 

26,852 24,872 1,705 23,167 8.0% Yes 
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FP[ and other utilities in Florida were marginally able to serve 
entire firm load and meet operational reserve requirements 
with 8.4% GRM (additional a~justments) 

January 11,2010 (7-SAM) -All Time FPL Peak Load 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) 

Total Forecasted F?recasted 
Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load LM ( 1 F1rm Load 

Projected Peak load Utility EE After EE wMWo ) After EE 
Capacity scram and LM 

526 

24,872 24,872 1,144 23,728 

(750) (750) (750) 

24,122 24,122 394 23,728 
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- -Two k-what if" analyses examined how FPL would have fared if it 
had entered Winter 2010 with a higher (10°/o) or lower (5o/o) GRM 

"What lf"for January 2010 Peak Day w/1 0% GRM 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) 

• (2)- (3) = (4)- (5) •(1) - (6) = [/)/(6) = (1)- (2) or = (9)/(2) . 
Total 

forecasted Forecasted Peak Load 
load UtilityEE AflerEE 

21,147 (72) 21 ,219 1,899 19,320 3,941 204% 2,115 100% 

18,790 (37) 18,827 1,705 17.122 10,094 59 0% 8,426 44.8% Yas 

6,231 

(37) 25,058 1,705 86% Yes 

(561) (561) 

24.497 1,144 30% Yos 

25,023 1,144 09% Yes 

[750) [750) 

24,273 394 0.9% Yes 

for Winter 201 0 &. 22,142 MW fgr SUmmer, 

FPL's generation and LM resources would have been greater with a 
1 0°/o GRM than with 8.4°/o GRM 
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The second "what if" analysis examined how FPL would have 
fared if it had entered Winter 2010 with a lower (5°/o) GRM 

"What lf"for January 2010 Peak Day w/5°/o GRM 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (l) (B) (9) (10) (11) 

= (2)- (3) • (4) - (5) = (1)- (6) = (l) I (6) = (1)- (2) or = (9) I (2) 

Total 

22,204 21 ,147 806 20,341 1,899 18,442 3,762 204% 1,057 50% 

26,102 18,790 418 18,372 1,705 16,667 9,435 56 6% 7,312 38 9% Yes 

6,231 

418 24,603 1,705 61% Yes 

03% Yes 

24,568 1,144 -1.8% 

(750) (750) (750) 

23,818 394 -1.9% 

Even after exhausting FPL's generation and LM resources, FPL 
would not have been able to meet its firm load with a 5°/o GRM 
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Regarding a "look forward" to 2021", the 5°/o Summer GRM-based .. resource plan was examined first in regard to Summer peak 
"What If" Summer 2021 Peak Day w/ 5o/o GRM 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) = (1 ) - (6) = (7) I (6) = (1) - (2) or 

= 

Forecasted Total 
Total 

Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Forecasted Firm Load Generation Summer Projected 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE LC After EE and Reser.es Capacity 

LC 

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
2,300 Load* 

Lower-than-projected EE 
(111) Reduction* 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 26,838 27,860 1' 119 26,741 2,150 24,591 9.1% 97 hour 

Unavailable Generation * (2,415) 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 

24,423 27,860 1' 119 26,741 2,150 24,591 -0.7% (2,319) hour after Generation 
Adjustment 

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row. 

With the 5°/o GRM plan, FPL would not be able to meet Summer firm load (as seen by the negative 169 MW) of Total Reserves in Col. 7) 

28 DRAFT Attorney-Client Work Product, Privileged & Confidential 

(1 0) 
= (9) I (2) 

GRM 

0.3% 

-8.3% 



Docket No. 150196-EI
Bob Barrett, "The Need for a GRM Criterion,"for FPL (February 28, 2014)
Exhibit JDW-3 Page 29 of 33

The 1'0°/o Summer GRM-based resource plan was examined next' i-n 
regard to Summer peak 

"What If" Summer 2021 Peak Day w/1 0°/o GRM 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) = (1) - (6) = (7) I (6) 

Total Forecasted Total 

Summer 
Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Forecasted Reserve 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE LC 

10% GRM resource plan 28,116 25,560 174 25,386 2,150 23,236 21,0% 

Higher-than-Projected 
2,300 Peak Load* 

Lower-than-projected EE 
(16) Reduction * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 28,116 27,860 158 27,702 2,150 25,552 10.0% 
hour 

Unavailable Generation * (2,530) 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 

25,586 27,860 158 27,702 2,150 25,552 0.1% hour after Generation 
ustment 

*A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row. 

With the 10°/o GRM plan, FPL would be able to meet Summer 
firm load (as seen by the positive 34 MW of Total Reserves) 
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The 8% Summer GRM-based resource plan was examined next fn 
regard to Winter peak 

"What If" Winter 2021 Peak Day w/5% GRM 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

= (2)- (3) = (4)- (5) = (1)- (6) = (7) I (6) = (1) - (2)"or 

= 
Forecasted 

Total 
Total 

Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Forecasted Firm Load Generation Winter Projected 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE LC After EE and Reset'\eS Capacity 

LC 

Winter resource plan 
corresponding to the 28,287 23,601 637 22,964 1,597 21,367 4,686 
Summer plan wl 5% GRM 

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
2,124 Load* 

Lower-than-projected EE 
(57) Reduction * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 28,287 25,725 580 25,145 1,597 23,548 20.1% 3,142 
hour 

Unavailable Generation * (2,546) 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 

25,741 25,725 580 25,145 1,597 23,548 9.3% 596 hour after Generation 
ustment 

*A 9% adjustment was made to starting point value in the first row. 

With the 5°/o GRM resource plan, FPL would be able to meet 
Winter firm load with 2,193 MW of Total Reserves to spare 
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(10) 
= (9) I (2) 

GRM 

19.9% 

12.2% 

2.3% 

-FPL.. 
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The 1'0°/o Summer GRM-based resource plan was then examined in regard to Winter peak 

"What If" Winter 2021 Peak Da~ w/10°/o GRM 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) = (1) - (6) = (7) I (6) 

Total Total 
Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Forecasted Reserve Winter Projected 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE LC Capacity 

Winter resource plan 
corresponding to the 

29,634 23,601 90 23,511 1,597 21 ,914 35.2% Summer plan wl 10% 
GRM 

Higher-than-Projected 
2,124 Peak Load* 

Lower-than-projected EE 
(8) Reduction * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 29,634 25,725 82 25,643 1,597 24,046 23.2% 
hour 

Unavailable Generation * (2,667) 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 

26,967 hour after Generation 
25,725 82 25,643 1,597 24,046 12.1% 

ent 
*A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row. 

With the 10°/o GRM resource plan, FPL would be able to meet 
Winter firm load with 2,921 MW of Total Reserves to spare 
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(9) (10) 
=(1)-(2)or = (9) I (2) 

Generation 
Reserves 

GRM 

6,033 25.6% 

3,991 15.5% 

1,324 5.1% 
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"What If" Summer 2021 Peak Day w/ 5% GRM & LM Varying 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) = (2)- (3) = (4) - (5) = (1) - (6) = (7) I (6) = (1) - (2) or = (9) I (2) 

= 

Forecasted Total 
Total 

Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load Forecasted Firm Load Generation Summer Projected 
Peak Load Utility EE After EE LC After EE and Res~r..es 

GRM Capacity 
LC 

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
2,300 Load* 

Lower-than-projected EE 
(230) and LM Reduction * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 26,838 27,860 830 27,030 2,321 24,710 8.6% -192 -0.7% hour 

Unavailable Generation * (2,415) 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 

24,423 27,860 830 27,030 2,321 24,710 -1 .2% (2,608) -9.4% hour after Generation 
ustment 

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row. 

With the 5°/o GRM plan, FPL would not be able to meet Summer firm load (as seen by the negative 287 MW of Total Reserves in Col. 7) fj 
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Anotner "look forward to 2021" case was analyzed in which LM, not EE, was allowed to vary - continued 

"What If" Summer 2021 Peak Day w/1 0% GRM & LM Varying 

Summer 

10% GRM resource plan 

Lower-than-projected EE 
and LM Reduction * 

Lower-than-projected EE 
Reduction * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour 

Unavailable Generation * 

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment 

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

28,116 

28,116 

(2,530) 

25,586 

Forecasted 
Peak Load 

25,560 

2,300 

27,860 

27,860 

Forecasted 
Utility EE 

830 

830 

830 

Forecasted 
Peak Load Forecasted Firm Load 
After EE LC After EE and 

LC 

24,730 1,494 23,236 

(134) 

27,030 1,360 25,671 

27,030 1,360 25,671 

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row. 

Total 
Reserve 

21 .0% 

9.5% 

-0.3% 

Generation 
Reserves 

2,556 

1,086 

(1,445) 

With the 10°/o GRM plan, FPL comes closer to meeting Summer firm load (as seen by the negative 85 MW of Total Reserves in Col. 7) 
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GRM 

10.0% 

3.9% 

-5.2% 
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FPL 2012 

August 
of the 
Year 

2012 
2013 
20!4 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 

TYSP 

(I) 

Total 
Capacity 

(MW) 

25,870 
26,146 
27,420 
27,491 
27,514 
27,!39 
27,139 
27,139 
27,139 

~ 

PEF 2012 TYSP 

August 
of the 
Year 

2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 

(I) 

Total 
Capacity 

(MW) 

12,003 
11,903 
11,782 
11,936 
11,209 
11,209 
11,209 
!1,976 
11,976 
13,068 

(2) (3) 

Total 
Planned Available 
Outage Capacity 
(MW) (MW) 

745 25,125 
826 25,320 
826 26,594 

0 27,491 
0 27,514 
0 27,139 
0 27,139 
0 27,139 
0 ~...m 
0 

(2) (3) 

Total 
Planned Available 
Outage Capacity 
(MW) (MW) 

789 ll,2!4 
789 11,114 
789 10,993 

0 11,936 
0 11,209 
0 11,209 
0 11,209 
0 11,976 
0 11,976 
0 13,068 

Calculation of "Generation - Only" Reserve Margins 

I 
(4) (7) = (Ia)-= 

(ll) = {(4}-(6)]
1 

(5) (6) (8)= (9) = (8) ' [(S) , (4}) 1 (4) [(3). 
(5)+(6) (4)-(7) [(3)-(8)]/ ( (4)-(6) )] I 

(FP.LI Method) 
Existing& Gcn-Only 

Incremental Standard Re'ien~ (FPSC Staff Method) 
Load Load Incremental Total Finn Reserve Margin Gen-Only 

Forecast Control Conservation DSM Peak Margin Cf'/~) Reserve 
(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) 

Margin 
1'5.2% 

IIJ:'?)./o 21,623 1,901 90 1,991 19,632 28.0% IS.'S" 
21,931 1,932 183 2,ll5 19,8!6 27.8% I 4~. 16.4% 
23,243 1,997 280 2,277 20,966 26.8% IS,,% 15.8% 
23,786 2,028 380 2,408 21,378 28.6% 13~ 17.5% 
24,315 2,060 479 2,539 21,776 26.4% 10.6% 15.4% 
24,529 2,092 579 2,671 21,858 24.2% 100% 13.3% 
24,674 2,123 679 2,802 21,872 24.1% 8.4-% 13.1% 
25,041 2,155 779 2,934 22,107 22.8% 11.4% 11.9% 

u...- :a.~· 859 l,.QC U.>tt~ ~ S,$%._ 19.4" 
929 

(4) (5) (6) (7)= (8)= (9)= (10)= (11) = [(4)-{6))1 
(5)+(6) (4)-(7) [(3)-(8)]/ (8) [(3)- (4)]/ (4) [(3)- ( (4)-{6) )]/ 

Existing & (FPL Method) (FPSC Staff Method) 

Incremental Standard Gen-Only Reserve 
Load Load Incremental Total Firm Reserve Reserve Margin 

Forecast Control Conservation DSM Peak Margin Margin w/ou t LC/Intr. 

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (%) (%) 

9,810 842 46 888 8,922 25.7% 14.3% 14.9% 

9,693 889 87 976 8,717 27.5% 14.7% 15.7% 

9,779 882 124 1,006 8,773 25.3% 12.4% !3.9% 

10,024 904 156 1,060 8,964 33.2o/o 19.1% 21.0% 
10,076 914 184 1,098 8,978 24.8% 11.2% 13.3% 
!0,385 967 208 1,175 9,2 10 21.7% 7.9% 10.1% 

10,580 980 230 1,210 9,370 19.6% 5.9% 8.3% 

11,037 1,005 251 1,256 9,781 22.4% 8.5% 11.0% 

11,242 1,030 273 1,303 9,939 20.5% 6.5% 9.2% 

11,339 1,047 292 1,339 10,000 30.7% 15.2% 18.3% 
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NATALIE A. MIMS 
1035 Santa Barbara St, Suite 8 808-987-0389
Santa Barbara, CA 93101     mimsconsultllc@gmail.com  

RELEVANT WORK EXPERIENCE 

MIMS CONSULTING, LLC 
Principal, April 2015 - current 

SOUTHERN ALLIANCE FOR CLEAN ENERGY 
Energy Efficiency Director, January 2013 - current 
Earlier position: Energy Policy Manager, October 2010– December 2012 

• Testifies as expert witness before the Public Service Commissions on energy efficiency cost recovery,
program plans and financial incentive mechanisms in Georgia, North Carolina and South Carolina

• Responsible for ongoing energy efficiency portfolio and program level quantitative and qualitative
research and analysis of major utilities in the Southeast

• Track and participate in energy efficiency regulatory proceedings. Current regulatory proceedings
include IRP, cost-recovery filings, energy efficiency program pilots and existing program
modifications

• Responsible for reviewing and writing comments and/or testimony for all major energy efficiency
regulatory proceedings for utilities in Tennessee, North and South Carolina, Georgia and Florida

• Responsible for managing energy efficiency staff and establishing and implementing efficiency
strategy for the SACE

• Assists in development/fundraising to ensure energy efficiency work funded in upcoming years
• Lead participant for SACE at TVA, Duke Energy and Georgia Power energy efficiency working

groups

ROCKY MOUNTAIN INSTITUTE  
Senior Consultant, July 2009 – October 2010 
Earlier positions: Intern, Fellow, Analyst, and Consultant October 2004- July 2009 

• Project manager for nine-person team creating energy efficiency component of national analysis to
eliminate US fossil fuel consumption by 2050

• Project manager for company-wide energy efficiency strategy and development
• Lead on energy efficiency analysis for major southeastern IOU low-carbon strategy
• Lead author on published national analysis on electric productivity
• Member of senior leadership of Energy and Resources Team at the organization. Contributed to team

strategy, resource planning and staffing for 12-20 person team and hiring as well as organizational
professional development strategy

• Contributed to writing Hawaii Energy Strategy 2007 and planning Hawaii Biofuels Summit
Contributed to RMI filings in Energy Efficiency docket before Hawaii Public Utility Commission

• Participated in Hawaii Energy Policy Forum Energy Efficiency working group
• Significant contributor to consulting and research projects including: national and state energy policies,

utility revenue adjustment mechanisms, utility regulatory structures, private sector investment in
energy efficiency, corporate carbon management strategy, renewable energy market assessments, large
and small scale sustainable development projects, Hawaii agricultural sustainability barriers and
solutions

PUBLICATIONS 

• Legislative Options to Improve Transportation Efficiency. November 2005, RMI.
• Feebates: A Legislative Option to Encourage Continuous Improvements to Automobile Efficiency. February

2008, RMI.
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• Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicles and Environmentally Beneficial Load Building: Implications on California’s
Revenue Adjustment Mechanism, Presented at Association of Energy Service Professionals Conference,
January 2008.

• Industrial Electric Productivity: Myths, Barriers, & Solutions. Presented at ACEEE Industrial Summer Study,
July 2008.

• Assessing the Electric Productivity Gap and the U.S. Efficiency Opportunity. Presented at IEPEC, August 2009.

EDUCATION 

MASTER OF ENVIRONMENTAL LAW & POLICY 
Vermont Law School, South Royalton, Vermont 
August 2004 

• Relevant coursework includes: Environmental Justice, Environmental Law, Land Use, Water Law,
Federal Natural Resource Law, Comparative Methods of Dispute Resolution, Environmental Law
Principles, Extinction: The Endangered Species Act, Legal Research & Writing, Ecology

• Activities: Solutions Conference 2004

B.A. ENGLISH & B.A POLITICAL SCIENCE 
The Pennsylvania State University, State College, Pennsylvania 
May 2002 

• Honors: Blue & White Scholarship; Dean’s List five semesters; National Collegiate Honor Scholar
• Relevant coursework includes: Economics, Social & Developmental Psychology
• Activities:  Shaver’s Creek Outdoor School Camp Counselor, May 2001
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Karl R. Rábago 
Executive Director , Pace Energy and Climate Center  

Pace Univer sity School of Law 
t: +1.914.42.4082  c: +1.512.968.7543  e: krabago@law.pace.edu 

 
Page 1 of 9 

 
Summary 

Nationally recognized leader and innovator in electricity and energy law, policy, and regulation. 
Experienced as a public utility regulatory commissioner, educator, research and development program 
manager, utility executive, business builder, federal executive, corporate sustainability leader, 
consultant, and advocate. Thought leader and practice expert in organizational transformation. Highly 
proficient in advising, managing, and interacting with government agencies and committees, the 
media, citizen groups, and business associations. Successful track record of working with US 
Congress, state legislatures, governors, regulators, city councils, business leaders, researchers, 
academia, and community groups. National and international contacts through experience with Austin 
Energy, AES Corporation, US Department of Energy, Texas Public Utility Commission, Jicarilla 
Apache Tribal Utility Authority, Cargill Dow LLC (now NatureWorks, LLC), Rocky Mountain 
Institute, CH2M HILL, Houston Advanced Research Center, Environmental Defense Fund, and 
others. Skilled attorney, negotiator, and advisor with more than twenty years experience working with 
diverse stakeholder communities in electricity policy and regulation, emerging energy markets 
development, clean energy technology development, electric utility restructuring, smart grid 
development, and the implementation of sustainability principles. Extensive regulatory practice 
experience. Nationally recognized speaker on energy, environment and sustainable development 
matters. Managed staff as large as 250; responsible for operations of research facilities with staff in 
excess of 600. Developed and managed budgets in excess of $300 million. Law teaching experience 
at University of Houston Law Center and U.S. Military Academy at West Point. Trial experience as a 
Judge Advocate. Post doctorate degrees in environmental and military law. Military veteran. 

 

 

Employment 

PACE ENERGY AND CLIMATE CENTER, PACE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW 

Executive Director: May 2014—Present. 

Leader of a team of professional and technical experts in energy and climate law, policy, and 
regulation. Secure funding for and manage execution of research, market development support, 
and advisory services for a wide range of funders, clients, and stakeholders with the overall goal 
of advancing clean energy deployment, climate responsibility, and market efficiency. Supervise a 
team of employees, consultants, and adjunct researchers. Provide learning and development 
opportunities for law students. Coordinate efforts of the Center with and support the 
environmental law faculty. Additional activities: 

•   Co-Director and Principal Investigator, Northeast Solar Energy Market Coalition (2015-
present). The NESEMC is a US Department of Energy’s SunShot Initiative Solar Market 
Pathways project. Funded under a cooperative agreement between the US DOE and Pace 
University, the NESEMC seeks to harmonize solar market policy and advance best policy 
and regulatory practices in the northeast United States. 

•   Chairman of the Board, Center for Resource Solutions (1997-present). CRS is a not-for-profit 
organization based at the Presidio in California. CRS developed and manages the Green-e 
Renewable Electricity Brand, a nationally and internationally recognized branding program 
for green power and green pricing products and programs. Past chair of the Green-e 
Governance Board (formerly the Green Power Board).  
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•   Director, Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC) (2012-present). IREC focuses on 
issues impacting expanded renewable energy use such as rules that support renewable energy 
and distributed resources in a restructured market, connecting small-scale renewables to the 
utility grid, developing quality credentials that indicate a level of knowledge and skills 
competency for renewable energy professionals. 

RÁBAGO ENERGY LLC  

Principal: July 2012—Present. Consulting practice dedicated to providing expert witness and 
policy formulation advice and services to organizations in the clean and advanced energy sectors. 
Recognized national leader in development and implementation of award-winning “Value of 
Solar” alternative to traditional net metering. Additional information at www.rabagoenergy.com. 

AUSTIN ENERGY – THE CITY OF AUSTIN, TEXAS 

Vice President, Distributed Energy Services: April 2009—June 2012. Executive in 8th largest 
public power electric utility serving more than one million people in central Texas. Responsible 
for management and oversight of energy efficiency, demand response, and conservation 
programs; low-income weatherization; distributed solar and other renewable energy technologies; 
green buildings program; key accounts relationships; electric vehicle infrastructure; and market 
research and product development. Executive sponsor of Austin Energy’s participation in an 
innovative federally-funded smart grid demonstration project led by the Pecan Street Project. Led 
teams that successfully secured over $39 million in federal stimulus funds for energy efficiency, 
smart grid, and advanced electric transportation initiatives. Additional activities included: 

•   Director, Renewable Energy Markets Association. REMA is a trade association dedicated to 
maintaining and strengthening renewable energy markets in the United States. 

•   Membership on Pedernales Electric Cooperative Member Advisory Board. Invited by the 
Board of Directors to sit on first-ever board to provide formal input and guidance on energy 
efficiency and renewable energy issues for the nation’s largest electric cooperative. 

THE AES CORPORATION 

Director, Government & Regulatory Affairs: June 2006—December 2008. Government and 
regulatory affairs manager for AES Wind Generation, one of the largest wind companies in the 
country. Manage a portfolio of regulatory and legislative initiatives to support wind energy 
market development in Texas, across the United States, and in many international markets. Active 
in national policy and the wind industry through work with the American Wind Energy 
Association as a participant on the organization’s leadership council. Also served as Managing 
Director, Standards and Practices, for Greenhouse Gas Services, LLC, a GE and AES venture 
committed to generating and marketing greenhouse gas credits to the U.S. voluntary market. 
Authored and implemented a standard of practice based on ISO 14064 and industry best 
practices. Commissioned the development of a suite of methodologies and tools for various 
greenhouse gas credit-producing technologies. Also served as Director, Global Regulatory 
Affairs, providing regulatory support and group management to AES’s international electric 
utility operations on five continents. Additional activities: 

•   Director and past Chair, Jicarilla Apache Nation Utility Authority (1998 to 2008). Located in 
New Mexico, the JAUA is an independent utility developing profitable and autonomous 
utility services that provides natural gas, water utility services, low income housing, and 
energy planning for the Nation. Authored “First Steps” renewable energy and energy 
efficiency strategic plan. 
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HOUSTON ADVANCED RESEARCH CENTER 

Group Director, Energy and Buildings Solutions: December 2003—May 2006. Leader of energy 
and building science staff at a mission-driven not-for-profit contract research organization based 
in The Woodlands, Texas. Responsible for developing, maintaining and expanding upon 
technology development, application, and commercialization support programmatic activities, 
including the Center for Fuel Cell Research and Applications, an industry-driven testing and 
evaluation center for near-commercial fuel cell generators; the Gulf Coast Combined Heat and 
Power Application Center, a state and federally funded initiative; and the High Performance 
Green Buildings Practice, a consulting and outreach initiative. Secured funding for major new 
initiative in carbon nanotechnology applications in the energy sector. Developed and launched 
new and integrated program activities relating to hydrogen energy technologies, combined heat 
and power, distributed energy resources, renewable energy, energy efficiency, green buildings, 
and regional clean energy development. Active participant in policy development and regulatory 
implementation in Texas, the Southwest, and national venues. Frequently engaged with policy, 
regulatory, and market leaders in the region and internationally. Additional activities: 

•   President, Texas Renewable Energy Industries Association. As elected president of the 
statewide business association, leader and manager of successful efforts to secure and 
implement significant expansion of the state’s renewable portfolio standard as well as other 
policy, regulatory, and market development activities. 

•   Director, Southwest Biofuels Initiative. Established the Initiative acts as an umbrella structure 
for a number of biofuels related projects, including emissions evaluation for a stationary 
biodiesel pilot project, feedstock development, and others. 

•   Member, Committee to Study the Environmental Impacts of Windpower, National 
Academies of Science National Research Council. The Committee was chartered by 
Congress and the Council on Environmental Quality to assess the impacts of wind power on 
the environment. 

•   Advisory Board Member, Environmental & Energy Law & Policy Journal, University of 
Houston Law Center. 

CARGILL DOW LLC (NOW NATUREWORKS, LLC) 

Sustainability Alliances Leader: April 2002—December 2003. Founded in 1997, NatureWorks, 
LLC is based in Minnetonka, Minnesota. Integrated sustainability principles into all aspects of a 
ground-breaking biobased polymer manufacturing venture. Responsible for maintaining, 
enhancing and building relationships with stakeholders in the worldwide sustainability 
community, as well as managing corporate and external sustainability initiatives. NatureWorks is 
the first company to offer its customers a family of polymers (polylactide – “PLA”) derived 
entirely from annually renewable resources with the cost and performance necessary to compete 
with packaging materials and traditional fibers; now marketed under the brand name “Ingeo.” 

•   Successfully completed Minnesota Management Institute at University of Minnesota Carlson 
School of Management, an alternative to an executive MBA program that surveyed 
fundamentals and new developments in finance, accounting, operations management, 
strategic planning, and human resource management. 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN INSTITUTE 

Managing Director/Principal: October 1999–April 2002. In two years, co-led the team and grew 
annual revenues from approximately $300,000 to more than $2 million in annual grant and 
consulting income. Co-authored “Small Is Profitable,” a comprehensive analysis of the benefits of 
distributed energy resources. Worked to increase market opportunities for clean and distributed 
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energy resources through consulting, research, and publication activities. Provided consulting and 
advisory services to help business and government clients achieve sustainability through 
application and incorporation of Natural Capitalism principles. Frequent appearance in media at 
international, national, regional and local levels.  

•   President of the Board, Texas Ratepayers Organization to Save Energy. Texas R.O.S.E. is a 
non-profit organization advocating low-income consumer issues and energy efficiency 
programs. 

•   Co-Founder and Chair of the Advisory Board, Renewable Energy Policy Project-Center for 
Renewable Energy and Sustainable Technology. REPP-CREST was a national non-profit 
research and internet services organization. 

CH2M HILL 

Vice President, Energy, Environment and Systems Group: July 1998–August 1999. Responsible 
for providing consulting services to a wide range of energy-related businesses and organizations, 
and for creating new business opportunities in the energy industry for an established engineering 
and consulting firm. Completed comprehensive electric utility restructuring studies for the states 
of Colorado and Alaska. 

PLANERGY 

Vice President, New Energy Markets: January 1998–July 1998. Responsible for developing and 
managing new business opportunities for the energy services market. Provided consulting and 
advisory services to utility and energy service companies. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND 

Energy Program Manager: March 1996–January 1998. Managed renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, and electric utility restructuring programs for a not-for-profit environmental group 
with a staff of 160 and over 300,000 members. Led regulatory intervention activities in Texas and 
California. In Texas, played a key role in crafting Deliberative Polling processes. Initiated and 
managed nationwide collaborative activities aimed at increasing use of renewable energy and 
energy efficiency technologies in the electric utility industry, including the Green-e Certification 
Program, Power Scorecard, and others. Participated in national environmental and energy 
advocacy networks, including the Energy Advocates Network, the National Wind Coordinating 
Committee, the NCSL Advisory Committee on Energy, and the PV-COMPACT Coordinating 
Council. Frequently appeared before the Texas Legislature, Austin City Council, and regulatory 
commissions on electric restructuring issues. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Utility Technologies: January 1995–March 1996. Manager of the 
Department’s programs in renewable energy technologies and systems, electric energy systems, 
energy efficiency, and integrated resource planning. Supervised technology research, 
development and deployment activities in photovoltaics, wind energy, geothermal energy, solar 
thermal energy, biomass energy, high-temperature superconductivity, transmission and 
distribution, hydrogen, and electric and magnetic fields. Developed, coordinated, and advised on 
legislation, policy, and renewable energy technology development within the Department, among 
other agencies, and with Congress. Managed, coordinated, and developed international 
agreements for cooperative activities in renewable energy and utility sector policy, regulation, 
and market development between the Department and counterpart foreign national entities. 
Established and enhanced partnerships with stakeholder groups, including technology firms, 
electric utility companies, state and local governments, and associations. Supervised development 
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and deployment support activities at national laboratories. Developed, advocated and managed a 
Congressional budget appropriation of approximately $300 million.  

STATE OF TEXAS 

Commissioner, Public Utility Commission of Texas. May 1992–December 1994. Appointed by 
Governor Ann W. Richards. Regulated electric and telephone utilities in Texas. Laid the 
groundwork for legislative and regulatory adoption of integrated resource planning, electric utility 
restructuring, and significantly increased use of renewable energy and energy efficiency 
resources. Appointed by Governor Richards to co-chair and organize the Texas Sustainable 
Energy Development Council. Served as Vice-Chair of the National Association of Regulatory 
Utility Commissioners (NARUC) Committee on Energy Conservation. Member and co-creator of 
the Photovoltaic Collaborative Market Project to Accelerate Commercial Technology (PV-
COMPACT), a nationwide program to develop domestic markets for photovoltaics. Member, 
Southern States Energy Board Integrated Resource Planning Task Force. Member of the 
University of Houston Environmental Institute Board of Advisors. 

LAW TEACHING 

Professor for a Designated Service: Pace University Law School, 2014-present. Non-tenured 
member of faculty. Courses taught: Energy Law. Supervise a student clinical effort that engages 
in a wide range of advocacy, analysis, and research activities in support of the mission of the Pace 
Energy and Climate Center. 

Associate Professor of Law: University of Houston Law Center, 1990–1992. Full time, tenure 
track member of faculty. Courses taught: Criminal Law, Environmental Law, Criminal 
Procedure, Environmental Crimes Seminar, Wildlife Protection Law. Provided pro bono legal 
services in administrative proceedings and filings at the Texas Public Utility Commission. 
Launched a student clinical effort that reviewed and made recommendations on utility energy 
efficiency program plans. 

Assistant Professor: United States Military Academy, West Point, New York, 1988–1990. 
Member of the faculty in the Department of Law. Honorably discharged in August 1990, as 
Major in the Regular Army. Courses taught: Constitutional Law, Military Law, and 
Environmental Law Seminar. Greatly expanded the environmental law curriculum and laid 
foundation for the concentration program in law. While carrying a full time teaching load, earned 
a Master of Laws degree in Environmental Law. Established a program for subsequent 
environmental law professors to obtain an LL.M. prior to joining the faculty. 

LITIGATION 

Trial Defense Attorney and Prosecutor, U.S. Army Judge Advocate General’s Corps, Fort Polk, 
Louisiana, January 1985–July 1987. Assigned to Trial Defense Service and Office of the Staff 
Judge Advocate. Prosecuted and defended more than 150 felony-level courts-martial. As 
prosecutor, served as legal officer for two brigade-sized units (approximately 5,000 soldiers), 
advising commanders on appropriate judicial, non-judicial, separation, and other actions. 
Pioneered use of some forms of psychiatric and scientific testimony in administrative and judicial 
proceedings. 

NON-LEGAL MILITARY SERVICE 

Armored Cavalry Officer, 2d Squadron 9th Armored Cavalry, Fort Stewart, Georgia, May 1978–
August 1981. Served as Logistics Staff Officer (S-4). Managed budget, supplies, fuel, 
ammunition, and other support for an Armored Cavalry Squadron. Served as Support Platoon 
Leader for the Squadron (logistical support), and as line Platoon Leader in an Armored Cavalry 
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Troop. Graduate of Airborne and Ranger Schools. Special training in Air Mobilization Planning 
and Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Warfare. 
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Formal Education 

LL.M., Environmental Law, Pace University School of Law, 1990: Curriculum designed to 
provide breadth and depth in study of theoretical and practical aspects of environmental law. Courses 
included: International and Comparative Environmental Law, Conservation Law, Land Use Law, 
Seminar in Electric Utility Regulation, Scientific and Technical Issues Affecting Environmental Law, 
Environmental Regulation of Real Estate, Hazardous Wastes Law. Individual research with Hudson 
Riverkeeper Fund, Garrison, New York. 

LL.M., Military Law, U.S. Army Judge Advocate General’s School, 1988: Curriculum designed 
to prepare Judge Advocates for senior level staff service. Courses included: Administrative Law, 
Defensive Federal Litigation, Government Information Practices, Advanced Federal Litigation, 
Federal Tort Claims Act Seminar, Legal Writing and Communications, Comparative International 
Law. 

J.D. with Honors, University of Texas School of Law, 1984: Attended law school under the U.S. 
Army Funded Legal Education Program, a fully funded scholarship awarded to 25 or fewer officers 
each year. Served as Editor-in-Chief (1983–84); Articles Editor (1982–83); Member (1982) of the 
Review of Litigation. Moot Court, Mock Trial, Board of Advocates. Summer internship at Staff 
Judge Advocate’s offices. Prosecuted first cases prior to entering law school. 

B.B.A., Business Management, Texas A&M University, 1977: ROTC Scholarship (3–yr). 
Member: Corps of Cadets, Parson’s Mounted Cavalry, Wings & Sabers Scholarship Society, 
Rudder’s Rangers, Town Hall Society, Freshman Honor Society, Alpha Phi Omega service fraternity. 
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Overview of The Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a minimum existing 

generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten- Year Power Plant Site Plan. This 

plan mcludes an estimate of the utility's electnc power generating needs, a projection of how those needs will 

be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. 

This information is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC). 

This Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light Company's 

(FPL) 2000 planning analyses and the forecasted information presented 1n this plan addresses the 2001 -

201 0 time frame. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan contains 

tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten - year tJme horizon, and is subject to change at 

the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general 

manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification process, or 

through other proceedings and filings. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is data on other FPL 

resources, mcluding its transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecastmg methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy usage, are 

presented in Chapter I I. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

Th1s chapter d1scusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's projected 

resource additions, especially new power plants, as determined in FPL's 2000 IRP work. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses various environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertam to additional specific mformation which is to 

be included in a Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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Chapter VI -Summary of Required Schedules 

This chapter is a contains of Schedules 1 thru 10. It also contains FPL's Ten Year Site Plan Fact Summary. 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 
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FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

IC Internal Combustion 

NP Nuclear Power 

ST Steam Unit 

Un1t Type GT Gas Turbine 

CT Combustion Turbine 

cc Comb1ned Cycle 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

UR Uran1um 

NG Natural Gas 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Fuel Type F02 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

No None 

1l< Truck 

Fuel Transportation RR Railroad 

PL Pipeline 

WA Water 

No None 

Air Pollution Control LNB Low Nox Burners 

Cooling Method Type OTS Once Through - Saline 

CP Cooling Pond 

Unit/Site Status p Planned Unit 

A Generation Unit Capability Increased (Rerated or Relicensed) 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2001 Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) primarily 

addresses FPL's plans to increase its electric generation capability as part of its efforts to meet its projected 

incremental resource needs for the 2001 -2010 time period. 

FPL's total generation capabrhty wlll Significantly increase durrng the 2001 - 2010 time period as is shown rn 

Table ES.1. This table also shows the resulting Summer and Winter reserve margins for FPL over the ten

year time horizon. 

Table ES 1 reflects FPL's efforts to repower existing un1ts at its Fort Myers and Sanford sites, its approved 

DSM goals, planned changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.); and scheduled changes 

in the delivered amounts of purchased power. The table also reflects the planned additions of new generating 

units. 

The number of these new generating units that will be added is driven in part by the outcome of the Florida 

Public Service Commission docket No. 981890-EU. This docket ended with a stipulated agreement that 

primarily resulted in FPL, along with Tampa Electric Company and Florida Power Corporation, switching from 

a minimum reserve margin planning criterion of 15% to one of 20% beginning with the Summer of 2004. As a 

consequence, FPL is now planning to add significantly more new generation capacity than was shown in its 

Site Plans filed prior to this agreement. 

As shown in Table ES.1, FPL plans to add four new combustion turbines (CT's) in the 2001 - 2003 time 

period. Two new CT's will be Installed at FPL's existing Martin plant site in 2001. Another two new CT's will be 

installed at FPL's existing Fort Myers plant site in 2003. All four CT's are projected to be converted into 

combined cycle (CC) unrts in 2005 As a result, the pair of new CT's at Martin and the pair of new CT's at Fort 

Myers w1ll each be converted into one new CC unit. The resulting new CC unit at Martin, and the new CC unit 

at Fort Myers, will begin operation in 2005. 

Also during the 2001 - 2003 time period, FPL will be repowering 1ts two existing steam units at its Fort Myers 

site and will be repowering two (un1t Nos. 4 & 5) of its existing three steam units at its Sanford site. 

FPL is also securing capacity for the time period from mid-2001 to mid-2005 through a number of new firm 

capacity, short-term purchases from utilities and other entities. (Please see Chapter Ill for a further discussion 

of these new purchases.) 
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In addition, eight combined cycle (CC) units will be added during the 2005- 2010 time period. 1 Two CC units 

will be added at FPL's Martin plant site, one in 2005 and one in 2006. Another CC unit is projected to be 

added at FPL's Midway site in 2005. In addition, one new CC unit will be added in 2007 and another in 2009. 

Finally, three new CC units will be added in 2010 as FPL's UPS contract with Southern Company ends. 2 Sites 

for the last five CC units for the 2007-2010 time frame have not yet been selected. 

These planned increases in electric generation capability will allow FPL to cont1nue to maintain system 

reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost. 

1 FPL's current planning studies have identified new combined cycle un1ts as the generally preferred option to meet future load 
growth. However, repowering of existing FPL s1tes remams an alternative to new construction, and FPL will continue to exam1ne this 
option. 

2 FPL has not yet determined whether it would extend or replace these purchases, or build new capacity to meet its needs. For 
purposes of this Site Plan it was assumed that the 2010 needs would be met through the addition of unsited CC units. A final 
dectsion regardtng the 2010 needs is not needed for alleast several years. 
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Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL (1) 

Net Ca12,acit~ Changes (Mkrl FPL Reserve Margin (%l 

Winter (2J Summer (3) Winter Summer 

2001 Changes to existing plants 8 (56) 18% 20% 

Fort Myers Repowering:lnitial Phase (4 l 543 894 

Combustion Turbines (2) at Martin <
5
l --- 298 

New purchases '6 l --- 196 

2002 Fort Myers Repowering:Second Phase ( 1) 35 15% 22% 

Combustion Turbines (2) at Martin '5 l 362 ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Initial Phase(?) (394) ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase (?J --- 567 
Sanford Repowering # 4: Initial Phase(?) --- (390) 

New purchases '6 J 50 779 
Changes to existing OF's --- (9} 

2003 Fort Myers Repowering:Second Phase 531 --- 29% 25% 

Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase 1065 ---
Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase 671 957 
Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers (BJ --- 298 
Changes to existing QF's (9) ---
New purchases '6 l 1025 ---

2004 Combustion Turb1nes (2) Fort Myers 362 --- 28% 22% 

2005 Changes to exist1ng QF's (1 0) (1 0) 25% 23% 
New purchases <

6
l (50) (975) 

Martin Combined Cycle No. 5 <
9
l --- 547 

Conversion of MR CT's to CC --- 249 
Convers1on of FM CT's to CC --- 249 
Midway Combined Cycle <

9
l --- 547 

2006 Changes to existing OF's (133) (133) 25% 22% 
New purchases (1 025) ---

Martin Combined Cycle No. 5 <
9

J 596 ---
Convers1on of MR CT's to CC 234 ---
Conversion of FM CT's to CC 234 ---
Midway Combined Cycle <

9
l 596 ---

Martin Combined Cycle No. 6 <
9
l --- 547 

2007 Martin Combined Cycle No. 6 <
9

) 596 --- 26% 23% 
Unsited Combined Cycle #1 (9 ) 547 

2008 Unsited Combined Cycle #1 <
9
l 596 --- 27% 21% 

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle #2 <
9
l --- 547 25% 21% 

Changes to existing OF's (51) (51) 

2010 Changes to existing purchases '1 
OJ --- (975) 25% 21% 

Unsited Combined Cycle #2 '9 l 596 ---

Unsited Combined Cycle #3 <
9
l --- 547 

Unsited Combined Cycle #4 <
9
l --- 547 

Unsited Combined Cycle #5 <
9
l --- 547 

TOTALS= 6,392 6,299 

Table E.S. 1 
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Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 
Note: 
(1) Additional information about these capacity changes and resulting reserve margins is found in 

Chapter Ill of this document. 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) The initial phase of the Fort Myers repowering project consists of the introduction of operational 
combustion turbines followed by taking existing steam units out-of-service. The second phase 
of repowering consists of completing the integration of the combustion turbines, heat 
recovery steam generators, and steam turbines. 

(5) The two CT's at Martin are scheduled to be in-serv1ce in the Summer of 2001. Therefore, the CT's are 
included in the 2001 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2002- on reserve margin 
calculations for Summer and Winter. 

(6) These are firm capacity, short- term purchases. See Section I.D. and II I.A. for more details. 

(7) The initial phase of the Sanford repowering project consists solely of tak1ng existing steam units 
out-of-service; combustion turbine operation is not introduced at this time. The second phase of the 
repowering consists of integrating the combustion turbines, heat recovery steam generators, and 
steam turbines. 

(8) The two CT's at Fort Myers are scheduled to be in-service in the Spnng of 2003. Therefore, the CT's are 
included in the 2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2004 -on reserve margin 
calculations for Summer and Winter. 

{9) All combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they 
are included in the Summer reserve marg1n calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer 
and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 

1 0) FPL will be determining at a later date whether to extend or replace these UPS purchases from 
Southern Company. However, for purposes of this Site Plan, FPL has assumed that the 2010 
needs would be met through the addition of unsited combined cyles. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population 

of approximately 7.3 million people. FPL served an average of 3,848,401 customer 

accounts 1n thirty-five counties during 2000. These customers were served from a 

variety of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non

utility-owned generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased 

power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service terntory and also include partial 

ownership of one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville. The 

current generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, s1x 

combined cycle units, twenty-one fossil steam units, forty-eight gas turbines, and five 

diesel units. The location of these units is shown on Figure I.A.1. 

The bulk transmission system is composed of 1,1 07 circuit miles of 500 Kilovolt (KV) 

lines (including 75 miles of 500 KV lines [two 37-1/2 mile lines] between Duval 

Substatton and the Florida-Georgia state line, which are jointly owned with 

Jacksonville Electric Authority) and 2,572 circuit miles of 230 KV lines. The underlying 

network is composed of 1,614 circuit miles of 138 KV lines, 717 circuit miles of 115 KV 

lines, and 180 circuit miles of 69 KV transmission lines. Integration of the generation, 

transmission, and distribution system is achieved through FPL's 497 substations. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3. shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 
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D Non-FPL Territory 

No. of 
Unit Name Units 

A Turkey Potnt 2 

B. St. Lucie * 2 

c. Manatee 2 

D. Ft. Myers 2 

E. Turkey Pomt 2 

F. Cutler 2 

G. Lauderdale 2 

H. Port Everglades 4 

I. Riviera 2 

J. Martin 4 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 

L. Sanford 3 

M. Putnam 2 

N. St. Johns Rtver * 2 

Scherer u 

Peaking Units 

FPL Generation 

Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2000) 

Summer 
Fuel Type Megawatts 

Nuclear 1,386 

Nuclear 1,553 

Oil 1,625 

Oil 543 

Oti/Gas 810 

Gas 215 

Oil/Gas 854 

Oti!Gas 1,242 

Oti/Gas 563 

Gas/Oil 2,588 

Oil/Gas 806 

Oil/Gas 914 

Oil/Gas 498 

Coal 254 

Coal 658 

2,355 

16,864 

• Represents FPL 's ownership share St. Luc1e nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2; St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

** The Scherer umt ts located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1 
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FPL Substation and Transmission 
System Configuration 

LEGEND 

500kV LINE 

230kV LINE 

- MAJOR TRANSMISSION STATIONS 

II POWER PLANTS 

0 NON-FPL TERRITORY 

Note: This map is not a complete representation of 
the FPL Bulk Transmission System. 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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I.B Non-Utility Generation 

Non-utility generation is an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with eight cogeneration/small power production facilities to purchase firm 

capacity and energy. A listing of these facilities appears in Table 1.8.1. In addition, FPL 

purchases as-available (non-firm) energy from several cogeneration facilities and small 

power production facilities as shown in Table 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, 

Waste, and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its 

primary energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other 

renewable resources. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 

Firm Capacity and Energy Contracts with 

Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 

In-
MW Service End 

Project County Fuel Capacity Date Date 

Bio-Energy Broward Landfill Gas 10.0 5/1/98 1/1/05 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 50.6 4/1/91 8/1/09 

1.4 1/1/93 12/31/26 

1.5 1/1/95 12/31/26 

0.6 1/1/97 12/31/26 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 45.0 4/1/92 12/31/10 

7.0 1/1/93 12/31/26 

1.5 1/1/95 12/31/26 

2.5 1/1/97 12/31/26 

Royster Mulberry Polk Waste Heat 8.0 4/1/92 3/31/02 

1.0 12/1/95 3/31/02 

Cedar Bay Generating Duval Coal (CFB) 250.0 1/25/94 12/31/24 
Co. 

lnd1antown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (PC) 330.0 12/22/95 12/1/25 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 43.5 4/1/92 3/31/10 

Florida Crushed Stone Hernando Coal (PC) 110.0 4/1/92 10/31/05 

11.0 1/1/94 10/31/05 

12.0 1/1/95 10/31/05 

Table 1.8.1 
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As-Available Energy Purchases 
From Non-Utility Generators in 2000 

In-Service Energy 
Date (MWH) 

Delivered to 
Project County Fuel FPL in 2000 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagasse 2/80 5,101 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 10,886 

Okeelanta Palm Beach BagasseNVood 11/95 296,140 

Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 19,868 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By- Product 2/94 8,925 

Table I.B.2 

I.C. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of 

encouraging cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 

through 2000 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

2,680 MW at the meter and an estimated cumulative annual energy saving of 4,830 

GWH at the meter. 

FPL's current DSM Plan was approved by the Florida Public Service Commission in 

late 1999 and re'flects FPL's new DSM Goals for the 2000 - 2009 time frame. FPL's 

2000 resource plan, and the schedule for new generation additions presented in this 

document, are based on these approved DSM levels. 
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I.D. Purchased Power 

Purchased power remains an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a unit 

power sales (UPS) contract to purchase up to 931 MW, with a minimum of 380 MW, of 

coal-fired generation from the Southern Company. In addition, FPL has contracts With 

the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 382 MW (Summer) and 

388 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John's River Power Park 

(SJRPP) Un1t Nos. 1 and 2 (FPL also has an ownership interest in these units; that 

ownership amount is reflected in FPL's Installed capac1ty shown on Schedule 1 ). 

Finally, FPL is projecting new firm capac1ty purchases for the mid - 2001 to mid- 2005 

time period. These firm capacity purchases are projected to come from a variety of 

suppliers. Table 1.0.1 presents the Summer and Winter MW resulting from these 

purchased power contracts through the year 2010. 

FPL 's Purchased Power MW (1) 

New Firm 
Capacity 

UPS SJRPP Purchases (J) Total 
Year Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer 

2000 (2) 931 931 388 388 0 0 1319 1319 
2001 931 931 388 382 0 196 1319 1509 
2002 931 931 388 382 50 975 1369 2288 
2003 931 931 388 382 1075 975 2394 2288 
2004 931 931 388 382 1075 975 2394 2288 
2005 931 931 388 382 1025 0 2344 1313 
2006 931 931 388 382 0 0 1319 1313 
2007 931 931 388 382 0 0 1319 1313 
2008 931 931 388 382 0 0 1319 1313 
2009 931 931 388 382 0 0 1319 1313 
2010 931 0 388 382 0 0 1319 382 
Note: 

(1) 
Total reflects total resource entitlements resulting from existing agreements between 

FPL, Southern Companies, JEA, and from new firm purchase agreements 
(2) 

Values for 2000 are actual 
(3) 

A d1scuss1on of these new f1rm capacity purchases can also be found in Sect1on II I.A. 

Table 1.0.1 
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Page 1 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5} (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

A It 
Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen Max Net Capability 1/ 

Umt Un1t Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Ret1rement Nameplate Summer Wmter 

Plant Name No Locat1on I.y_Qg fu ~ fu 6!L Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Turkey Po1nt Dade County 
27/57S/40E 2.338 100 2,208 2,260 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 410 411 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 400 403 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

Cutler Dade County 
27/55S/40E 236 sao 215 217 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 71 72 

6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 144 145 

Lauderdale Broward County 
30/50S/42E 1 863 972 1,694 1,952 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Oct-57 Unknown 521,250 427 467 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-58 Unknown 521,250 427 467 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

Port Everglades C1ty of Hollywood 
23/50S/42E 1 665 086 1,662 1,757 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 221 222 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 221 222 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 390 392 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 410 412 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

1/ These rat1ngs are peak capabil1ty 
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Page 2 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) {12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen Max Net Capability 1/ 

Untt Un1t Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Summer Wmter 

Plant Name No Locat1on ~ fu 811.. fu 811.. Use MonthlY ear MonthfYear KW MW MW 

R1v1era C1ty of R1v1era Beach 
33/42S/43E 620 840 563 565 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 283 283 

4 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 280 282 

Martin Mart1n County 

29/29S/38E 2 950 000 2 588 2 674 

1 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 863,000 824 843 

2 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 816 831 

3 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 474 500 
4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 474 500 

St Luc1e St Luc1e County 

16/36S/41E 1 553 000 1 553 1 579 

1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 839 853 

2 21 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 714 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 
19/24S/36F 804 100 806 812 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 403 406 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-69 Unknown 402,050 403 406 

Sanford Volus1a County 

16/19S/30E 1 022,450 914 919 

3 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 144 

4 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown Jul-72 Unknown 436,100 381 384 

5 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-73 Unknown 436,100 391 391 

1/ These ratmgs are peak capability 
21 Total capability 1s 839/853 MW Capab11it1es shown represent the company's share of the umt and exclude the Orlando Ut11it1es CommiSSIOn (OUC) 

and Flonda Mun1c1pal Power Agency (FMPA) comb1ned port1on of 14.89551% 
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Page 3 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) {11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen.Max Net Capability 1 f 

Umt Un1t Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Summer W1nter 

Plant Name No Locat1on ~ f:'IL Att fu A It Use MonthlY ear MonthlY ear KW MW MW 

Putnam Putnam County 
16f10S/27E 580 000 498 594 

1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 249 297 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 249 297 

Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E 1 302 250 1 626 1 856 

ST F06 No WA No Unknown Nov-58 Unknown 156,250 141 142 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-69 Unknown 402,000 402 402 
1-12 GT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 636 769 

Repowenng CT's (3) GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Dec-00 Unknown 543,000 447 543 

Manatee Manatee 

County 1 726 600 1 625 1,639 

18/33Sf20E 

ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 815 822 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 810 817 

St Johns R1ver Duval County 

Power Park 2/ 12115/28E 

250 000 254 260 

BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

2 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 

891 000 658 666 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 658 666 

Total System as of December 31, 2000;: 16,864 17,750 

1/ These rat1ngs are peak capab1hty. 
21 The net capability rat1ngs represent Flonda Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns R1ver Park Un1t No 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80% , SJRPP rece1ves coal by water (WA) in add111on to ra1l 

3/ These ratings represent Flonda Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Umt No. 4, adjusted for transmission losses 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 

key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource Plan. The following 

pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

The primary drivers to develop tl1ese forecasts are demographic trends, weather and 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity and other energy sources. In addition to 

these drivers, the resulting forecasts are an integration of economic evaluations, inputs of 

local economic development boards, weather assessments 'from NOAA, and inputs from 

FPL's own customer service planning areas. In the area of demographics, population 

trends by county, plus housing characteristics such as housing starts, housing size, and 

vintage of homes, are assessed. 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 

information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy use. 

In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household characteristics 

such as ages of members in household, number of members in households, and income 

distributions. 

Several economic forecasting services are contracted to obtain their economic outlook for 

FPL's service territory. These include Wharton Economic Forecasting Associates (WEFA}, 

Data Resources Incorporated (DRI), and the Bureau of Economic and Business Research 

(BEBR) of the University of Florida. In addition, FPL actively participates with local 

development councils and universities to obtain their assessments of the local economy, 

specifically in the area of expansion of new businesses and retention of the current 

business base. These inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical models in terms 

of their impact on the future demand for electricity. 

In recent years, the rise of the Tele-communications industry and its potential impact on 

electric demand has added a new dimension to the forecasting process. Since the needs 

of the customers in this industry are very project- specific, the customer representatives 

servicing this class of customers provide insight as to the magnitude and timing of each 

future project and this information is used in developing the forecast. For example, FPL's 

2000 forecast includes an estimate that in 3 years the new load attributed to Tele-
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communications facilities could reach as much as 570 MW. This additional load in its 

entirety was treated as a line item adjustment and was added to FPL's 2000 energy and 

peak forecasts. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting penod of 2000 - 2019. The results of these sales forecasts are presented in 

Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models are 

developed for each revenue class using the statistical tool Metrix N D. The methodologies 

used to develop sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer 

forecast by the residential customer forecast. Residential electric usage per customer is 

estimated by using a regression model which contains the real residential price of 

electricity, Florida per capita income, and Cooling and Heating Degree Days as 

explanatory variables. The price of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage since 

electricity, like all other goods and services, wi.ll be purchased in greater or lesser 

quantities depending upon its price. The Cooling & Heating Degree Days are used to 

capture the changes in the electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air 

conditioners and electric heaters. A composite temperature is derived using hourly 

temperatures across FPL's service territory (Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West 

Palm Beach are the locations from which temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional 

energy sales. This composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree 

Days which are based on starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F, respectively. The 

Cooling Degree Days variable is multiplied by the level of air conditioning saturations and 

the Heating Degree Days variable is multiplied by the level of electric heating saturations. 

To capture economic conditions the model includes Florida per capita income. The degree 

of economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential electricity sales. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. Commercial 

sales are a function of the following variables: Florida non-agricultural employment, 

commercial real price of electricity, and Cooling Degree Days. Florida non-agricultural 
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employment is used to capture the economic activity in FPL's service territory. The price of 

electricity is also included as an explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact 

on customer usage. Cooling Degree Days are used to capture weather-sensitive load in 

the commercial sector. 

3. Industrial Sa.les 

Industrial sales were forecasted through a linear multiple regression model using Florida 

manufacturing employment and the price of electricity as explanatory variables. Energy 

sales in this revenue class are primarily due to manufacturers; therefore. employment in 

this sector is a key variable in capturing the economic activity. The price of electricity is 

also included as an explanatory variable tn the model because it has an impact on 

customer usage. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

The sales for this class are developed using an econometric model. Florida manufacturing 

employment and the other public authority sales of the previous year are used as 

explanatory variables. 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast of Street & Highway sales was developed using a regression model with 

FPL's total customers and the street and highway sales of the previous period serving as 

inputs. 

The forecasts for Railroads & Railways are held constant since there are no plans for 

expansion of this economic sector in FPL's service territory. 

6. Resales Sales 

Resale (Wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. 
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Contract Rate 

Currently there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

(Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of the City of Key West, Florida 

(City of Key West), Metro-Dade County, and FMPA. Sales to the Florida Keys are 

forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted sales to the City of Key West are based 

on assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. Metro-Dade 

County sells 60 MW to Florida Power Corporation. Line losses are billed to Metro-Dade 

under a wholesale contract. The forecast is calculated based on assumptions about the 

magnitude of line losses, the sales monthly capacity factor, and the number of hours in a 

particular month. FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW for the period of June 2002 

through October 2007. 

Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. After an 

estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to generate a 

forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 

II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the price of electricity, Heating & Cooling 

Degree Days, and Florida Non-Agricultural Employment. Once an annual NEL forecast is 

obtained using the above-mentioned model, the results are then compared for 

reasonability to the NEL forecast generated using the total sales forecast. The sales by 

class are then adjusted to match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 

The monthly NEL forecast is also generated for the entire long-term forecasting period of 

2000 - 2019. Historical data is used to develop month-to-annual ratios. The ratios are then 

used to produce the monthly NEL forecast. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2001 - 2010 are presented in Schedule 3.3 which appears 

at the end of this chapter. 
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II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

In recent years, the absolute growth in FPL system load has been associated with a larger 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing patterns 

of customer behavior (including an increasing stock of electricity-consuming appliances), 

and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. The Peak Forecast models were 

developed to capture these behavioral relationships. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed 

below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2001 -

2010 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, as well as 111 Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. 

System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. Key variables used 

in the model include: the total number of FPL Summer customers, the price of electricity, a 

ratio of Gross Domestic Product (GOP) and Florida Non-Agricultural employment, a 

dummy variable, and a weather variable. The dummy variable is included to capture the 

structural change in the economy after the oil crisis in 1975. The weather variable is the 

product of saturation of air conditioning equipment and maximum Summer temperature. 

System Winter Peak 

Uke the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

Winter peak model is a per customer model which consists of three weather-related 

variables: the minimum temperature on the peak day, a weather term which is a product of 

heating saturation and minimum Winter day temperature, and Heating Degree Hours for 

the prior day as well as for the morning of the Winter peak day. In addition, the model also 

has an economic term which 1s a ratio of GOP and Florida non-agricultural employment, a 

dummy variable used to capture the effects of larger homes, and another dummy variable 

designed to provide additional emphasis for the more recent weather data. 

Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2000 - 2019 penod are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process is 

basically the same as for the monthly N EL forecast: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

~listorical monthly peaks to seasonal peak (Summer =April-October, Winter = 

November-March). 
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b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive 

the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors 

remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 

11.0 The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2000 - 2019 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and used with forecasted monthly peaks, 

NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly forecast. The model allows calibration of 

hourly values where the peak is maintained or where both the peak and m1mmum load-to

peak ratio is maintained. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Rural & Residential Commercial 
Average•~· Average KWH Average-· Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumphon No of Consumption 
Year Po[1ulatlon•• Household GWH Customers Per Customer GWH Customers Per Customer 

1991 6.211.996 2 17 34,617 2,863,198 12,090 27.232 343,834 79.200 

1992 6.314.005 2 17 34,198 2.911.807 11.745 26,991 350.269 77.058 

1993 6,380,715 214 36,360 2.975,479 12.220 28,508 358,679 79,481 

1994 6,516.879 2 15 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 366,409 81,729 

1995 6,639,165 2 14 40,556 3,097,192 13.094 30,719 374,005 82,135 

1996 6,754,084 2 14 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31.211 380,860 81.949 

1997 6,884,909 215 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 388,906 84.703 

1998 7,014,152 215 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 396,749 67,255 

1999 7,133,361 2 14 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 

2000 7,282,933 213 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 415,295 69,096 

2001 7,406,700 213 46,949 3,471,810 13,523 39,840 426,053 93,508 

2002 7,527,519 213 48,497 3,536,346 13,706 41,421 437,810 94,608 

2003 7,645,392 2 12 49,807 3,603,435 13,822 43,654 448,835 97,262 

2004 7,760,318 212 50,558 3,666,716 13,788 44,537 459,199 96,989 

2005 7,872,296 2 11 51,302 3,727,940 13,762 45,404 469,038 96,803 

2006 7,983,660 2 11 52.026 3,786,871 13,738 46,220 478,234 96,647 

2007 8,095,024 2 11 52,730 3,843,274 13,720 47.004 487,101 96,498 

2008 8,208,083 2 11 53,425 3,897,570 13,707 47,799 495,697 96,427 

2009 8,322,839 2 11 54,141 3,950,803 13,704 48,619 504,107 96,446 

2010 8,437,594 211 54,952 4,003,154 13,727 49,516 512,269 96,660 

• Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano 

.. PopulatiOn represents only the area served by FPL 
,_Average No of Customers 1s the annual average of the twelve month values 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers b~ Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total ... 

Industrial Ra1lroads Slreet & Sales to Sales to 
Average** Average KWH & H1ghway Public Ult1mate 

No of Consumption Railways L1ghllng Authont1es Consumers 
Year GWH Customers Per Customer GWH GWH GWH GWH 

1991 4,090 15,348 266.493 81 345 733 67.098 

1992 4,054 14,788 274,135 77 353 721 66,393 

1993 3,889 14,866 261,602 79 330 665 69,830 

1994 3,845 15,588 246,658 85 353 664 73,608 

1995 3,883 15,140 256,481 84 358 648 76,248 

1996 3,792 14,783 256,515 63 368 577 77.334 

1997 3,894 14,761 263,830 65 383 702 79,855 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,233 81 373 625 85,131 

1999 3,948 16,040 246,112 79 473 465 84.676 

2000 3,768 16,410 229.592 81 408 381 87,959 

2001 3,953 15,631 252,888 80 406 500 91,728 

2002 3,987 15,637 255,005 81 404 523 94,913 

2003 4.016 15,665 256,344 82 404 540 98,503 

2004 4.047 15,743 257,072 83 405 553 100,183 

2005 4,084 15,836 257,914 84 408 563 101,845 

2006 4,111 15,901 258,540 83 411 571 103,421 

2007 4,135 15,966 258,995 83 414 577 104,944 

2008 4,158 16,029 259,397 84 419 582 106,466 

2009 4,175 16,075 259,699 84 423 586 108,028 

2010 4,199 16,280 257,919 83 428 589 109,767 

• Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano 

*" Average No.of Customers IS the annual average of the twelve month values 

-Total Sales GWH "'Col 4 +Col 7 +Col 10 +Col 13 +Col 14 +Col 15 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Ut1hty Net*** Average** 
Sales for Use & Energy No of Total Average**** 
Resale Losses For load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers 

1991 716 5,346 73,160 4,076 3,226.455 

1992 702 6,002 73,097 4,374 3,281,238 

1993 958 4,988 75.776 3,086 3,352,110 

1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,560 3.422,187 

1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,460 3,488,796 

1996 1.353 5,984 84,671 2,480 3,550,748 

1997 1.228 5.770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 

1998 1,326 6.205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5.829 91.458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2.694 3,848,401 

2001 992 6,837 99,557 2,604 3,916,098 

2002 1,215 7,087 103,215 2,601 3,994,394 

2003 1,434 7,369 107,306 2.598 4,070,533 

2004 1,455 7,493 109,131 2.595 4.144,253 

2005 1.474 7,617 110,936 2,592 4,215,407 

2006 1,474 7,733 112,628 2,589 4.283.595 

2007 1.407 7,913 114,264 2,586 4.348,927 

2008 1,073 8,360 115,899 2,583 4.411,879 

2009 1,073 8,476 117,577 2,580 4.473,566 

2010 1,073 8,607 119,447 2,577 4,534,280 

Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano 

** Average Number of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values 

*** Net Energy for load GWH = Col. 16 + Col 17 + Col 18 

-Average No of Customers Total = Col 5 + Col 8 + Col 11 + Col. 20 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 NetF1rm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservat1on Management Conservat1on Demand 

1991 14,123 281 13,842 0 160 129 177 38 13,786 

1992 14,661 223 14,438 0 234 151 248 51 14,179 

1993 15,266 397 14,869 0 311 182 320 79 14,635 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 14,433 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 15,315 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 15,119 

1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 15,566 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 16,800 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 16,443 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 16,585 

2001 18,150 148 18,003 0 784 87 480 55 16,744 

2002 18,801 225 18,576 0 793 128 490 74 17,316 

2003 19,507 227 19,280 0 799 169 499 93 17,947 

2004 19,964 229 19,735 0 805 211 510 113 18,325 

2005 20,433 231 20,201 0 811 254 519 134 18,715 

2006 20,918 231 20,687 0 817 298 527 154 19,122 

2007 21,392 231 21,160 0 822 343 535 174 19,518 

2008 21,788 156 21,632 0 827 389 543 193 19,836 

2009 22,220 156 22,063 0 831 436 549 212 20,192 

2010 22,722 156 22,565 0 832 451 550 219 20,670 

Historical Values (1991 - 2000): 

Cots (2)- (4) are actual values for h1stoncal summer peaks As such, they Incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and MAY 

mcorporate the effects of load control IF load control was operated on these peak days Therefore, CoL (2) represents the actual Net F1rm Demand 

Cols (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabilities startmg from January 1988 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are InCOrporated mto Col (8), wh1ch also Includes CILC and GS-LC 

Col (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exerc1sed on the peak Col (10) IS 

denved by the formula Col (1 0) ;:CoL {2)- CoL(6)- Col (8) 

Projected Values (2001 - 201 0): 

Cots (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservat1on or cumulat1ve load control The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2000 are Incorporated 1nto the forecast 

Cots (5) - (9) represent allmcremental conservation and cumulat1ve load control These values are projected August values and are based 

on projectiOns with a 1/2000 startmg point. 

Col (1 0) represents a 'Net F1rm Demand" wh1ch accounts for all of the mcremental conservation and assumes all of the load control1s implemented 

on the peak Col (10) IS denved by usmg the formula Col (10) =Col (2)- Col (5)- Col (6)- Col (7)- Col (8)- Col (9) 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

F1rm Res Load Res1dent1al C/1 Load C/1 

Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1991/92 13,319 105 13,214 0 174 170 193 38 

1992/93 12,964 102 12,862 0 242 195 275 48 

1993/94 12,594 278 12,316 0 317 231 342 67 

1994/95 16,563 635 15,928 0 393 265 360 93 

1995/96 18,096 698 17,398 0 459 310 406 143 

1996/97 16,490 626 15,864 0 731 368 418 154 

1997/98 13,060 239 12,821 0 823 403 429 168 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 1,218 438 417 182 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 18,219 150 18,069 0 972 493 448 201 

2001/02 19,333 130 19,203 0 1,403 81 459 26 

2002/03 20,122 206 19,915 0 1,414 107 465 33 

2003/04 20,555 208 20,347 0 1,425 132 471 41 

2004/05 20,986 210 20,776 0 1,436 156 477 50 

2005/06 21,413 210 21,203 0 1,446 181 483 59 

2006/07 21,841 210 21,631 0 1,455 205 487 68 

2007/08 22,186 135 22,051 0 1,464 228 492 77 

2008/09 22,586 135 22,451 0 1,473 251 497 86 

2009/10 22,978 135 22,843 0 1,480 272 500 93 

Historical Values (1991/92 - 2000/01 ): 

Cols. {2)- (4) are actual values for h1stoncal wmter peaks As such, they mcorporate the effects of conservation (Cols (7&9)), and MAY 

mcorporate the effects of load control IF load control was operated on these peak days Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net F1rm Demand 

Cols. (5) - {9) represent actual DSM capabiht1es startmg from January 1988 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are Incorporated mto Col (8), wh1ch also includes CILC and GS - LC 

Col (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exerc1sed on the peak Col (10) is 

denved by the formula Col (10) =Col (2)- Col.(6)- Col.{8) 

Projected Values (2001/02-2009/10): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o Incremental conservation or cumulative load control The effects of conservation Implemented 

pnor to 1997 are incorporated 1nto the forecast 
Cols. (5) - {9) represent all mcremental conservation and cumulative load control These values 1n are projected August values and are based 

on proJections w1th a 1/2000 starting po1nt 

Col (10) represents a 'Net F1nn Demand" whtch accounts for all of the tncremental conservation and assumes all of the load controlts Implemented 

on the peak. Col (10) 1s denved by us1ng the formula Col (10) =Col (2)- Col.(5)- Col (6)- Col (7)- Col (8)- Col (9) 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net F1nn Demand" wh1ch accounts for all of the mcremental conservation and assumes all of the load control1s Implemented 

on the peak. Col (10) IS denved by us1ng the formula Col (10) =Col (2)- Col (5)- Col.(6)- Col (7)- Col (8)- Col (9) 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Res1denlial C/1 Ut11ity Use Net Energy Load 
Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail Wholesale & Losses For Load Factor(%) 

1991 73,743 397 186 73,027 716 5,346 73,160 591% 

1992 73,778 460 221 73,076 702 6,002 73,097 56 9% 

1993 76,632 553 303 75,674 958 4,988 75,776 56.7% 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 60.4% 
1995 85,415 777 677 83,978 1,437 6,276 83,961 59 3% 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 60 2% 

1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 59 7% 

1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 63.0% 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 63.5% 

2000 99,094 1,674 1,431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 66 1% 

2001 99,557 56 15 98,565 992 6,837 99,486 67.8% 

2002 103,215 152 46 102,000 1,215 7,087 103,017 67.9% 

2003 107,306 250 77 105,872 1,434 7,369 106,979 68 0% 

2004 109,131 349 110 107,676 1,455 7,493 108,672 677% 

2005 110,936 450 145 109,462 1,474 7,617 110,341 67 3% 

2006 112,628 554 180 111,155 1,474 7,733 111,894 66.8% 

2007 114,264 659 213 112,857 1,407 7,913 113,392 66.3% 

2008 115,899 765 245 114,826 1,073 8,360 114,889 66 1% 

2009 117,577 874 276 116,504 1,073 8,476 116,427 65 8% 

2010 119,447 919 291 118,374 1,073 8,607 118,237 65 3% 

Historical Values (1991 - 2000}: 

Col {2) represents denved "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM" The values are calculated us1ng the formula: Col.(2) = Col.(8) + Col (3) + Col (4) 
Cols. (3) & (4) are DSM values starting in January, 1988 through 1997 which contributed to the values m Cols (5)- (9) 
Cols (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load m Col {2) into Retail and Wholesale 
Col. (9) IS calculated us1ng Col (8) from th1s page and Col (2), "Total", from Schedule 3 1 

Projected Values (2001 - 2010): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load w/o OSM values. 
Cols (3) - ( 4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from mcremental conservatiOn 
Cols (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load m Col (2), 1nto Wholesale and Reta1l 
Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the Incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control 
IS implemented the values for Col. (8) above and the values for Col. (10) on Schedule 3 1 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2000 2001 • 2002. 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Month MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 17,057 6,947 18,840 7,427 19,333 7,700 

FEB 12,755 6,377 16,776 6,783 17,259 7,033 

MAR 13.411 7,099 14,529 7,282 14,948 7,550 

APR 14,959 7.424 14,120 7,494 14,626 7,769 

MAY 16,856 8,287 15,487 8,036 16,042 8,332 

JUN 16,979 9,336 17,099 9,351 17,712 9,695 

JLIL 17,778 9,216 17,749 9,675 18,386 10,031 

AUG 17,808 9,743 18,150 10,168 18,801 10,542 

SEP 17,701 9,694 17,625 9,861 18,257 10,223 

OCT 16,920 7,712 16,358 8,430 16,944 8,739 

NOV 13,804 7,184 15,257 7,646 15,696 7,927 

DEC 14,858 6,971 15,593 7,402 16,042 7,674 

TOTALS 95,989 99,557 103,215 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not Include the impacts of cumulat1ve load management and Incremental conservat1on 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's and has 

since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added. The 

timing and type of potential new power plants, the pnmary subjects of this document, are 

determined as part of the IRP process work. Th1s sect1on discusses how FPL applied this 

process in its 2000 planning work. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and t1m1ng of FPL's new resource needs, 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determmed magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (1.e., Identify 

competing options and resource plans; 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of the 

competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Fundamental 
IRP Steps 

( 1 ) Determme 
the 
magnitude and 
t1ming of FPL's 
new 
resource 
needs 

Overview of FPL's IRP Process 

Load forecast update J 

~ 
Updat1ng of data 

bases ... 
System 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps - determining the magnitude and 

timing of FPL's resource needs - is essentially a determination of how many 

megawatts {MW) of load reduction, new capacity, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity options are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning critena. Th1s step is often 

referred to as a reliability analysis for the utility system. 

Step 1 starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding 

forecasted loads, but also with other information which is used in many of the 

fundamental steps 1n resource planning. Examples of this new information Include: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and 

power plant capability and reliability assumptions. Four assumptions made by FPL 

dunng its 2000 IRP work involved near-term construction capacity additions, near

term firm capacity purchase additions, conversion of some of the near-term 

construction capacity additions from combustion turbine (CT) units to combined 

cycle (CC) units, and long-term DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions included FPL's announced plans to add near-term 

capacity through various construction projects. These construction projects include 

the repowering of several existing units and the addition of several new CT's. FPL 

committed in 1998 to repower both existing steam units at 1ts Fort Myers plant site 

and two of the three existing steam units at its Sanford plant site. These two 

repowering efforts will add significant capacity to FPL's system and will greatly 

increase the efficiency of the capacity at those two sites. The repowered Fort 

Myers capacity is scheduled to come in-service by the Summer, 2002. CT's, which 

are components of the repowering effort, began coming in-service at Fort Myers in 

late 2000 and through their initial operation in a stand-alone mode have already 

increased FPL's system capacity. A somewhat different schedule is planned for 

the two Sanford units which will be repowered. Both of these units will be 

repowered without the combustion turbine components coming in-service during 

the process. Sanford Unit No. 5 will come out-of-service in the Fall, 2001, and 

return fully repowered by Summer, 2002. Sanford Unit No. 4 will come out-of

service in the Spring, 2002, and return fully repowered at the end of 2002. As a 

result of this commitment, FPL assumed that these capacity additions resulting 
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from the Fort Myers and Sanford repowerings were a "given" in its 2000 resource 

planning work. 

Another part of FPL's construction capacity addition assumption was its previously 

announced (in last year's Site Plan) decision to add four new CT's in the 2001 

through 2003 time frame. The first two CT's are scheduled to be in-service at 

FPL's existing Mart1n site in 2001. The second pair of CT's is scheduled to be in

service 1n 2003 and will be placed at FPL's existing Fort Myers site. FPL's 2000 

resource planning work assumed that these new CT construction capacity 

additions would also be a "given". 

The second of the four assumptions made during the 2000 planning work was that 

the two CT's at Martin, and the two CT's at Fort Myers, would later be converted 

into one CC unit at each site. The resulting 2 - CT's- to - 1 - CC conversions at 

both Martin and Fort Myers are scheduled to be completed by mid-2005. These 

conversions were also assumed to be a "given" in FPL's 2000 resource p!ann111g 

work. 

The third of these assumptions involved a decision wr1ich was made during FPL's 

2000 resource planning work to secure an amount of capacity for the next few 

years through firm capacity, short-term purchases. These firm capacity purchases 

will be from a combination of utility and non-utility generators. These capacity 

purchases were not all finalized at the time of printing this document3
, but 

negotiations were sufficiently far along so that FPL projects that the purchases will 

total approximately 975 MW (Summer) and 1 ,075 MW (Winter) and will begin in 

mid-2001 and run to mid-2005. This purchase amount is also assumed as a 

"given" in FPL's 2000 resource planning work. 

The fourth of these assumptions involved DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource 

planning work has used the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM goals as 

a "given" in its analyses. This was again the case in FPL's 2000 planning work as 

its recently approved new DSM goals through the year 2009 were taken as a 

given. 

3 Once all of the purchase negotiations are finalized, FPL will inform the Florida Public Service Commission of the details of the 
purchases including names of selling entitles, sizes of purchases, lengths of purchases, etc. 
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The first place in which these assumptions and much of the other updated 

information and assumptions are used is the first fundamental step: the 

determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource needs. This 

determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are typically 

based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 15% 

(FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability {LOLP) of 0.1 days/year criteria. Both of these criteria are commonly 

used throughout the utility industry. FPL also used a "third" rel1ab1lity criterion in its 

2000 planning work: a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin which 

was applied in the analysis starting in mid-2004 due to a joint settlement reached 

among FPL, FPC, TECO, and the FPSC in the FPSC's Docket No. 981890-EU. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analyses. The calculation of excess firm capac1ty at 

the annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method and this 

relatively simple calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of how well a generating system can meet its native load during peak 

periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account probabilistic

related elements such as: unit reliability; unit numbers and sizes (i.e., two 50 MW 

units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in regard 

to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on to 

run 90% of the time); and the value of being part of an interconnected system. 

Therefore, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide additional 

information on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of 

probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. 

Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, 

LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand 

(i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to 

reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 

year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability 

of individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed m units of "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated 

calculation methodology than does reserve margin analysis. 
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Step 2: 

Step 3: 

The end result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of 

how many MW are needed to maintain system reliability and of when the MW are 

needed. Tl1is information is used in the second fundamental step: identifying 

resource options and resource plans which can meet the determined magnitude 

and tim1ng of FPL's resource needs. 

Identify Resource Options and Plans Which Can Meet the Determined 
Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource 

planning generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. 

During Step 2, feasibility analyses of new capacity options are carried out to 

determine which new capacity opt1ons appear to be the most competitive on FPL's 

system. These analyses also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected 

construction I permitting schedules, and operat1ng parameters and costs. 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource 

plans which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, 

resource plans are created by combining individual resource options so that the 

timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. The creation of these 

competing resource plans is typically carried out using dynamic programming 

techniques. 

Therefore, at the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step in 

2000, a number of different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource 

plans) of a magnitude and timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were 

identified. These resource plans were then compared on an economic basis. 

Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental Steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource 

options have been identified, and these resource options have been combined into 

a number of resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's 

resource needs. The stage is set for comparing the system economics of these 

resource plans. FPL combines the resource options into resource plans using the 

EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) computer model from 

the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone & Webster Management 
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Step 4: 

Consultants, Inc. The EGEAS model is also used to perform the economic 

analyses of the resource plans. 

The economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of the competing 

resource plans is the competing resource plans' impact on FPL's electricity rate 

levels with the intent of minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e. a Rate 

Impact Measure or RIM methodology). However, 1n cases such as existed for 

FPL's 2000 planning work in which the DSM contribution was taken as a "g1ven" 

and the only competing options were new generating units, comparisons of 

competing resource plans' 1mpacts on electricity rates and on system revenue 

requirements are equivalent Consequently, for FPL's 2000 resource planning 

work, the competing options and plans were evaluated on a present value system 

revenue requirement basis. 

At the conclusion of the analyses carried out in Step 3, a determination of FPL's 

preferred resource plan was made. 

Finalizing FPL's 2000 Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps' activ1t1es were evaluated by 

FPL management and a decision was made as to what FPL's 2000 resource plan 

would be. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2001 through 2010 

are depicted in Table 111.8.1. (The planned DSM additions are shown separately in Table 

III.C.1.) These capacity additions/changes will result from a variety of actions including: 

changes to existing units (which are typically achieved as a result of plant component 

replacements during major overhauls), changes in the amounts of purchased power being 

delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules or by entering into new 

purchase contracts, repowering of existing units, projected construction of new units, and 

conversion of CT's into CC's. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the bulk of the capacity additions are made up of the following 

items: the repowering of both existing steam units at FPL's Fort Myers site by Summer, 

2002; a similar repowering of FPL's Sanford Unit Nos. 5 and 4 by the Summer, 2002, and 
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the end of 2002, respectively; the construction of four new CT's during the 2001 through 

2003 time period followed by their conversion into two CC's in 2005; new firm capacity, 

short-term purchases in the mid-2001 to mid-2005 time frame; and the construction of eight 

additional CC units in the 2005 through 2010 time frame.4 

The increase in the number of CC units which are projected to be built in FPL's 2001 Site 

Plan, compared to the number of CC units shown in previous Site Plans, is due to three 

factors. Two of these factors are a higher load forecast and the change from a 15% to a 

20% reserve margin criterion. 

The th1rd factor is that this year's Site Plan must show for the first time plans for the year 

2010. Approximately 930 MW of firm capacity purchases from the Southern Company are 

scheduled to end in 2010. The end of these purchases requires FPL to replace this 

capacity, as well as to meet projected load growth for 2010, in a way which meets a 

minimum 20% reserve margin requirement. While FPL has not yet determined whether it 

would extend or replace these purchases, or build new capacity to meet its needs, for 

purposes of this Site Plan it was assumed that the 2010 needs would be met through the 

additron of unsited CC units. (Note that th1s is an assumption; FPL may look to extend the 

purchases or replace them. This decision is not needed for at least several years.) 

4 
FPL's current planning studieS have identified new comb.ned cycle un1ts as the generally preferred opt1on to meet future load 

growth. However, repowering of existing FPL sites remains an alternative to new construction, and FPL will continue to examine this 
opt1on. 
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Projected Capacitv Chanaes for FPL (1
J 

Net Cae,acit~ Changes (MWJ 

Winter f2J Summer (JJ 

2001 Changes to existing plants 8 (56) 

Fort Myers Repowering:lnitial Phase (4) 543 894 
Combustion Turbines (2) at Martin (5) --- 298 
New purchases (6l --- 196 

2002 Fort Myers Repowenng:Second Phase ( 1) 35 
Combustion Turbines (2) at Martin (5) 362 ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Initial Phase (7) (394) ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase (7J --- 567 
Sanford Repowering # 4: Initial Phase (7l --- (390) 

New purchases '6l 50 779 
Changes to existing OF's --- (9) 

2003 Fort Myers Repowering·Second Phase 531 ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase 1065 ---
Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase 671 957 
Combustion Turbines (2} Fort Myers (B) --- 298 
Changes to existing OF's (9) ---
New purchases (B) 1025 ---

2004 Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers 362 ---
2005 Changes to existing OF's (1 0) (1 0) 

New purchases (6 l (50) (975) 

Martin Combined Cycle No. 5 (9 ) --- 547 
Conversion of MR CT's to CC --- 249 
Conversion of FM CT's to CC --- 249 
Midway Combined Cycle (9 l --- 547 

2006 Changes to existing OF's (133) (133) 
New purchases (1 025) ---
Martin Combined Cycle No. 5 (9 l 596 ---
Conversion of MR CT's to CC 234 ---
Conversion of FM CT's to CC 234 ---
Midway Combined Cycle (9 l 596 ---
Martin Combined Cycle No. 6 (9 l --- 547 

2007 Martin Combined Cycle No. 6 (9 ) 596 ---
Unsited Combined Cycle #1 (9 l 547 

2008 Unsited Combined Cycle #1 (9 ) 596 ---

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle #2 (9 J --- 547 
Changes to existing OF's (51) (51) 

2010 Changes to existing purchases (1Dl --- (975) 

Unsited Combined Cycle #2 (9 ) 596 ---

Unsited Combined Cycle #3 (9) --- 547 
Unsited Combined Cycle #4 (9) --- 547 

Unsited Combined Cycle #5 (9) --- 547 

TOTALS= 6,392 6,299 

Table 111.8.1 
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Projected Capacity_ Changes for FPL 
Note: 

(1) Additional information about these capacity changes and resulting reserve margins is found in 
Chapter Ill of this document. 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) The initial phase of the Fort Myers repowering project consists of the introduction of operational 
combustion turbines followed by taking existing steam units out-of-service. The second phase 
of repowering consists of completing the integration of the combustion turbines, heat 
recovery steam generators, and steam turb1nes. 

(5) The two CT's at Martin are scheduled to be in-service in the Summer of 2001. Therefore, the CT's 
are included in the 2001 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2002 - on 
reserve margin calculations for Summer and Winter. 

(6) These are firm capacity, short- term purchases. See Section 1.0 and II I.A. for more details. 

(7) The initial phase of the Sanford repowering project consists solely of taking existing steam units 
out-of-service; combustion turbine operation is not introduced at thJs time. The second phase of the 
repowering consists of integrating the combustion turbines, heat recovery steam generators, and 
steam turbines. 

(8) The two CT's at Fort Myers are scheduled to be in-service in the Spring of 2003. Therefore, the CT's 
are included in the 2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2004 -on 
reserve margin calculations for Summer and Winter. 

(9) All combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, 
they are included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both 
the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 

1 0) FPL will be determining at a later date whether to extend or replace these UPS purchases from 
Southern Company. However, for purposes of this Site Plan, FPL has assumed that the 2010 
needs would be met through the addition of unsited combined cyles. 
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III.C Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. FPL's Current DSM Programs 

FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows. 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program which is 

designed to assist residential customers in understanding how to make their 

homes more energy-efficient through the installation of conservation 

measures/practices. 

Residential Building Envelope: This program is designed to encourage the 

installation of energy~efficient ceiling insulation in residential dwellings that utilize 

whole-house electric air-conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program is designed to encourage 

demand and energy conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole

house air conditioning duct systems and by the repair of those leaks by qualified 

contractors. 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program which is designed to 

encourage customers to purchase higher efficiency central cooling and heating 

equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On Call): This program offers load control of 

major appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for 

monthly electric bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and 

construction of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak 

demand and energy consumption. 

Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in 

both new and existing commercial and industrial facilities by identifying DSM 

opportunities and providing recommendations to the customer. 
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Comn1ercial/lndustrial Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning: This 

program is designed to encourage the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilating, 

and air conditioning (HVAC) systems in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 

customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not 

covered by other FPL programs. 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program is designed to reduce 

peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of 

extreme demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

(This program is closed to new participants in 2000}. 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program (which starts in 

2001) is similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control mentioned above by 

continuing the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 

200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in 

exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient building envelope measures such as window 

treatments and roof/ceiling insulation for commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning 

units to both small, non-demand-billed and medium, demand -billed 

commercial/industrial customers in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

2. Research and Development 

FPL's DSM Plan continues to support research and development activities. Historically, 

FPL has performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such 

activities not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but also 

through individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of 

technologies which build on prior FPL research where applicable and wil.l expand the 

research to new and promising technologies as they emerge. 
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Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of 

technologies and from that research has been able to develop new programs such 

as Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and 

Business On Call. 

Cool Communities Research Project 

Cool Communities is a concept developed by American Forests to demonstrate 

the extent to which strategic tree planting and surface color lightenmg can cool 

ambient air temperature and 1mpact energy consumption. This research project is 

designed to evaluate emerging conservation technologies and practices 

associated with residential structures to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. The project, which consists of data gathering, 

statistical regression analysis, and economic evaluation, will quantify savmgs from 

lightened roof color and tree shading of homes. 

Commercial/Industrial New Construction Research Project 

The objective of this project is to identify cost-effective opportunities in the 

commercial/industrial new construction market. If cost~effective opportunities are 

identified, the results of this effort may be used to design a new construction 

program (and other market intervention strategies) with the ultimate goal being to 

reduce building demand and energy use beyond that required by the Florida 

Energy Efficiency Code. 

Low Income Weatherization Retrofit Project 

This R&D project is investigating cost-effective methods of increasing the energy 

efficiency of FPL's low - income customers. The research project addresses the 

needs of low- income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various 

housing authorities including weatherization agency providers, (WAPS), and non

weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS). These incentives are used by the 

housing authorities to leverage their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency 

of the homes they are retrofitting. FPL either conducts a home energy survey, 

trains housing authority employees to perform FPL home energy surveys, accept 
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the National Energy AudiT (NEAT) (as supplemented to capture water heating 

recommendations not included in the NEAT audit), or approves similar FPL -

approved audits conducted by weatherization providers to determine the need for 

energy efficient retrofit measures for each home. FPL has designed the project so 

as to minimize extra work for the retrofit housing authorities. 

Photovoltaic Research, Development and Education Project 

Photovoltaic (PV) roof-tile systems are a relatively new technology which directly 

replaces exrsting roofing materials such as shingles and standing-rib roofing with 

PV materials. These PV materials have the same water - proofing characteristics 

as conventional roofing materials. This project is consistent with the Federal 

Government's Million Solar Roofs initiative. However, based on FPL's research to

date, a primary hurdle to the physical installation of PV systems, whether roofing 

materials or flat plate collectors, is the lack of awareness, understanding, and 

acceptance by local building officials. For the most part, these officials are unclear 

about how these systems work and how to address these systems as part of the 

bu1ld1ng, permitting, and inspection process. This creates barriers toward the use 

of this technology. 

Green Energy Project 

FPL has recently finished an R&D project addressing customer acceptance of 

green energy where donations were used as the funding mechanism for the 

purchase and installation of utility grid connected PV systems. This project raised 

in excess of $89,500 and a 10.1 kW (de) PV system has been constructed at 

FPL's Martin power plant site. 

FPL is now investigating potential customer acceptance of green pricing rates in its 

Green Energy Project. Under this project, FPL will purchase electric energy 

generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered technologies, 

biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric energy, 

and/or other renewable resources. Participating customers will be charged higher 

"green" electric rates for utilizing electric energy derived from these sources. 

Real-Time Pricing 

Although not part of FPL's approved DSM Plan, FPL continues to research new 

conservation/efficiency options such as Real-Time Pricing. This option is an 
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experimental service offering for large C/1 customers designed to evaluate 

customer load response to hourly, marginal cost-based energy prices provided on 

a day-ahead basis. 

3. FPL's DSM MW Goals 

FPL's DSM implementation plan 1s designed to meet currently approved DSM Goals for 

2000 - 2009 The combined total residential and commercial/industrial Summer MW 

reduction values from FPL's DSM Goals for 2000 - 2009 are presented in Table Ill C.1. 

FPL has already implemented approximately 2,680 MW at the meter of DSM through 2000. 

FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 
(At the Meter) 

Cumulative 
Summer 

Year MW 
2000 122 
2001 200 
2002 269 
2003 339 
2004 410 
2005 484 
2006 554 
2007 625 
2008 697 
2009 795 

Table III.C.1 

111.0 Non-Utility Generation Additions 

As previously ment1oned in Section III.A, FPL is entering into a number of new firm 

capacity, short-term purchases for the mid-2001 to the mid-2005 time frame. Negotiations 

for these purchases were not yet completed at the time this document went to print, but 

some of these purchases are expected to be "from non-utility generating facilities. Once all 

of the purchase negotiations are finalized, FPL will inform the Florida Public Service 

Commission of the details of the purchases. 

Tables 1.8.1 and I.B.2 present the previously contracted cogeneration/small power 

production facilities which are addressed in FPL's resource planning. 
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III.E Transmission Plan 

The 2001 - 2010 transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required 

capacity and energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents 

FPL's proposed future additions of 230 KV and 500 KV bulk transmission lines. 

List of Proposed Power Lines 
2001-2010 

NOMINAL 
NEW COMMERCIAL OPERATING 

LINE TERMINAL LINE TERMINAL CIRCUIT IN-SERVICE VOLTAGE 
OWNER ~FROM) ~TO} MILES DATE (Mo/YR) (KV) 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

Flagami-Turkey Point Galloway 1.80 Jan-01 230 
Broward-Parkland Ranch 9.50 Apr-01 230 

Cal usa Fort Myers 1.60 Apr-01 230 
Broward-Corbett Rain berry 1.75 Jun-01 230 

Greynolds Laudania 6.70 Jun-01 230 
Poinsett Sanford 45.00 Jun-01 230 
Poinsett Sanford 45.00 Jun-01 230 

Fort Myers Orange River 1.80 Dec-01 230 
Brevard Malabar 27.00 Jun-02 230 

Broward-Goolsby Yamato 2.50 Jun-02 230 
Andytwon Pennsuco 2.00 Jun-03 230 

Broward-Corbett Yamato 12.50 Jun-03 230 
Cortez Johnson 11.00 Jun-03 230 
Dade Overtwon 11.00 Jun-03 230 

Broward-Corbett Marymount-Yamato 0.25 Jun-03 230 
Yulee Oneil 6.50 Jun-04 230 

Indiantown Martin 11.80 Jun-06 230 
Conservation Levee 36.00 Jun-08 500 

Table III.E.1 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect FPL's projected capacity 

additions to the system transmission grid. These integrated transmission facilities for the 

projected capacity additions at FPL's existing Fort Myers, Sanford, Martin, and Midway 

sites are described below. S1nce the projected capacity additions for 2007 through 2010 

are as-yet unsited, no "integrated" transmission facilities information is provided. This 

information may be provided in future Site Plan documents once a site is selected. 

It should be noted that FPL currently proposes to transfer its transmission facilities to a for

profit transmission company (Grid Florida) which is being formed in response to FERC 

Order 2000. Once that transfer is completed, FPL will receive transmission service from 

Grid Florida which will be responsible for transmission planning in the future. 
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III.E.1 lntregrated Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The work required to integrate the incremental capacity projected to be added at Martin 

from two new CT units with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build one collector bus with 3 breakers each to connect the CT's and the start-up 

transformer. 

2. Add two main step-up transformers (2-200 MVA), one for each CT unit. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Add bus breaker in bay #4 to connect the collector bus in - between th1s new 

breaker and breaker 154. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and main switchyard. 
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III.E.2 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The work required to integrate the repowering capacity addition at Fort Myers with the FPL 

grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build two collector busses with 3 breakers each to connect 3 CT's on each one. 

Add another breaker to one of those collector buses to connect the start-up 

transformer. 

2. Add the six main step-up transformers (200MVA!each), one for each CT. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Add a three- breaker bay in the 230 kV substatton to connect one of the collector 

buses and a new transmission line to Calusa. 

5. Add a three- breaker bay in the 230 kV substation to connect the other collector 

bus and a new transmission line to Orange River 230 kV. 

6. Add a two- breaker bay at Orange River 230 kV substation to connect the new ltne 

from Fort Myers. 

7. Add a two- breaker bay at Calusa 230 kV substation to connect the new line from 

Fort Myers. 

8. Replace breakers 3 and 36 (rated 37.6 kA) on bay 9N with new ones rated 63 kA. 

9. Add relay and other protective equipment at Fort Myers, Orange River, and Calusa 

substations. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Build a new 230 kV line from Fort Myers to Orange River (approximately 2.57 

miles) similar to the existing circuits which are bundle 2-1431 ACSR 2580 Amps 

{1028 MVA) each. 

2. Build a new 230 kV line from Fort Myers to Calusa {approximately 1.58 miles) 

using 1431 ACSR conductor rated 1600 Amps (637 MVA). 

3. Add protection and control equipment for the new lines. 
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III.E.3 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Sanford 

The work required to integrate the repowering capacity additions at Sanford with the FPL 

grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build four collector buses with 2 breakers each to connect 2 CT's on each one. 

Add another breaker to one of those collector buses to connect the start-up 

transformer. 

2. Add the eight main step-up transformers (200MVA!each), one for each CT. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Build a new substation with 1 new three - breaker bay, 1 new two- breaker bay, 

and using 2 existing three- breaker bays to connect 2 collector buses and the new 

transmission lines. 

5. Build 2 new three- breaker bays and 1 new two- breaker bay at the existing 

substation to connect 2 collector buses. 

6. Move the Volusia #2 line terminal from the existing yard to the new 230 KV yard. 

7. Add a three- breaker bay at Poinsett 230 kV substation to connect the new lines 

from Sanford. 

8. Add relay and other protective equipment at Sanford and at Poinsett substations. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Build two new 230 kV lines from the new Sanford to Poinsett (approximately 45 

miles each) with conductor rated for 1600 Amps. 

2. Add protection and control equipment for the new lines. 

3. Upgrade the Volusia #2 transmission line to 1475 Amps. 
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III.E.4 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The work required to integrate the Fort Myers capacity expansion from two new CT units 

with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build one collector bus with 2 breakers each to connect 2 CT's on each one. Add 

another breaker to the collector bus to connect the start-up transformer. 

2. Add the two main step-up transformers (200MVA!each), one for each CT. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Disconnect the existing Fort Myers GT collector bus from the Fort Myers 230kV 

switchyard. 

5. Add two breakers at Orange River 230 kV substation to connect the new line from 

the Fort Myers GT collector bus. 

6. Connect the new Fort Myers collector bus to the Fort Myers 230kV switchyard. 

7. Connect the Fort Myers collector bus to the Fort Myers 230kV switchyard. 

8. Replace 4 breakers at the existing Fort Myers 230 kV switchyard. 

9. Add relay and other protective equipment at Fort Myers and Orange River 

substations. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Build a new 230 kV line from the Fort Myers GT collector bus to Orange River 

{approximately 2.57 miles) similar to the existing circuits which are bundle 2-1431 

ACSR 2580 Amps (1028 MVA) each. 

2. Add protection and control equipment for the new line. 
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III.E.5 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The work required to integrate the incremental capacity projected to be added at Martin 

from two new combined cycle units, Martin Nos. 5 and 6, with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build two collector busses with 3 breakers each to connect the CT's, the ST units, 

and the start-up transformers. 

2. Add the four main step-up transformers (2~400 MVA and 2-200 MVA), one for each 

CT and one for each ST unit. 

3. Add the start-up transformers. 

4. Add a new three-breaker bay (bay #3) to connect the Martin #6 collector bus and 

the existing start-up for units 1 &2. 

5. Connect the Martin #5 collector bus to bay #1 between breakers 199 and 184. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Split the 230 kV bus in order to reduce fault current levels in the switchyard. This 

will effectively separate units 3 and 4 from the new units 5 and 6. The 500/230 kV 

autotransformer #1 will remam connected to the units 3 and 4 switchyard and the 

new autotransformer #2 will connect the units 5 and 6 switchyard to the 500 kV 

bus. 

8. Add the second 500/230 kV autotransformer and connect it to breaker 80 and the 

230 kV side which is tied to the switchyard for units 5 and 6. 

9. Add a single phase 230/500 kV, 500 MVA transformer to be used as a spare for 

either autotransformer. 

10. Add a two-breaker bay (bay 8) to connect the new Martin-Indiantown 230kV line. 

11. Add a breaker and line terminal at Indiantown to connect the new Martin

Indiantown 230kV line. 

12. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct two string buses to connect the collector and main switchyards. 

2. Uprate the Pratt & Whitney-Indiantown 230 kV circuit from 2020 Amps to 2520 

Amps. 

3. Uprate the Pratt & Whitney-Ranch 230 kV circuit from 2020 Amps to 2520 Arnps. 

4. Build a new 230kV line from Martin to Indiantown (approximately 11.8 miles) 

similar to existing circuit which is 2-7958 ACSR 2290 Amps (912MVA). 
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III.E.6 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The work required to integrate the conversion of two existing CT's at Martin add a new 

steam unit into a combined cycle unit with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Add one breaker to the collector bus to connect the steam unit step-up transformer 

(300MVA). 

2. Add relay and other protective equipment at the Martin substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. None. 
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Ill. E. 7 Integrated Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The work required to integrate the conversion of two existing CT's at Fort Myers into a 
combined cycle unit with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Add one breaker to the collector bus to connect the steam unit step-up transformer 

(300MVA). 

2. Add relay and other protective equipment at the Fort Myers substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. None. 
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II.E.S Integrated Transmission Facilities at Midway 

The work required to integrate the incremental capacity projected to be added at Midway 
from a new combined cycle unit with the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build one collector bus with 4 breakers to connect the CT's, the ST units, and the 

start-up transformers. 

2. Add the three main step-up transformers (2-225 MVA, 1-300 MVA), one for each 

CT and one for the ST unit. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Add a new two-breaker bay to connect the M1dway collector bus. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and the Midway 230kV yard. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved since 

1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the implementation 

of various technologies. 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities on both a daily and annual 

basis in Florida. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in 

Miami. This 10 kilowatt (KW) system was placed into operation in 1984. The testing of this 

PV installatton was completed, and the system was removed, in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion. 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin~film PV test facility located at the FPL Martin 

Plant site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin~film PV technologies and to 

identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate direct current 

PV facilities tnto the FPL system. Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home 

for PV capacity which was installed as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricmg effort (which is 

discussed on the following page). 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first and only utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate the 

implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's Conservation Water Heating 

Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers choosing 

solar water heaters. Before the program was ended (due to the fact that it was not cost

effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar 

water heaters. 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's Passive 

Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's climate. Complete 

designs and construction blueprints for 6 passive homes were created by 3 Florida 

architectural firms with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints 

were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, this program was popular 

and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was 
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eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building code. This 

revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, as well as customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application. 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, 

potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not requ1re all of its customers to 

bear PV's h1gh cost, but allows customers who are interested 1n facilitating the use of 

renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach 

allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund, which FPL used to 

make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and delivered PV

generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is available at this 

site(s), the PV-generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated 

electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially discussed with 

the FPSC in 1994. FPL's initial effort to Implement th1s approach were then formally 

presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received approval from 

the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL initiated the effort in 1998 and received approximately 

$89,000 in contributions which significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000. FPL has 

purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin plant site. 

As previously discussed, FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new 

initiative in 2000 was the Green Energy Project which is a second, different attempt to 

implement the basic Green Pricing approach. Under this project FPL will purchase electric 

energy generated from new renewable resources. The project offers to meet all, or part of, 

a customer's load with generation from new renewable resources, with the remaining 

portion of that load be1ng served by the Company's conventional generating facilities. 
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Participants will be residential (and possibly commercial) customers who will pay higher 

("green" rates) for electricity provided from these renewable sources. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 is FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development and 

Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives are to increase the public 

awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this 

technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to 

better understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks as well as the energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems, and assess the 

homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. 

Finally, FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available energy, 

have been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables 1.8.1 and 

1.8.2). 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity. In 1986, coal was first added to the fuel mix, allowing FPL to 

meet its customers' energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. 

Additional coal resources have been added with the acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit# 4. 

In 1997, petroleum coke was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at the St. 

Johns River Power Park. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL's long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum products 

will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil supply is 

projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and seismic information will 

reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both recovery from existing fields and 

new discoveries. However, the rate of increase in non-OPEC supply is projected to be 

slower than that of petroleum demand, resulting in an increase in OPEC's market share 

throughout the planning horizon. As OPEC gains market share, prices for petroleum 

products are projected to increase. 
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FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow 

throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements for electric 

generation. Domestic natural gas production will increase as new and improved drilling 

technology and seismic information will reduce the cost of finding, developing, and 

producing natural gas fields. The rate of increase in domestic natural gas production is 

assumed to be slower than that of demand, with the balance being supplied by increased 

Canadian and liquefied natural gas (LNG) imports. As demand for natural gas in Florida 

grows, it is anticipated that based on natural gas users' commitments, the Florida Gas 

Transmission pipeline system will be augmented/expanded and/or a new pipeline will be 

constructed to meet the growth in demand. 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 1/ 

Actual2/ Forecasted 

Fuel RegUirements Umts 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

(1) Nuclear Tnll10n BTU 268 266 257 263 258 258 263 258 257 263 258 257 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,107 4.170 3,766 3,552 3,705 3,556 3,629 4,019 3,795 3,817 4,073 3,621 

(3) 

(4) Res1duai(F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 36,475 36,859 32,769 26,951 24,455 26,018 19,352 14.059 12.416 12.546 11,973 9,188 

(5) Steam 1,000 BBL 36,475 36,859 32,769 26,951 24,455 26,018 19,352 14,059 12.416 12,546 11,973 9,188 

(6) Dlsllllate(F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 488 461 505 315 2,350 2,642 449 381 212 316 181 46 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(8) CT 1,000 BBL 405 1 0 74 1,959 2,118 406 356 195 289 160 33 

(9) Steam 1,000 BBL 80 446 505 241 391 524 42 25 17 27 21 13 

(10) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 193.723 203.234 248,439 299,368 319.720 321,203 378,635 423,640 446,604 452,639 468,918 519,426 

(11) Steam 1,000 MCF 73,309 80.967 100,772 76,589 9,521 9,519 7,046 5,361 4,919 4,795 4.736 3,888 

(12) cc 1,000 MCF 3,535 117,684 139,066 214,673 308,615 310,455 371,466 418,226 441,651 447,780 464,137 515,507 

(13) CT 1,000 MCF 116,879 4,583 8,601 8,106 1,584 1,229 124 54 34 63 45 32 

1/ Renects fuel reqwements for FPL only 

21 Source A Schedules 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

{5) 

(6) 

{7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

{12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Actual1/ 

Energy Sources Umts 1999 2000 2001 

Annual Energy GWH 8,180 10,092 12,386 

Interchange 2/ 

Nuclear GWH 24,706 24,584 23,776 

Coal GWH 6,146 6,977 6,906 

Res1duai(F06) -Total GWH 22,903 23,230 20,706 

Steam GWH 22,903 23,230 20,706 

D1st111ate(F02) -Total GWH 167 193 213 

cc GWH 2 9 0 

CT GWH 165 0 

Steam GWH 0 183 213 

Natural Gas -Total GWH 23,098 24,217 28,259 

Steam GWH 7,038 7,840 9,398 

cc GWH 15,863 16,064 18,120 

CT GWH 197 313 741 

Other 3/ GWH 6,349 6,696 7,240 

Net Energy For Load 4/ GWH 91,549 95,989 99,486 

11 Source A Schedules 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

2002 2003 

11,509 9,611 

24,284 23,873 

6,504 6,711 

16,871 15,375 

16,871 15,375 

159 1,674 

0 0 

58 1,461 

101 212 

37,053 43,976 

7,226 851 

29,105 42,983 

723 143 

6,636 5,759 

103,017 106,979 

2004 

10,029 

23,844 

6,541 

16,370 

16,370 

1,865 

0 

1,581 

284 

44,209 

849 

43,251 

110 

5,814 

108,672 

Forecasted 

2005 2006 

9,169 8,492 

24,284 23,874 

6,660 7,307 

12,211 8,869 

12,211 8,869 

331 282 

0 0 

312 271 

19 11 

52,388 58,883 

626 474 

51.753 56,406 

9 3 

5,298 4,187 

110,341 111,894 

2/ The proJected figures are based on est1mated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Compames 

2007 

8,452 

23,778 

6,942 

7,833 

7,833 

156 

0 

149 

7 

62,148 

435 

61,711 

2 

4,082 

113,392 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Quahfymg Fac1htles, Independent Power Producers. etc 

4/ Net Energy For Load 1s Column 2 on Schedule 3 3 and Column 1 on EIA411 Form 11 C 
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2008 2009 2010 

8,332 8,282 5,582 

24,331 23,874 23,778 

6,980 7,398 6,986 

7,911 7,556 5,828 

7,911 7,556 5,828 

232 131 31 

0 0 0 

220 123 26 

11 9 5 

63,034 65,297 72,491 

423 418 346 

62,608 64,876 72,143 

4 3 2 

4,069 3,888 3,540 

114,889 116,427 118,237 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy % by Fuel Type 

Actual1/ Forecasted 

Energv Source Units 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

(1) Annual Energy % 89 10 5 12 4 11 2 90 92 83 7.6 75 73 7 1 47 

Interchange 2/ 

(2) Nuclear % 27 0 256 23 9 23 6 22 3 21 9 22 0 21 3 21 0 21 2 20 5 20 1 

00 

(3) Coal % 67 7 3 69 6 3 63 6 0 60 6 5 6 1 6 1 64 59 

(4) Restduai(F06) -Total % 25 0 24.2 20 8 16 4 14 4 15 1 11 1 79 69 6 9 65 4 9 

(5) Steam % 25 0 24.2 20 B 16 4 14 4 15 1 11 1 79 69 69 65 49 

(6) Dtsttllate(F02)-Total % 02 02 02 02 1.6 1 7 03 03 0 1 0.2 0 1 00 

(7) cc % 00 00 00 00 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 

(B) CT % 02 00 0.0 0 1 1 4 1 5 03 02 01 02 01 00 

(9) Steam % 00 02 02 01 02 03 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 25 2 25 2 28 4 36 0 41 1 40 7 47 5 52 6 54 B 54 9 56 1 61.3 

(11) Steam % 77 82 94 7.0 08 08 0.6 04 04 04 04 0.3 

(12) cc % 17.3 16 7 18 2 28 3 40 2 39 8 46 9 52 2 54 4 54.5 55 7 61 0 

(13) CT % 02 03 07 07 0 1 0 1 0.0 00 0.0 00 00 00 

(14) Other 3/ % 69 70 73 64 54 54 48 37 36 3.5 3.3 30 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source A Schedules 

21 The projected ftgures are based on esttmated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southem Companies 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualtfymg Factltttes, Independent Power Producers, etc 

Florida Power & Light Company 79 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 90 of 244

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Ftrm Ftrm 

Installed 1/ Capactty Capactty Ftrm 

Capac tty Import 2/ Export QF 

Year MW MW MW MW 

2001 17,704 1,509 0 886 
2002 17,915 2,288 0 877 

2003 19,170 2,288 0 877 

2004 19,170 2,288 0 877 

2005 20,762 1,313 0 867 

2006 21,309 1,313 0 734 

2007 21,856 1,313 0 734 

2008 21,856 1,313 0 734 

2009 22,403 1,313 0 683 

2010 24,044 382 0 640 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) 

Ftrm 

Total Total Summer Reserve 
Capactty Peak 4/ Peak Margm Before 

Avatlable 3/ Demand DSM 5/ Demand Matntenance 6/ 
MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

20,099 18,150 1,406 16,744 3,355 20 0 
21,080 18,801 1,485 17,316 3,764 21 7 
22,335 19,507 1,560 17,947 4,388 24 4 
22,335 19,964 1,639 18,325 4,010 21 9 
22,942 20,433 1,718 18,715 4,227 22 6 

23,356 20,918 1,796 19,122 4,234 22 1 
23,903 21,392 1,874 19,518 4,385 22 5 
23,903 21,788 1,952 19,836 4,067 20.5 
24,399 22,220 2,028 20,192 4,207 20 8 
25,066 22,722 2,052 20,670 4,396 21 3 

(12} 

Scheduled 
Mamtenance 

MW 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1/ Capac11y add1110ns and changes proJected to be 1n-serv1ce by June 1st are considered to be ava1lable to meet Summer peak loads wh1ch are forecasted 

to occur dunng August of the year 1nd1cated All values are Summer net MW 

21 F1rm Capac1ty Imports Include all firm capac1ty purhcases whether from out -of- state or 1n- state 

3/ Total Capac1ty Ava1lable=Col (2) + Col (3)- Col (4) +Col (5) 

4/ These forecasted values reflect the Most L1kely forecast Without DSM 

(13) (14) 

Reserve 

Margtn After 
Mamtenance 7/ 

MW %of Peak 

3,355 20 0 
3,764 21 7 
4,388 24 4 
4,010 21 9 

4,227 22 6 

4,234 22 1 

4,385 22 5 
4,067 20 5 
4,207 20.8 

4,396 21 3 

51 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capab111ty plus Incremental conservation from 1/99- on They are not1ncluded 1n tolal addttlonal resources 

but reduce the peak load upon wh1ch Reserve Marg<n calculat<ons are based 

6/ Marg1n (%)Before Maintenance= Col (10)/Col (9) 

71 Marg1n (%)After Ma1ntenance =Col (13) /Col (9) 
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Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

F1rm 

Total F1rm F1rm Total Total Wmter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capac1ty Capac1ty F1rm Capac1ty Peak 4/ Peak Margin Before Scheduled 
Capab1hty Import 2/ Export QF Available 3/ Demand DSM 5/ Demand Mamtenance 6/ Mamtenance 

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW 

2000/01 17,785 1,319 0 886 19,990 18,840 1,902 16,938 3,052 18 0 0 

2001/02 17,752 1,369 0 886 20,007 19,333 1,969 17,364 2,643 15 2 0 

2002/03 20,019 2.394 0 877 23,290 20.122 2,019 18,103 5,187 28 7 0 
2003/04 20,381 2,394 0 877 23,652 20,555 2,069 18,486 5,166 27 9 0 

2004/05 20,381 2,344 0 867 23,592 20,986 2,119 18,867 4,725 25 0 0 

2005/06 22,041 1,319 0 734 24,094 21,413 2,169 19,244 4,850 25 2 0 

2006/07 22,637 1,319 0 734 24,690 21,841 2,215 19,626 5,064 25 8 0 

2007/08 23,233 1,319 0 734 25,286 22,186 2,261 19,925 5,361 26 9 0 

2008/09 23,233 1,319 0 734 25,286 22,586 2,307 20,279 5,007 24 7 0 

2009/10 23,829 1,319 0 683 25,831 22,978 2,345 20,633 5,198 25 2 0 

• Denotes actual 1nstalled capab1hty and total peak demand All other assumptions are pro;ect1ons 

1/ Capac1ty add1t1ons and changes proJected to be 1n-serv1ce by January 1 sl are cons1dered to be available to meet W1nter peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur dunng January of the "second" year 1nd1cated All values are W1nter net MW 

21 F1rm Capac1ty Imports Include all firm capac1ty purhcases whether from out -of- state or 1n -state 

3/ Total Capac1ty Available:= Col (2) +Col (3)- Col (4) +Col (5) 

41 These forecasted values reflect the Most L1kely forecast Without OSM 

51 The MW shown represent cumula11ve load management capab1hty plus Incremental conservation They are not Included 1n total add1!1onal resources but 

reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Marg1n calculations are based 

6/ Marg1n (%)Before Maintenance= Col (10) fCol (9) 

71 Marg1n (%)After Mamlenance =Col (13) /Col (9) 
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(13) (14) 

Reserve 

Margm After 

Mamtenance 7/ 
MW %of Peak 

3,052 18 0 

2,643 15 2 

5,187 28 7 
5,166 27 9 

4,725 25 0 

4,850 25 2 

5,064 25 8 

5,361 26 9 

5,007 24 7 
5,198 25 2 
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Page 1 of4 

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facilitv Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Cons! Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca~abrllt~ 

Unit Unrt Start ln-Servrce Relrrement Nameplate Wrnter Summer 

Plant Name No Location Type Pn All Pn AI! Mo!Yr MoNr MoNr KW MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS 

2001 
Martrn Combuslron Martrn County 

Turbrnes BA 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-{)1 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

Martrn Combuslron Martrn County 

Turbrnes BB 29/29S/3BE CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-{)1 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

2001 Total: 0 298 

2002 
Martrn Combustron Martrn County 

Turbrnes BA 29/29S/3BE CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-{)1 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

Martrn Combuslron Martrn County 

Turbrnes BB 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-{)1 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

2002 Total: 362 

2003 
Fort Myers Combustron Lee County 

Turbrnes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 Apr-{)3 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

Fort Myers Combustron Lee County 

Turbrnes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 May-03 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

2003 Total: 298 

2004 
Fort Myers Combustron Lee County 

Turbrnes 13 35f43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-{)2 Apr-{)3 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

Fort Myers Combustron Lee County 

Turbrnes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-{)2 May-{)3 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

2004 Total: 362 

2005 
Martrn Combrned Martrn County 

Cycle Unrl 5 29/29Sf38E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-{)2 Jun-{)5 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Mrdway Combrned St Lucre County 

Cycle Unrl 2136S/39E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-{)2 Jun-{)5 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2005 Total: 1094 
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Page 2 of 4 

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Canst Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca~ab1hl:t 

Un1t Umt Start In-Service Retirement Namf&!Jie Wmter Summer 
Plant Name No Locahon Type Pn All Pn All Mo/Yr Mo/Yr Mo /Yr MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS 

2006 
Mart1n Combmed Mart1n County 

Cycle Un1t 29/29S/38E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

M1dway Combined St Luc1e County 

Cycle Un1t 2/36S/39E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Martm Combmed Mart1n County 

Cycle Umt 6 29/29S/38E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-03 Jun-06 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2006 Total: 1192 547 

2007 
Martm Combmed Mart1n County 

Cycle Un1t 6 29/29S/3BE cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-03 Jun-06 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Un11 #1 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2007 Total: 596 547 

2008 
Uns1ted Combined 

Cycle Un1t #1 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

2008 Total: 596 0 

2009 
Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Umt #2 2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2009 Total: 0 547 

2010 
Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Umt #2 2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Umt#3 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Unit #4 4 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Umt#5 5 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2010 Total: 596 1641 

Florida Power & Light Company 83 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 94 of 244

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Fuel Fuel Transport 

Un1t 

Plant Name 

Umt 

No Locat1on Type Pn All Pn All 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

Mart1n County 

29129S/38E ST NG F06 PL 

Mart1n 2 Mart1n County 

29/29S/38E ST NG F06 PL 

Mart1n 3 Martm County 

29/29S/38E CC NG F02 PL 

Mart1n 4 Mart1n County 

29/29S/38E CC NG F02 PL 

Cape Canaveral 2 Brevard County 

Ft Myers Repower1ng 
lmt1al Phase 1 & 2 

2002 

19/24S/36F ST F06 NG WA 

Lee County 
35143S/25E CC NG No PL 

Sanford Repowenng Volus1a County 
lmt1al Phase 4 16119S/30E ST F06 NG WA 

Sanford Repowenng 
lmt1al Phase 

Sanford 
Repowenng Second 

Phase 5 
Fort Myers 

Repowenng Second 
Phase 1 & 2 

2003 
Sanford 

Repowenng Second 
Phase 4 

Sanford 
Repowenng Second 

Phase 5 
Fort Myers 

Repowenng Second 
Phase 1 & 2 

2005 
Martm Combustion 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E ST F06 NG WA 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E 

Lee County 
35/43S/25E 

Volus1a County 

cc NG 

cc NG 

16/19S/30E CC NG 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E CC NG 

Lee County 
35/43S/25E 

Mart1n County 

cc NG 

No PL 

No PL 

No PL 

No PL 

No PL 

Turb1ne Conversion 

Mart1n Combust1on 

SA 29/29S/3BE CT NG F02 PL 

Martm County 

Turbine Convers1on 88 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL 

Fort Myers Combustion Lee County 

Turb1ne Conversion 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL 

Fort Myers Combustion Lee County 

Turb1ne Convers1on 14 35/43Sf25E CT NG F02 PL 

PL 

Pl 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

(9) 

Canst 

Start 

MoNr 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Nov-00 

Nov-00 

Jan-00 

Jan-00 

N/A 

Sep-01 

N/A 

N/A 

Sep-01 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Comm Expected Gen Max Net Capability 

ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate W1nter 1121 Summer 11 21 

MoNr MoNr ~ MW MW 

May-01 Unknown 863,000 0 (30) 

May-01 Unknown 863,000 0 (20) 

May-01 Unknown 612,000 0 (7) 

May-01 Unknown 612,000 0 (7) 

Nov-00 Unknown 402,050 8 8 

Jan-01 Unknown 161,700 543 894 

2001 Total: 551 838 

N/A Unknown 106,600 0 (390) 

N/A Unknown 106,600 (394) J) 0 

Jul-02 Unknown 106,600 0 567 

Jan-02 Unknown 161,700 (1) 35 

2002 Total: (395) 212 

Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 671 957 

Jul-02 Unknown 106,600 1,065 0 

Jun-02 Unknown 161,700 531 

2003 Total: 2,267 957 

2004 Total: 0 0 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

2005 Total: 0 498 

1 )The Wmter Total MW value cons1sts of all generat1on add1t1ons and changes achieved by January The Summer Total MW value cons1sts of all generation add1t1ons 

and changes ach1eved by July All other MW w1ll be picked up m the follow1ng year Th1s IS done for reserve margm calculatiOn 

2) All MW differences are calculated based on usmg IRP 2000 Submittal (for the year 2000) as the base for all other years 

3) Negallve values tor Sanford and Ft Myers reflect the ex1stmg steam un1ts be1ng temporanly out of service dunng that seasonal penod for repowenng efforts 
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(15) 

Status 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

RP,U 

J) RP 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

p 

p 

p 

p 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Pros(!ective Generating Facili:ti Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Trans~ort Canst Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca[!abillt~ 

Un1! Umt Start ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate W1nter 1l Summer'l 

Plant Name No Locat1on Type Pn All Pn All MofYr MofYr MofYr KW MW MW 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2006 
Mart1n Combusllon Mart1n County 

Turb1ne Conversion SA 29/29S/3BE CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Mart1n Combust1on Mart1n County 

Turbine Conversion 88 29/29S/3BE CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Fort Myers Combusllon Lee County 

Turb1ne Convers1on 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Fort Myers CombustiOn Lee County 

Turb•ne Convers1on 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

2006 Total: 468 0 

2007 

2007 Total: 0 0 

2008 

2008 Total: 0 0 

2009 

2009 Total: 0 0 

2010 

2010 Total: 0 0 

1 )The Winter Total MW value cons1sts of all generation additiOns and changes ach1eved by January The Summer Total MW value cons1sts of all generation add1t1ons 

and changes ach•eved by July All other MW Will be p1cl<ed up 1n the lollowmg year Th1s 1s done for reserve marg1n calcula!lon 
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Status 

p 

p 

p 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbines No. 8A and No. 88 * 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

149 MW 
181 MW 

Combustion Turbine 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. F1eld construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

1999 
2001 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 1 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0 05% 
S. Distillate, & Water InJection on D1st111ate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 

Air Coolers 

11,300 

p 

p 

p 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

Planned Outage Factor (POF): 1% 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1% 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 98% 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): Approx. 10% (First Year) 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 10,430 Btu/kWh 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
F1xed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

25 years 
477.98 
449.20 

29.30 
-0.53 
0.68 
0.86 

1.5134 

*Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

"'** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 2 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

929 MW Incremental (1473 MW Total After Repowering) 
1,073 MW Incremental (1617 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a F1eld construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5} Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

{8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data,*:··,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.}: 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
None 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas 

Once-through Cooling 

460 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
6,830 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
655.96 
560.71 

94.59 
0.66 

13.30 
0.37 

1.5419 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 3 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 4 Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1 065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combmed Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start~date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

a. Pnmary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (ln~Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
None 

Dry Low Nox Combustors and Natural Gas 

Cooling Pond 

1,718 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
6,860 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
708.12 
595.11 
112.45 

0.56 
14.25 
0.37 

1.4701 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 4 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 5 Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1 065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,*\*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW}: 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond 

1,718 Acres 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
6,860 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
678.08 
595.11 

82.41 
0.56 

14.25 
0.37 

1.5341 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 5 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbines No. 13 and No. 14 * 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

149 MW 
181 MW 

Combustion Turbtne (3) 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial ln-servtce date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

{8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 

2002 
2003 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water InJeCtion on Dtstillate 

Air Coolers 

460 

p 

p 

p 

Acres 

{Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

Planned Outage Factor (POF): 1% 
Forced Outage Factor {FOF): 1% 
Equivalent Availability Factor {EAF): 98% 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): Approx. 10% (First Year) 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 10,430 Btu/kWh 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

25 years 
542.80 
509.94 

31.30 
1.56 
0.68 
0.86 

1.5247 

*Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martm No. 5 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date. 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2002 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 6 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) 

(8) 

Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

{11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor{%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
F1xed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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11,300 Acres 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
503.31 
411.88 

82.95 
8.48 
9.30 
0.74 

1.5489 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

{1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martm Combustion Turbine Conversion 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b Winter 

Technology Type: 

249 MW 
234 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 7 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data"' 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,"'** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Cooling Pond 

11,300 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
481.36 
433.91 

31.29 
16.16 

9.30 * 
0.74. 

1.5147 

*Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

** $/KW values are based on Summer incremental capacity. 
*** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbine Convers1on 

(2) Capacity 
a Summer 
b. Winter 

249 MW 
234 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b Cornmerc1alln-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 8 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors. Natural Gas, 0 05% 
S. D1st1llate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data * 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operat1ng Heat Rate (ANHOR). 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Cooling Tower 

460 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
481.36 
433.91 

31.29 
16.16 
9.30. 
0.74. 

1.5147 

• Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

•• $/KW values are based on Summer incremental capacity. 
••• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: M1dway Comb1ned Cycle 

(2} 

(3} 

(4} 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2002 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 9 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Grey water or groundwater 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *, ** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW}: 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

• $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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122 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
439.57 
362.93 
68.27 

8.37 
9.30 
0.74 

1.5457 
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Page 10 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin No 6 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2003 
2006 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 0) 

( 11) 

(12) 

(13) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 

Construction Status: 

Certification Status: 

Status with Federal Agencies: 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data *,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond 

11,300 Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
454.41 
367.96 

71.07 
15.38 

9.30 
0.74 

1.5460 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 1 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2007 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 11 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
532.83 
419.24 

85.38 
28.21 
12.10 
0.74 

1.5473 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Uns1ted Comb1ned Cycle No. 2 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2006 
2009 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 12 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
554.71 
419.24 

88.86 
46.61 
12.10 

0.74 
1.5473 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 3, No. 4, and No 5 -~< 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2007 
2010 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 13 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR)· 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,"'** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFU DC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
566.41 
419.24 

90.72 
56.45 
12.10 

0.74 
1.5473 

"' Values shown are per unit values for the three units being added. 
*"' $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

"'"'"' Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Page 1 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin: 2 CT's 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Applicable 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Applicable 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Applicable 

(5) Voltage. Not Applicable 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Applicable 
End date: Not Applicable 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Applicable 

(8) Substations: Not Applicable 

(9) Participation with Other Ut1lit1es: None 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Page 2 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Ft. Myers Repowering 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

From Ft. Myers- To Calusa 

FPL Owned 

1.58 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: May 1, 2000 
End date: April 1, 2001 

$354,000 

Ft. Myers and Calusa 

None 

From Ft. Myers- To Orange River 

FPL Owned 

2.57 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: March 1, 2000 
End date: October 1, 2000 

$706,750 

Ft. Myers and Orange River 

None 

Florida Power & Light Company 100 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 111 of 244

Page 3 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Sanford Repowering 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: From Sanford- To Poinsett 

(2) Number of Lines: 2 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: 45 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: January 1, 2001 
End date: June 1, 2001 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $20,360,000 

(8) Substations: Sanford and Poinsett 

(9) Participation with Other Utilit1es: None 
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Page 4 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 
River 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 

(8) Substations: 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Ft. Myers: 2 CT's 

From Ft. Myers GT Collector bus- To Orange 

FPL Owned 

2.5 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: January 1, 2003 
End date: May 1, 2003 

$1,050,000 

Orange River and Ft. Myers GT collector bus 

None 
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Page 5 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right -of -way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin 5 

a. From Pratt & Whitney- To Indiantown 
b. From Pratt & Whitney- To Ranch 
c. From Martm- To Indiantown 

3 

FPL Owned 

a. 8.45 miles 
b. 20.74 miles 
c. 11.8 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: June 1, 2004 
End date: June 1, 2005 

$6,725,000 

Pratt & Whitney, Ranch, Martin, and Indiantown 

None 

Note: The existing lines (a & b) will be upgraded to a higher current rating. The line from Martin 
to Indiantown (c) will be a new circuit integrated with this project. 
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Page 6 of9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin: Conversion of CT's into a Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3} Right~of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6} Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 7 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Ft. Myers: Conversion of CT's into a Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6) Anticipated Construction Tim1ng: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 8 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Midway: Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 9 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin 6 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Applicable 

(2) Number of L1nes: Not Applicable 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Applicable 

(5) Voltage: Not Applicable 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Applicable 
End date: Not Applicable 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment· Not Applicable 

(8) Substations: Not Applicable 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth in 

our service area is continuing, which heightens competition for air, land, and water 

resources which are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, transmission, 

and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want unspOiled 

natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large corporations such as 

FPL will conduct their bus1ness in an environmentally responsible manner. 

Over the years FPL has gained national recognition for its commitment to meeting its 

customers' energy needs 1n harmony with the environment. For example, in 1983, FPL won 

the U.S. Department of the Interior's Conservation Service Award and received the Florida 

Audubon Society's Corporate Serv1ce Award in 1986. In 1998, FPL won the U.S. Coast 

Guard's prestigious Wi.ll1am M. Benkert Award for demonstrating "tremendous v1sion and 

dedication to excellence in marine environmental protection." FPL's environmental 

protection commitment is an integral part of how it conducts business and formal corporate 

policies have been established to protect the environment. 

In March, 2000, lnnovest, a company that evaluates environmental performance of Fortune 

500 companies, ranked FPL number one of 30 electric utilities reviewed. The lnnovest 

report relates environmental performance with overall management performance and 

suggests that good environmental performance is a predictor of good investment 

opportunity. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Staten1ent 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible manner, 

FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the Company's 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for new environmental 

initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental statement further establishes a 

long-term direction of environmental responsibility for the Company. FPL's Environmental 

Statement is: 
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It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of the 

design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations. report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's environmental 

responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental Assurance Program 

which is discussed below. Other components include: written environmental policies and 

procedures, delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual accountabilities, 

allocation of appropriate resources for environmental compliance management (which 

includes reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident/emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, environmental 

regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to: 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as well as with 

legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. 

The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental audit. 

An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a systematic, 

documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the performance of the organization and 

of the specific management systems and equipment designed to protect the environment. 

The environmental audit's primary objectives are to: 1) facilitates management control of 

environmental practices; and, 2) assess compliance with existing environmental regulatory 

requirements and Company policies. 
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IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

i 

i 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the facilitation 

of environmental awareness and public education. Some of FPL's 2000 environmental 

outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1, 

2000 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Site Activity #of 
Participants 

. (approx.) 
St. Lucie Plant Turtle Beach Nature Trail Visitation I 2,020 
Rrviera Plant & Fort Myers Manatee Awareness Actrvitres 144,000 
Plant 
St. Lucie Plant Turtle Walk Participation 725 
St. Lucre Plant FPL Energy Encounter 32,974 
Not Applrcable Inquiries- 800 environmental Information lrne and 4,500 

em ails 

Martrn Plant Barley Barber Swamp Visrtation 3,400 

T~ole IV.E.1 

IV.F Preferred And Potential Sites 

Based upon its proJeclron of future resource needs, FPL has identifred preferred and 

potential sites for future generation additions. These preferred and potential srtes are 

discussed in separate sections below. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL has identified four preferred sites: the existing Fort Myers plant site, the existing 

Sanford plant site, the existing Martin plant site and the existrng Midway substation site, 

These four sites are currently the expected known locations for the capacity additions, 

whrch FPL projects to make during the 2001 - 2006 period. (Other capacity addrtions, in 

the form of new combrncd cycle units, will be made in the 2007 through 2010 time period. 

Selection of sites for these later capacity additions is not yet needed and has not been 

made. Please see Table III.B.1) 

The four preferred sites are discussed below. FPL has committed to repower existing units 

at both its Fort Myers and Sanford sites, to frrst add new combustion turbine (CT), then later 

convert this CT capacity into combined cycle (CC) capacity at the Martin and Fort Myers 

sites, and to add new combined cycle (CC) capacity at the Martin and Midway sites. 
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Preferred Site #1: Fort Myers Plant, Lee County 

The site is located on the 460-acre Fort Myers property. Current facilities on the site include 

two steam electric generating units (nominally 150 MW and 400 MW, respectively), three 

CT's (which will soon be joined by three more CT's) which, along with heat recovery steam 

generating (HRSG) units and the existing steam turbines will comprise the repowered 

facility (construction completion in 2002); and a bank of 12 simple-cycle combustion turbine 

peaking units. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, State Road (SR) 80, and 

barge access is available. The nearest town is Tice, which is approximately 4 miles west of 

the site. The City of Fort Myers is approximately 8 miles west of the site. The Fort Myers 

site has been listed as a potential or preferred site in previous FPL Site Plans. 

FPL is planning to add new capacity by first adding two CT's, then convert1ng the two CT's 

into one CC unit. The CT's are expected to be in service m the Spring of 2003 and will add 

298 MW (Summer) and 362 MW (Winter) to FPL's system. The conversion to CC 

configuration is planned to be completed and in - service by mid-2005. The CT - to - CC 

conversion wilt add approximately another 249 MW (Summer) and 234 MW (Winter) to 

FPL's system. 

The repowering project currently underway at the site will add approximately 930 MW during 

Summer conditions and approximately 1,070 MW during Winter conditions. This project is 

expected to be completed in mid-2002. 

The output capability of the existing bank of 12 CT's at the site will be unaffected by the 

repowering project and the addition of the two new CT's. 

a. and b. U.S. geological Survey {USGS) May and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. It 

is pertinent to note that several designations on the current South Florida Water 

Management District Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms Classification System 

(FLUCCS) appear to be in error, or to require some clarification. For example, the 

freshwater marsh identified toward the western boundary of the site is actually FPL's 50-

acre evaporation/percolation pond. Similarly, while there are scattered mangroves along 

the shore, the "Central Mangrove" area shown is not mangrove but is the FPL switchyard 
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for that site. The "Improved Pasture" shown towards the east of the site is currently the 

location of a tree nursery. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is primarily dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy and 

landscaped areas. There is the previously mentioned 50-acre evaporation/percolation 

pond on the site. Much of the site is currently being used for either direct construction 

activities or in support of the repowering project. 

FPL has recently donated an 18-acre island, located north of the plant in the 

Caloosahatchee River, to the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the 

purpose of wildlife conservation. This island has been owned by FPL since the 1950's, 

but has never been developed. The USFWS plans to incorporate the island into the 

Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. 

Lee County operates Manatee Park (approximately 5 acres) with a manatee viewing 

area on FPL property to the east side of the discharge canal where it adjoins the Orange 

River south of SR 80. This manatee viewing area provides public viewing and education 

about the species. FPL leases the property to the county for a nominal amount. 

The adjacent land uses are light commercial and retail to the south of the property and 

some residential areas located toward the west. Mixed scrub with some hardwoods and 

wetlands, plus agriculture land, can be found to the east and further to the south. The 

Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located across the Caloosahatchee River, 

northwest of the power plant. 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The site is adjacent to the south bank of the Caloosahatchee River near the 

confluence of the Orange River and the Caloosahatchee. Much of the site 

is no longer in its original natural condition. However, a scattering of 

mangroves can be found along the river shoreline. Some mixed scrub with 

some hardwoods and wetlands can be found to the east and further to the 

south. Other than the occasional congregation of manatees noted below, 

FPL is not aware of any significant environmental features on the site or in 

the vicinity. 
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2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the repowered facility, plus the new CT's/CC 

at the site, are not expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened 

species. The only known listed species associated with the site are the 

West Indian Manatees (Trichechus manatus: Federal -and -State listed as 

Endangered) which are attracted to the warmed waters in the vicinity of the 

site discharge and can be found congregating in the area during cool 

weather. 

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) reports the presence of the 

Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchons corais couperi: Federal - and - State 

listed as Threatened) and Tricolored Heron (Egretta tricolor: State - listed 

as a Species of Special Concern) within a two-mile radius of the site. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

No Natural Resource of Regional Significance is identified on the plant site 

in the Southwest Florida Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design options currently being pursued for the Fort Myers site are the repowering of 

the two existing oil-fired boilers with natural gas-fired CT's and HRSG's, plus the 

installation of two stand-alone CT's. As previously mentioned, these two CT's will later 

be converted into one CC unit. All of this new generation equipment will be installed on 

the existing facility property and will make effective use of existing transmission facilities 

and infrastructure although some transmission line upgrades will be required. Steam 

developed in the new HRSG's will be directed to the existing steam turbines. FPL has 

contracted with Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) for a firm natural gas supply to the 

plant. 

Mitigation options being planned for the capacity additions at Fort Myers include: the 

capture and reuse of plant process water, the use of combustion technology that is 

inherently low in air pollutant emissions, the reduction or cessation of heavy oil barge 
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traffic on the Caloosahatchee River, plumbing the sanition system to Lee County's 

system and closing the on-site septic tanks, and closing the on-site ash basins. 

Six CT's are being installed at the site in support of the repowering project. Several of 

these CT's are now operational 1n simple-cycle mode. Conversion to combined-cycle 

mode to complete the repowering process will occur during mid-2002. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

The Local Government Future Land Use Plan designates the major portion of the site 

as Public Facilities and a small area as Resource Protection. Since there are no 

significant environmental resources on the site, and the "Resource Protection" 

designated area appears to be the location of a current tree nursery, FPL believes that 

this designation is in error. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, many of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered potentially suitable sites for new, expanded, or repowered generation. The 

Fort Myers plant has been selected as a preferred site due to a combination of electrical 

transmission and system load factors, plus economic considerations. Environmental 

issues were not a deciding factor in FPL's site evaluation since none of the ex1sting 

preferred and potential sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. All of these sites are considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the shallow aquifer. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The geology underlying the Fort Myers Plant consists of Quaternary Holocene and 

Pleistocene undifferentiated materials. The upper part of these undifferentiated 

materials consists of fine-to-medium-grained quartz sand with varying percentages of 

shell and clay. Hardpan frequently occurs at the base of the quartz sands. The lower 

section consists of shell beds with interbedded limestones. Underlying the 

undifferentiated materials are the Pliocene Tamiami formations, the Miocene Hawthorn 

formation, Oligocene Suwanee Limestone, the Eocene Crystal River and Williston 

formations, the Avon Park Limestone, and the Lake City Limestone. 
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Several stratigraphic units can be differentiated based upon shallow borings drilled on 

the plant property. Sand with some heterogeneous fill material related to past site 

construction activity covers most of the surface. It is underlain by layers of clayey sand 

and clay to a depth of approximately 23 feet. These units mantle a thicker clay unit with 

numerous shell fragments that occurs from 15 feet to about 55 feet below the surface. 

A silty sand with a trace of clay was encountered at 55 feet near the termination depth 

of one deep boring on the site. 

The water table at the site occurs at levels from just under the surface to about 5 feet 

below grade. Locally, the surficial aquifer and surface water will generally flow toward 

the Caloosahatchee River. However, at the site, the intake and discharge canal will 

affect groundwater near the power block area. A drainage canal that borders the plant 

property on the west will affect groundwater flow along the western portion of the waste 

treatment area. 

k. Projected Water Quantities For Various Uses 

It is estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) will be needed for industrial processing 

water for uses such as boiler makeup and service water. For industrial cooling (once

through cooling water), no significant increase is projected in the current 451,000 gpm 

usage rate. Other facility water uses may include irrigation, potable use, etc. The total 

volume of these uses is estimated to be about 5 gpm. 

I. Water Supply Sources By Type 

For industrial processing, FPL anticipates that groundwater will be available. For 

cooling water, for the repowered unit, FPL plans to continue to use its existing allocation 

'from the Caloosahatchee River in a once-through cooling mode. The new CT's will be 

air-cooled. After the conversion of these CT's into a CC unit, a cooling tower with 

blowdown (i.e., a closed system) is expected to be used. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment 

area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water consumption. FPL 

would anticipate this site being designed and classified as a wastewater zero-discharge 

site following the completion of the repowering work. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharge will be dissipated using both the existing once-through cooling 

water system and a multi-cell cooling tower. Non-point source discharges are not 

anticipated to be an issue because surface water runoff will be collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer. Treating and recycling equipment wash water, boiler 

blowdown, and equipment area runoff will minimize industrial discharges. Storm water 

runoff will be collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a stormwater 

management system. Design elements will be included to capture suspended 

sediments. Various facility permits mandate various sampling and testing activities, 

which will provide indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility employs a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

A combustion turbine-based repowering project, plus the addit1on of the new CT's/CC, 

at the Fort Myers site requires a natural gas pipeline to be installed. Florida Gas 

Transmission has initiated permitting to install and operate such a facility. VIrtually no 

waste is associated with natural gas firing. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired facility would generally have air pollutant emissions, which are 

substantially lower than emissions from the current oil-fired boilers. While several 

technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, FPL is using a 

dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design. In these devices, combustion is staged in 

order to reduce the formation of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. FPL has 

proposed NOx emission limits for this facility that will be among the lowest in the state 

once the facility is constructed. Sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions are intrinsically 

low due to the lack of sulfur and solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon monoxide and 

volatile organic compound emissions can each be controlled via the use of efficient 

combustion rather than through the use of add-on control devices. Carbon dioxide 

emission rates associated with burning natural gas are well below those of other liquid 

or solid fuels. While the Fort Myers plant site is located within 100 kilometers of a Class 

I area (Everglades National Park), the reduction in emissions associated with 

repowering is expected to improve the air quality in the area as compared to current 

levels. CC and CT facilities have been permitted at several locations throughout the 

state of Florida including near Class I areas. Dry-low-NOx combustor systems have 
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been repeatedly demonstrated to be the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for 

the control of NOx emissions for this technology pursuant to the requirements of the 

Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control systems 

Lee County has a noise ordinance which limits noise at the receiving property line to 75 

decibels. Noise emissions from the Fort Myers projects are not anticipated to approach 

this level based upon demonstrated noise control at similar natural gas-fired facilities 

(the Lauderdale plant in Broward County and the Martin plant in Martin County) and 

computer modeling of the anticipated noise emissions from the Fort Myers repowered 

plant. FPL will undertake studies to assure that noise level associated with the new CT's 

comply with Lee County noise standard. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has received all the permits necessary to construct and start up the repowered 

plant and the two new CT units. FPL will apply for permits for the CT's - to - CC 

conversion at the appropriate time. 

Preferred Site #2: Sanford Plant, Volusia County 

The site is located on the 1,718-acre FPL Sanford property just west of Lake Monroe on the 

north bank of St. Johns River in Volusia County. Current facilities on the site include three 

steam electric generating units (one with a nominal rating of 150 MW and two with nominal 

ratings of 400 MW). The site is within the city limits of Debary and the community of Debary 

is located approximately 2 miles to the northwest. The town of Deland is approximately 4 

miles west of the site. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, State Road (SR) 

17-92, and barge access is available. The Sanford site has been listed as a potential or 

preferred site in previous FPL Site Plans. 

FPL is currently in the process of adding new capacity at the Sanford site by replacing two 

existing oil-and gas-f1red units (i.e., existing units #4 and #5) with advanced natural gas

fired combustion turb1nes (CT's) and heat recovery steam generators (HRSG's). This type 

of steam generation replacement is commonly called "repowering". 

This repowering will enable FPL to produce significantly more electrical output with nearly 

the same environment impact. The repowering of units # 4 and # 5 will each produce 

approximately 570 additional MW during Summer conditions, and approximately 670 
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additional MW of generation during Winter conditions, beyond the current capabilities of 

these units. The two repowered units# 5 and # 4 are scheduled to be in-service by mid-

2002 and late-2002, respectively. The existing 150 MW unit # 3 at Sanford will be 

unaffected by the repowering of units# 5 and# 4. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) May and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Sanford plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the proposed 

generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of S1te and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A large part of the property is covered by the 1,1 00-acre closed-cycle-cooling pond 

which occupies almost all of the northern portion of the site. The remainder of the site is 

primarily rangeland and the power plant facilities. 

The surrounding land use is largely crop land and pasture. To the east of the plant there 

is a small residential area and some commercial/industrial land use. There are some 

residential areas mixed in with the agricultural areas located between the site and the St. 

John's River to the west To the south is the St. Johns River and residential homes and 

commercial/industrial businesses are located along the south side of the river. 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1 . Natural Environment 

Small, scattered wooded areas can be found on the site. There are two small 

areas of wetland marsh on the site and a few acres of wetland forest along the 

riverbank. There are some wooded areas on the site, primarily upland 

coniferous forest. Forested and non-forested wetlands can be found to the 

west, adjacent to the river. Rover and wetland areas towards the northwest are 

designated as part of the Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve and Wekiwa River 

State Preserve. 

2. Listed Species 

One inactive bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus: Federal - and - State listed 

as Threatened} nest has been found on the site. Bald eagles have also nested 
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in the Lake Monroe area. There are a number of other eagle nests in the 

vicinity of the site, primarily along the river. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory 

(FNAI) reports several Scrub Jay populations (Aphelocoma coerulescens: 

Federal -and - State listed as Threatened) located in scrub vegetation to the 

northwest of the site. West Indian Manatees (Trichechus manatus: Federal -

and - State listed as Endangered) have also been found in this area. 

3. Natural Resources of Reg1onal Significance Status 

The Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve extends along the St. John's River in the 

vicinity of the plant. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option for the Sanford site is the repowering of two existing oil-and gas-fired 

boilers with natural gas-f1red combustion turbines (CT's) and heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG's) Advanced CT's can be installed on the existing facility property 

to make effective use of existing transmission facilities and infrastructure although some 

transmission line upgrades will be required. Steam produced in the new HRSG's will be 

directed to two of the existing steam turbines. Natural gas-fired facilities represent one 

of the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available for capacity additions to 

FPL's system. 

Mitigation options being considered in the repowering project at Sanford include the 

reduction in the use of ground water, the use of combustion technology that is inherently 

low in air pollutant emissions, reduction in the amount of solid waste generated, 

plumbing the sanitary waste system into the Volusia county system, and the significant 

reduction of oil barge traffic on the St. Johns River. 

g. Local Governmental Future Land Use Designations 

The site is designated as "Industrial Utilities" in the Local Government land use plan. 

The city is currently updating its Land Use Plan. It is expected that the name, but not 

the expected use designation, may change. Land use designation of the surrounding 

area is primarily Agricultural. There is an area of "Public Institution" around Lake 

Monroe to the southeast and a small area of "Mixed Use" to the west along Barwick 

Road. 
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h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Sanford plant has been selected as a preferred site due to a combination of system 

load and economic factors. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor in FPL's 

site evaluation since none of the existing preferred and potential sites exhibit significant 

environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. All are considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

For surface water supply, the available water resource is the St. John's River and I or 

the on-site cooling pond, which is periodically refilled from the St. John's R1ver. For 

groundwater supply, the available resources are the shallow aquifer or the Floridan 

Aquifer. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The near-surface geology of Volusia County, like that of most of north central Florida, is 

represented by late Tert1ary and Quaternary geologic units. Soils in the vicinity of the 

plant include unconsolidated Pleistocene to Recent sands, with intervening beds of 

shells and clay. These deposits form the reservoir for the surficial aquifer in the county. 

Deposits of Pliocene or Miocene clay with some sand underlie the aquifer. These low

permeability units serve to confine groundwater under pressure in the underlying porous 

limestone formations of Eocene age. These formations are part of the principal 

hydrologic unit referred to as the Floridian Aquifer. This aquifer, the top of w~1ich 

generally occurs through the region at or below 1 00 feet, is the major source of potable 

groundwater in Volusia County. Two faults, one trending north-to-south, the other 

trending east-to west, intersect a number of miles north of the site. Downward 

displacement of the fault is hypothesized as being approximately 60 to 100 feet. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

FPL has estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) would be required for industrial 

processing purposes (boiler makeup, service water, etc.). Note that Units # 5 and # 4 

both currently take their cooling water directly from an on-site FPL cooling pond and are 

expected to continue to do so once the units are repowered. The cooling water needs 

for the repowered facilities are expected to increase over what is currently used, due 

primarily to the increased 11eat loading to the cooling pond that will result from operating 

the larger repowered units more than they have been operated in the past, and 

corresponding evaporative losses. Therefore, greater quantities of water may be used. 
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Existing Unit # 3 will use water from the St. John's River in a once-through cooling 

mode. 

FPL also evaluated alternative sources of water to meet the expected needs of the site. 

It is anticipated that the existing off-site wells and the existing once-through cooling 

water system and cooling pond would continue to be used after the repowering project 

is completed, albeit the use of groundwater is expected to decrease significantly from 

past usage. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The available surface water supply source is the St. Johns River. The Flondan Aquifer 

is an available groundwater source for service water and boiler water. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment 

area runoff for use as service water would reduce groundwater consumption. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharge will be dissipated using the existing once-through cooling water 

system. Non-point source discharges are not anticipated to be an issue because 

surface water runoff is planned to be collected and reused. Treating and recycling 

equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment area runoff will minimize 

industrial discharges. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 

surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design elements will be included 

to capture suspended sediments. Various facility permits mandate various sampling and 

testing activities, which will provide indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility 

employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The repowered facilities at the Sanford site would require a larger natural gas pipeline to 

be installed. FPL has contracted with Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) to 

permit, install, and operate such a facility. Virtually no waste is associated with natural 

gas firing. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired facility would generally have air pollutant emissions which are 

substantially lower than emissions from the current oil-fired boilers. While several 

technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, the most 

appropriate candidate for the Sanford site is a dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design 

type. In these types of devices, combustion is staged in order to reduce the formation 

of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. Sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions are 

intrinsically low, due to the lack of sulfur and solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compound emiss1ons can each be controlled via the use 

of efficient combustion, rather than through the use of add-on control devices. CC and 

CT facilities have been permitted at several locations throughout the state of Florida. 

Dry-low-NOx combustor systems have been repeatedly demonstrated to be the Best 

Available Control Technology {BACT) for the control of NOx emissions for this 

technology pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emiss1ons and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different from 

current levels at the existing plant. FPL will install appropriate sound attenuation 

devices such as insulation on high-energy piping systems in order to ensure that sound 

levels do not exceed allowable levels. Similar natural gas-fired facilities (the Lauderdale 

plant in Broward County and the Martin plant in Martin County) have been constructed 

and operated without exceeding allowable noise levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has now acquired all permits needed to commence construction. Modifications to 

operating permits will continue to be pursued as necessary through 2001 .. 

Preferred Site #3: Martin Plant, Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida. 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway {FEC) and the adjacent 

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south by the St. 

Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 and the 

adjacent CSX Railroad. 
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The Martin site was identified in 1987 as a preferred location for development of coal 

gasification/combined cycle electric generation facilities and subsequent FPL Site Plans 

have continued to identify this site as a preferred site. 

The existing 2,588 MW of Summer generating capacity at FPL's Martin plant occupies a 

portion of the approximately 11 ,300-acre Martin site wrlich is wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two steam units (units # 1 and # 2), plus two combined 

cycle units (units # 3 and # 4 ). The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 acres of 

water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres for the existing 

power plant units and related facilities. 

Additional generating capacity wi.ll be added to the site in several stages. First, two 

combustion turbines (CT's) are being added to the site 1n 2001. These two CT's will then be 

converted into one combined cycle (CC) unit in 2005. An additional CC unit (Martin Unit# 5) 

will also be added in 2005. Finally, one more CC unit (Martin Unit # 6) will be added in 

2006. 5 

The two new peaking CT's are currently under construction will add 298 MW (Summer) and 

362 MW (W1nter) of additional capacity to FPL's system. The later conversion of these two 

CT's to one CC unit will add approximately 249 MW (Summer) and 234 MW (Winter) of 

capacity. The addition of the Martin units # 5 and # 6 will each add approximately 54 7 MW 

(Summer) and 596 MW (Winter). 

a) and b) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Martin plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the proposed 

generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c) Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

d) Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of the power plant 

5 Ultimately, coal gasification facilities may be constructed and operated to supply coal-derived gas to existing Units #3 and #4 
and/or these new CC units, 1f economically justified. FPL currently has no plans to introduce coal gasification at the site Coal 
gasification would not produce additional megawatts, so it is not discussed further in this document. Approx. 1,300 acres could 
potentially be used to accommodate the associated coal handling, coal storage, by-product handling, and storage facilities which 
would be constructed if coal gasification is implemented In such a case, natural gas and/or distillate fuel coil could serve as backup 

fuels. 
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there is an area of mixed pine flatwood with a scattering of small wetlands. To the north 

of the reservoir there is a 1,200-acre area which has been set aside as a mitigation 

area. There is peninsula of wetland forest on the west side of the reservoir which is 

named the Barley Barber Swamp. The Barley Barber Swamp encompasses 400 acres 

and is preserved as a natural area. There us also a 10 kilowatt (KW) photovoltaic 

energy facility at the south end of this site. 

e) General Environment Features On and In The Site Vicinity 

1) Natural Environment 

As noted above, the Barley Barber Swamp is located on the site. There is also 

a 1,200-acre mitigation area in the northern area of the site where wetlands and 

uplands have been restored. Along the south and west sides of the cooling 

pond is an area where the vegetation has been allowed to return to its natural 

state in order to serve as a wildlife corridor. FPL has preserved a Florida 

Panther corridor along the west side of the cooling pond. There are pine 

flatwoods and small scattered wetlands to the east of the plant. 

2) Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site are not expected to affect 

any rare, endangered, or threatened species. There are two active Bald Eagle 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus: Federal - and - State listed as Threatened) nests 

that have been on the site for many years. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory 

{FNAI) database notes a record of Eastern Indigo Snakes (Drymachon coralis 

coupert which are Federal - and - State listed as Threatened) in the Barley 

Barber Swamp. A number of other Bald Eagle nests and sightings of Eastern 

Indigo Snakes are reported by the FNAI database within a two-mile radius of 

the site. Infrequent sightings of Florida Panther have been made in the site 

area. 

3) Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council lists the "FPL Preserve", 

including the Barley Barber Swamp, as a Significant Regional Facility. Natural 

communities such as uplands and wetlands are also generically listed as 

Resources of Regional Significance. 
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4) Other significant features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f) Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design options are to add four additional CT's and two HRSG's which will comprise 

the Martin # 5 and #6 units, in 2005 and 2006, respectively. In addition, two new CT's 

will begm operation in mid - 2001. In 2005 they will be converted into one CC unit. 

Natural gas delivered via pipeline is envisioned as the fuel type for these units (with 

distillate serving as a backup fuel for the stand-alone CT's.). Natural gas-fired facilities 

are among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available. 

Mitigation options being considered in the addition of this capacity at the existing Martin 

site include the capture and reuse of plant process water and rainwater. The facility 

already encompasses several preserved areas where wildlife is abundant. 

g) Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities". 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily "Agncultural". There are also limited 

areas of "Agricultural Ranchette", "Industrial", and a small "Commercial" area 

designation. To the southeast of the property, fronting on the St. Lucie Canal, there is 

an area designated for "Public Conservation". 

h) Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sit~s have been 

considered as potentially suitable sites for new or repowered generation. The Martin 

plant has been selected as a preferred site due to a combination of site, location, and 

economic factors. The Martin site has been selected as a preferred site due to a 

combination of electrical transmission and system load factors, plus economic 

considerations. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor in FPL's site evaluation 

since none of the existing preferred and potential site exhibit significant environmental 

sensitivity or other environmental issues. All of these sites are considered permittable. 
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i) Water Resources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond, 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available groundwater resource is 

the shallow aquifer which is used as a source of potable water and for service water for 

Units# 1 and # 2. Both of these sources are available for use with the site expansion. 

j) Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Martin site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata 

The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these rocks 

are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are largely 

composed of sand, silt, or clay. The deepest formation in Martin County on which 

significant published data are available is the Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited 

information is available from wells penetrating the underlying Lake City formation. The 

published information on the sediments comprising the formations below the Avon Park 

Limestone in western Martin County is based on projections from deep wells in 

Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach counties. 

k) Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water required for industrial processing is 130 

gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as boiler water and service water. FPL 

operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these uses. Cooling water for new 

Units # 5 and # 6, as well as for the other new CC unit which will result from the 

conversion of the 2 new CT's into a CC unit, will be supplied from the on-site 6,800-acre 

cooling pond. The CT's will be air-cooled until they are converted into a CC un1t. 

Makeup water for the pond is taken from the St. Lucie canal. The current makeup water 

quantity to the cooling pond (approximately 4,800 gpm) is expected to be adequate for 

the proposed expansion. Water quantities needed for other uses such as irrigation and 

potable water are estimated to be approximately 5 gpm. 
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I) Water Suoply Sources by Type 

All additional capacity at the site will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as the 

source of cooling water and as a heat sink for the di.ssipation of cooling water heat. The 

cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system in which heated water from the 

generating units loses its heat as it is circulated within the pond and back around to the 

plant intake. Makeup water to the pond is withdrawn from the St. Lucie Canal as 

needed to replace net evaporation and seepage losses from the pond. Such needs will 

comply with the existing agreement between FPL and the South Florida Water 

Management District (SFWMD) regarding allocation of cooling water to the pond and 

w1th SFWMD's regulations for consumptive water use. 

The existing water treatment system at the plant, which provides treated water for use in 

the Unit 1 and 2 boilers, as well as the HRSG's associated with Units 3 and 4, will be 

used to provide treated water for the two new, and expanded to provide treated water 

for New Unit # 5. To avoid impacts to the surficial aquifer, FPL and SFWMD have 

agreed that the process water for Units # 3 and # 4 can be obtained initially from the 

cooling pond, but upon completion of Units # 5 and # 6, process water for all four CC 

units will be obtained solely from the Floridan Aquifer via approximately 1,500-foot deep 

wells. 

m) Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer will be reduced by changing the source of plant process 

water to the Floridan aquifer, upon completion of Units #5 and #6. In addition, the facility 

captures and reuses process water whenever feasible, and manages stormwater in 

such a manner so as to recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n) Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling pond. Non-point source 

discharges are not an issue since there are none at this facility. Industrial discharges 

will be minimized by treating and recycling equipment wash water, boiler blowdown 

water, and equipment area runoff. Storm water runoff is collected and used to recharge 

the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design elements have been 

included to capture suspended sediments. Facility permits mandate various sampling 

and testing activities, which provide indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility 

employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 
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o) Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. However, the addition of 

future natural gas-fired CC units would require an enlargement of the existing 

pipeline(s), the installation of a new pipeline, or the addition of another natural gas 

pipeline compressor station. There are currently two natural gas supply lines into the 

facility, as well as an oil pipeline, which serve the existing steam boilers and combined 

cycle generatmg units. The existing natural gas line will also serve the new CT's. 

p) Air Emissions and Control Systems 

FPL's plan for the two new CT's/CC and for new Units # 5 and # 6 are subject to "New 

Source Review" under Federal and State Prevention of S1gnif1cant Detenorat1on (PSD) 

regulations. This review required these units to meet New Source Peliormance 

Standards (NSPS) and that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) be selected to 

control emissions of those pollutants emitted in excess of applicable PSD significant 

emission rates. The pnmary purpose of BACT analysis is to minimize the allowable 

increases in air pollutants and thereby increase the potential for future economic growth 

without significantly degrading air quality. 

Air emission rates will be limited to levels far below NSPS requirements. In addition, 

BACT determination was established for the following pollutants: sulfur dioxide (S02) , 

sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), nitrogen oxides (NOx). particulates (PM 10 and TSP), carbon 

monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), lead, beryllium, mercury, and 

inorganic arsenic. By stipulation, the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 

has determined final BACT for Units # 3 and # 4 firing natural gas and distillate oil. 

Emission limitations and conditions concerning development of subsequent units at the 

site (e.g. the two CT's/CC and Units # 5 and # 6) reflect a preliminary BACT 

determination for those phases to support certification of ultimate site capacity and shall 

be determined finally upon review of supplemental applications. 

Em1ssion limits for the new CT's currently under construction reflect BACT limits of 10 

ppm for natural gas firing and 42 ppm for distillate oil firing. Different limits were also 

established for operation of the peaking units in power augmentation and peaking 

modes. FPL projects that lower emission levels to those listed above will be required for 

the conversion of the CT's to CC operation and for the operation of new Units# 5 and# 

6. 
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q) Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise will be below current noise 

levels at the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the new units will 

also be within allowable levels. 

r) Status of Applications 

A Site Certification application was filed in December, 1989, for the construction and 

operation of the Martin Coal Gasification/Combined Cycle project under the Florida 

Electncal Power Plant Siting Act. 

On June 15, 1990, the Public Serv1ce Commission issued a Determrnation of Need 

Order for proposed Martin Units# 3 and# 4. Th1s determrnation of need applies only to 

the first phase of the Project, or 832 MW of combined cycle generation. The Siting 

Board issued a Land Use Order on June 27, 1990. The Certification Hearing was held 

on November 5-7, 1990. As mentioned earlier, on February 12, 1991, the Governor and 

Cabinet, serving as the Siting Board, approved the construction and operation of natural 

gas-ftred combined cycle Units # 3 and # 4 and determined that the Martin Site has 

capacity to accommodate additional combined cycle units fueled by natural gas, fuel 

oil, or coal-derived gas produced at the site which will encompass new Un1ts # 5 and # 

6. 

Since the initial certification in 1991, the certification has been modified five times to 

provide authorization for items such as CT testing, increasing the cooling pond 

elevation, incorporating changes from other permits, and incorporating a custom fuel 

monitoring program. For the addition of the two CT's mentioned above, FPL obtained a 

sixth modification to the existing site certification in August 2000. 

In order to convert these two CT's from simple cycle to CC configuration, a seventh 

modification to the Site Certification will be requtred. FPL will file an application for this 

modification at the appropriate time. 

Preferred Site #4: Midway Substation Property, St. Lucie County 

The site is located on the 122-acre Midway Substation property. Current facilities on the 

site include an electric substation. The site has direct access to a two-lane highway, State 
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Road (SR) 712. The nearest town is White City, which is approximately 5 miles east of the 

site. The City of Fort Pierce is approximately 9 miles northeast of the site. The Midway site 

has not previously been listed as a potential or preferred site in previous FPL Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plans. 

FPL is planning to add new capacity by constructing a combined cycle (CC) gas-fired facility 

on the property. The new plant would consist of two combustion turbines (CT's). two heat 

recovery steam generators (HRSG's) and one steam turbine-generator. This addition will 

add approximately 547 MW (Summer) and 596 MW (Winter) to FPL's system. The 

construction of the CC unit is planned to be completed and the plant in service by mid-2005. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) May and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Midway Substation site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial and agricultural use. Much of the 

site is currently not being used. 

Developed portions of the adjacent properties are primarily agricultural (orange groves 

and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub with some hardwoods 

and wetlands. 

e. General Environmental Features On and .In the Site Vicinity 

1) Natural Environment 

The majority of the sixty-acre site is improved pasture, with active grazing by 

cattle occurring over the entire site. There is a strip of upland pine/palmetto 

community and small, isolated wetlands between the transmission corridor to 

the east and the improved pasture to the west. The isolated wetlands are of 

moderate ecological value and could be avoided by using the improved pasture 

to the west. There is an area of historic wetlands in the western improved 

pasture area of very low functional value over which the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection will claim jurisdiction. Minimal mitigation ratios would 

be expected based on the condition of the historic wetlands. 
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2) Listed Species 

One active gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus: State species of special 

concern) nest was observed in the pine/palmetto upland area. No indication of 

any other listed species was observed. 

3) Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Savannas State Preserve lies approximately 7 miles to the east of the 

proposed site. 

4) Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of this site. 

5) Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

No Natural Resource of Regional Significance is identified on the plant site in 

the Southwest Florida Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 

6) Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option currently being pursued for the Midway site is the construction of a 

500 MW (nominal) CC untt, using natural gas-ftred CT's and HRSG's. All of this new 

generation equipment will be installed on the existing facility property and make 

effective use of existing transmission facilities and infrastructure although some 

transmission line upgrades will be required. Steam developed in the new HRSG's will 

be directed to a new steam turbine. 

Operation of the Midway unit is dependent upon securing a firm natural gas supply to 

the site which is both sufficient for fueling the electrical capacity involved and 

economically attractive. FPL is exploring a contract with Florida Gas Transmission 

(FGT) for this fuel supply. 
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Mitigation options being planned for the capacity additions at Midway include: the 

capture and reuse of plant process water, the use of combustion technology that is 

inherently low in air pollutant emissions, and the use of gray water if available, 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

A Comprehensive Plan Amendment, a rezoning and a Conditional Use permit will be 

required from St. Lucie County; followed by a Site Plan review & approval. The current 

zoning for the substation is "Utility", but is "MXD" (mixed use development) on tl1e rest 

of the property. FPL will need to change that to "Utility" in order to develop the site. 

Two public hearings would be required; one for the Comprehensive Plan, Rezoning and 

Conditional Use permit (if FPL is able to file all simultaneously), and a second for the 

Site Plan approval. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, many of FPL's existing facility sites have been considered 

potentially suitable sites for new, expanded, or repowered generation. The Midway 

facility has been selected as a preferred site due to a combination of electrical 

transmission and system load factors, plus economic considerations. Environmental 

issues were not a deciding factor 1n FPL's site evaluatton since none of the existing 

preferred and potential sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. All of these sites are considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

No surface water source is available at the site. The groundwater source would either 

be the shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site lies in the Atlantic Coastal Lowlands physiographic province. The Lowlands 

are characterized by monotonously flat, tow elevations (less than 25 feet above mean 

sea level) that are swampy and poorly drained. These lowlands (or flatlands as they are 

also called) represent the shallow, flat bottoms of ancient seas. 

Thick sequences of sedimentary rocks overlie the crystalline basement rocks. These 

sediments are over 12,000 feet thick in eastern St. Lucie county. Sediments within a 

few hundred feet of the surface generally consist of clastics, such as sands, silts and 
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clays; and carbonates, such as limestones, dolomites or shell beds. Many of these 

lithologic units are interbedded or interfingered and are gradational from one to another. 

Sediments exposed at the surface range from Miocene age (26 to 12 million years ago) 

through Pleistocene age (3 to 2 million years ago) to Recent age. A veneer of 

Pleistocene sand covers almost all of St. Lucie county. Marine processes laid down the 

shell beds, clays, sands and limestone. During the last two million years of Pleistocene 

time, the sea level rose more than 100 feet and fell more than 200 feet below present 

sea levels. These sea level fluctuations occurred several times, alternately covering 

and exposing parts of the Floridan Plateau. Each significant change in sea level 

created a different environment of deposition for any given location across the relatively 

flat Plateau. The result of these sea level changes is a very complex interbedding and 

interfingering of heterogeneous lithologies in the subsurface stratigraphy. 

k. Projected Water Quantities For Various Uses 

It is estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) will be needed for industrial processing 

water for uses such as inlet air-cooling, NOx control during distillate oil firing, and 

service water. Other facility water uses may include irrigation, potable use, etc. The 

total volume of these uses is estimated to be about 5 gpm. 

I. Water Supply Sources By Type 

For industrial processing and cooling water, FPL plans to use either gray water or 

groundwater. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

FPL plans to utilize an auxiliary equipment cooling system that will recirculate cooling 

water through the plant equipment, thus minimizing water losses. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Water discharges will be minimal. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design elements 

will be included to capture suspended sediments. It is anticipated that various facility 

permits will mandate various sampling and testing activities, which will provide 

indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility will employ a Best Management 

Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan 

to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 
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o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

A CC project at the Midway site requires a natural gas pipeline to be installed. FPL 

anticipates working with a local natural gas utility to permit, install, and operate such a 

facility. Virtually no waste is associated with natural gas firing. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired CC facility would generally have air pollutant emissions that are 

among the lowest currently available for electric power production. While several 

technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, FPL plans to use 

a dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design. In these devices, combustion is staged in 

order to reduce the formation of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. FPL anticipates 

NOx emission limits for th1s facility that will be among the lowest in the State once the 

facility is constructed. Sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions would be intrinsically low 

due to the lack of sulfur and solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon monoxide and volatile 

organic compound emissions can each be controlled via the use of efficient combustion 

rather than through the use of add-on control devices. Carbon dioxide emission rates 

associated with burning natural gas are well below those of other liquid or solid fuels. 

CC and CT facilities have been permitted at several locations throughout the State of 

Florida. Dry-low-NOx combustor systems have been repeatedly demonstrated to be the 

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for the control of NOx emissions for this 

technology pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control systems 

St. Lucie County has a noise ordinance which limits noise at the receiving property line 

to 55-75 decibels, depending upon the adjacent land use classification. Noise 

emissions from the Midway project are not anticipated to approach these levels based 

upon demonstrated noise control at similar natural gas-fired facilities (the Lauderdale 

plant in Broward County and the Martin plant in Martin County) and computer modeling 

of the anticipated noise emissions from the Midway facility. FPL will undertake studies 

to assure that no1se level associated with the new CT's comply w1th St. Lucie County 

noise standard. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL will apply for all the permits necessary to construct and start up the new CC unit at 

the appropriate time. 
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IV.F.2. Potential Sites 

Three FPL-owned sites are identified as the next most likely potential sites for future 

generation after the four preferred sites just discussed. These three sites are considered the 

next most likely potential sites due to considerations of space, infrastructure, and accessibility 

to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are located in Brevard, Palm Beach, and 

Broward Counties. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies, and 

they will remain as potential sites pending future decisions on how best to meet the timing and 

magnitude of FPL's future capacity needs. 6 

Each of these potential s1tes offers advantages and disadvatanges relative to engineering 

considerations and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible 

technologies. In addition, each potential site has different characteristics, which could require 

further definition and attention. For purposes of estimating water usage amounts, it is 

assumed that a natural gas-fired CC unit would be the technology of choice for any capacity 

additions at the sites. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all three sites, assuming measures can 

be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental concerns. None of the sites 

exhibit any significant environmental constraints. The potential sites are briefly discussed 

below. (Note: The order in which the sites are discussed below does not reflect a relative 

ranking of these sites in regard to how likely it is for FPL to add capacity at the site.) 

Potential Site #1: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

The site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral property in unincorporated Brevard County. 

The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct access to a 

four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access is available. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The existing facility consists of two 400 MW (nominal) steam boiler type generating units. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

6 As has been descnbed in previous FPL Plant Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions These include the remamder of FPL's exist1ng generation sites as well as non-FPL-owned sites 

located in Hardee, Highlands, Glades, and Hendry Counties. 
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This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to industrial use with 

surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine forest. The land adjacent to the 

site is dedicated to light commercial and residential use. There are no significant 

environmental features on the site. 

d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL projects that an increase of up to 260 gallons per minute (gpm) would be required for 

industrial processing use (boiler makeup, service water, etc.) It is expected that industrial 

cooling water needs could be met using the current 550,000 gpm once-through cooling 

water quantity. For industrial processing, FPL would use existing on-s1te wells. For 

industnal cooling, the Indian River would cont1nue to be utilized. 

Potential Site #2: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL R1viera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm Beach County. 

The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access is available. A 

rail line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two operational 300 MW 

(nominal) steam boiler generating units and one retired 50 MW generating unit. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities with some open 

maintained grass areas. There is a small manatee viewing area on the site which is 

operated seasonally by FPL. Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated 

industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential development. The site is 

located on the Intracoastal Waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet. 

d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Additional industrial processing water needs are estimated to be up to 40 gallons per minute 

(gpm). Industrial cooling water needs are estimated to be up to 54,000 gpm using the 

existing once-through cooling water system. The existing municipal water supply would be 

used for industrial processing water if additional generating capacity is placed at Riviera. 

For onceHthrough cooling water, FPL would continue to use Lake Worth as a source of 

water. 
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Potential Site #3: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port Everglades, 

Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 84 and Interstate 595. 

Currently, direct barge access is not available. A rail line is located near the plant. The 

existing plant consists of four steam boiler generating units: two 200 MW (nominal) and two 

400 MW (nominal) sized units. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Port Everglades plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities and 

associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL estimates that up to 130 gallons per minute (gpm) of industrial processing water would 

be required for uses such as boiler makeup, fogger usage, and service water. FPL would 

expect to use the existing municipal water supply for industrial process water. For cooling 

water, FPL would anticipate that the existing 320,000 gpm once-through cooling seawater 

source would continue to be used. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Fort Myers Plant 
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- Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Sanford Plant 

-
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Martin Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 
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CHAPTERV 

Other Planning Assumptions & Information 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified 

certain information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site 

Plan filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or 

a description of each of these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled 

and explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any 

transmission constraints. 

FPL's resource planning considers two type of transmission constraints. External 

constraints deal with FPL's ties to 1ts neighboring systems. Internal constraints deal with the 

flow of electncity within the FPL system. 

The external constraints are important since they affect the development of assumptions 

for the amount of external assistance which is available and the amount and price of 

economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external constraints are incorporated both in 

the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of 

external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the transfer capability as 

well as historical levels of available assistance. FPL models this amount of external 

assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but 

the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on 

historical values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission constraints or limitations are addressed in developing the costs for 

siting new units at different locations. Site-specific transmission costs are developed for 

each different uniUunit location option. 
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Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the 

plan were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. 

Discuss any changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests 

to the base case load forecast. 

As discussed in Chapter Ill of this document, FPL performs economic analyses of 

competing resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis 

System) computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone and 

Webster Management Consultants, Inc. The resource plan reflected in this document 

emerged as the resource plan with the least impact on FPL's levelized system average 

electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach) and on the present value of 

revenue requirements for the FPL system.7 

FPL performed three sensitivity analyses as part of its 2000 resource planning work or in 

preparation for this site plan filing. One of these analyses used a load forecast which 

differed from FPL's base case or "Most L1kely" load forecast. (The other two sensitivity 

analyses are discussed in Discussion Items# 4 and# 6.) 

The first sensitivity analysis examined a case in which a "High Load" forecast was 

combined with a "Low Price" fuel forecast In this case, FPL's need for incremental 

resources moved forward in time to the year 2001. This accelerated need, if assumed to be 

met solely through the construction of new units (as is the primary focus of the Site Plan 

filing), could only be addressed by combustion turbines or new purchases in the early 

years. Subsequent years would likely be addressed by new combined cycle units. 

In its 2000 resource planning work, FPL did not conduct a sensitivity case involving a "Low 

Load" forecast. Smce the system reliability analysis which utilized the "Most Likely" load 

forecast showed that new units were not needed until 2005, it was clear that a "Low Load" 

case would not have shown a power plant decision needed prior to 2005. Therefore, FPL 

saw no value in analyzing such a "Low Load" case in its 2000 planning work. 

The construction - only options selected in the resource plans (purchase options are not 

shown) for FPL's "Most Likely" case, and for the first sensitivity case discussed above, are 

presented on the following page in Table V.1. 

7 
FPL's basic approach 1n 1ts resource plannmg work IS to base dec1s1ons on a lowest electnc rate bas1s However, 

when DSM levels are cons1dered a "g1ven" 1n the analysis, the lowest rate bas1s and the lowest system revenue 
reqwrements basis are identical In such cases (as 1n FPL's 2000 resource planmng work), FPL evaluates options on 
the simpler- to- calculate (but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Table V.1 

Selected Power Plant Construction Options For 
Base and Sensitivity Cases 

Year 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

"Most Likely" Load and 
"Most Likely" Fuel Price 

Base Case 

2 CT's at Martin 
Ft. Myers Repowering: Initial Phase 

Ft. Myers Repowering: Second Phase 
Sanford Repowering: Initial Phase 

Sanford Repowering: Second Phase 
2 CT's at Ft. Myers 

Martin Unit # 5 
Midway Unit # 1 

Fort Myers Combustion Turbine Conversion 
Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion 

Martin Unit # 6 

Unsited CC Unit# 1 

Unsited CC Unit# 2 

Unsited CC Unit # 3 
Unsited CC Unit # 4 
Unsited CC Unit# 5 

Key: CT == Combustion Turbine 
CC = Combined Cycle Unit 
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"High" Load and 
"Low" Fuel Price 
Scenario Case 

2 CT's at Martin 
Ft. Myers Repowering: Initial Phase 

3 Unsited CT's 

Ft Myers Repowering: Second Phase 
Sanford Repowering: Initial Phase 

Sanford Repowering: Second Phase 
2 CT's at Ft. Myers 

Martin Unit# 5 
Midway Unit# 1 

Fort Myers Combustion Turbine Conversion 
Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion 

Martin Unit # 6 

Unsited CC Unit # 1 

Unsited CC Unit# 2 

Unsited CC Unit # 3 

Unsited CC Unit # 4 

Unsited CC Unit# 5 
Unsited CC Unit # 6 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the 

base case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity 

of the base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in 

the generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and 

low fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is 

tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in denving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price 

forecast are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

The "High Pnce" and "Low Pnce" fuel forecasts are developed based on a review of major 

supply and demand assumptions for oil and natural gas The "High Pnce" forecast 

assumes that the worldwide demand for petroleum products will grow somewhat rapidly 

throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil supply will remain unchanged as 

improved drilling technology permits only the replacement of depleting fields. As a result, 

OPEC's market share will grow more rapidly than in the base case which would result in 

~1igher oil prices. In addition, this forecast assumes that domestic natural gas demand will 

grow somewhat rapidly, primarily due to significant increases in the construction of 

combined cycle generation. Domestic natural gas production will increase slowly as 

improved drilling technology permits only the replacement of depleting fields. This will result 

in higher natural gas imports, including Liquified Natural Gas (LNG), than in the base case 

which, in turn, results in higher natural gas prices. 

The "Low Price" fuel forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum products will 

grow slowly over the forecast horizon. It also assumes that non-OPEC crude oil supply will 

grow rapidly due to significant improvement in drilling technology and that OPEC's market 

share will only make small gains relative to the base case. In regard to natural gas, the 

"Low Price" forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow slowly over 

the forecast horizon and that domestic production will increase faster than in the base case. 

These assumptions result in lower oil and gas price forecasts. 

FPL did test the sensitivity of its resource plan to a "Low Price" fuel forecasts in conjunction 

with a "High Load" forecast. The results of these analyses are presented above in FPL's 
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response to Discussion Item # 2. FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to a 

"High Price" fuel forecast in its 2000 IRP work. Although FPL typically performs a sensitivity 

analysis on a combined "Low Load"/ "High Price" fuel forecast, such an analysis would not 

have shown a need for new power plants before 2005 (as discussed in Discussion Item 

#2.) Consequently, this analys1s was not performed in FPL's 2000 planning work. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the 

planning horizon. 

In addition to the sensitivtty analyses discussed above which examined the impact of "High 

Load" and "Low Price" fuel forecasts, FPL also performed a sensitivity analysis in whtch the 

differentials between oil prices, gas prices, and coal prices were kept constant over the 

planning horizon. FPL performed this analysis solely due to the fact that it was included in 

the FPSC's list of specified information for the Stte Plan ·filing. FPL believes that the 

likelihood of a constant differential between fuel prices occurring over the planning horizon 

is very small. In order to perform this "actd test" analys1s, FPL used the initial year price 

forecast for each fuel and kept those prices constant throughout the planning horizon 

The results of th1s scenano analysis were identical to that of the Base Case. 

Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in 

the planning process. 

The performance of existing generattng units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, and capacity output ratings and 

heat rate tnformation. Schedules 1 and 8 present the capacity output ratings of FPL's 

existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are consistent with the values 

FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new un1t performance, FPL ut1l1zed current projections for the capital costs, 

fixed and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were 

considered in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new 

capacity options FPL projects to add over the planing horizon is presented on Schedule 9. 

Please refer to that schedule. 
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Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key 'fmancial assumptions used in FPL's 2000 resource plannmg work were 45% debt 

and 55% equ1ty FPL capital structure; projected debt cost of 7 .6%; and an equity return of 

11.8%. These assumptions resulted in a we1ghted average cost of capital of 9.9% and an 

after-tax discount rate of 8.6%. These assumptions were used in FPL's base case or "Most 

Likely" forecast case analysis, and 1n its sensitivity analyses of alternate load and/or fuel 

price forecasts. 

In order to test the sensitivity of the resource plan to a different set of financial 

assumptions, FPL performed an analysis 1n which the cap1tal financ1ng structure was 

changed to one which might be more typical of a case involving third-party financing of a 

new power plant. This alternate financing structure was assumed to be one made of 80% 

debt and 20% equity. The returns on debt and equity were assumed to be the same as for 

FPL's "Most Likely" case 7.6% and 11.8% respectively. These assumpt1ons result 111 a 

weighted average cost of capital of 8.4% and an after-tax discount rate of 6.1 %. 

The results of thts "alternate financial case" sensit1v1ty analysis were the same as for FPL's 

"Most Likely" or Base Case analysis. 
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Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's mtegrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard bas1s for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's 

bas1c IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electric1ty rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). However, in its 2000 planning work FPL utilized a net present value of system 

revenue requirements as the basis for comparing options and plans. (As discussed in 

response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate basis and the system revenue 

requirement basis are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans. 

Such was the case in FPL's 2000 planning work.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL traditionally uses two generation reliability criteria in its resource planning work. These 

are a minimum 15% Summer and Winter reserve margin and a maximum of 0.1 days per 

year Joss-of-load-probability (LOLP). However, in its 2000 planning work, FPL also used a 

trlird criterion: a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin which applies starting 

with the Summer of 2004. This new criterion was the result of an agreement reached 

between FPL, FPC, TECO, and FPSC in Docket No. 981890-EU. These reliability criteria 

are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. Please refer to that chapter. 
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In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

planning criteria established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its 

Planning Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Planning Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www. nerc. com/-filez/pss-psg. htm I). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well 

as a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://www.enx.com/FPL/fpl home.html). 

Thermal ratings for specific transmission lines or transformers are found in the load flow 

cases that are available on the 1nternet (http://www.enx.com/FPL/fpl home.html). The 

normal voltage critena for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69,115,138,500 

230 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95 

0.95 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05 

1.06 

There may have been isolated cases for which FPL may have determined it prudent to 

deviate from the general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers, the 

probability of an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors may have influenced the 

decision in such cases. 
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Discussion Item# 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of 

energy savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption is evaluated over 

time. Data is collected from non-participants in order to establish a non-DSM technology 

baseline. Participants' data is compared against non-participants~ data to establish usage 

patterns, demand impacts and to validate engineering assumptions. 

FPL utilizes any or all of three major impact evaluation analysis methods in a manner that 

most cost-effectively meets the overall impact evaluation objectives. These three major 

impact evaluation analysis methods are: engineering analysis, statistical billing analysis, 

and on-site metering research. As DSM evaluations proceed over time, the components to 

be analyzed and the periods for which data is available will increase, resulting in continual 

enhancements in the scope and accuracy of reported evaluation results. 

Finally, for those DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, FPL 

conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning 

correctly. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

FPL's resource planning process is designed to address various "strategic concerns" or 

areas of uncertainty. There are 6 areas of uncertainty that FPL seeks to address in its 

resource planning work: load growth, fuel price, transmission system constraints, 

environmental regulations, evolving technology, and competitive risk. 

In regard to uncertainty about both load growth and fuel price, FPL addressed this by 

developing a resource plan which used a combination of a "High Load" forecast and a "Low 

Price" fuel forecast, as is discussed in Discussion Item # 3.(1n response to the list of 

information specified by the FPSC for inclusion in the Site Plan filing, FPL also developed a 

resource plan which used an "acid test" fuel price forecast. This is discussed in regard to 

Discussion Item # 4.) In addition, uncertainty about fuel prices is addressed in fuel 

conversion efforts such as repowering projects now planned at FPL's Fort Myers and 
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Sanford sites and in retaining the capability to burn more than one fuel in a number of FPL 

generating units. 

Uncertainty regarding transmission system constraints is addressed by annually updating 

assumptions about how much assistance may be available to FPL from outside FPL's 

service territory as well as assumptions relating to transmission constraints within FPL's 

system. In regard to uncertainty about environmental regulations, FPL's policy has always 

been that it will comply with all existing environmental laws and regulations. In that regard, 

FPL's resource planning analyses include all reasonably known costs of complying with 

these laws and regulations. Furthermore, in regard to potential new environmental 

regulations, FPL believes that its efforts to maintain the ability to burn varying grades of oil 

or burning either oil or natural gas at numerous plants, and to expand the use of natural gas 

(through the planned repowenng projects at Fort Myers and Sanford, and the planned 

addition of new natural gas-fired combined cycle units), should allow FPL to reasonably 

respond to a variety of potential environmental regulations. 

Uncertainty about evolving technology's potential impact on resource plans is best 

addressed by not committing to resource additions before it is necessary to do so. (In most 

cases. this approach also benefits the economics of the resource plan.) This minimizes the 

chance that a newly emerged technology will turn out to be a more economical choice than 

what the utility has already committed to. Uncertainty about evolving technology is also 

reduced by maintaining close contact with equipment vendors in order to better understand 

what the developmental status is of various generating technologies. 

F1nally, an increasingly important consideration in FPL's planning process is that of 

competitive risk. FPL's resource planning process is designed to identify the resource plan 

which best minimizes system average electric rates in order to keep FPL's service 

competitive in the evolving utility industry. Also, because of the inherent uncertainty 

associated with an evolving industry, long-term purchase commitments are undesirable. 

FPL seeks to avoid/minimize such commitments in its planning. 
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Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility 

intends to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the 

electric utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been discussed, the near - term elements of FPL's capacity additions are the 

repowering of its Fort Myers and Sanford plants, the addition of new combustion turbines 

(CT's) at Martin and Fort Myers (which will later be converted into CC units), and a number 

of firm capacity, short-term purchases. The incremental capacity from the two repowering 

projects comes from the addit1on of new CT's and heat recovery steam generators 

(HRSG's). FPL is acquiring the repowering-related CT's, plus the other CT's for Martin and 

Fort Myers, and the HRSG's through a bid process which will combine cost and 

performance considerations. The firm capacity short-term purchases are being acquired 

through negotiations. 

The later capacity additions projected 1n FPL's Site Plan document will likely be carried out 

following the issuance of a capacity solicitation to potential suppliers at an appropriate time, 

if that approach represents the best vehicle to offer the lowest cost new generating 

capacity. FPL notes that its experience in 2000 in obtaining transmission cost estimates 

(after the FERC - required separat1on of its transmission planning group) leads FPL to 

question whether a solicitation process can still provide total cost estimates to a meaningful 

number of parties in the relatively short time a solicitation decision will be needed. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans 

for electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line 

Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the 

rationale for any new or upgraded line. 

FPL's plans do not Include any new or upgraded transmission l1nes during the 2001 - 2010 

time period which would need to be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 

-403.536, F.S.) 
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CHAPTER VI 

Summary of Required Schedules 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

A It 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen Max Net Capab1hty 1/ 

Umt Umt Fuel Transport Days In-Service Ret1rement Nameplate Summer W1nter 
Plant Name No Locat1on ~ fu ~ Pri A It Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Turkey Pomt Dade County 
27/57S/40E 2338100 2,208 2,260 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 410 411 

2 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 400 403 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

Cutler Dade County 
27/55S/40E 236 500 215 217 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 71 72 

6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 144 145 

Lauderdale Broward County 
30/50S/42E 1 863 972 1,694 1,952 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Oct-57 Unknown 521,250 427 467 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-58 Unknown 521,250 427 467 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

Port Everglades C1ty of Hollywood 
23/50S/42E 1 665 086 1,662 1,757 

ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 221 222 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 221 222 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 390 392 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 410 412 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 420 509 

1/ These rat1ngs are peak capab1hty 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3) {4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) ('11) (12) (13) (14) 

A It 

Fuel Fuel Com mereta I Expected Gen Max Net Capabrhty 1/ 

Unrt Umt Fuel Transport Days ln-Servtce Retrrement Nameplate Summer Wrnter 

Plant Name No Locatron ~ fu Aft fu Aft Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Rtvtera Ctty of Rrvtera Beach 

33/42S/43E 620 840 5G3 5G5 

3 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown Jun-G2 Unknown 310,420 283 283 

4 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown Mar-G3 Unknown 310,420 280 282 

Marttn Martrn County 

29/29S/38E 2 950 000 2 588 2 G74 

ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 863,000 824 843 

2 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 81G 831 
3 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Feb-94 Unknown G12,000 474 500 
4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 474 500 

St Luae St lucte County 

16/3GS/41 E 1 553 000 1 553 1 579 

1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 839 853 
2 2/ NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 714 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 

19/24S/3GF 804 100 80G 812 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 403 406 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-G9 Unknown 402,050 403 406 

Sanford Volusra County 

16/19S/30E 1 022 450 914 919 

3 ST FOG NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 144 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-72 Unknown 436,100 381 384 

5 ST FOG No WA No Unknown Jul-73 Unknown 436,100 391 391 

1/ These rattngs are peak capabrltty 

2/ Total capability rs 839/853 MW Capabthttes shown represent the company's share of the unrt and exclude the Orlando Utrhtres Commrssron (OUC) 

and Flonda Munrcipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portron of 14.89551%. 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31 1 2000 

(1) (2) (3) (4} (5) (6) (7) (8} (9) (10) (11} (12} (13) (14) 

All 

Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen Max Net Capability 1/ 

Umt Un1t Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Summer Wmter 

Plant Name No Locat1on lY2.§. Pri AIL Pri A It Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Putnam Putnam County 

16/10S/27E 580,000 498 594 

cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 249 297 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 249 297 

Fort Myers Lee County 

35/43S/25E 1,302 250 1 626 1,856 

1 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Nov-58 Unknown 156,250 141 142 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-69 Unknown 402,000 402 402 

1-12 GT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 636 769 

Repowenng CT's (3) GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Dec-00 Unknown 543,000 447 543 

Manatee Manatee 

County 1 726 600 1 625 1,639 

18/33S/20E 

1 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 815 822 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 810 817 

St Johns R1ver Duval County 

Power Park 21 12/15/28E 

250 000 254 260 

1 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

2 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 

891 000 658 666 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 658 666 

Total System as of December 31, 2000 = 16,864 17,750 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

21 The net capability rattngs represent Flonda Power & L1ght Company's share of St. Johns R1ver Park Un1t No 1 and No 2, excludtng 

Jacksonville Electric Authonty (JEA) share of 80%.: SJRPP rece1ves coal by water (WA) tn addition to ra1l 

3/ These rat1ngs represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Umt No 4, adjusted for transmiSSIOn losses 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Rural & Residential Commercial 
Average• .. Average KWH Average~· Average KWH 

Members per No of Consumpt1on No or Consumpt1on 
Year PoQulahon ... Household GWH Customers Per Customer GWH Customers Per Customer 

1991 6,211,996 217 34,617 2,863,198 12,090 27,232 343,834 79,200 

1992 6.314,005 2 17 34,198 2,911,807 11.745 26,991 350,269 77,058 

1993 6,380,715 2 14 36,360 2,975,479 12.220 28,508 358,679 79,481 

1994 6,516,879 215 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 366,409 61,729 

1995 6.639.165 2 14 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30.719 374,005 82,135 

1996 6.754,084 2 14 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 380,860 81,949 

1997 6.884.909 2 15 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 388,906 84,703 

1998 7,014,152 2 15 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 396,749 87,255 

1999 7,133,361 2 14 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 

2000 7,282,933 2.13 46.320 3.414.002 13.568 37,001 415.295 89,096 

2001 7,406,700 2 13 46,949 3.471.810 13,523 39.840 426.053 93,508 

2002 7,527,519 2 13 48,497 3,538,346 13,706 41,421 437,810 94,608 

2003 7,645,392 2 12 49,807 3,603,435 13,822 43,654 448,835 97,262 

2004 7,760,318 2 12 50,558 3,666.716 13,788 44,537 459,199 96.989 

2005 7,872,296 2 11 51,302 3,727.940 13,762 45.404 469,038 96.803 

2006 7,983,660 2.11 52,026 3,786,871 13,738 46.220 478,234 96,647 

2007 8,095.024 2 11 52,730 3,843,274 13.720 47.004 487.101 96.498 

2008 8,208.083 2 11 53,425 3,897,570 13,707 47,799 495,697 96,427 

2009 8,322.839 2 11 54,141 3,950,803 13,704 48,619 504,107 96,446 

2010 8,437,594 2 11 54,952 4,003,154 13,727 49,516 512,269 96,660 

• Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano 

... Population represents only the area served by FPL. 

- Average No of Customers IS the annual average of the twelve month values 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers b)l Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) {14) (15) (16) 

Other Total-

lndustnal Railroads Street& Sales to Sales to 
Average•• Average KWH & Highway Public Ull1mate 

No of Consumption Railways L1ghhng Authont1es Consumers 

Year GWH Customers Per Customer GWH GWH GWH GWH 

1991 4,090 15,348 266,493 81 345 733 67,098 

1992 4,054 14,788 274,135 77 353 721 66.393 

1993 3,889 14,866 261,602 79 330 665 69,830 

1994 3,845 15,588 246,658 85 353 664 73,608 

1995 3,883 15,140 256,481 84 358 648 76.248 

1996 3,792 14,783 256,515 83 368 577 77,334 

1997 3,894 14,761 263,830 85 383 702 79,855 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,233 81 373 625 85,131 

1999 3.948 16,040 246,112 79 473 465 84,676 

2000 3.768 16,410 229.592 81 408 381 87,959 

2001 3,953 15,631 252,888 80 406 500 91,728 

2002 3,987 15,637 255,005 81 404 523 94,913 

2003 4,016 15,665 256,344 82 404 540 98,503 

2004 4,047 15,743 257,072 83 405 553 100.183 

2005 4.084 15,836 257,914 84 408 563 101,845 

2006 4,111 15,901 258.540 83 411 571 103,421 

2007 4,135 15,966 258,995 83 414 577 104,944 

2008 4,158 16,029 259.397 84 419 582 106,466 

2009 4,175 16,075 259.699 84 423 586 108,028 

2010 4,199 16,280 257,919 83 428 589 109,767 

• Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano 

- Average No of Customers 1s the annual average of the twelve month values 
-Total Sales GWH =Col 4 +Col 7 +Col 10 +Cot 13 +Col 14 +Col 15 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net"** Average •• 
Sales for Use& Energy No of Total Average ...... 

Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 
Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers 

1991 716 5,346 73,160 4,076 3,226,455 

1992 702 6,002 73,097 4,374 3,281,238 

1993 958 4,988 75,776 3,086 3,352,110 

1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,560 3,422,187 

1995 1.437 6,276 83,961 2,460 3,488,796 

1996 1,353 5,984 84,671 2.480 3,550.748 

1997 1,228 5,770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 

1998 1,326 6,205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2.694 3,848,401 

2001 992 6,837 99,557 2,604 3,916,098 

2002 1,215 7,087 103,215 2,601 3,994,394 

2003 1,434 7,369 107,306 2,598 4,070,533 

2004 1,455 7,493 109,131 2,595 4,144,253 

2005 1,474 7,617 110,936 2,592 4.215,407 

2006 1,474 7,733 112,628 2,589 4,283,595 

2007 1,407 7,913 114,264 2,586 4,348,927 

2008 1.073 8,360 115,899 2,563 4,411,879 

2009 1,073 8,476 117,577 2,580 4,473,566 

2010 1,073 8,607 119,447 2,577 4,534,280 

• Forecasted values for these years reflect the Most Likely econom1c scenano. 
- Average Number of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values 
... Net Energy for Load GWH = Col. 16 + Col 17 + Col. 18 

-Average No of Customers Total= Col 5 +Col B +Col 11 +Col. 20 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res Load Res1dent1al C/1 Load C/1 NetF1rm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservat1on Management Conservat1on Demand 

1991 14,123 281 13,842 0 160 129 177 38 13,786 

1992 14,661 223 14,438 0 234 151 248 51 14,179 

1993 15,266 397 14,869 0 311 182 320 79 14,635 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 14,433 
1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 15,315 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 15,119 

1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 15,566 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 16,800 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 16,443 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 16,585 

2001 18,150 148 18,003 0 784 87 480 55 16,744 

2002 18,801 225 18,576 0 793 128 490 74 17,316 

2003 19,507 227 19,280 0 799 169 499 93 17,947 

2004 19,964 229 19,735 0 805 211 510 113 18,325 

2005 20,433 231 20,201 0 811 254 519 134 18,715 

2006 20,918 231 20,687 0 817 298 527 154 19,122 

2007 21,392 231 21,160 0 822 343 535 174 19,518 

2008 21,788 156 21,632 0 827 389 543 193 19,836 

2009 22,220 156 22,063 0 831 436 549 212 20,192 

2010 22,722 156 22,565 0 832 451 550 219 20,670 

Historical Values (1991 · 2000): 

Cols. (2)- (4) are actual values for h1stoncal summer peaks. As such, they 1ncorporate the effects of conservation (Cols (7&9}), and MAY 
incorporate the effects of load control IF load control was operated on these peak days Therefore, Col. (2} represents the actual Net F1rm Demand 

Cols (5) - (9) represent actual DSM capab1ht1es start1ng from January 1988 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are Incorporated into Col (8}, whtch also includes CILC and GS-LC 

Col (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand"1fthe load control values had defin•tely been exerc1sed on the peak Col (10) IS 

denved by the formula·Col. (10) =Col (2)- Col.(6)- Col (8) 

Projected Values (2001 - 2010): 

Cots. (2)- (4} represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o Incremental conservation or cumulat1ve load control The effects of conservat1on Implemented 
prior to 2000 are mcorporated into the forecast. 
Cols. (5) - (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and are based 
on projections with a 1/2000 start1ng point. 
Col (10) represents a 'Net Frrm Demand" wh1ch accounts for all of the Incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control Is Implemented 

on the peak Col (10) is derived by us1ng the formula·Col (10) =Col (2)- Col (5)- Col (6)- Col (7) ·Col (8)- Col (9) 

Florida Power & Light Company 191 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 202 of 244

Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

F1rm Res Load Res1dent1al C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservat1on 

1991/92 13,319 105 13,214 0 174 170 193 38 

1992/93 12,964 102 12,862 0 242 195 275 48 

1993/94 12,594 278 12,316 0 317 231 342 67 

1994/95 16,563 635 15,928 0 393 265 360 93 

1995/96 18,096 698 17,398 0 459 310 406 143 

1996/97 16,490 626 15,864 0 731 368 418 154 

1997/98 13,060 239 12,821 0 823 403 429 168 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 1,218 438 417 182 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 18,219 150 18,069 0 972 493 448 201 

2001/02 19,333 130 19,203 0 1,403 81 459 26 

2002/03 20,122 206 19,915 0 1,414 107 465 33 

2003/04 20,555 208 20,347 0 1,425 132 471 41 

2004/05 20,986 210 20,776 0 1,436 156 477 50 

2005/06 21,413 210 21,203 0 1,446 181 483 59 

2006/07 21,841 210 21,631 0 1,455 205 487 68 

2007/08 22,186 135 22,051 0 1,464 228 492 77 

2008/09 22,586 135 22,451 0 1,473 251 497 86 

2009/10 22,978 135 22,843 0 1,480 272 500 93 

Historical Values (1991/92- 2000/01): 

Cols (2)- (4) are actual values for h1stoncal wmter peaks As such, they Incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and MAY 
incorporate the effects of load control IF load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col (2) represents the actual Net F1rm Demand 
Cols (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabilities startmg from January 1988 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are Incorporated 1nto Col (8), which also mcludes CILC and GS- LC 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand" 1f the load control values had defimtely been exerc1sed on the peak Col. (10) is 
denved by the formula· Col.(10) =Col (2)- Col (6)- Col (8) 

Projected Values (2001/02-2009/10): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o Incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation Implemented 
pnor to 1997 are incorporated mto the forecast 
Cols. (5) - (9) represent all Incremental conservation and cumulatiVe load control These values in are projected August values and are based 
on projections w1th a 1/2000 starting pomt. 
Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" wh1ch accounts for all of the Incremental conservatiOn and assumes all of the load control IS Implemented 
on the peak Col (10) is denved by usmg the formula· Col (10) =Col (2)- Col (5)- Col (6)- Col (7)- Col (8)- Col (9) 
Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the Incremental conservatiOn and assumes all of the load control IS Implemented 
on the peak Col (10) 1s denved by us1ng the formula· Col (10) =Col (2)- Col.(5)- Col (6)- Col (7)- Col (8)- Col (9) 
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(10) 

Net F1rm 
Demand 

12,952 

12,447 

11,935 

15,810 
17,231 

15,341 

11,807 

15,167 

15,320 

16,799 

17,364 

18,103 

18,486 

18,867 

19,244 

19,626 

19,925 

20,279 

20,633 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2} (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Res1dent1al C/1 Ut1hty Use Net Energy load 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail Wholesale & Losses For load Factor(%) 

1991 73,743 397 186 73,027 716 5,346 73,160 591% 

1992 73,778 460 221 73,076 702 6,002 73,097 569% 

1993 76,632 553 303 75,674 958 4,988 75,776 56 7% 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 604% 

1995 85,415 777 677 83,978 1,437 6,276 83,961 59 3% 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 60 2% 

1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 59 7% 

1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 63 0% 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 63 5% 

2000 99,094 1,674 1,431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 66 1% 

2001 99,557 56 15 98,565 992 6,837 99,486 67 8% 

2002 103,215 152 46 102,000 1,215 7,087 103,017 67 9% 

2003 107,306 250 77 105,872 1,434 7,369 106,979 68 0% 

2004 109,131 349 110 107,676 1,455 7,493 108,672 67 7% 

2005 110,936 450 145 109,462 1,474 7,617 110,341 67 3% 

2006 112,628 554 180 111,155 1,474 7,733 111,894 66.8% 

2007 114,264 659 213 112,857 1,407 7,913 113,392 663% 

2008 115,899 765 245 114,826 1,073 8,360 114,889 661% 

2009 117,577 874 276 116,504 1,073 8,476 116,427 658% 

2010 119,447 919 291 118,374 1,073 8,607 118,237 653% 

Historical Values (1991 . 2000): 

Col (2) represents denved "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM" The values are calculated us1ng the formula. Col.(2) =Col (8) + Col.(3) + Col.(4). 

Cols. (3) & (4) are DSM values start1ng 1n January, 1988 through 1997 which contnbuted to the values in Gals (5) ~ (9) 

Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load 10 Col (2) 1nto Retail and Wholesale 

Col (9) is calculated usmg Col (8) from th1s page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 

Projected Values (2001 - 201 0): 

Col (2) represents Net Energy for load w/o DSM values 

Cols (3) • (4) are forecasted values of the reduct1on on sales from Incremental conservation. 

Cols (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load 1n Col (2) , 1nto Wholesale and Retail 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net F1rm Demand" which accounts for all of the Incremental conservation and assumes an of the load control 

is Implemented the values for Col (8) above and the values for Col (10) on Schedule 3.1 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2000 2001. 2002. 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Month MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 17,057 6,947 18,840 7,427 19,333 7,700 

FEB 12,755 6,377 16,776 6,783 17,259 7,033 

MAR 13,411 7,099 14,529 7,282 14,948 7,550 

APR 14,959 7,424 14,120 7,494 14,626 7,769 

MAY 16,856 8,287 15,487 8,036 16,042 8,332 

JUN 16,979 9,336 17,099 9,351 17,712 9,695 

JUL 17,778 9,216 17,749 9,675 18,386 10,031 

AUG 17,808 9,743 18,150 10,168 18,801 10,542 

SEP 17,701 9,694 17,625 9,861 18,257 10,223 

OCT 16,920 7,712 16,358 8,430 16,944 8,739 

NOV 13,804 7,184 15,257 7,646 15,696 7,927 

DEC 14,858 6,971 15,593 7,402 16,042 7,674 

TOTALS 95,989 99,557 103,215 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not mclude the 1mpacts of cumulative load management and tncremental conservation. 

Florida Power & Light Company 194 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 205 of 244

Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 1/ 

Actual2/ Forecasted 

Fuel Requirements Umts 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

(1) Nuclear Tnlhon BTU 268 268 257 263 258 258 263 258 257 263 258 257 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,107 4,170 3,788 3,552 3,705 3,556 3,629 4,019 3,795 3,817 4,073 3,821 

(3) 

(4) Res1duai(F06)- Total 1,000 8BL 36,475 36,859 32,769 26,951 24.455 26.018 19,352 14,059 12,416 12,546 11.973 9,188 

(5) Steam 1,000 BBL 36.475 36,859 32,769 26,951 24,455 26,018 19,352 14,059 12.416 12,546 11,973 9,188 

(6) DISI1IIate(F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 488 461 505 315 2.350 2.642 449 381 212 316 161 46 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(8) CT 1,000 BBL 405 1 0 74 1,959 2,118 406 356 195 289 160 33 

(9) Sleam 1,000 BBL 80 446 505 241 391 524 42 25 17 27 21 13 

(10) Natural Gas -Total 1.000 MCF 193,723 203,234 248,439 299,368 319,720 321,203 378,635 423,640 446,604 452,639 468,918 519,426 

(11) Steam 1,000 MCF 73,309 80,967 100,772 76.589 9,521 9,519 7,046 5,361 4,919 4,795 4,736 3,888 

(12) cc 1,000 MCF 3,535 117,684 139,066 214,673 308,615 310,455 371,466 418,226 441,651 447,780 464,137 515,507 

(13) CT 1,000 MCF 116,879 4,583 8,601 8,106 1,584 1,229 124 54 34 63 45 32 

1/ Reflecls fuel requirements for FPL only 

21 Source A Schedules 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6} 

(7) 

(6} 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Actual1/ 

Energy Sources Umts 1999 2000 2001 

Annual Energy GWH 8,180 10,092 12,386 

Interchange 2/ 

Nuclear GWH 24,706 24,584 23,776 

Coal GWH 6,146 6,977 6,906 

Res1duai(F06) -Total GWH 22,903 23,230 20,706 

Steam GWH 22,903 23,230 20,706 

01Stlllate(F02) -Total GWH 167 193 213 

cc GWH 2 9 0 

CT GWH 165 0 

Steam GWH 0 183 213 

Natural Gas -Total GWH 23,098 24,217 28,259 

Steam GWH 7,038 7,840 9,398 

cc GWH 15,863 16,064 18,120 

CT GWH 197 313 741 

Other 3/ GWH 6,349 6,696 7,240 

Net Energy For Load 41 GWH 91,549 95,989 99,486 

1/ Source A Schedules 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

2002 2003 

11,509 9,611 

24,284 23,873 

6,504 6.711 

16,871 15,375 

16,871 15,375 

159 1,674 

0 0 

58 1,461 

101 212 

37,053 43,976 

7,226 851 

29,105 42,983 

723 143 

6,636 5,759 

103,017 106,979 

2004 

10,029 

23,844 

6,541 

16,370 

16,370 

1,865 

0 

1,581 

284 

44,209 

849 

43,251 

110 

5,814 

108,672 

Forecasted 

2005 2006 

9,169 8,492 

24,284 23,874 

6,660 7,307 

12,211 8,869 

12,211 8,869 

331 282 

0 0 

312 271 

19 11 

52,388 58,883 

626 474 

51,753 58,406 

9 3 

5,298 4,187 

110,341 111,894 

21 The proJected figures are based on est1mated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Compan1es 

2007 

8,452 

23,778 

6,942 

7,833 

7,833 

156 

0 

149 

7 

62,148 

435 

61,711 

2 

4,082 

113,392 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Fac1ht1es, Independent Power Producers, etc 

4/ Net Energy For Load IS Column 2 on Schedule 3 3 and Column 1 on EIA411 Form 11 C 
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2008 2009 2010 

8,332 6,282 5,582 

24,331 23,874 23,778 

6,980 7,398 6,986 

7,911 7,556 5,828 

7,911 7,556 5,828 

232 131 31 

0 0 0 

220 123 26 

11 9 5 

63,034 65,297 72,491 

423 418 346 

62,608 64,876 72,143 

4 3 2 

4,069 3,888 3,540 

114,889 116,427 118,237 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy % by Fuel Type 

Actual1/ Forecasted 

Energy Source Units 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

(1) Annual Energy % 69 10 5 12 4 11 2 9.0 92 63 76 75 73 7 1 47 

Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 27 0 25 6 23 9 23 6 22 3 21 9 22 0 21 3 21 0 21 2 20 5 20 1 

00 

(3) Coal % 67 7 3 69 6 3 63 60 60 65 61 6 1 64 59 

(4) Res1dual(F06) ·Total % 25 0 24 2 20 8 16 4 14 4 15.1 11 1 79 69 69 65 49 

(5) Steam % 25 0 24 2 20 B 16 4 14 4 15 1 111 7.9 69 69 65 49 

(6) 01Stlllate{F02) ~Total % 02 02 02 02 1 6 1 7 03 03 0.1 0.2 01 00 

(7) cc % 00 00 00 00 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 

(8) CT % 02 00 00 01 1 4 1.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 02 01 00 

(9) Steam % 00 02 02 01 0.2 03 00 00 00 00 00 00 

{10) Natural Gas -Total % 25 2 25 2 26 4 36 0 41 1 40 7 47 5 52.6 54 6 54 9 56 1 61 3 

(11) Steam % 77 8.2 94 70 06 08 0.6 04 04 04 04 03 

(12) cc % 17 3 16 7 1B 2 28 3 40 2 39 8 46 9 52 2 54 4 54 5 55.7 61 0 

(13) CT % 0.2 0 3 0.7 07 01 0 1 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00 

{14) Other 3/ % 69 70 73 64 54 54 48 3.7 3.6 35 33 30 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source A Schedules 

21 The proJected figures are based on est1mated energy purchases from S.IRPP and the Southern Compames 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifymg Fac11it1es, Independent Power Producers, etc 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total F1rm Ftrm 

Installed 1/ Capac1ty Capac1ty F1rm 

Capac1ty Import 2/ Export OF 
Year MW MW MW MW 

2001 17,704 1,509 0 886 

2002 17,915 2,288 0 877 

2003 19,170 2,288 0 877 
2004 19,170 2,288 0 877 

2005 20,762 1,313 0 867 

2006 21,309 1,313 0 734 

2007 21,856 1,313 0 734 

2008 21,856 1,313 0 734 

2009 22,403 1,313 0 683 

2010 24,044 382 0 640 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(6) (7) (8) {9) (10} (11) 

F1rm 
Total Total Summer Reserve 

Capac1ty Peak 41 Peak Margm Before 
Available 3/ Demand DSM5/ Demand Mamtenance 6/ 

MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

20,099 18,150 1,406 16,744 3,355 20 0 
21,080 18,801 1,485 17,316 3,764 21 7 
22,335 19,507 1,560 17,947 4,388 244 
22,335 19,964 1,639 18,325 4,010 21 9 
22,942 20,433 1,718 18,715 4,227 22 6 

23,356 20,918 1,796 19,122 4,234 22 1 
23,903 21,392 1,874 19,518 4,385 22 5 
23,903 21,788 1,952 19,836 4,067 20 5 
24,399 22,220 2,028 20,192 4,207 20 8 
25,066 22,722 2,052 20,670 4,396 21.3 

(12) 

Scheduled 
Mamtenance 

MW 

0 
D 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

11 Capac1ty add1110ns and changes pro1ected to be 1n-serv1ce by June 1st are cons1dered to be ava1lable to meet Summer peak loads wh1ch are forecasted 

to occur dunng August of the year 1nd1cated All values are Summer net MW 

21 F1rm Capac1ty Imports Include all firm capac1ty purhcases whether from out ·of- state or 1n - state 

31 Total Capac1ty Avaltable,Col (2) +Col (3)- Col (4) +Col (5) 

4/ These forecasted values reflect the Most L1kely forecast w1thout DSM 

(13) (14) 

Reserve 
Marg1n After 

Mamtenance 71 
MW %of Peak 

3,355 20 D 
3,764 21.7 
4,388 24 4 
4,010 21.9 
4,227 22 6 

4,234 22 1 
4,385 22 5 
4,067 20 5 
4,207 20 8 
4,396 21 3 

5/ The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus mcremental conservallon from 1/99- on They are not1ncluded 1n total add1t1onal resources 

but reduce the peak load upon wh1ch Reserve Margm calculations are based 

6/ Marg1n (%)Before Mamtenance =Col (10)/Col (9) 

71 Marg1n (%)After Maintenance =Col (13) /Col (9) 
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Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

F1rm 
Total F1rm Firm Total Total W1nter Reserve 

Installed 1/ Capac1ty Capac1ty F1rm Capac1ty Peak 4/ Peak Marg1n Before Scheduled 
Capability Import 2/ Export QF Available 3/ Demand DSM 5/ Demand Mamtenance 6/ Ma~ntenance 

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW 

2000/01 17.785 1,319 0 886 19,990 18,840 1.902 16,938 3,052 18 0 0 

2001/02 17,752 1,369 0 886 20,007 19,333 1,969 17,364 2,643 15 2 0 

2002103 20,019 2,394 0 877 23.290 20,122 2,019 18,103 5.187 28 7 0 

2003/04 20,381 2,394 0 877 23,652 20,555 2,069 18,486 5,166 27 9 0 

2004/05 20,381 2,344 0 867 23,592 20,986 2,119 18,867 4.725 25 0 0 

2005/06 22,041 1,319 0 734 24,094 21,413 2,169 19,244 4,850 25 2 0 
2006/07 22,637 1,319 0 734 24,690 21,841 2,215 19,626 5,064 25 8 0 
2007/08 23,233 1,319 0 734 25,286 22,186 2,261 19,925 5,361 26 9 0 

2008/09 23,233 1,319 0 734 25,286 22,586 2,307 20,279 5,007 24 7 0 

2009/10 23,829 1,319 0 683 25,831 22,978 2,345 20,633 5,198 25 2 0 

• Denotes actual mstalled capability and total peak demand All other assumpt1ons are proJectiOns 

1/ CapaCity addot1ons and changes proJected to be on-service by January 1st are considered to be ava1lable to meet W1nter peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur dunng January of the "second" year md1cated All values are W1nter net MW 

21 Fmn Capac1ty Imports 1nctude all firm capac1ty purhcases whether from out- of- stale or 1n- state 

3/ Total Capac1ty Available= Col (2) +Col (3)- Col (4) +Col (5) 

4/ These forecasted values reflect the Most likely forecast Without OSM 

51 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus Incremental conservation They are not1ncluded m total additional resources but 

reduce the peak load upon wt11ch Reserve Margm calculations are based 

6/ Marg1n (%}Before Ma1ntenance =Col (10} /Col (9} 

71 Marg1n (0J!.) After Mamtenance =Col (13) /Col {9) 
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(13) (14) 

Reserve 
Marg1n After 

Maintenance 7/ 
MW %of Peak 

3,052 18 0 

2,643 15 2 

5,187 28 7 

5,166 27 9 

4,725 25 0 

4,850 25 2 

5,064 25 8 
5,361 26 9 

5,007 24 7 

5.198 25 2 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) {2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) {14) (15) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Cons\ Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca~abtlttt 

Untl Untl Start ln-Servtce Rettrement Nameplate Wtnter Summer 

Plant Name No Locatton Type Prt A It Pn All MoNr MofYr MofYr KW MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS 

2001 
Marttn Combustton Martm County 

Turbmes 8A 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-01 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

Marttn Combustton Marttn County 

Turbtnes BB 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-99 Jun-01 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

2001 Total: 0 298 

2002 
Marttn Combustron Marttn County 

Turbtnes SA 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL Pl Apr-99 Jun-01 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

Marttn Combustton Martm County 

Turt:11nes BB 29/29St38E CT NG F02 PL Pl Apr-99 Jun-01 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

2002 Total: 362 

2003 
Fort Myers CombustiOn Lee County 

Turbtnes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 Pl Pl Apr-02 Apr-03 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

Fort Myers Combustton Lee County 

Turbtnes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 May-03 Unknown 190,000 149 p 

2003 Total: 298 

2004 
Fort Myers Combustton Lee County 

Turbtnes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 Apr-03 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

Fort Myers Combustton Lee County 

Turbtnes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 May-03 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

2004 Total: 362 

2005 
Marttn Combtned Marttn County 

Cycle UM 5 29/29S/3BE cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Mtdway Combtned St Lucte County 

Cycle Untt 2/36S/39E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2005 Total: 1094 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Cons! Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca~ab1hl~ 

Un1l Un1t Start In-Service Retirement Nam~te Wmter Summer 
Plant Name No Locat1on Type Pn All Pn All MofYr MofYr Mo/Yr MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS 
2006 

Martm Combmed Martin County 

Cycle Un11 5 29/29S/38E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Midway Combmed St Luc1e County 

Cycle Umt 2/36S/39E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Martm Comb1ned Mart1n County 

Cycle Un1t 6 29/29SI3BE cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-03 Jun-06 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2006 Total: 1192 547 

2007 
Mart1n Comb1ned MarM County 

Cycle Umt 6 29/29S/3BE cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-03 Jun-06 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Unsiled Comb1ned 

Cycle Un1t #1 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2007 Total: 596 547 

2008 
Unsited Combined 

Cycle Umt #1 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

2008 Total: 596 0 

2009 
Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Unit #2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2009 Total: 0 547 

2010 
Uns1led Combmed 

Cycle Unit #2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 596 p 

Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Unit #3 Unknown cc NG F02 Pl Pl Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Unsded Combmed 

Cycle Umt#4 Unknown cc NG F02 PL Pl Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Umt #5 Unknown cc NG F02 Pl Pl Jun-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 547 p 

2010 Total: 596 1641 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) 

Fuel Fuel Transport 

Un1t 

Plant Name 

Umt 

No Location Type Pn All Pn All 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

Mart1n County 

29/29S/38E ST NG F06 PL 

Mart1n 2 Martin County 

29/29S/38E ST NG F06 PL 

Mart1n County 

29/29S/38E CC NG F02 PL 

Mart1n 4 Martin County 

29/29S/38E CC NG F02 PL 

Cape Canaveral 2 Brevard County 

19/24S/36F ST F06 NG WA 

Ft Myers Repowenng Lee County 
lnltml Phase 1 & 2 35/43S/25E CC NG No PL 

2002 
Sanford Repowenng 

lmllal Phase 4 

Sanford Repowenng 
lnll1al Phase 5 

Sanford 
Repowenng Second 

Phase 5 

Fort Myers 
Repowenng Second 

Phase 1 & 2 

2003 
Sanford 

Repowenng Second 
Phase 

Sanford 
Repowenng Second 

Phase 5 
Fort Myers 

Repowenng Second 
Phase 1 & 2 

Votus1a County 
16/19S/30E ST F06 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E ST F06 

Votus1a County 
16/19S/30E 

Lee County 
35/43S/25E 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E 

Volus1a County 
16/19S/30E 

Lee County 
35/43S125E 

Mart1n County 

cc NG 

cc NG 

cc NG 

cc NG 

cc NG 

NG WA 

NG WA 

No Pl 

No Pl 

No Pl 

No PL 

No PL 

2005 
Marlin Combust1on 

Turbme Conversion 

Martin Combustion 

Turbine Convers1on 

8A 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL 

Marlin County 

88 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL 

Fort Myers Combus!ICn 

Turb1ne Convers1on 13 

Fort Myers Combust1on 

Turb1ne Convers1on 14 

Lee County 

35/43S/25E 

Lee County 

35/43S/25E 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

Pl 

PL 

Pl 

(9) 

Canst 

Start 

MofYr 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Nov-DO 

Nov-DO 

Jan-00 

Jan-00 

N/A 

Sep-01 

N/A 

N/A 

Sep-01 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

{10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Comm Expected Gen Max Net Capab1hty 

In-Service Retirement Nameplate W1nter ,),2l Summer 'l 2) 

Mo IYr Mo IYr KW MW MW 

May-01 Unknown 863,000 0 (30) 

May-01 Unknown 863,000 0 (20) 

May-01 Unknown 612,000 0 (7) 

May-01 Unknown 612,000 0 (7) 

Nov-00 Unknown 402,050 8 8 

Jan-01 Unknown 161,700 543 894 

2001 Total: 551 838 

N/A Unknown 106,600 0 (390) 

N/A Unknown 106,600 (394) 3) 0 

Jul-02 Unknown 106,600 0 567 

Jan-02 Unknown 161,700 {1) 35 

2002 Total: (395) 212 

Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 671 957 

Jul-02 Unknown 1 06,600 1,065 0 

Jun-02 Unknown 161,700 531 0 

2003 Total: 2,267 957 

2004 Total: 0 0 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 124 5 

2005 Total: 0 498 

1 )The W1nter Total MW value consists of all generation add111ons and changes ach1eved by January The Summer Total MW value cons1sts of all generat1on addt!tons 

and changes achieved by July All other MW Will be picked up 1n the follow1ng year This IS done for reserve marg1n calculatton 

2) All MW differences are calculated based on us1ng IRP 2000 Subm1ttal (for the year 2000) as the base for all other years 

3) Negative values for Sanford and Ft Myers reflect the ex1st1ng steam un1ts be1ng temporanly out of serv1ce dunng that seasonal paned for repowenng efforts 
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(15) 

Status 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

RP,U 

3) RP 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

p 

p 

p 

p 
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Schedule B 
Planned And Pros~ective Generating Faclli~ Additions And Changes (Cont.} 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Trans~ort Canst Comm Expected Gen Max Net Caf2abJIIt~ 

Uni! Umt Start ln-Serv1ce Relirement Nameplate W1nter' 1 Summer 11 

Plant Name No Locat1on Type Pn A It Pn A It MoNr MoNr MoNr KW MW MW 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2006 
Mart•n Combustion Mart1n County 

Turbine Convers1on BA 29/29S/36E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Mart1n Combuslion Mart1n County 

Turbine Convers1on 86 29/29S/36E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Fort Myers Combuslion Lee County 

Turb1ne Conversion 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

Fort Myers Combustion Lee County 

Turbtne ConversiOn 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 117 0 

2006 Total: 468 0 

2007 

2007 Total: 0 0 

2008 

2008 Total: 0 0 

2009 

2009 Total: 0 0 

2010 

2010 Total: 0 0 

1 )The Winter Total MW value cons1sts of all generation additions and changes ach1eved by January The Summer Total MW value cons•sts of all genera lion additions 

and changes ach1eved by July All other MW Will be ptcked up 1n the following year Th1s IS done for reserve margin calculalion 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbines No. 8A and No. 8B "' 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

149 MW 
181 MW 

Combustion Turbine 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

1999 
2001 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 1 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. D1st1llate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 

Air Coolers 

11,300 

p 

p 

p 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

Planned Outage Factor (POF): 1% 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1% 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 98% 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): Approx. 10% (First Year) 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 10,430 Btu/kWh 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data""",""""' 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFU DC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

25 years 
477.98 
449.20 

29.30 
-0.53 
0.68 
0.86 

1.5134 

"'Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 2 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

929 MW Incremental (1473 MW Total After Repowering) 
1,073 MW .Incremental (1617 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date· 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certi'fication Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data,*/'*,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
None 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas 

Once-through Cooling 

460 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
6,830 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
655.96 
560.71 

94.59 
0.66 

13.30 
0.37 

1.5419 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 3 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 4 Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1 065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

a. Pnmary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13} Projected Unit Financial Data,., ,·u ,",., 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalat1on ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
None 

Dry Low Nox Combustors and Natural Gas 

Cool1ng Pond 

1,718 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
6,860 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
708.12 
595.11 
112.45 

0.56 
14.25 

0.37 
1.4701 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site . 
..... Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Page 4 of 13 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 5 Repowering 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowenng) 
671 MW Incremental (1065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8} 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*;"#<;"** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
D1rect Construction Cost ($/kW}: 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

2000 
2002 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water InJeCtion on Distillate 

Cooling Pond 

1,718 Acres 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year} 
6,860 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
678.08 
595 11 

82.41 
0.56 

14.25 
0.37 

1.5341 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbines No. 13 and No. 14 * 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b Winter 

Technology Type: 

149 MW 
181 MW 

Combustion Turbine (3) 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 

2002 
2003 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

460 

p 

p 

p 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

Planned Outage Factor (POF): 1% 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1% 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 98% 
Resulting Capacity Factor (% ): Approx. 1 0% (First Year) 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 10,430 Btu/kWh 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW). 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

25 years 
542.80 
509.94 

31.30 
1.56 
0.68 
0.86 

1.5247 

* Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin No. 5 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2002 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 6 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

(1 0) 

(11) 

Total Site Area: 

Construction Status: 

Certification Status: 

Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data * ,u 

Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
F1xed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 
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11 , 300 Acres 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
503.31 
411.88 
82.95 

8.48 
9.30 
0.74 

1.5489 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin CombustiOn Turbine Conversion 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b Winter 

249 MW 
234 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 7 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas. 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data • 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data""","""* 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year S/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Cooling Pond 

11,300 

r 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
481.36 
433.91 

31.29 
16.16 

9.30 ° 
0.74. 

1.5147 

• Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

" $/KW values are based on Summer incremental capacity . 
... Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbine Conversion 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

249 MW 
234 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date· 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 8 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors. Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. D1stillate, & Water InJeCtion on Distillate 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 0) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 

Construction Status: 

Certification Status: 

Status with Federal Agencies: 

Projected Unit Performance Data * 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life {Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr ): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor. 

Cooling Tower 

460 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% {First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
481.36 
433.91 

31.29 
16.16 

9.30 .. 
0.74 .. 

1.5147 

* Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed . 

.,...,. $/KW values are based on Summer incremental capacity. 
*** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Midway Combined Cycle 

(2} 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2002 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 9 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Grey water or groundwater 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF}: 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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122 

p 

p 

p 

3% 
1% 

96% 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

96% (First Year) 
7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
439.57 
362.93 
68.27 

8.37 
9.30 
0.74 

1.5457 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Mart1n No 6 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 547 MW 
b. Winter 596 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercral In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2003 
2006 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 10 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Cooling Pond 

11,300 Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
454.41 
367.96 
71.07 
15.38 

9.30 
0.74 

1.5460 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 1 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2004 
2007 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 11 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water lnject1on on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data * ,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned} 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year} 

7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
532.83 
419.24 

85.38 
28.21 
12.10 
0.74 

1.5473 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Uns1ted Combmed Cycle No. 2 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2006 
2009 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 12 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7, 150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
554.71 
419.24 

88.86 
46.61 
12.10 

0.74 
1.5473 

* $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 3, No 4, and No. 5 * 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

547 MW 
596 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2007 
2010 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 13 of 13 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Combustors, Natural Gas, 0.05% 
S Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANHOR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
D1rect Construction Cost ($/kW)· 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

Unknown 

Unknown Acres 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
96% (First Year) 

7,150 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
566.41 
419.24 

90.72 
56.45 
12.10 
0.74 

1.5473 

*Values shown are per unit values for the three units being added. 
** $/KW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 
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Page 1 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin: 2 CT's 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Applicable 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Applicable 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Applicable 

(5) Voltage: Not Applicable 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Applicable 
End date: Not Applicable 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Applicable 

(8) Substations: Not Applicable 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8} 

(9) 

Page 2 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Ft. Myers Repowering 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right -of -way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

From Ft. Myers- To Calusa 

FPL Owned 

1.58 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: May 1, 2000 
End date: April 1, 2001 

$354,000 

Ft. Myers and Calusa 

None 

From Ft. Myers- To Orange River 

FPL Owned 

2.57 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: March 1, 2000 
End date: October 1, 2000 

$706,750 

Ft. Myers and Orange River 

None 
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Page 3 of9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Sanford Repowering 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: From Sanford- To Poinsett 

(2) Number of Lines: 2 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: 45 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: January 1, 2001 
End date: June 1, 2001 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $20,360,000 

(8) Substations: Sanford and Poinsett 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 4 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Ft. Myers: 2 CT's 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 
Orange River 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 

(8) Substations: 
bus 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 220 

From Ft. Myers GT Collector bus- To 

FPL Owned 

2.5 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: January 1, 2003 
End date: May 1, 2003 

$1,050,000 

Orange River and Ft. Myers GT collector 

None 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Page 5 of9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin 5 

a. From Pratt & Whitney- To Indiantown 
b. From Pratt & Whitney- To Ranch 
c. From Martin- To Indiantown 

3 

FPL Owned 

a. 8.45 miles 
b. 20.74 miles 
c. 11.8 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: June 1, 2004 
End date: June 1, 2005 

$6,725,000 

Pratt & Whitney, Ranch, Mart1n, and 
Indiantown 

None 

Note:The existing lines (a & b) will be upgraded to a higher current rating. The line 
from Martin to Indiantown (c) will be a new circuit integrated with this project. 
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Page 6 of9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin: Conversion of CT's into a Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Ltne Length: Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 

Florida Power & Light Company 222 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 233 of 244

Page 7 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Ft. Myers: Conversion of CT's into a Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line LengtiT Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 8 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Midway: Combined Cycle Unit 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Not Available 

(2) Number of Lines: Not Available 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Available 

(5) Voltage: Not Available 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Available 
End date: Not Available 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Available 

(8) Substations: Not Available 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 9 of 9 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Integrated Transmission Lines 

Martin 6 

( 1} Point of Origin and Termination: Not Applicable 

(2} Number of Lines: Not Applicable 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: Not Applicable 

(5) Voltage: Not Applicable 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: Not Applicable 
End date: Not Applicable 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Not Applicable 

(8) Substations: Not Applicable 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 

Florida Power & Light Company 225 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 236 of 244

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 226 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2001 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-A, Page 237 of 244

Ten Year Site Plan Fact Summary 
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D Non-FPL Terntory 

Unit Uni 

A Turkey Point 2 

B. St Luc1e 2 

c. Manatee 2 

D. Ft. 2 

E. Turkey Pomt 2 

F. Cutler 2 

G. Lauderdale 2 

H. Port Everglades 4 

I. RIVIera 2 

J. Martin 4 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 

L. Sanford 3 

M. Putna 2 

N. St. Johns River 2 

Scherer** 

Peaking Units 

FPL 

Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2000) 

Sum me 

Fuel Type Megawatt 

Nuclear 1,386 

Nuclear 1,553 

01 1,625 

01 543 

011/Ga 810 

Gas 215 

OJI/Ga 854 

Oii/Ga 1,242 

011/Ga 563 

Gas/Oi 2,588 

Oii/Ga 806 

011/Ga 914 

011/Ga 498 

Coal 254 

Coal 658 

2,355 

16,864 

* Represents FPL 's ownership share St. Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2; St Johns River: 20% of two 

** The Scherer unit 1s located m Georgia and is not shown on this map. 
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2000 
Actual 

2001 
Projection 

2010 
Projection 

Average Number of Customers .. . .. '.Source: FPL Schedule 2 

Residential 
Commercial 
lndusrial 
Other 

Peak Demand 

Winter 
Summer 

Total: 

Installed Capability (MW) 

Winter 
Summer 

Number Of Substations 

Other N=497 

Distnbution 
86.92% 

3,414,002 
415,295 

16,410 
2,694 

3,848,401 

17,057 
17,808 

17,750 
16,684 

3,471,810 
426,053 

15,631 
2,604 

3,916,098 

18,840 
18,150 

4,003,154 
512,269 

16,280 
2,577 

4,534,280 

Source: FPL Sche~ule 4 

19,333 
18,801 

Source; FPL Schedule 7.1 & 7.2 

17,785 
17,704 

Miles of Lines 

Transmission 
9.04% 

23,957 
24,093 

Distnbution 
90.96% 

Miles of Bulk Transmission Lines (By Voltage Level) 
69 KV 

138 KV 
26.07% 

115 KV 2 91% 500 KV 

11.5~8% ~ ~17 ~8% 
. ~., ~ ~ ... ~ . . 

41.55% 
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NET ENERGY FOR LOAD 

2000 2001 
Actual Projection 

Go_nsumptjoo (GWH) . '-:..·.·:.: ,,..: · ... 
~ .. :. ~ .... ; ~ •, ..... ' - . ~ . ·~ ~. 

Residential 46,320 46,949 
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Losses 7,059 6,837 

Total: 87,959 91,728 
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Overview of The Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a minimum existing 

generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten- Year Power Plant Site Plan. This 

plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating needs, a projection of how those needs will 

be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. 

This information is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC). 

This Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light Company's 

(FPL) 2001 planning analyses and the forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the 2002 -

2011 time frame. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan contains 

tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten- year time horizon, and is subject to change at 

the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general 

manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification process, or 

through other proceedings and filings. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is data on other FPL 

resources, including its transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy usage, is 

presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill- Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's projected 

resource additions, especially new power plants, as determined in FPL's 2001 IRP work. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses various environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional specific information which is to 

be included in a Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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Chapter VI -Summary of Required Schedules I 
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Reference Abbreviation 

IC 

NP 

Unit Type ST 

CT 

cc 

BIT 

UR 

NG 

F06 

Fuel Type F02 

BIT 

No 

TK 

Fuel Transportation RR 

PL 

WA 

No 

Unit/Site Status A 

p 

u 

v 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Steam Unit 

Combustion Turbine 

Combined Cycle 

Bituminous Coal 

Uranium 

Natural Gas 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

#1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

Bituminous Coal 

None 

Truck 

Railroad 

Pipeline 

Water 

None 

Generat1on Un1t Capability Increased (Rerated or Relicensed) 

Planned Umt 

Under construct1on, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2002 Ten -Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) addresses FPL's 

plans to increase its electric generation capability as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental 

resource needs for the 2002-2011 time period. 

FPL's total generation capability will significantly increase during the 2002 - 2011 time period as is shown in 

Table ES.1. This table also shows the resulting Summer and Winter reserve margins for FPL over this ten

year time horizon. 

Table ES.1 reflects FPL's efforts to repower existing units at its Fort Myers and Sanford sites, planned 

changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.), and scheduled changes in the delivered 

amounts of purchased power. The table also reflects the planned additions of new generating units. Although 

not specifically shown in this table, FPL's approved DSM goals are assumed to be implemented on schedule. 

The number of these new generating units that will be added is driven in part by the outcome of the Florida 

Public Service Commission docket No. 981890-EU. This docket ended with a stipulated agreement that 

resulted in FPL, along with Tampa Electric Company and Florida Power Corporation, switching from a 

minimum reserve margin planning criterion of 15% to one of 20% beginning with the Summer of 2004. As a 

consequence, FPL is now planning to add significantly more new generation capacity than was shown in its 

Site Plans filed prior to this agreement. 

As shown in Table ES.1, FPL plans to add two new combustion turbines (CT's) at FPL's existing Fort Myers 

plant site in 2003. Also during the 2002-2003 time period, FPL will be completing its work to repower its two 

existing steam units at its Fort Myers site and two (unit Nos. 4 & 5) of its existing three steam units at its 

Sanford site. 

FPL has also secured capacity for the time period from 2002 through early 2007 through a number of firm 

capacity, short-term purchases from utilities and other entities. (Please see Chapter Ill for a further discussion 

of these purchases.) 

In 2005, FPL will be adding a large (1, 107 Summer MW) new combined cycle (CC) unit at its existing Manatee 

plant site. Also in 2005, the two combustion turbines (CT's) that were added at FPL's existing Martin plant site 

in mid- 2001 will be converted into a 1,107 Summer MW CC unit by the addition of two additional CT's, heat 

recovery steam generators, and associated equipment. This conversion will add another 789 Summer MW of 

capability above the present capability of the existing two CT's. The additions for 2005 were selected as the 

best options among other FPL construction alternatives and numerous outside proposals received in response 

to a Request for Proposals FPL issued in August 2001. 

Flonda Power & Light Company 5 
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In the 2007 through 2011 time frame, FPL tentatively plans to add 4 more CC units each with a projected 

Summer capability of 1,107 MW.4 One unit will be added in each of the following years: 2007, 2009, 2010, and 

2011 to meet projected load growth and to account for the scheduled end in 2010 of FPL's UPS contract with 

Southern Company. Sites for these four additional CC units have not yet been selected. 

These planned increases in electric generation capability wiH allow FPL to continue to maintain system 

reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost. 

4 
FPL's current planmng studies have 1dent1fied new combined cycle umts as the generally preferred opt1on to meet future load 

growth However, repowering of existing FPL sites remams an alternative to new construction, and FPL w1ll cont1nue to examme this 
opt1on 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 17 of 222I 

I Projected Capacity_ Changes and Reserve Margms for FPL 11! 

Net Caeacit~ Chang_es (MWJ FPL ResetVe Margin (%1 

I 
Winter~ Summer (lJ Winter Summer 

2002 Fort Myers Repowenng:Second Phase <
4
l ( 1) 35 18% 19% 

Sanford Repowering # 5: Initial Phase (SJ (390) 

I Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase {SJ 567 

Sanford Repowering # 4: Initial Phase (SJ (390) 
Changes to existing units 10 30 

I 
New purchases (B) 593 897 
Changes to existing OF's (9) 

2003 Fort Myers Repowering:Second Phase 531 31% 23% 

Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase I ,065 

I Sanford Repowenng # 4: Second Phase (?l 675 957 

Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers '81 318 
Changes to existing OF's (9) 

I 
Changes to ex1sting units 20 
New purchases (6) 724 71 

2004 Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers 362 31% 21% 

New purchases (61 39 

I 2005 Changes to existing OF's (10} (10) 28% 24% 

New purchases <Bl (50} (717) 
Manatee Combined Cycle 1,107 

I 
Conversion of MR CT's to CC 789 

2006 Manatee Combined Cycle 1,197 31% 21% 
Conversion of MR CT's to CC 835 

I 
New purchases (BJ (763) 
Changes to exist1ng OF's {133) (133) 

2007 New purchases '61 (447) 29% 22% 

Unsited Combined Cycle #1 (9 ) 1 '107 

I 2008 New purchases <
61 (543) 30% 21% 

Unsited Combined Cycle #1 <
91 1,197 

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle #2 (s) 1,107 28% 24% 

I Changes to existing OF's (51) (51) 

2010 Changes to ex1sting purchases '10
J (975) 31% 23% 

Uns1ted Combined Cycle #2 {9 > 1,197 

I Unsited Combined Cycle #3 (9 l 1 I 107 

2011 Uns1ted Combmed Cycle #3 (9l 1,197 30% 25% 

I 
Unsited Combined Cycle #4 <

9l 

TOTALS= I 

1.107 

7,692 6,467 

I Table ES.1 

I 
I 
I 
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~--------------~~--~1 Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

(1) Additional information about these capacity changes and resulting reserve margins is found in Chapter Ill of this document. 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) The initial phase of the Fort Myers repowering project consists of the introduction of operational combustion turbines 
followed by taking existing steam units out-of-service. The second phase of repowering consists of completing the 
integration of the combustion turbines, heat reco\€ry steam generators, and steam turbines. 

(5) The initial phase of the Sanford repowering project consists solely of taking existing steam units # 4 and # 5 
out-of-service; combustion turbine operation is not introduced at this time. The second phase of the repowering 
consists of integrating the combustion turbines, heat recovery steam generators. and steam turbines. 

(6) These are firm capacity, shorter- term purchases. See Section I.D and III.A. for more details. 

(7) The values shown reflect the schedule for the repowering of Sanford Unit# 4 that was used in FPL's 2001 resource planning 
worl<. That schedule has recently changed. Please refer to Section III.A, "Step 1" for more information. The only 
resel'\e margin effect will be to lower FPL's Winter 2003 reserve margin from 31% to 29%. 

(8) The two CTs at Fort Myers are scheduled to be in-service in the Spring of 2003. Therefore, the CTs are included in the 

2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2004- on reserve margin included in the calculations 
for Summer and Winter. 

(9) All new combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-se!"I.Ace in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included 
in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin 
calculations for subsequent years. 

(10) FPL will be determining at a later date whether to extend or replace the UPS purchases (928 MW) from Southern Company. 
However, for purposes of this Site Plan, FPL has assumed that the 2010 needs would be met through the addition of unsited 
combined cycles. 

Florida Power & L1ght Company 8 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population 

of approximately 7.7 million people. FPL served an average of 3,935,281 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2001 . These customers were served from a 

variety of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non

utility-owned generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased 

power. 

I.A. FPL- Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial 

ownership of one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville. The 

current generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, six 

combined cycle units, twenty-one fossil steam units, fifty-six combustion gas turbines, 

and five diesel units. (Six of these fifty-six turbines are at Fort Myers and will be utilized 

later this year for the repowering project and another two of these fifty-six are at Martin 

and are planned to be used in a CT-to-CC conversion in 2005.) The location of these 

units is shown on Figure I.A.1 . 

The bulk transmission system is composed of 1,107 circuit miles of 500 Kilovolt {KV) 

lines (including 75 miles of 500 KV lines [two 37-1/2 mile lines] between Duval 

Substation and the Florida-Georg1a state line, which are jointly owned with 

Jacksonville Electric Authority) and 2,644 c1rcuit miles of 230 KV lines. The underlying 

network is composed of 1,578 circUit m1les of 138 KV lines, 717 circuit miles of 115 KV 

lines, and 164 circuit miles of 69 KV transmission lines. tntegration of the generation, 

transmission, and distribution system 1s achieved through FPL's 505 substations. 

The existing FPL system, including generatmg plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I A2. In addition, Figure I.A.3. shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

Florida Power & Light Company 11 
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Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2001) 

D Non-FPL Territory 

Summer 

Unit Name Unit Fuel Type Megawatts 

A Turkey Point 2 Nuclear 1,386 

B. St. Lucie • 2 Nuclear 1,553 

c. Manatee 2 Oil 1,619 

D. Ft. Myers 2 Oil 894 

E. Turkey Point 2 Oil/Gas BOO 

F. Cutler 2 Gas 213 

G. Lauderdale 2 Oil/Gas 854 

H. Port Everglades 4 Oil/Gas 1,240 

I. Riviera 2 Oil/Gas 567 

J. Martin 4 Gas/Oil 2,548 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 Oil/Gas 806 

L. Sanford 3 Oil/Gas 532 

M. Putnam 2 Oil/Gas 498 

N. St. Johns River • 2 Coal 254 

Scherer** Coal 658 

Peaking Units 2,206 

FPL Generation 16,628 

*Represents FPL's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2; St. Johns River: 20% of two units 

.... The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1 
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FPL Substation and Transmission 
System Configuration 

LEGEND 

500kV LINE 

230kV LINE 

- MAJOR TRANSMISSION STATIONS 

- POWER PLANTS 

0 NON-FPL TERRITORY 

Note: This map is not a complete representation of 
the FPL Bulk Transmission System. 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
(115 to 500KV) 
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I.B Non-Utility Generation 

Non-utility generation is an important part of FPL1
S resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with eight cogeneration/small power production facilities to purchase firm 

capacity and energy. A listing of these facilities appears in Table 1.8.1. In addition, FPL 

purchases as-available {non-firm) energy from several cogeneration facilities and small 

power production facilities as shown in Table 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, 

Waste, and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its 

primary energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other 

renewable resources. 

Florida Power & Light Company 15 
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Florida Power & Light Company 

Firm Capacity and Energy Contracts with 

Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 

In-
MW Service 

Project County Fuel Capacity Date 

Bio-Energy Broward Landfill Gas 10.0 5/1/98 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 50.6 4/1/91 

1.4 1/1/93 

1.5 1/1/95 

0.6 1/1/97 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 45.0 4/1/92 

7.0 1/1/93 

1.5 1/1/95 

2.5 1/1/97 

Royster Mulberry Polk Waste Heat 8.0 4/1/92 

1.0 12/1/95 

Cedar Bay Generating Duval Coal (CFB) 250.0 1/25/94 
Co. 

Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (PC) 330.0 12/22/95 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 43.5 4/1/92 

Florida Crushed Stone Hernando Coal (PC) 110.0 4/1/92 

11.0 1/1/94 

12.0 1/1/95 

Table 1.8.1 

Florida Power & Light Company 16 

End 
Date 

1/1/05 

8/1/09 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/10 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

3/31/02 

3/31/02 

12/31/24 

12/1/25 

3/31/10 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 
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As-Available Energy Purchases 
From Non-Utility Generators in 2001 

In-Service Energy 
Date (MWH) 

Delivered to 
Project County Fuel FPL in 2001 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagasse 2/80 4,473 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 5,686 

Okeelanta Palm Beach BagasseMlood 11/95 179,116 

Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 21,246 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By- Product 2/94 9,452 

Table 1.8.2 

I.C. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of 

encouraging cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 

through 2001 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

3,076 MW at the meter and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 19,713 GWH at 

the meter. 

FPL's current DSM Plan was approved by the Florida Public Service Commission in 

late 1999 and reflects FPL's new DSM Goals for the 2000 - 2009 time frame. FPL's 

2001 resource plan and the schedule for new generation additions presented in this 

document, are based on these approved DSM levels. 

Florida Power & Light Company 17 
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I.D. Purchased Power 

Purchased power remains an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a unit 

power sales (UPS) contract to purchase 928 MW, with a minimum of 380 MW, of coal

fired generation from the Southern Company. In addition, FPL has contracts with tl1e 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 382 MW (Summer) and 389 

MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) 

Unit Nos. 1 and 2 (FPL also has an ownership interest in these units; that ownership 

amount is reflected in FPL's mstalled capacity shown on Schedule 1 ). 

Finally, FPL has new firm capacity purchase contracts for the 2002 to early 2007 time 

period. These firm capacity purchase contracts are with a variety of suppliers. Table 

I.D.1 presents the Summer and Winter MW resulting from all firm purchased power 

contracts through the year 2011. 

FPL's Purchased Power MW (1J 

New Firm 
Capacity 

UPS SJRPP Purchases (JJ Total 
Year Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer 

2001 (2) 928 928 389 382 0 196 1317 1506 
2002 928 928 389 382 593 1093 1910 2403 
2003 928 928 389 382 1317 1164 2634 2474 
2004 928 928 389 382 1356 1164 2673 2474 
2005 928 928 389 382 1306 447 2623 1757 
2006 928 928 389 382 543 447 1860 1757 
2007 928 928 389 382 542 0 1859 1310 
2008 928 928 389 382 0 0 1317 1310 
2009 928 928 389 382 0 0 1317 1310 
2010 928 0 389 382 0 0 1317 382 
2011 0 0 389 382 0 0 389 382 
Note: 

(1) Total reflects total resource entitlerrents result1ng from existing agreerrents between 

FA.., Southern Corrpan1es, JEA, and from new firm purchase agreerrents. 
(2) Values for 2001 are actual. 
(3) A discussion of these new firm capacity purchases can also be found in Section III.A. 

Table 1.0.1 
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Schedule 1 

I Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2001 

I (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen.Max. Net Capability 1/ 
Un1t Unit Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Ret1rement Nameplate Summer W1nter 

I 
Plant 1\lame No. Location lYQg .Err.. 8.!1.. fu Alt Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Turkey Po1nt Dade County 
27/57S/40E 2 338 100 2,198 2,253 

I 1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 400 404 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 400 403 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

I 
4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 693 717 
1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

I 
Cutler Dade County 

27/55S/40E 236 500 213 216 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 71 71 

I 
6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 142 145 

Lauderdale Broward County 
30/50S/42E 1 863 972 1,694 1,804 

I 4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 521,250 425 443 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 521,250 429 447 
1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,736 420 457 

I 13-24 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 420 457 

Port Everglades City of Hollywood 

I 
23/50S/42E 1 665 086 1,660 1.701 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 221 222 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 221 222 

I 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 390 392 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 408 408 

1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 420 457 

I R1viera C1ty of Riviera Beach 
33/42S/43E 620 840 567 569 

I 
3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 283 283 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 284 286 

I 1/ These ratings are peak capab1l1ty. 

I 
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Page 2 of 3 
Schedule 1 

I 
Existing Generating Facilities I As of December 31, 2001 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. I Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen.Max. Net Capability 1/ 
Umt Umt Fuel Transport Days In-Service Ret1rement Nameplate Summer Wmter 

Plant Name No. Locat1on ~ .E!!.. A It .E!!.. Alt. Use MonthNear MonthNear KW MW MW 

Mart1n Martm County I 29/29S/38E 3 312 000 2 846 2 979 

1 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 863,000 814 826 

I 2 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 799 812 

3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 467 489 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 468 490 

8A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 362,000 298 362 

I 
St. Luc1e St Lucie County 

16/36S/41E 1 553 000 1 553 1 579 

I 1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 839 853 
2 21 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 714 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County I 
19/24S/36F 804 100 806 812 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 403 406 I 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-69 Unknown 402,050 403 406 

Sanford Volusia County I 16/19S/30E 1 022 450 532 528 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 144 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-72 Unknown 436,100 390 384 I 5 3/ ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-73 Unknown 436,100 0 0 

Putnam Putnam County I 16/10S/27E 580 000 498 §2Q 

1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 249 260 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 249 260 

I 
1/ These ratmgs are peak capability I 21 Total capability 1s 839/853 MW. Capabilities shown represent the company's share of the umt and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) 

and Flonda Mumc1pal Power Agency (FMPA) comb1ned portion of 14.89551%. 
3/ Th1s un1t was removed from service as part of the repowering project 

I 
I 
I 
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I Page 3 of 3 

Schedule 1 

I Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2001 

(1) (2} (3) {4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

I Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen.Max. Net Capab1hty 1/ 

Un1t Unit Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Summer W1nter 

Plant Name No. Locat1on _IyQg Pri. Alt .ED_ M. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

I Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E 2 388 250 1 530 1 668 

I 1 41 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Nov-58 Unknown 156,250 0 0 

2 4/ ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-69 Unknown 402,000 0 0 

1-12 CT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 636 690 

Repowenng CT A CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Oct-DO Unknown 181,000 149 163 

I Repowenng CT 8 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Nov-DO Unknown 181,000 149 163 

Repowenng CT C CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Dec-DO Unknown 181,000 149 163 

Repowermg CT D CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

Repowering CT E CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

I 
Repowenng CT F CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

Manatee Manatee 

County 1 726 600 1 619 1 633 

I 
18/33S/20E 

1 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 809 816 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 810 817 

I St. Johns River Duval County 

Power Park 2/ 12/15/28E 

(RPC4) 250 000 254 260 

I BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

2 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

I Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 

891 000 658 666 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 658 666 

I Total System as of December 31, 2001 = 16,628 17,188 

I 
I 1/ These rat1ngs are peak capability. 

21 The net capab1hty ratings represent Flonda Power & Light Company's share of Sl. Johns R1ver Park Unit No 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%.; S.IRPP receives coal by water (WA) in add1t1on to ra11. 

31 These rat1ngs represent Flonda Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit No. 4, adjusted for transmiSSIOn losses. 

I 4/ These units were removed from service as part of the repowenng project 

I 
I 

Florida Power & Light Company 21 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 32 of 222

(This page is left intentionally blank.} 

Florida Power & Light Company 22 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 33 of 222I 

I 
CHAPTER II 

I Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 

key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource Plan. The following 

pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

Tile primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition to these drivers, the resulting 

forecasts are an integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic 

development boards, weather assessments from NOAA, and inputs from FPL's own 

customer service planning areas. In the area of demographics, population trends by 

county, plus housing characteristics such as housing starts, housing size, and vintage of 

homes, are assessed. 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 

information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy use. 

In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household characteristics 

such as ages of members in household, number of members in households, and income 

distributions. 

The projections for the National and Florida economy are obtained from DRI-WEFA. 

Population projections for the counties served by FPL are obtained from the Bureau of 

Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. In addition, FPL 

actively participates with local development councils and universities to obtain their 

assessments of the local economy, specifically in the area of expansion of new businesses 

. and retention of the current business base. These inputs are quantified and qualified using 

statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity. 

Weather is a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand. Weather 

variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak demand. There are 

two sets of weather variables developed and used in forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree Days are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks. 

Florida Power & Light Company 25 
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The Cooling & Heating Degree Days are used to capture the changes in the electric usage 

of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric heaters. A composite 

temperature is derived using hourly temperatures across FPL's service territory (Miami, Ft. 

Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations from which temperatures 

are obtained) weighted by regional energy sales. This composite temperature is used to 

derive Cooling and Heating Degree Days which are based on starting point temperatures 

of 72°F and 66°F, respectively. Similarly, the maximum and minimum of the composite 

temperature is used for the Summer and Winter peak models. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2001 - 2020 and are adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results 

of these sales forecasts for the years 2002 - 2011 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 

which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models are developed for each 

revenue class using the statistical tool Metrix NO. The methodologies used to develop 

sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class are outlined below. 

The first five years of the forecasts were developed using monthly models for Net Energy 

For Load, Residential, Commercial and Industrial Sales. For the subsequent years the 

growth rates from the annual models are applied for Net Energy for Load and energy sales 

by class. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer 

forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. Residential electric usage per 

customer is estimated by using a regression model which contains the real residential price 

of electricity, Florida per capita income, and Cooling and Heating Degree Days as 

explanatory variables. The price of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage since 

electricity, like all other goods and services, will be purchased in greater or lesser 

quantities depending upon its price. The Cooling & Heating Degree Days are used to 

capture the changes in the electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air 

conditioners and electric heaters. The Cooling Degree Days variable is multiplied by the 

level of air conditioning saturations and the Heating Degree Days variable is multiplied by 

the level of electric heating saturations. To capture economic conditions the model 

Florida Power & Light Company 26 
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includes Florida's per capita income. The degree of economic prosperity can, and does, 

affect residential electricity sales. For the short-term period (first five years) a similar 

econometric model is developed using monthly data. The monthly model is a function of 

the same variables such as Cooling Degree Days, Heating Degree Days, price of 

electricity, Florida's total personal income and a dummy variable for the months of April, 

May and June along with an autoregressive term. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model for the long and 

short term. Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida's 

commercial employment, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree Days and an 

autoregressive term. Florida's commercial employment is used to capture the economic 

activity in FPL's service territory. The price of electricity is also included as an explanatory 

variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage. Cooling Degree Days 

are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. The first five years of 

the forecast are developed from a monthly model using the same explanatory variables, 

and for the following years, growth rates from the annual model are applied. 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales were forecasted through a linear multiple regression model using Florida 

manufacturing employment, the price of electricity and an autoregressive term as 

explanatory variables. Energy sales in this revenue class are primarily due to 

manufacturers; therefore, employment in this sector is a key variable in capturing the 

economic activity. The price of electricity is also included as an explanatory variable in the 

model because it has an impact on customer usage. The first five years of the forecast are 

developed from a monthly model using the same explanatory variables, and for the 

following years, growth rates from the annual model are applied. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

At present this class consists of sports fields and one government account. The forecast 

for this class is based on historical knowledge of its characteristics. 
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5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast of Street & Highway sales are was developed using a constant use per 

customer, which is multiplied by the number of customers projected. 

The growth in sales for Railroads & Railways are held constant since there are no plans for 

expansion. 

6. Resales Sales 

Resale (Wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. 

Contract Rate 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

(Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of the City of Key West, Florida 

(City of Key West), Metro-Dade County, and FMPA. Sales to the Florida Keys are 

forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted sales to the City of Key West are based 

on assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. Metro-Dade 

County sells 60 MW to Florida Power Corporation. Line losses are billed to Metro-Dade 

under a wholesale contract. The forecast is calculated based on assumptions about the 

magnitude of line losses, the sales monthly capacity factor, and the number of hours in a 

particular month. FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW for the period of June 2002 

through October 2007. 

Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. After an 

estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to generate a 

forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 
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II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the price of electricity, Heating & Cooling 

Degree Days, and Florida Non-Agricultural Employment. The Cooling Degree Days are 

multiplied by cooling saturation; similarly the Heating Degree Days are multiplied by 

heating saturation. The monthly model is similar except the economic variable utilized is 

Florida's per capita income, since the model is estimated on a per customer basis. Like the 

sales forecasts, the first five years are obtained from the short-term model and forecasts 

for subsequent years are generated using the growth rates from the annual model. 

Once an annual NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the 

results are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the 

total sales forecast. The sales by class are then adjusted to match the NEL from the 

annual NEL model. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2002- 2011 are presented in Schedule 3.3 which appears 

at the end of this chapter. (While the forecasted value for 2001 was used during the 2001 

IRP process, the form reflects the actual value for 2001.) 
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II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of a larger customer 

base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing patterns of 

customer behavior (including an increasing stock of electricity-consuming appliances), and 

more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the Peak Forecast models 

to capture these behavioral relationships. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed 

below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2002 -

2011 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. (While 

the forecasted value for 2001 was used during the 2001 IRP process, the form reflects the 

actual value for 2001.) 

System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The model is a per 

customer model that includes: the total number off FPL Summer customers, the price of 

electricity, real Florida income as an economic driver, and the maximum temperature as a 

weather variable. The model is estimated using an autoregressive term. 

System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, the Winter peak model is also an econometric 

model. The Winter peak model is a per customer model which consists of three weather

related variables: (1) the minimum temperature on the peak day, (2) a weather term which 

is a product of heating saturation and minimum Winter day temperature, and (3) Heating 

Degree Hours for the prior day until 9:00a.m. of the peak day. In addition, the model also 

has an economic term, Real Florida Income. A dummy variable, which is used to capture 

the effects of larger homes, is multiplied by the minimum temperature. 
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11.0 

Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2001 - 2020 period are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process is 

basically the same as for the monthly N EL forecast; and consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

historical monthly peaks to seasonal peak (Summer = April-October, Winter = 

November-March). 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive 

the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors 

remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 

The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2001 - 2020 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and used with forecasted monthly peaks, 

NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly forecast. The model allows calibration of 

hourly values where the peak is maintained or where both the peak and minimum load-to

peak ratio is maintained. 
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I 
Schedule 2.1 

History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class I 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

I 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Average•• Average KWH Average** Average KWH 
Members per No of Consumpt1on No. of Consumption 

Year PoQulation* Household GWH Customers Per Customer GWH Customers Per Customer I 
1992 6,375,204 2.19 34,198 2,911,807 11,745 26,991 350,269 77,058 

1993 6,486,127 2.18 36,360 2,975,479 12,220 28,508 358,679 79,481 
1994 6,660,137 2.19 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 366,409 81,729 

1995 6,806,337 2.20 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30,719 374,005 82,135 
I 

1996 6,948,942 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 380,860 81,949 

1997 7,105,582 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 388,906 84,703 

1998 7,249,617 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 396,749 87,255 I 
1999 7,412,734 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 

2000 7,603,543 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 415,295 89,096 

2001 7,749,031 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 426,573 88,989 I 
2002 7,891,055 2.22 49,065 3,552,211 13,813 38,360 433,999 88,387 

2003 8,029,615 2.22 51,340 3,616,387 14,196 39,745 444,604 89,395 

2004 8,164,713 2.22 53,568 3,676,476 14,570 40,913 456,688 89,587 

2005 8,296,344 2.22 55,902 3,739,451 14,949 42,018 468.420 89,702 I 
2006 8,433,429 222 58,241 3,801,791 15,319 43,210 479,587 90,098 

2007 8,570,515 2.22 59,857 3,858,417 15,513 44,317 488,478 90,724 

2008 8,709,688 2.23 61,401 3,912,926 15,692 45,391 497,099 91,313 I 
2009 8,850,948 2.23 62,961 3,966,369 15,874 46,461 505,533 91,905 

2010 8,992,209 2.24 64,628 4,018,926 16,081 47,571 513,718 92,602 

2011 9,134,785 2.24 66,282 4,070,702 16,283 48,478 521,756 92,913 I 
• Populat1on represents only the area served by FPL. 

"" Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Florida Power & Light Company 32 

I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 43 of 222I 

I 
Schedule 2.2 

I History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

I 
(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total*"* 

Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to 

I 
Average* Average KWH & Highway Public Ultimate 

No of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers 
Year GWH Customers Per Customer GWH GWH GWH GWH 

I 
1992 4,054 14,788 274,135 77 353 721 66,393 
1993 3,889 14,866 261,602 79 330 665 69,830 
1994 3,845 15,588 246,658 85 353 664 73,608 
1995 3,883 15,140 256,481 84 358 648 76,248 
1996 3,792 14,783 256,515 83 368 577 77,334 

I 1997 3,894 14,761 263,830 85 383 702 79,855 
1998 3,951 15,126 261,233 81 373 625 85,131 
1999 3,948 16,040 246,112 79 473 465 84,676 

I 2000 3,768 16,410 229,592 81 408 381 87,959 
2001 4,091 15,445 264,872 86 419 67 90,212 

2002 3,947 15,147 260,552 81 417 61 91,930 

I 2003 3,960 15,176 260,942 81 428 60 95,615 

2004 3,969 15,143 262,106 82 438 60 99,030 

2005 3,971 15,105 262,875 82 446 60 102,479 

2006 3,977 15,077 263,746 83 455 60 106,024 

I 2007 3,974 15,122 262,795 83 461 60 108,752 

2008 3,956 15,168 260,821 83 468 60 111,360 
2009 3,933 15,213 258,530 84 474 60 113,973 

I 2010 3,912 15,259 256,386 84 481 60 116,736 
2011 3,891 15,305 254,215 85 487 60 119,282 

*Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

I 
**GWH=Column 4 +Column 7 +Column 10 +Column 13 +Column 14 +Column 15. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption I 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) I 
Ut1lity Net• Average** 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average ... 

Resale losses For load Other Number of I 
Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers 

1992 702 6,002 73,097 4,374 3,281,238 

1993 958 4,988 75,776 3,086 3,352,110 

1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,560 3,422,187 
I 

1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,460 3,488,796 

1996 1,353 5,984 84,671 2,480 3,550,748 

1997 1,228 5,770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 
I 

1998 1,326 6,205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 I 
2002 1,207 7,021 100,158 2,805 4,004,161 

2003 1,425 7,373 104,414 2,872 4,079,038 

2004 1,446 7,567 108,042 2,931 4,151,237 I 
2005 1,463 7,831 111,772 2,985 4,225,960 

2006 1,482 8,097 115,602 3,036 4,299,491 

2007 1,415 7,990 118,157 3,077 4,365,095 I 
2008 1,081 8,108 120,549 3,116 4,428,309 

2009 1,081 7,869 122,922 3,155 4,490,271 

2010 1,081 7,631 125,448 3,193 4,551,096 

2011 1,081 7,149 127,512 3,231 4,610,993 I 
* GWH =Column 16 +Column 17 +Column 18 

... Average Number of Customers IS the annual average of the twelve month values. 

*** Total= Column 5 + Column 8 + Column 11 + Column 20 I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Res1dent1al C/lload C/1 Net F1rm 

Year Total Wholesale Reta1l Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservat1on Demand 

1992 14,661 223 14,438 0 234 151 248 51 14,179 

1993 15,266 397 14,869 0 311 182 320 79 14,635 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 14,433 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 15,315 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 1?, 119 

1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 15,566 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 16,800 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 16,443 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 16,585 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 798 673 483 463 17,473 

2002 19,131 146 18,985 0 805 83 487 39 17,717 

2003 19,765 223 19,542 0 810 125 497 59 18,274 

2004 20,226 225 20,002 0 817 167 507 79 18,656 

2005 20,719 227 20,493 0 824 211 517 99 19,068 

2006 21,186 227 20,959 0 829 255 525 120 19,457 

2007 21,556 227 21,329 0 834 300 533 140 19,749 

2008 21,870 152 21,718 0 839 347 541 159 19,984 

2009 22,271 152 22,119 0 842 394 547 179 20,309 

2010 22,687 152 22,535 0 844 410 548 185 20,700 

2011 23,106 152 22,954 0 844 410 548 185 21,119 

Historical Values (1992- 2001): 

Gals. (2)- (4) are actual values for historical summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and may 

incorporate the effects of load control 1f load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Gals. (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabilities start1ng from January 1988. 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are Incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD-LC. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand" 1f the load control values had def1n1tely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 

denved by the formula: (10) = (2) -(6) -(8}. 

Projected Values (2002- 2011): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservat1on or cumulative load control. The effects of conservat1on implemented 

pnor to 2001 are Incorporated into the forecast. 

Cols. (5)- (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and are based 

on project1ons with a 1/2001 starling point. 
Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control IS Implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10) 1s denved by us1ng the formula: (10) = (2)- (5)- (6)- {7)- (8)- (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Ftrm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1992/93 12,964 102 12,862 0 242 195 275 48 

1993/94 12,594 278 12,316 0 317 231 342 67 

1994/95 16,563 635 15,928 0 393 265 360 93 

1995/96 18,096 698 17,398 0 459 310 406 143 
1996/97 16,490 626 15,864 0 731 368 418 154 

1997/98 13,060 239 12,821 0 823 403 429 168 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 1,218 438 417 182 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 18,199 150 18,049 0 972 493 448 201 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 1,081 534 489 242 

2002/03 19,551 121 19,430 0 1,085 78 458 22 

2003/04 19,976 198 19,779 0 1,093 104 464 30 

2004/05 20,418 199 20,218 0 1,102 128 470 38 

2005/06 20,854 199 20,654 0 1,109 153 476 48 

2006/07 21,204 199 21,005 0 1 '116 177 481 57 

2007/08 21,538 124 21,414 0 1,123 200 486 66 

2008/09 21,966 124 21,841 0 1,129 223 491 75 

2009/10 22,366 124 22,242 0 1,134 245 494 82 

2010/11 22,785 124 22,661 0 1,134 245 494 82 

Historical Values (1992/93- 2001/02): 

Cols. (2)- (4) are actual values for htstoncal winter peaks. As such, they Incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and may 
incorporate the effects of load controltf load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Frrm Demand. 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabihttes startmg from January 1988. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are mcorporated into Col (8), which also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD - LC. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Ftrm Demand" if the load control values had deftnitely been exerctsed on the peak. Col. (10) 1s 
denved by the formula: (10):;: (2) -(6) -(8). 

Projected Values (2002/03 - 2010/11 ): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2001 are incorp0rated mto the forecast. 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent all incremental conservatton and cumulattve load control. These values are projected August values and are based 
on projecttons wtth a 1/2001 starttng point. 
Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservatton and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by ustng the formula. (10) = (2)- (5)- (6)- (7)- (8)- (9) 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Sales for 

Residential C/1 Resale Ut1hty Use Net Energy 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Reta11 GWH & Losses For Load 

1992 73,778 460 221 73,076 702 6,002 73,097 

1993 76,632 553 303 75,674 958 4,988 75,776 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 

1995 85,415 777 677 83.978 1,437 6,276 83,961 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 

1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 

1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 

2000 99,094 1,674 1,431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 

2001 101,736 1,789 1,542 100,765 970 7,222 98,4D4 

2002 100,158 58 15 98,951 1,2D7 7,021 1DD,D85 

2003 104,414 156 47 102,988 1,425 7,373 104,211 

2004 108,D42 256 80 106,597 1,446 7,567 107,706 

2005 111,772 358 115 110,310 1,463 7,831 111,299 

2006 115,602 462 150 114,121 1,482 8,097 114,990 

2D07 118,157 568 184 116,743 1,415 7,990 117,405 

2D08 120,549 675 216 119,468 1,D81 8,108 119,658 

2D09 122,922 785 247 121.842 1,D81 7,869 121,890 

2D10 125,448 830 262 124,367 1 ,D81 7,631 124,356 

2D11 127,512 830 262 126,432 1,D81 7,149 126,420 

Historical Values (1992 - 2001 ): 

Col. (2) represents denved "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM". The values are calculated usmg the formula. (2) =(3) + (4) + (8). 

Cols. (3) & (4) are DSM values starting in January, 1988 through 2001 wh1ch contnbuted to the values in Cols (5)- (9). 

Cols (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load m Col (2) mto Reta11 and Wholesale . 
Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (8) from this page and Col (2), ftTotal", from Schedule 3.1. (9) = ((8)*1 ODD) I ((2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2002 - 2011 ): 

Col (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values The values are calculated us1ng the formula: (2) =(3) + (4) + (8). 

Cols. (3)- (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from •ncremental conservation. 

Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load 1n Col (2) •nto Wholesale and Retail. 

Col. (9) 1s calculated us1ng Col. (2) from th1s page and Col (2) "Tatar-. from Schedule 3 1. (9) = ((8)*1 OOD) I ((2) * 8760) 
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Schedule4 I 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month I 
(1) (2} (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2001 2002. 2003. 

ACTUAL FORECAST 
Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

FORECAST I Total 
Peak Demand NEL 

MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 18,199 8,074 18,968 7,375 19,551 7,708 I 
FEB 13,268 6,541 16,070 6,859 16,563 7,190 

MAR 

APR 

14,611 7,442 14,353 7,368 

15,831 7,797 15,645 7,683 

14,793 7,703 I 16,163 8,020 

MAY 

JUN 

16,280 7,722 17,373 8,442 

18,342 9,476 18,218 9,299 

17,948 8,810 

I 18,821 9,690 

JUL 17,803 9,120 18,727 9,710 19,347 10,110 

AUG 18,754 10,086 19,131 9,881 19,765 10,263 I 
SEP 18,707 9,413 18,494 9,608 19,107 9,982 

OCT 

NOV 

15,971 8,185 17,266 8,578 

13,781 7,217 15,721 7,737 

17,837 8,927 I 
16,204 8,068 

DEC 

TOTALS 

14,590 7,331 16,317 7,618 

98,404 100,158 

16,818 7,942 

I 104,414 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and tncremental conservat1on. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's and has 

since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added. The 

timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, are 

determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied this 

process in its 2001 planning work. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans; 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of the 

competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps - determining the magnitude and 

timing of FPL's resource needs - is essentially a determination of how many 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity options are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is often 

referred to as a reliability assessment for the utility system. 

Step 1 starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding 

forecasted loads, but also with other information which is used in many of the 

fundamental steps in resource planning. Examples of this new information include: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and 

power plant capability and reliability assumptions. Three assumptions made by 

FPL during its 2001 IRP work involved near-term construction capacity additions, 

near-term firm capacity purchase additions, and long-term DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions included FPL's announced plans to add near-term 

capacity through various construction projects. These construction projects include 

the repowering of several existing units and the addition of several new CT's. FPL 

committed in 1998 to repower both existing steam units at its Fort Myers plant site 

and two of the three existing steam units at its Sanford plant site. These two 

repowering efforts will add significant capacity to FPL's system and will greatly 

increase the efficiency of the capacity at those two sites. The repowered Fort 

Myers capacity is scheduled to come in-service by the Summer, 2002. CT's, which 

are components of the repowering effort, began coming in-service at Fort Myers in 

late 2000 and through their initial operation in a stand-alone mode have already 

increased FPL's system capacity. A somewhat different schedule is planned for 

the two Sanford units which will be repowered. Both of these units will be 

repowered without the combustion turbine components coming in-service during 

the process. Sanford Unit# 5 came out-of-service in the Fall, 2001, and will return 

fully repowered by Summer, 2002. Sanford Unit# 4 was projected to come out-of

service in the Spring, 2002, and was assumed to return fully repowered at the end 

of 2002. As a result of this commitment, FPL assumed that these capacity 

additions resulting from the Fort Myers and Sanford repowerings were a "given" in 

its 2001 resource planning work. 
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Another part of FPL's construction capacity addition assumption was its previously 

announced (in last year's Site Plan) decision to add two new CT's 2003 at FPL's 

existing Fort Myers site. FPL's 2001 resource planning work assumed that these 

new CT construction capacity additions would also be a "given". 

The second of these assumptions involved a decision which was made during 

FPL's 2000 resource planning work to secure an amount of capacity for the next 

few years through firm capacity, short-term purchases. These firm capacity 

purchases are from a combination of utility and independent power producers. 

These capacity purchases were not finalized at the time FPL filed last year's 

(2001) Site Plan, but were finalized later in 2001. The total capacity and duration of 

these purchase totals are both greater than projected in last year's Site Plan. The 

annual total capacity values for these purchases are presented in Table 1.0.1. 

These purchase amounts are also assumed as a "given" in FPL's 2001 resource 

planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involved DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource 

planning work has I.Jsed the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM goals as 

a "given" in its analyses. This was again the case in FPL's 2001 planning work as 

its recently approved new DSM goals through the year 2009 were taken as a 

given. 

The first place in which these assumptions and much of the other updated 

information and assumptions are used is the first fundamental step: the 

determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource needs. This 

determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are typically 

based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 15% 

(FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 days/year criteria. Both of these criteria are commonly 

used throughout the utility industry. The reserve margin criterion increases from 

15% to 20% starting in mid - 2004 due to a voluntary agreement reached among 

FPL, FPC, and TECO, and accepted by the FPSC in the FPSC's Docket No. 

981890-EU. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analyses. The calculation of excess firm capacity at 

the annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this 
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relatively simple calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of how well a generating system can meet its native load during peak 

periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account probabilistic

related elements such as: unit reliability; unit numbers and sizes (i.e., two 50 MW 

units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in regard 

to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit w~lich can a.lso be counted on to 

run 90% of the time); and the value of being part of an interconnected system. 

Therefore, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide additional 

information on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of 

probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. 

Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, 

LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand 

(i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to 

reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 

year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability 

of individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated 

calculation methodology than does reserve margin analysis. Reserve margin 

analyses are typically carried out on a spreadsheet. The more complicated LOLP 

analyses are carried out usrng the Tie Line Assistance and Generation Reliability 

(TIGER) model. 

The end result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of 

how many MW are needed to ma1ntarn system reliability and of when the MW are 

needed. This information rs used rn the second fundamental step: identifying 

resource options and resource plans which can meet the determined magnitude 

and timing of FPL's resource needs 
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Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans Which Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource 

planning generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. 

During Step 2, feasibility analyses of new capacity options are carried out to 

determine which new capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's 

system. These analyses also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected 

construction I permitting schedules, and operating parameters and costs. 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource 

plans which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, 

resource plans are created by combining individual resource options so that the 

timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. The creation of these 

competing resource plans is typically carried out using dynamic programming 

techniques. 

In recent years, FPL's analysis of new capacity options in its annual resource 

planning work has included only FPL construction options. The earliest date new 

capacity options were projected to be needed was in 2005. Prior to the 2001 

planning cycle, the 2005 date was distant enough so that no actual 

construction/purchase decision was needed. However, in 2001, that was no longer 

the case. Furthermore, the type of new units FPL had been projecting for 

construction (combined cycle units) are among those addressed in the Florida 

Public Service Commission's "Bidding Rule" and thus require the issuance of a 

Request for Proposals (RFP) for meeting this capacity need. 

FPL issued a Capacity RFP in mid- August of 2001. The RFP sought 1,150 MW 

of additional capacity by mid- 2005 and another 600 MW of additional capacity by 

mid - 2006. Fifteen (15) developers submitted one or more proposals in response 

to the RFP. In all, 81 proposals from these developers were evaluated along with 

13 FPL construction options. Consequently, a much larger than usual number of 

generation options were evaluated in FPL's 2001 planning work. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step in 2001, a 

number of different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of 
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Step 3: 

a magnitude and timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were identified. 

These resource plans were then compared on an economic basis. 

Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental Steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource 

options have been identified, and these resource options have been combined into 

a number of resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's 

resource needs. The stage is set for comparing the system economics of these 

resource plans. FPL combines the resource options into resource plans using the 

EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) computer model from 

the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone & Webster Management 

Consultants, Inc. The EGEAS model is also used to perform the basic economic 

analyses of the resource plans. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total 

system economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of the 

competing resource plans is the competing resource plans' impact on FPL's 

electricity rate levels with the intent of minimizing FPL's levelized system average 

rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). However, in cases such as 

existed for FPL's 2001 planning work in which the DSM contribution was taken as 

a "given" and the only competing options were new generating units or purchases, 

comparisons of competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on 

system revenue requirements are equivalent. Consequently, for FPL's 2001 

resource planning work, the competing options and plans were evaluated on a 

present value system revenue requirement basis. 

The basic economics analyses carried out with the EGEAS model focus on the 

capital and operating costs of new capacity options plus the impact these new 

capacity options have on FPL's system fuel costs. In FPL's 2001 analyses, three 

other costs were also evaluated. These three additional costs were: generator 

startup costs, transmission integration costs, and equity penalty costs. Once these 

three costs were calculated for the competing resource plans, they were added to 

the EGEAs costs to derive total costs. 

In addition to FPL's own work that was carried out with the EGEAS model, an 

independent evaluator, Sedway Consulting, performed its own analyses of the 
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Step 4: 

outside proposals and FPL construction options. Sedway Consulting utilized its 

won Response Surface Model (RSM) to perform its basic economic analyses, then 

added in the generator startup costs, transmission integration costs, and equity 

penalty costs utilized by FPL. Finally Sedway Consulting used its RSM-derived 

estimate of residual benefits for FPL's constnJction options to derive its own total 

cost projections for the competing resource plans. Sedway Consulting's analyses 

came to the same conclusion as FPL analyses: FPL's Martin Conversion project 

and Manatee CC unit were the most cost-effective alternatives. 

At the conclusion of the analyses carried out in Step 3, a determination of FPL's 

preferred resource plan was made. 

Finalizing FPL's 2001 Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps' activities were evaluated by 

FPL management and a decision was made as to what FPL's 2001 resource plan 

would be. This plan is presented in the following section. 

This evaluation focused both on the economics of the competing resource plans 

and on various non - price factors that essentially address risks associated with 

these plans. Both the economics and risk considerations favored the construction 

of the Manatee and Martin units. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capactty addttions/changes for 2002 through 2011 

are depicted in Table 111.8.1. (The planned DSM additions are shown separately in Table 

III.C.1.) These capacity additions/changes will result from a variety of actions including: 

changes to existing units (which are typtcally achteved as a result of plant component 

replacements during major overhauls), changes in the amounts of purchased power being 

delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules or by entering into new 

purchase contracts, repowering of existing units, projected construction of new units, and 

conversion of CT's into CC's. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the bulk of the capacity additions are made up of the following 

items: the repowering of both existing steam units at FPL's Fort Myers site by Summer, 

2002; a similar repowering of FPL's Sanford Unit # 5 and # 4 projected by the Summer, 
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2002, and the end of 2002, respectively; the construction of two new CT's by mid - 2003, 

the conversion of tw'o CT's into a larger CC unit in 2005 at FPL's Martin site; the addition of 

a new CC unit also in 2005 at FPL's Manatee site, new firm capacity, shorter-term 

purchases through early 2007; and the construction of four additional unsited CC units in 

the 2007 through 2011 time frame. 1 (Note that during FPL's 2001 resource planning work 

the projected schedule for repowering Sanford Unit# 4 was for the unit to come off-line in 

March, 2002 and return to service in December, 2002. These dates have recently been 

changed to August, 2002 and June, 2003, respectively. This schedule change has no . 

effect on the 2002 Summer reserve margin shown in this document, but will lower FPL's 

Winter 2003 reserve margin from approximately 28% to 26%.) 

The number of CC units which are projected to be built in FPL's 2002 Site Plan has 

decreased compared to the number of CC units shown in the 2001 Site Plan. This is due to 

the fact that the projected capacity of the new CC units has approximately doubled {i.e., 

approximately 1,100 MW from 550 MW) from last year's projections due to a preferred new 

design approach that utilizes 4 CT's instead of 2 CT's for each CC unit. 

As first presented in last year's site plan, this site plan also shows capacity additions 

needed in 2010 to replace approximately 930 MW of firm capacity purchases from the 

Southern Company that are scheduled to end in 2010. The end of these purchases 

requires FPL to replace this capacity, as well as to meet projected load growth for 201 0, in 

a way which meets a minimum 20% reserve margin requirement. While FPL has not yet 

determined whether it would extend or replace these purchases, or build new capacity to 

meet its needs, for purposes of this Site Plan it was assumed that the 2010 needs would 

be met through the addition of unsited CC units. 

1 FPL's current planmng studieS have identified new combmed cycle umts as the generally preferred opbon to meet future load 
growth However. repowering of ex1st1ng FPL sites remains an alternative to new construction, and FPL w1ll continue to examine this 
option. 
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Projected Capacity Changes for FPL (t) 

Net Cag_acit~ Changes (MWJ 

Winter fl) Summer (J) 

2002 Fort Myers Repowering:Second Phase <
4

J (1) 35 
Sanford Repowering # 5: Initial Phase <5J (390) ---

Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase <5J --- 567 
Sanford Repowering # 4: Initial Phase <5> --- (390) 
Changes to existing units 10 30 
New purchases (SJ 593 897 
Changes to existing QF's --- (9) 

2003 Fort Myers Repowering:Second Phase 531 ---
Sanford Repowering # 5: Second Phase 1,065 ---
Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase(?) 675 957 
Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers (B) --- 318 
Changes to existing QF's (9) ---
Changes to existing units 20 ---
New purchases (bJ 724 71 

2004 Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers 362 ---
New purchases <

6
J 39 ---

2005 Changes to existing QF's (1 0) (1 0) 
New purchases <

6
> (50) (717) 

Manatee Combined Cycle --- 1 '107 
Conversion of MR CT's to CC --- 789 

2006 Manatee Combined Cycle 1,197 
Conversion of MR CT's to CC 835 ---
New purchases <

6
> (763) ---

Changes to existing QF's (133) (133) 

2007 New purchases <
6

> --- (447) 
Unsited Combined Cycle #1 <

9
> 1 '107 

2008 New purchases <
6

> (543) 
Unsited Combined Cycle #1 <

9
J 1 '197 ---

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle #2 <
9

> --- 1,107 
Changes to existing QF's (51) (51) 

2010 Changes to existing purchases <
10

J --- (975) 
Unsited Combined Cycle #2 <

9
) 1 '197 ---

Unsited Combined Cycle #3 <
9

> --- 1 '1 07 

2011 Unsited Combined Cycle #3 <
9

> 1 '197 ---
Unsited Combined Cycle #4 <

9
> --- 1 '107 

TOTALS= 7,692 6,467 

Table 111.8.1 
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Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 
Note: 

(1) Additional information about these capacity changes and resulting reserw margins IS found in Chapter Ill of this document. 

(2) Winter Vcllues are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) The initial phase of the Fort Myers repowering project consists of the introduction of operational combustion turbmes 
followed by taking existing steam units out-of-serv~ce. The second phase of repowering consists of completing the 
integration of the combustJon turbines, heat recovery steam generators, and steam turbines. 

(5) The initial phase of the Sanford repowering project consists solely of taking exist1ng steam units # 4 and # 5 
out-of-serv~ce; combustion turbine operation is not introduced at this time. The second phase of the repowering 
consists of integrating the combustion turbmes, heat recovery steam generators, and steam turbines. 

(6) These are firm capacity, short- term purchases. See Section 1.0 and III.A. for more details. 

(7) The values shown reflect the schedule for the repowering of Sanford Unit# 4 that was used in FPL's 2001 resource planning 
work. That schedule has recently changed. Please refer to Section Ill. A. "Step 1" for more information. The only 
reserw margin effect will be to lower FPL's Winter 2003 reseP.e margin from 31% to 29%. 

(8) The two CTs at Fort Myers are scheduled to be 1n-service in the Spring of 2003. Therefore, the Cis are included in the 

2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are Included in the 2004 -on reserve margin included in the calculations 
for Summer and Winter. 

(9) All new combmed cycle units are scheduled to be in-service 1n June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included 
in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter resel'\e margin 

calculations for subsequent years. 

(10) FPL will be determining at a later date whether to extend or replace the UPS purchases (928 MW) from Southern Company. 
Howe\rer, for purposes of this Site Plan, FPL has assumed that the 2010 needs would be met through the addition of unsited 
combined cycles. 
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III.C Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. FPL's Current DSM Programs 

FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program which is 

designed to assist residential customers in understanding how to make their 

homes more energy-efficient through the installation of conservation 

measures/practices. 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient ceiling insulation in residential dwellings that utilize whole-house 

electric air-conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and 

energy conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air 

conditioning duct systems and by the repair of those leaks by qualified contractors. 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to 

purchase higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On CaH): This program offers load control of 

major appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for 

monthly electric bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and 

construction of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak 

demand and energy consumption. 

Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in 

both new and existing commercial and industrial facilities by identifying DSM 

opportunities and providing recommendations to the customer. 
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Commercial/Industrial Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning: This 

program encourages the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilating, and air 

conditioning (HVAC) systems in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 

customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not· 

covered by other FPL programs. 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand by 

controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand 

or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program 

was closed to new participants in 2000). 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program (which started in 

2001) is similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control mentioned above by 

continuing the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 

200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in 

exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient building envelope measures such as window 

treatments and roof/ceiling insulation for commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning 

units to both small, non-demand-billed and medium, demand -billed 

commercial/industrial customers in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

2. Research and Development 

FPL's DSM Plan continues to support research and development activities. Historically, 

FPL has performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such 

activities not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but also 

through individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of 

tecl1nologies which build on prior FPL research where applicable and will expand the 

research to new and promising technologies as they emerge. 
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Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of 

technologies and from that research has been able to develop new programs such 

as Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and 

Business On Call. 

Low Income Weatherization Retrofit Project 

This R&D project is investigating cost-effective methods of increasing the energy 

efficiency of FPL's low - income customers. The research project addresses the 

needs of low- income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various 

housing authorities including weatherization agency providers (WAPS), and non

weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS). These incentives are used by the 

housing authorities to leverage their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency 

of the homes they are retrofitting. FPL either conducts a home energy survey, 

trains housing authority employees to perform FPL home energy surveys, accepts 

the National Energy Audit (NEAT) (as supplemented to capture water heating 

recommendations not inciiJded in the NEAT audit), or approves similar FPL -

approved audits conducted by weatherization providers to determine the need for 

energy efficient retrofit measures for each home. FPL has designed the project so 

as to minimize extra work for the retrofit housing authorities. 

Photovoltaic Research, Development and Education Project 

Photovoltaic (PV) roof-tile systems are a relatively new technology which directly 

replaces existing roofing materials such as shingles and standing-rib roofing with 

PV materials. These PV materials have the same water - proofing characteristics 

as conventional roofing materials. This project is consistent with the Federal 

Government's Million Solar Roofs initiative. However, based on FPL's research to

date, a primary hurdle to the physical installation of PV systems, whether roofing 

materials or flat plate modules, is the lack of awareness, understanding, and 

acceptance by local building officials. For the most part, these officials are unclear 

about how these systems work and how to address these systems as part of the 
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building, permitting, and inspection process. This creates barriers toward the use 

of this technology. 

Green Energy Project 

FPL finished an R&D project addressing customer acceptance of green energy 

where donations were used as the funding mechanism for the purchase and 

installation of utility- grid connected PV systems. This project raised in excess of 

$89,500 and a 10.1 kW (de) PV system has been constructed at FPL's Martin 

power plant site. 

FPL is now investigating potential customer acceptance of green pricing rates in its 

Green Energy Project. Under this project, FPL is examining the feasibility of 

purchasing electric energy generated from new renewable resources including 

solar-powered technologies, biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low 

impact hydroelectric energy, and/or other renewable resources. Participating 

customers would then be charged rugher "green" electric rates for utilizing electric 

energy derived from these sources. 

FPL's Request for Proposals (RFP) solicitation previously mentioned in Section 

II I.A. also included a separate request for proposals that would supply energy only 

(MWH} from new, renewable energy sources. Several proposals were received in 

response to the RFP and the proposals are now being evaluated. This evaluation 

will determine whether the proposals are suitable for providing renewable energy 

that could be offered in a Green Energy program. A decision on this is expected by 

mid- 2002. 

Real-Time Pricing 

Although not part of FPL's approved DSM Plan, FPL continues to research new 

conservation/efficiency opt1ons such as Real-Time Pricing. This option is an 

experimental service offering for large C/1 customers designed to evaluate 

customer load response to hourly, marginal cost-based energy prices provided on 

a day-ahead basis. 
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3. FPL's DSM MW Goals 

FPL's DSM implementation plan is designed to meet currently approved DSM Goals for 

2000 - 2009. The combined total residential and commercial/industrial Summer MW 

reduction values from FPL's DSM Goals for 2000 - 2009 are presented 1n Table lii.C.1. 

FPL has already implemented approximately 2, 790 MW at the meter of DSM through 2001. 

FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 

(At the Meter) 

Cumulati"ve 
Summer 

Year MW 
2000 122 
2001 200 
2002 269 
2003 339 
2004 410 
2005 484 
2006 554 
2007 625 
2008 697 
2009 765 

Table III.C.1 

III.D Independent Power Producers Generation Additions 

As previously mentioned in Section III.A, FPL has entered into a number of new firm 

capacity, shorter- term purchases that extend through early 2007. The capacity supplied 

by these purchases are summarized in Table 1.0.1. All but 50 MW of these purchases are 

from independent power producers. 

Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present the previously contracted cogeneration/small power 

production facilities which are addressed in FPL's resource planning. 

Florida Power & Light Company 56 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 67 of 222I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

III.E Transmission Plan 

OWNER 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

The 2002 - 2011 transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required 

capacity and energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents 

FPL's proposed future additions of 230 kV and 500 kV bulk transmission lines. 

List of Proposed Power Lines 
2002-2011 

NET NOMINAL 
NEW COMMERCIAL OPERATING 

LINE TERMINAL LINE TERMINAL CIRCUIT IN~SERVICE VOLTAGE 
(FROM) (TO} MILES DATE (MoNR) (KV) 

Fort Myers GT's Orange River 2.56 Mar-02 230 
Greynolds {Aventura) Laudania 6.70 Mar-02 230 

Brevard Malabar #2 25.79 Jun-02 230 
Brevard Malabar #3 25.79 Jun-02 230 

Broward-Corbett Marymount-Yamato 0.25 Jun-03 230 
Broward-Corbett Rainberry-Yamato 10.50 Jun-03 230 
Broward-Goolsby Yamato 2.50 Jun-03 230 

Cortez Johnson 11.00 Jun-03 230 
Delmar Yamato 2.00 Jun-03 230 

Duvai-Kingsland Yulee-Oneil 6.50 Jun-03 230 
Midway Turnpike 2.00 Jun-03 230 

Ch arlotte-Laurelwood Coast-Peachland 6.70 Dec-03 230 
Andytown Pennsuco 2.00 Jun-04 230 

Dade Overt own 11.00 Jun-04 230 
Indiantown Martin #2 11.80 Jun-05 230 

Conservation Oakland Park 13.00 Jun-07 230 
Conservation Levee 36.00 Jun-08 500 

TabJe III.E.1 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect FPL's projected capacity 

additions to the system transmission grid. These transmission facilities for the projected capacity 

additions at FPL's existing Fort Myers, Sanford, Martin, and Manatee sites are described below. 

Since the projected capacity additions for 2007 through 2011 are as-yet unsited, no transmission 

facilities information is provided. This information will be provided in future Site Plan documents 

once a site is selected. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The transmission work required for the repowering capacity addition at Fort Myers is as 

follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Substation work is complete. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Transmission work is complete. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities at Sanford 

The transmission work required for the repowering capacity additions at Sanford is as 

follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Substation work is complete. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Volusia #2 transmission line to 1475 Amps. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The transmission work required for the two new CT units at Fort Myers is projected to be 

as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build one collector bus with 2 breakers each to connect 2 CT's on each one. Add 

another breaker to the collector bus to connect the start-up transformer. 

2.. Add the two main step-up transformers (200MVA/each), one for each CT. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Disconnect the existing Fort Myers GT collector bus from the Fort Myers 230kV 

switch yard. 

5. Add two breakers at Orange River 230 kV substation to connect the new line from 

the Fort Myers GT collector bus. 

6. Connect the new Fort Myers collector bus to the Fort Myers 230kV switchyard. 

7. Connect the Fort Myers collector bus to the Fort Myers 230kV switch yard. 

8. Replace 4 breakers at the existing Fort Myers 230 kV switchyard. 

9. Add relay and other protective equipment at Fort Myers and Orange River 

substations. 

II. Transmission: 

1. 

2. 

Build a new 230 kV line from the Fort Myers GT collector bus to Orange River 

(approximately 2.57 miles) similar to the existing circuits which are bundle 2-1431 

ACSR 2580 Amps (1028 MVA) each. 

Add protection and control equipment for the new line. 
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III.E.4 Transrr1ission Facilities at Manatee 

The transmission work required for the new combined cycle unit at Manatee is projected to 

be as follows: 

II. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 7 breakers to connect 

the four CT's, one ST, and the two start-up transformers. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collectors and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-200MVA, 450MVA) one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add the start-up transformers. 

5. Add two breakers in bay# 6 to connect the collector bus at the Manatee 

switch yard. 

6. Add three breakers in bay# 5 at the Manatee switchyard to connect the other 

collector bus and a new transmission line to Johnson # 2. 

7. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

8. Upgrade 230kV circuit breakers to 2 cycle Independent Pole breakers at Manatee 

switch yard. 

9. Add a new line terminal at Johnson. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct 230kV Manatee-Johnson# 2 transmission line. 

2. Add protection and control equipment for the new lines. 

3. Upgrade the Johnson- JohnsonTap 138kV transmission line to 656 Amps. 

4. Upgrade the Charlotte- Fort Myers 230kV transmission line to 1081 Amps. 
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III.E.5 Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The transmission work required for the Martin Conversion project (convert the existing two 

CT's to a new four -on- one combined cycle unit) is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing one collector buss with 4 breakers each to 

connect the two CT's, one ST, and the start-up transformer. 

2. Add three main step-up transformers (2-200 MVA, 450MVA) one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

3. Add the start-up transformer. 

4. Add two breakers in bay #3 to connect the collector bus in the main switch yard. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Install phase reactors and string buss in main switchyard to limit fault current. 

7. Add breaker in bay #7 (?WE) for new Indiantown #2 transmission line. Tap 

existing 69kV auto-transformer off east 230kV operating buss. 

8. Add breaker in Bay #3 (3WS) at Indiantown Substation for Martin line. 

9. Create new bay 1a. Add breakers 1aWM, 1aWS for lndiantown-Bridge#2 line at 

Indiantown Substation. 

10. Create new bay#1 at Bridge Substation with breakers 1WW and 1WM. Add 

breakers 2WW and 2WE to convert station configuration from ring buss. 

11. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and main switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct 230kV Martin-Indiantown #2 transmission line. 

2. Construct 230kV Indiantown - Bridge #2 transmission line. 

3. Various OHGW replacements due to increased fault current. 

4. Upgrade the Ranch - Marlin(2005) 230kV transmission line to 2052 Amps. 

5. Upgrade the Cedar- Marlin (2005) 230kV transmission line to 1965 Amps. (Note 

that this line is necessary only if both Manatee & Martin are constructed and it is 

presented here for ease of presentation.) 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved since 

1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the implementation 

of various technologies. 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic {PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities on both a daily and annual 

basis in Florida. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in 

Miami. This 10 kilowatt (KW) system was placed into operation in 1984. The testing of t~1is 

PV installation was completed, and the system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion. 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL Martin 

Plant site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies and to 

identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate direct current 

electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. Although this testing has ended, the site is 

now the home for PV capacity which was mstalled as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricing 

effort (which is discussed on the following page). 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first and only utility-sponsored conservat1on program in Florida designed to facilitate the 

implementation of solar technologies by •ts customers. FPL's Conservation Water Heating 

Program, first implemented in 1982, offered mcentive payments to customers choosing 

solar water heaters. Before the program was ended (due to the fact that it was not cost

effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar 

water heaters. 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's Passive 

Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's climate. Complete 

designs and construction blueprints for 6 passive homes were created by 3 Florida 

architectural firms with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints 
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were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, this program was popular 

and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was 

eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building code. Tl·1is 

revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the ~1igh cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, as well as customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application. 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, 

potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not require all of its customers to 

bear PV's high cost, but allows customers who are interested in facilitating the use of 

renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach 

allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund, which FPL used to 

make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and delivered PV

generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is available at this 

site(s), the PV-generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated 

electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially discussed with 

the FPSC in 1994. FPL's initial efforts to implement this approach were then formally 

presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received approval from 

the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL initiated the effort in 1998 and received approximately 

$89,000 in contributions which significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000. FPL has 

purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin plant site. 

As previously discussed, FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's ·first new 

initiative in 2000 was the Green Energy Project which is a second, different attempt to 

implement the basic Green Pricing approach. Under this project FPL would purchase 

electric energy generated from new renewable resources. The project would offer to supply 
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to FPL's electrical grid the equivalent of all, or part of, a customer's monthly Kwh usage 

with electricity generated from new renewable resources, with the remaining portion of that 

load being served by the Company's conventional generating facilities. Participants would 

be residential (and possibly commercial) customers who would pay higher ("green" rates) 

for electricity provided from these renewable sources. As discussed in Section 111.1, FPL 

issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in 2001 to solicit proposals to supply energy only 

(MWH) from new renewable sources. Proposals have been received and are now being 

evaluated. Program feasibility is also being assessed. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 is FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development and 

Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives are to increase the public 

awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of tr1is 

technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to 

better understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks as well as the energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems, and assess the 

homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems for our customers. 

Finally, FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available energy, 

have been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables 1.8.1 and 

1.8.2). 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity. In 1986, coal was first added to the fuel mix, allowing FPL to 

meet its customers' energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. 

Additional coal resources have been added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer 

Unit# 4. In 1997, petroleum coke was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at 

the St. Johns River Power Park. 

Florida Power & Light Company 65 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 76 of 222

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL's long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum products 

will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil supply is 

projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and seismic information will 

reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both recovery from existing fields and 

new discoveries. However, the rate of increase in non-OPEC supply is projected to be 

slower than that of petroleum demand, resulting in an increase in OPEC's market share 

throughout the planning horizon. As OPEC gains market share, prices for petroleum 

products are projected to increase. 

FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow 

throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements for electric 

generation. Domestic natural gas production will increase as new and improved drilling 

technology and seismic information will reduce the cost of finding, developing, and 

producing natural gas fields. The rate of increase in domestic natural gas production is 

assumed to be slower than that of demand, with the balance being supplied by increased 

Canadian and liquefied natural gas (LNG) imports. As demand for natural gas in Florida 

grows, it is anticipated that based on natural gas users' commitments, the Florida Gas 

Transmission (FGT) pipeline system will be augmented/expanded. This anticipated 

expansion of FGT's pipeline, combined with the new Gulfstream pipeline, should result in 

sufficient gas for FPL's continued needs. 
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I Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 1

' 

I 
Actual 21 Forecasted 

I Fuel Requirements Units 2000 2001 2002 2003 £Q.Q! 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

(1) Nuclear Tnlhon BTU 268 263 263 258 258 263 258 257 264 258 257 263 

I (2) Coal 1,000TON 4,170 3,078 3,460 3,584 3,416 3,396 3,479 3,194 3,513 3,110 3,113 3,281 

(4) Res1dual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 36,859 40,995 57,569 26,714 23,538 20,417 18,661 17,222 16,514 11,535 9,609 7,905 

I (5) Steam 1,000 BBL 36,859 40,995 57,569 26,714 23,538 20,417 18,661 17,222 16,514 11,535 9,609 7,905 

(6) Distillate (F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 461 381 538 2,750 4,114 799 792 537 612 20 9 5 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 75 124 2.220 3,404 683 677 486 549 10 3 3 

(8) CT 1,000 BBL 446 306 415 529 711 116 115 51 63 11 6 2 I 
(9) Steam 1,000 BBL 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 203,234 212,956 297,272 303,963 308,493 362,745 406,236 434,737 445,987 495,736 555,295 594,673 

(11) Steam 1,000 MCF 80,967 79,157 80,432 17,368 20,648 16,698 17,897 15,280 17,064 10,769 7,970 6,199 I 
(12) cc 1,000 MCF 117,684 109,778 196,898 274,488 277,953 337,081 384,738 414,787 424,908 482,040 546,027 587,265 

I (13) CT 1,000 MCF 4,583 24,022 19,942 12,107 9,891 8,966 3,601 4,670 4,015 2,927 1,298 1,209 

1/ Reflects fuel requirements for FPL only 

21 Source· A Schedules I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Actual 

Energy Sources Units 2000 2001 2002 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 7,443 7,701 8,061 

Interchange 2/ 

(2) Nuclear GWH 24,584 24,070 24,284 

(3) Coal GWH 6,977 6,267 6,503 

(4) Res1duai(F06) -Total GWH 23,230 25,802 9,861 

(5) Steam GWH 23,230 25,802 9,861 

(6) DIStlllate(F02) -Total GWH 193 163 278 

(7) cc GWH 1 41 101 

(8) CT GWH 183 122 177 

(9) Steam GWH 9 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 24,217 24,496 40,313 

(11) Steam GWH 7,840 7,588 11,524 

(12) cc GWH 16,064 14,849 26,923 

(13) CT GWH 313 2,060 1,866 

(14) Other 3/ GWH 9,345 9,905 10,858 

-----·----------- ------
Net Energy For Load 41 GWH 95,989 98,404 100,158 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

2003 2004 

7,912 7,973 

23,873 23,845 

6,674 6,396 

11,881 14,885 

11,881 14,885 

1,979 2,979 

1,681 2,588 

298 391 

0 0 

41,995 41,809 

2,340 1,881 

38,510 38,989 

1,144 940 

10,101 10,155 

2005 

7,832 

24,284 

6,396 

12,943 

12,943 

592 

536 

55 

0 

49,873 

1,527 

47,498 

848 

9,852 

104,414 108,042 111,772 

Forecasted 

2006 2007 

7,645 7,573 

23,873 23,776 

6,514 6,071 

11,813 10,922 

11,813 10,922 

581 408 

529 387 

52 22 

0 0 

56,309 60,446 

1,643 1,402 

54,339 58,611 

327 433 

8,867 8,961 

115,602 118,157 

2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 

2008 2009 

7,605 7,371 

24,344 23,857 

6,577 5,901 

10,453 7,349 

10,453 7,349 

461 13 

433 8 

28 5 

0 0 

62,208 69,722 

1,577 996 

60,259 68,450 

372 275 

8,901 8,710 

120,549 122,922 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Fac1hties, Independent Power Producers, etc 

4/ Net Energy For Load is Column 2 on Schedule 3.3 and Column 1 on EIA411 Form 11 C. 
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2010 2011 I 
2,873 0 

23,776 24,274 I 
5,900 6,187 I 
6,109 5,045 

6,109 5,045 

5 3 I 
2 2 

3 1 

0 0 I 
78,684 84,556 

734 569 

77,830 83,874 
I 

120 113 

8,101 7,446 I 
125,448 127,512 I 
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I Schedule 6.2 
Energy % by Fuel Type 

Actual Forecasted 

Energy Source Units 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
I 

(1) Annual Energy % 78 80 8.0 7.6 74 7.0 66 64 6.3 60 2.3 0.0 

Interchange 2/ I 
I (2) Nuclear % 25 6 24.5 24.2 22.9 22.1 21.7 20 7 20.1 20.2 19.4 19 0 19.0 

(3) Coal % 7.3 64 6.5 64 5.9 5.7 5.6 51 5.5 4.8 4.7 4.9 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 24.2 26.2 9.8 11.4 13 8 11.6 10.2 9.2 8.7 6.0 49 40 

(5) Steam % 24.2 26.2 9.8 11.4 13.8 11.6 10.2 9.2 8.7 6.0 49 4.0 I 
(6) 01stillate (F02) -Total % 02 0.2 0.3 1.9 28 0.5 0.5 0.3 04 00 0.0 0.0 

(7) cc % 00 00 0 1 1.6 2.4 0.5 05 0.3 0.4 0.0 00 0.0 I 
(8) CT % 02 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(9) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 25.2 24.9 40.2 40.2 38.7 44.6 48.7 51.2 51.6 56.7 62.7 66.3 I 
(11) Steam % 82 7.7 11.5 2.2 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.4 

(12) cc % 16.7 15.1 26.9 36.9 36.1 42.5 47.0 49.6 50.0 55.7 62.0 65.8 

(13) CT % 0.3 2.1 1.9 1 1 0.9 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 I 
(14) Other 3/ % 97 10.1 10.8 9.7 9.4 8.8 7.7 7.6 7.4 7.1 65 5.8 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 I 
1/ Source: A Schedules. 

21 The projected f1gures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Compames. 

31 Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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(1) 

Year 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

(2} (3) {4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(5) (6} (7) (8) (9) (1 0} 

F1rm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capac1ty Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 

Capacity Import Export QF Available 2/ Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 51 
MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

17,860 2,403 0 877 21,140 19,131 1,414 17,717 3,423 19.3 

19,135 2,474 0 877 22,486 19,765 1,491 18,274 4,212 23.0 

19,135 2,474 0 877 22,486 20,226 1,570 18,656 3,830 20.5 

21,031 1,758 0 867 23,656 20,719 1,651 19,068 4,588 24.1 

21,031 1,757 0 734 23,522 21,186 1,729 19,457 4,065 20.9 

22,138 1,310 0 734 24,182 21,556 1,807 19,749 4,433 22.4 

22,138 1,310 0 734 24,182 21,870 1,886 19,984 4,198 21.0 

23,245 1,310 0 683 25,238 22,271 1,962 20,309 4,929 24.3 

24,352 382 0 639 25,373 22,687 1,987 20,700 4,673 22.6 

25,459 382 0 594 26,435 23,106 1,987 21,119 5,316 25.2 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Mamtenance 6/ 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,423 19.3 

0 4,212 23.0 

0 3,830 20.5 

0 4,588 24.1 

0 4,065 20.9 

0 4,433 22.4 

0 4,198 21.0 

0 4,929 24.3 

0 4,673 22.6 

0 5,316 25.2 

1/ Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-serv1ce by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year ind1cated. All values are Summer net MW. 

2/ Total Capacity Available=Col.(2) +Col (3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

3/ These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast without DSM. 

4/ The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability pius mcremental conservation from 1/99 - on. They are not mcluded m total additional 

resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Marg1n calculations are based 

5/ Marg1n (%)Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

6/ Marg1n (%)After Ma1ntenance =Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Year 

2001/02 

2002/03 
2003/04 
2004/05 

2005/06 

2006/07 

2007/08 

2008/09 
2009/10 
2010/11 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5} (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capac1ty Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

17,730 1,910 0 886 20,526 18,968 1,589 17,379 3,147 18.1 

20,007 2,634 0 877 23,518 19,551 1,643 17,908 5,610 31.3 

20,369 2,673 0 877 23,919 19,976 1,691 18,285 5,634 30.8 
20,369 2,623 0 867 23,859 20,418 1,738 18,680 5,179 27.7 

22,402 1,860 0 734 24,996 20,854 1,786 19,068 5,928 31.1 

22,402 1,860 0 734 24,996 21,204 1,831 19,373 5,623 29 0 

23,598 1,317 0 734 25,649 21,538 1,875 19,663 5,986 30.4 

23,598 1,317 0 734 25,649 21,966 1,918 20,048 5,601 27.9 
24,795 1,317 0 683 26,795 22,366 1,955 20,411 6,384 31.3 
25,992 389 0 595 26,976 22,785 1,955 20,830 6,146 29.5 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 
Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,147 18.1 
0 5,610 31.3 
0 5,634 30.8 
0 5,179 27.7 
0 5,928 31.1 

0 5,623 29.0 

0 5,986 30.4 
0 5,601 27.9 
0 6,384 31.3 
0 6,146 29.5 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be ava1lable to meet W1nter peak loads wh1ch are forecast 

to occur dunng January of the "second" year JlldJcated. All values are W1nter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col (4) + Coi.(S). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most L1kely forecast w1thout DSM. 

41 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus lllcremental conservation. They are not included 1n total additional resources but 

reduce the peak load upon wh1ch Reserve Margin calculations are based 

51 Marg1n (%)Before Mamtenance =Col (10) I Co1.(9) 

61 Marg1n (%)After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col (9) 
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Schedule 8 

Page 1 ol~ 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

I 

(1) (2) (3) (4} (5} (6) (7} (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)1 
Fuel Fuel Transport Con st. Comm Expected Gen. Max. Net Caf::!ablhiJ: 

Umt Unil Start ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Plant Name No Locat1on Type Pn All Pn All Mo.Nr Mo.IYr Mo.Nr. KW MW MW Status 

ADDITIONS 

2002 -I 
2003 

Fort Myers Combust1on Lee County 

I Turb1nes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-00 Apr-03 Unknown 190,000 159 p 
Fort Myers Combust1on lee County 

Turb1nes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 May-03 Unknown 190,000 159 p 

2004 I Fort Myers Combust1on lee County 

Turb1nes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 Apr-03 Unknown 190,000 181 p 
Fort Myers Combustion lee County 

Turb1nes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-00 May-03 Unknown 190,000 181 p 

I 2005 
Manatee Combined 3 Manatee County 

Cycle Unit 1B/33S/20E cc NG F02 PL Pl Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470.000 1,107 p 

2006 I Manatee Combmed Manatee County 

Cycle Unit 18/33S/20E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 1,197 p 

2007 I Uns1ted Combmed Unknown 

Cycle Unit #1 cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

2008 

I Uns1ted Combined Unknown 

Cycle Unit #1 cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 1,197 p 

2009 
Uns1ted Combmed 

I Cycle Umt #2 2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

2010 
Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Unit #2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 1,197 p I Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Umt #3 3 Unknown cc NG F02 Pl PL Jan-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

2011 

I Uns1ted Comb1ned 

Cycle Unit #3 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 1,197 p 

Uns1ted Combined 

Cycle Un1t #4 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-07 Jun-11 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1} (2) (3) (4) {5) (6) (7) {8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Canst 

Start 

MoNr 

Comm Expected Gen Max Net Capabtlrty 

Unrt 

No 

Unrt 

Type 

ln-Servrce Retrrement Nameplate Wrnter 'l 21 Summer 11· 21 

Plant Name Locatron Pn All Pn All 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2002 
Sanford Repowenng ln1t1al 

Phase 31 4 

Sanford Repowenng. lnrtral 
Phase 5 

Sanford Repowenng 
Second Phase 5 

Ft Myers Repowenng 
Second Phase 1 &2 

Rrvrera 

Martrn Combuslton 
Turbrnes 

Martrn Combushon 

Turbrnes 

2003 
Sanford Repowenng 

4 

SA 

88 

Second Phase 4 

Sanford Repowenng 

Volusra County 16119S/30E ST F06 NG WA 

Volusra County 16/19S/30E ST F06 NG WA 

Volusra County 16/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

City of Rrvrera Beach 

33142S/43E 

Martm County 29/29S/3BE 

Martrn County 

29/29Si3BE 

CC NG No PL 

ST F06 NG WA 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

Volusra County 16/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Second Phase 5 Volusra County 16/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Ft. Myers Repowenng 
Second Phase 1 & 2 Lee County 35/43S/25E CC NG No PL 

Martrn Combustron 
Turbmes SA 

Mart1n Combustion 

Turbrnes 88 

2005 
Martrn Combusbon 

Turhrne Conversron 

Martrn Combustron 

Turbrne Converston 

8A 

BB 

Martrn County 29/29S/38E 

Martm County 

29/29S/38E 

Martrn County 

29/29S/38E 

Martm County 

29/29S/38E 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Me /Yr Mo /Yr KW MW 

Mar-02 Unknown 106,600 0 

Oct-01 Unknown 106,600 (390} 4) 

May-02 Jul-02 Unknown 106,600 0 

Nov-01 Jan-02 Unknown 161.700 (1) 

Nov-01 Jan-02 Unknown 310,420 10 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 

2002 Total: (381) 

Sep-02 Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 675 

Sep-02 Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 1.065 

Nov-02 Jan-03 Unknown 161,700 531 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 10 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 10 

2003 Total: 2,291 

2004 Total: 0 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 

2005 Total: 0 

1 )The Wrnter Total MW value conststs of all generatron addrhons and changes achreved by January. The Summer Total MW value consrsts of all generalion addrtrons 

and changes achreved by July All other MW wrll be pre ked up rn the followrng year Thrs rs done for reserve margrn calculahon 

2} All MW drfferences are calculated based on usrng IRP 2001 Submrttal (for the year 2001) as the base for all other years 

3) The values shown reflect the schedule for the repowerrng of Sanford Unrt # 4 that was used rn FPL's 2001 resource plannrng work. That schedule has recently changed 

Please refer to Sectron Ill A, "Step 1" for more rnformatron. 

4} Negatrve values for Sanford and Ft Myers reflect the exrstrng steam unrts berng temporanly out of servrce dunng that seasonal perrod for repowenng efforts 
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Schedule B 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9} (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Canst 

Start 

MoNr 

Comm. 

ln-Serv1ce 

MoNr 

Expected Gen Max __ _.;.;N;;;e:,:..t C=ap~a==b~lll~lv;__---,,-
Rellrement Nameplate Wmter 

1
J Summer 11 

Un1t 

Plant Name No 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2006 
Martm Combustion 

Turbme Conversion 

Martm Combust1an 

Turb1ne Conversion 

BA 

BB 

Local! an 

Martm County 

29/29S/3BE 

Martm County 

29/29S/38E 

Unit 

Type 

CT 

CT 

Pn All 

NG F02 

NG F02 

Pn Alt 

PL PL 

Pl PL 

MoNr KW MW 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 417 5 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 417 5 

2006 Total: 835 

2007 Total: 0 

2008 Total: 0 

2009 Total: 0 

2010 Total: 0 

2011 Total: 0 

1 )The Wmter Total MW value cons1sts of all generat1on add1t1ons and changes ach1eved by January The Summer Total MW value cons1sts of all generat1on add1t1ons 

and changes achieved by July All other MW w1ll be p1cked up 1n the followmg year Th1s IS done for reserve marg1n calculation 

Florida Power & Light Company 74 

MW 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 
Page 3 of 3 I 

(15} I 
Status I 

p I 
p 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 85 of 222

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 1 of 10 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

929 MW Incremental (1473 MW Total After Repowering) 
1,073 MW Incremental (1617 MW Total After Repowering) 

{3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 1999 
b. Commercial ln-serv1ce date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 460 

Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

v 

v 

v (11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data,*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation {$/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001$/kW~Yr) 

Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors 

Once-through Cooling w/ Helper Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction > 50% Complete) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 90% (First Year) 

6,830 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
559 

13.45 
0.37 

1.5395 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 4 Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 2 of 10 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2000 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 1,718 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: U (Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(1 0) Certification Status: U (Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: U 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

(Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 96% (First Year) 

6,918 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
656 

14.41 
0.374 

1.4637 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 5 Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 3 of 10 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2000 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond 

Total Site Area: 1,718 Acres 

Construction Status: 

Certification Status: 

Status with Federal Agencies: 

v 

v 

v 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,-,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (ln·Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 96% (First Year) 

6,918 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
656 

14.41 
0.374 

1.5395 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Page 4 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbines No. 13 and No. 14 • 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

159 MW each for a total of 318 MW 
181 MW each for a total of 362 MW 

Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 

Construction Status: 

2001 
2003 

460 

u 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

Acres 

(Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(10) Certification Status: u 

u 

(Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction~ 50% Complete) (11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

1% 
1% 

98% 
Approx. 25% (First Year) 

10,430 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
414 per Combustion Turbine 

0.69 
0.87 

1.5394 

* Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Page 5 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

789 MW Incremental (1107 MW Total) 
835 MW Incremental (1197 MW Total) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2003 
2005 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 0) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond/Tower 

Total Site Area: 11,300 Acres 

Construction Status: P (Planned) 

Certification Status: L (Regulatory Approval Pending) 

Status with Federal Agencies: L 

Projected Unit Performance Data* 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 80% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh 
100% 

25 years 
599 

9.07 
0.037 

1.5397 

*Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

** $/kW values are based on Summer incremental capacity. 
"'** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 

Florida Power & Light Company 79 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 90 of 222

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Manatee Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2003 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2005 

Page 6 of 10 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 0) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR 

Cooling Pond 

Total Site Area: 9,500 Acres 

Construction Status: p 

Certification Status: L 

Status with Federal Agencies: L 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor{%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
To.tallnstalled Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 71% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh 
100% 

25 years 
511 

12.96 
0.037 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No.1 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2005 
2007 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 7 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 65% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
568 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5399 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 0) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 2 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 8 of 10 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown 

Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

Construction Status: p 

Certification Status: p 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate {ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data *, ** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 60% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
587 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5399 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No.3 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start·date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2008 
2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 9 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) 

(12) 

{13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor {POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 60% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
597 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5400 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 4 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 10 of 10 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown 

Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

Construction Status: p (Planned) 

(10) Certification Status: p (Planned) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation {$/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 52% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
607 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5400 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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I Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

I Fort Myers Repowering 

I The transmission line work for this project has been completed. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

I 
Sanford Repowering I 

The transmission line work for this project has been completed. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specjfications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 
River 

(2) Number of Lines: 

{3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 

(8) Substations: 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Ft. Myers: 2 CT's 

From Ft. Myers GT Collector bus- To Orange 

FPL Owned 

2.5 miles 

230kV 

Start date: January 1, 2003 
End date: May 1, 2003 

$1,050,000 

Orange River and Ft. Myers GT collector bus 

None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment 

(8) Substations: 

{9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Manatee CC Unit 

Manatee - Johnson 

FPL Owned 

18 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: June 1, 2004 
End date: June 1, 2005 

$12,700,000 

Manatee and Johnson 

None 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Martin CT- to - CC Conversion 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin- Indiantown #2 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

12.9 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBA 
End date: TBA 

$9,400,000 

Martin 230kV and Indiantown 

None 

Indiantown - Bridge 

FPL Owned 

10.0 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBA 
End date: TBA 

$10.300,000 

Indiantown and Bridge 

None 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth in 

our service area is continuing, which heightens competition for air, land, and water 

resources which are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, 

transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want 

unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large 

corporations such as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally responsible 

manner. 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

our commitment to the environment. Our environmental leadership has been heralded by 

many outside organizations. For example, FPL was recently ranked first out of 30 major 

electric utilities surveyed in an environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, an 

independent advisory group. In 2001, FPL was awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and 

Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid Waste Association of North America. We also 

received the 2001 Program Champion Award from the Environmental Protection Agency's 

Wastewise Program. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a 

"Partner for Ecosystem Protection" for our emission-reducing "repowering" projects at our 

Fort Myers and Sanford plants. In addition, FPL has been recognized by numerous federal 

and state agencies for our innovative endangered species programs which include such 

species as manatees, crocodiles and sea turtles. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmental.ly responsible manner, 

FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the Company's 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for new environmental 

initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental statement further establishes 

a long-term direction of environmental responsibility for the Company. FPL's 

Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of the 

design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's environmental 

responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental Assurance Program 

which is discussed below. Other components include: written environmental policies and 

procedures, delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual accountabilities, 

allocation of appropriate resources for environmental compliance management (which 

includes reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident/emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, environmental 

regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management information 

systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to: 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 

performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to: 

1) facilitate management control of environmental practices; and, 2) assess compliance 

with existing environmental regulatory requirements and Company policies. 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the facilitation 

of environmental awareness and public education. Some of FPL's 2001 environmental 

outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1. 

2001 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities'* 

'Site ;_ ~0, ,: • 

;::<v ,. ~~~:. : Activity· '."·' '}_ ~- ~l: # ofoPalflclpants (app(OX.) ~ 11: ..'.:· 
St. Lucie Plant Turtle Beach Nature Trail Visitation 2,000 
Ri\1era Plant & Fort 
Myers PJant Manatee Awareness Acti~ties 155,000 
St. Lucie Plant Turtle Walk Participation 802 
St. Lucie Plant FPL Energy Encounter 28,000 
Not applicable Inquiries - 800 enviromental information line and e-mails 3,800 
Martin Plant Barley Barber Swamp Visitation 2,200 

Table IV.E.1 

*A reduction in attendance at some of these facilities was observed due to changes in operation 
as a result of the events of September 11,2001. 

IV.F Preferred And Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified preferred and 

potential sites for future generation additions. These preferred and potential sites are 

discussed in separate sections below. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL has identified four preferred sites: the existing Fort Myers plant site, the existing 

Sanford plant site, the exist;ng Martin plant site, and the existing Manatee pfant site. These 

four sites are currently the expected known locations for capacity additions that FPL 

projects to make during the 2002 - 2005 period. (Other capacity additions, in the form of 

new combined cycle units, are projected to be made in the 2007 through 2011 time period. 

Selection of sites for these later capacity additions is not yet needed and has not been 

made. Please see Table I II.B. 1 ). 

The four preferred sites are discussed below. FPL has committed to repower existing units 

at both its Fort Myers and Sanford sites, to add new combustion turbine (CT) capacity at 

Ftorida Power & Light Company 
95 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 106 of 222

the Fort Myers site, to convert existing CT capacity into combined cycle (CC) capacity at 

the Martin site, and to add new CC capacity at the Manatee site. 

Preferred Site # 1: Fort Myers Plant, Lee County 

The site is located on the 460-acre Fort Myers property. Current facilities on the site 

include two steam electric generating units, nominally 150 MW and 400 MW respectively 

(which have recently been decommissioned as part of the repowering work), six CT's (that 

along with heat recovery steam generating (HRSG) units and the existing steam turbines 

will comprise the repowered facility); and a bank of 12 simple-cycle combustion turbine 

peaking units. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, State Road (SR) 80, and 

barge access is available. The nearest town is Tice, which is approximately 4 miles west 

of the site. The City of Fort Myers is approximately 8 miles west of the site. The Fort 

Myers site has been listed as a potential or preferred site in previous FPL Site Plans. 

Beyond the current repowering effort, FPL is planning to add two CT's at the site. The 

CT's are expected to be in service in the Spring of 2003 and will add 318 MW (Summer) 

and 362 MW (Winter} to FPL's system. 

The repowering project currently underway at the site will add approximately 929 MW 

during Summer conditions and approximately 1,073 MW during Winter conditions. This 

project is expected to be completed in mid-2002. 

The output capability of the existing bank of 12 CT's at the site will be unaffected by the 

repowering project and the addition of the two new CT's. 

a. and b. U.S. geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

It is pertinent to note that several designations on the current South Florida Water 

Management District Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms Classification System 

(FLUCCS) appear to be in error, or to require some clarification. For example, the 
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freshwater marsh identified toward the western boundary of the site is actual.ly FPL's 

50-acre evaporation/percolation pond. Similarly, w~1ile there are scattered mangroves 

along the shore, the "Central Mangrove" area shown is not mangrove but is the FPL 

switchyard for that site. The "Improved Pasture" shown towards the east of the site is 

currently the location of a tree nursery. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is primarily dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy and 

landscaped areas. There is the previously mentioned 50-acre evaporation/percolation 

pond on the site. Much of the site is currently being used for either direct construction 

activities or in support of the repowering project. 

FPL has recently donated an 18-acre island, located north of the plant in the 

Caloosahatchee River, to the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the 

purpose of wildlife conservation. This island has been owned by FPL since the 1950's, 

but has never been developed. The USFWS plans to incorporate the island into the 

Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. 

Lee County operates Manatee Park (approximately 5 acres) with a manatee viewing 

area on FPL property to the east side of the discharge canal where it adjoins the 

Orange River south of SR 80. This manatee viewing area provides public viewing and 

education about the species. FPL leases the property to the county for a nominal 

amount. 

The adjacent land uses are light commerc1al and retail to the south of the property and 

some residential areas located toward the west. Mixed scrub with some hardwoods and 

wetlands, plus agriculture land, can be found to the east and further to the south. The 

Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge ts located across the Caloosahatchee River, 

northwest of the power plant. 
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e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The site is adjacent to the south bank of the Caloosahatchee River near 

the confluence of the Orange River and the Caloosahatchee. Much of the 

site is no longer in its original natural condition. However, a scattering of 

mangroves can be found along the river shoreline. Some mixed scrub 

with some hardwoods and wetlands can be found to the east and further to 

the south. Other than the occasional congregation of manatees noted 

below, FPL is not aware of any significant environmental features on the 

site or in the vicinity. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the repowered facility, plus the new CT's at 

the site, are not expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened 

species. The only known listed species associated with the site are the 

West Indian Manatees (Trichechus manatus: Federal - and - State listed 

as Endangered) which are attracted to the warmed waters in the vicinity of 

the site discharge and can be found congregating in the area during cool 

weather. 

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) reports the presence of the 

Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchons corais couperi: Federal - and - State 

listed as Threatened) and Tricolored Heron (Egretta tricolor: State - listed 

as a Species of Special Concern) within a two-mile radius of the site. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

No Natural Resource of Regional Significance is identified on the plant site 

in the Southwest Florida Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design options currently being pursued for the Fort Myers site are the repowering 

of the two existing oil·fired boilers with natural gas-fired CT's and HRSG's, plus the 

installation of two stand-alone CT's. All of this new generation equipment will be 

installed on the existing facility property and will make effective use of existing 

transmission facilities and infrastructure although some transmission line upgrades will 

be required. Steam developed in the new HRSG's will be directed to the existing 

steam turbines. FPL has contracted with Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) for a firm 

natural gas supply to the plant. 

Mitigation options being planned for the capacity additions at Fort Myers include: the 

capture and reuse of plant process water, the use of combustion technology that is 

inherently low in air pollutant emissions, the reduction of oil barge traffic on the 

Caloosahatchee River, plumbing the sanitation system to Lee County's system and 

closing the on·site septic tanks, and closing the on-site ash basins. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

The Local Government Future Land Use Plan designates the major portion of the site 

as Public Facilities and a small area as Resource Protection. Since there are no 

significant environmental resources on the site, and the "Resource Protection" 

designated area appears to be the location of a current tree nursery, FPL believes that 

this designation is in error. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, many of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered potentially suitable sites for new, expanded, or repowered generation. The 

Fort Myers plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various 

factors including electrical transmission, system load, and economics. Environmental 

issues were not a deciding factor in FPL's site evaluation since none of the existing 

preferred and potential sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. All of these sites are considered permittable. 
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i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the shallow aquifer. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The geology underlying the Fort Myers Plant consists of Quaternary Holocene and 

Pleistocene undifferentiated materials. The upper part of these undifferentiated 

materials consists of fine-to-medium-grained quartz sand with varying percentages of 

shell and clay. Hardpan frequently occurs at the base of the quartz sands. The lower 

section consists of shell beds with interbedded limestones. Underlying the 

undifferentiated materials are the Pliocene Tamiami formations, the Miocene Hawthorn 

formation, Oligocene Suwanee Limestone, the Eocene Crystal River and Williston 

formations, the Avon Park Limestone, and the Lake City Limestone. 

Several stratigraphic units can be differentiated based upon shallow borings drilled on 

the plant property. Sand with some heterogeneous fill material related to past site 

construction activity covers most of the surface. It is underlain by layers of clayey sand 

and clay to a depth of approximately 23 feet. These units mantle a thicker clay unit 

with numerous shell fragments that occurs from 15 feet to about 55 feet below the 

surface. A silty sand with a trace of clay was encountered at 55 feet near the 

termination depth of one deep boring on the site. 

The water table at the site occurs at levels from just under the surface to about 5 feet 

below grade. Locally, the surficial aquifer and surface water will generally flow toward 

the Caloosahatchee River. However, at the site, the intake and discharge canal will 

affect groundwater near the power block area. A drainage canal that borders the plant 

property on the west will affect groundwater flow along the western portion of the 

waste treatment area. 

k. Projected Water Quantities For Various Uses 

It is estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) will be needed for industrial 

processing water for uses such as boiler makeup and service water. For industrial 

cooling (once-through cooling water), no significant increase is projected in the current 

451,000 gpm usage rate. Other facility water uses may include irrigation, potable use, 

etc. The total volume of these uses is estimated to be about 5 gpm. 
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I. Water Supply Sources By Type 

For industrial processing, FPL anticipates that groundwater will be available. For 

cooling water, for the repowered unit, FPL plans to continue to use its existing 

allocation from the Caloosahatchee River in a once-through cooling mode. The new 

CT's will be air-cooled. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment 

area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water consumption. FPL 

would anticipate this site being designed and classified as a wastewater zero

discharge site following the completion of the repowering work. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharge will be dissipated using both the existing once-through cooling 

water system and a multi-cell cooling tower. Treating and recycling equipment wash 

water, boiler blowdown, and equipment area runoff will minimize industrial discharges. 

Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a 

stormwater management system. Design elements will be included to capture 

suspended sediments. Various facility permits mandate various sampling and testing 

activities, which will provide indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility employs 

a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

A combustion turbine-based repowering project, plus the addition of the new CT's, 

requires a natural gas pipeline to be installed. Florida Gas Transmission has initiated 

permitting to install and operate such a facility. Virtually no waste is associated with 

natural gas firing. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired facility would generally have air pollutant emissions, that are 

substantially lower than emissions from the current oi.l-fired boilers. While several 
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technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, FPL is using a 

dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design. In these devices, combustion is staged in 

order to reduce the formation of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. FPL has 

proposed NOx emission limits for this facility that will be among the lowest in the state 

once the facility is constructed. Sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions are 

intrinsically low due to the lack of sulfur and solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compound emissions can each be controlled via the use 

of efficient combustion rather than through the use of add-on control devices. Carbon 

dioxide emission rates associated with burning natural gas are well below those of 

other liquid or solid fuels. While the Fort Myers plant site is located within 100 

kilometers of a Class I area (Everglades National Park), the reduction in emissions 

associated with repowering is expected to improve the air quality in the area as 

compared to current levels. CC and CT facilities have been permitted at several 

locations throughout the state of Florida including near Class I areas. Dry-low-NOx 

combustor systems have been repeatedly demonstrated to be the Best Available 

Control Technology (BACT) for the control of NOx emissions for this technology 

pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control systems 

Lee County has a noise ordinance which limits noise at the receiving property line to 

75 decibels. Noise emissions from the Fort Myers project are not anticipated to 

approach this level based upon demonstrated noise control at similar natural gas-fired 

facilities (the Lauderdale plant in Broward County and the Martin plant in Martin 

County) and computer modeling of the anticipated noise emissions from the Fort Myers 

repowered plant. FPL will undertake studies to assure that noise level associated with 

the new CT's comply with Lee County noise standard. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has received all the permits necessary to construct and start up the repowered 

plant and the two new CT units. 

Preferred Site # 2: Sanford Plant, Volusia County 

The site is located on the 1, 718-acre FPL Sanford property just west of Lake Monroe on 

the north bank of St. Johns River in Volusia County. Current facilities on the site include 
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three steam electric generating units (one with a nominal rating of 150 MW and two with 

nominal ratings of 400 MW). The site is within the city limits of Debary and the community 

of Debary is located approximately 2 miles to the northwest. The town of Deland is 

approximately 4 miles west of the site. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, 

State Road (SR) 17-92, and barge access is available. The Sanford site has been listed 

as a potential or preferred site in previous FPL Site Plans. 

FPL is currently in the process of adding new capacity at the Sanford site by replacing two 

existing oil-and gas-fired units (i.e., existing units # 4 and # 5) with advanced natural gas

fired combustion turbines (CT's) and heat recovery steam generators (HRSG's). This type 

of steam generation replacement is commonly called urepowering". 

T~1is repowering will enable FPL to produce significantly more electrical output with nearly 

the same environmental impact. The repowering of units # 4 and # 5 will each produce 

approximately 567 additional MW during Summer conditions, and approximately 671 

additional MW of generation during Winter conditions, beyond the current capabilities of 

these units. The two repowered units# 5 and# 4 were projected to be in-service by mid-

2002 and late-2002, respectively. The existing 150 MW unit # 3 at Sanford will be 

unaffected by the repowering of units# 5 and# 4. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Sanford plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the proposed 

generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter . 

. d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A large part of the property is covered by the 1,1 00-acre closed-cycle-cooling pond 

which occupies almost all of the northern portion of the site. The remainder of the site 

is primarily rangeland and the power plant facilities. 

The surrounding land use is largely crop land and pasture. To the east of the plant 

there is a small residential area and some commercial/industrial land use. There are 

some residential areas mixed in with the agricultural areas located between the site and 

the St. John's River to the west. To the south is the St. Johns River and residential 
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homes and commercial/industrial businesses are located along the south side of the 

river. 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

Small, scattered wooded areas can be found on the site. There are two small 

areas of wetland marsh on the site and a few acres of wetland forest along the 

riverbank. There are some wooded areas on the site, primarily upland 

coniferous forest. Forested and non-forested wetlands can be found to the 

west, adjacent to the river. Rover and wetland areas towards the northwest 

are designated as part of the Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve and Wekiwa 

River State Preserve. 

2. Listed Species 

One inactive bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus: Federal - and - State 

listed as Threatened) nest has been found on the site. Bald eagles have also 

nested in the Lake Monroe area. There are a number of other eagle nests in 

the vicinity of the site, primarily along the St. Johns river. The Florida Natural 

Areas Inventory (FNAI) reports several Scrub Jay populations (Aphelocoma 

coerulescens: Federal - and - State listed as Threatened) located in scrub 

vegetation to the northwest of the site. West Indian Manatees {Trichechus 

manatus: Federal -and- State listed as Endangered) have also been found in 

this area. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve extends along the St. John's River in the 

vicinity of the plant. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option for the Sanford site is the repowering of two existing oil-and gas

fired boilers with natural gas-fired combustion turbines {CT's) and heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG's). Advanced CT's can be installed on the existing facility property 

to make effective use of existing transmission facilities and infrastructure although 

some transmission line upgrades will be required. Steam produced in the new HRSG's 

will be directed to two of the existing steam turbines. Natural gas-fired facilities 
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represent one of the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available for 

capacity additions to FPL's system. 

Mitigation options being considered in the repowering project at Sanford include the 

reduction in the use of ground water, the use of combustion technology that is 

inherently low in air pollutant emissions. reduction in the amount of solid waste 

generated, plumbing the sanitary waste system into the Volusia county system, and 

the significant reduction of oil barge traffic on the St. Johns River. 

g. Local Governmental Future Land Use Designations 

The site is designated as "Industrial Utilities" in the Local Government land use plan. 

The city is currently updating its Land Use Plan. It is expected that the name, but not 

the expected use designation, may change. Land use designation of the surrounding 

area is primarily Agricultural. There is an area of "Public Institution" around Lake 

Monroe to the southeast and a small area of "Mixed Use" to the west along Barwick 

Road. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Sanford plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not 

a deciding factor in FPL's site evaluation since none of the existing preferred and 

potential sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental 

issues. All are considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

For surface water supply, the available water resource is the St. John's River and I or 

the on-site cooling pond, which 1s penod1cally refilled from the St. Jo~m's River. For 

groundwater supply, the available resources are the shallow aquifer or the Floridan 

Aquifer. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The near-surface geology of Volusia County, like that of most of north central Florida, 

is represented by late Tertiary and Quaternary geologic units. Soils in the vicinity of 
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the plant include unconsolidated Pleistocene to Recent sands, with intervening beds of 

shells and clay. These deposits form the reservoir for the surficial aquifer in the 

county. Deposits of Pliocene or Miocene clay with some sand underlie the aquifer. 

These low-permeability units serve to confine groundwater under pressure in the 

underlying porous limestone formations of Eocene age. These formations are part of 

the principal hydrologic unit referred to as the Floridian Aquifer. This aquifer, the top of 

which generally occurs through the region at or below 1 00 feet, is the major source of 

potable groundwater in Volusia County. Two faults, one trending north-to-south, the 

other trending east-to west, intersect a number of miles north of the site. Downward 

displacement of the fault is hypothesized as being approximately 60 to 1 00 feet. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

FPL has estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) would be required for industrial 

processing purposes {boiler makeup, service water, etc.). Note that Units # 5 and # 4 

both currently take their cooling water directly from an on-site FPL cooling pond and 

are expected to continue to do so once the units are repowered. The cooling water 

needs for the repowered facilities are expected to increase over what is currently used, 

due primarily to the increased heat loading to the cooling pond that will result from 

operating the larger repowered units more than they have been operated in the past, 

and corresponding evaporative losses. Therefore, greater quantities of water may be 

used. Existing Unit # 3 will use water from the St. John's River in a once-through 

cooling mode. 

FPL also evaluated alternative sources of water to meet the expected needs of the 

site. It is anticipated that the existing off-site wells and the existing once-through 

cooling water system and cooling pond would continue to be used after the repowering 

project is completed, albeit the use of groundwater is expected to decrease 

significantly from past usage. 

I. Water Suoply Sources by Type 

The available surface water supply source is the St. Johns River. The Floridan Aquifer 

is an available groundwater source for service water and boiler water. 
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m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

In 2000 FPL obtained a revised Consumptive Use permit from the St. Johns Water 

Management District. This permit reduced the quantity of water that FPL has 

historically been permitted to withdraw 'from the ground, in favor of additional use of 

surface water (preferred). 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharge will be dissipated using the existing once-through cooling 

water system. Non-point source discharges are not anticipated to be an issue 

because surface water runoff is planned to be collected and reused. Treating and 

recycling equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment area runoff will 

minimize industrial discharges. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design elements 

will be included to capture suspended sediments. Various facility permits mandate 

various sampling and testing activities, which will provide indication of any pollutant 

discharges. The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 

Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The repowered facilities at the Sanford site would require a larger natural gas pipeline 

to be installed. FPL has contracted with Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) to 

permit, install, and operate such a facility. Virtually no waste is associated with natural 

gas firing. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired facility would generally have air pollutant emissions which are 

substantially lower than emissions from the current oil-fired boilers. While several 

technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, the most 

appropriate candidate for the Sanford site is a dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design 

type. In these types of devices, combustion is staged in order to reduce the formation 

of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. Sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions are 

intrinsically low, due to the lack of sulfur and solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon 
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monoxide and volatile organic compound emissions can each be controlled via the use 

of efficient combustion, rather than through the use of add-on control devices. CC and 

CT facilities have been permitted at several locations throughout the state of Florida. 

Dry-low-NOx combustor systems have been repeatedly demonstrated to be the Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT) for the control of NOx emissions for this 

technology pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different from 

current levels at the existing plant. FPL will install appropriate sound attenuation 

devices such as insulation on high-energy piping systems in order to ensure that 

sound levels do not exceed allowable levels. Similar natural gas-fired facilities (the 

Lauderdale plant in Broward County and the Martin plant in Martin County) have been 

constructed and operated without exceeding allowable noise levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has now acquired all permits needed to commence construction. Modifications to 

operating permits will continue to be pursued as necessary through 2002. 

Preferred Site# 3: Manatee Plant, Manatee County 

The site is located in unincorporated north-central Manatee County approximately 2.5 

miles south of The Hillsborough-Manatee County line. It is 5 miles east of Parrish, Florida 

and is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Hwy. 301 and 9.5 miles east of Interstate 75 (1-

75). State Road 62 (S.R.62) is about 0.5 miles south of the site. Safford Road marks the 

eastern boundary of the site. 

FPL's Manatee Plant occupies a portion of the approximately 9,500 acre Manatee Site, 

which is owned wholly by FPL. The site includes a 4,000 acre cooling pond including the 

dike area. The existing approx.1,625 MW (net summer) of generating capacity is made up 

of two steam units (Units # 1 and # 2) which have been in service since 1976 (Unit # 1) 

and 1977 (Unit # 2). These units currently burn fuel oil (residual) with a maximum sulfur 

content of 1 percent. A recent agreement between FPL and Gulfstream Natural Gas 

Systems will provide an alternative fuel source (natural gas) for these units. 
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Additional generating capacity will be added to the site to meet projected energy needs for 

2005 and 2006. Four new combustion turbines (CT's), four new heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG's), and a new steam turbine generator are scheduled for in-service 

operation beginning in June, 2005. The four new CT's, HRSGs and steam turbine will 

ultimately be operating in combined cycle (CC) configuration. This new CC unit will add 

1,107 MW (Net Summer) and 1,197 MW (Net Winter) capability to the site. This new CC 

Unit will be designated as "Manatee Unit # 3". 

Unit # 3 will be located west of the existing generating Units # 1 and # 2. The location of 

the new combined cycle Unit # 3 at the Manatee Plant site and the selection of the highly 

efficient combined cycle tec~mology (firing clean natural gas) will maximize the beneficial 

use of the site while minimizing environmental, and land use impacts otherwise associated 

with the development of a new generating plant of this capacity. 

a.and b. Map of the Manatee Plant Site and Land use 

A map indicating the Manatee plant site showing the general layout of the facilities and 

a map indicating the land use of the site are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of t~1is 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 4,000 acre cooling pond. Manatee Units # 1 

and # 2 will not be affected by the addition of Unit # 3. The area for Unit # 3 is 

expected to comprise approximately 73 acres. The site and surrounding land uses are 

almost exclusively agricultural with the exception of the Willow Shores residential area 

located northwest of the Manatee Plant site. Individual homes are located in the larger 

of two outparcels within the Manatee Plant site, along SR 62 at the northeast corner of 

the site. The vast majority of the Manatee Plant site is located in the Agricultural/Rural 

land use category. Other portions of the site are designated as Major Public/Semi 

Public (1) (P/SP). Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in the 

Agriculturai/R and P/SP category in accordance with the Manatee County Local 

Florida Power & Light Company 
109 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 120 of 222

Government Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulation Act, Chapter 

163, Part II, Florida Statues (FS). 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

There are no incorporated areas wit~lin 5 miles of the Manatee Plant site. 

Unincorporated communities in the area include Willow, located about 2 miles 

north of the Manatee Plant; Parrish, located about 5 miles southwest of the 

plant; and in Hillsborough County, Sundance, located 3 miles northwest of the 

plant, Sun City Center, located 7 miles north of the plant; and Wimauma, 

located 8 miles northeast of the plant. 

The Manatee Plant site includes areas of improved pasture with forested land 

southeast of the Project area. This forested area is comprised of flatwoods and 

oak habitat. The western side of the Manatee Plant site is currently used for 

row crops (tomato farm). There are also wetlands to the southeast of the 

Project area containing wet pine flatwoods mixed with dry pine flatwoods. 

There will not be any disturbance of existing wetlands associated with this 

project. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the new Unit # 3 at the site is not expected to 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. The majority of the site is 

cleared, grassed and periodically mowed. The project area has been 

significantly altered by the construction and operation of the existing plant 

facilities, as a result wildlife utilization of this area is expected to be minimal. 

Common wading birds utilizing the plant site outside of the project area, 

include the great blue heron, little blue heron, great egret, snowy egret and the 

white ibis. Typical mammals found in the habitats surrounding the project area 

are common bobcat, raccoon, deer, feral hog, opossum, armadillo, skunk and 

gray squirrel. Avian species observed in the vicinity of the project include a 

variety of songbirds, red-shouldered hawk and marsh hawk. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

There are no County, State or Federally designated areas located within 1 mile 

of the plant site. The construction and operation of Manatee Unit # 3 is not 
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expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas or 

environmentally sensitive lands that are associated with the Little Manatee 

River within a 5 mile radius of the project site. These lands include: L.ittle 

Manatee River State Recreation Area, Little Manatee River State Canoe Trail, 

Florida Gulf Coast Railroad Museum, Cockroach Bay Aquatic Preserve, 

Critical Manatee Habitat, South Hillsborough Wildlife Corridor, Hillsborough 

County ELAPP Parcels and SOR-Little Manatee River. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design for Manatee Unit# 3 is the addition of four new CT's, with four new HRSGs 

and one new steam turbine generator in combined cycle configuration (creating a 4X1 

configuration). Manatee Unit # 3 will begin operation in mid - 2005. Natural gas, 

delivered via pipeline, will be the sole fuel for this unit. Natural gas fired facilities are 

among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available. 

Mitigation options being planned for Manatee Unit# 3 include the capture and reuse of 

plant process water and rainwater. In addition, other mitigating options include the use 

of combustion technology that is very efficient and low in air pollutant emissions, 

combined with po.llution control technology (dry-low NOx burners and selected catalytic 

reduction equipment). 

g. Local government Future Land Use Designations 

As mentioned above the Local Government Future Land Use Plan is consistent with 

the existing Designated uses of the Manatee Plant Site as major portions of the site are 

Agriculture/R and the remainder is designated as Major Public/Semi Public (1)- PIPS. 

Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in these land use categories . 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, many of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered potentially suitable sites for new, expanded, or repowered generation. The 

Manatee site has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various 
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factors including system load and economics. The projected availability of a natural 

gas pipeline that will be available to Unit # 3 as well as Units # 1 and # 2 in the near 

future was also a major factor in the selection of the Manatee site for the new 4x1 CC 

unit. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor in FPL's site evaluation since 

none of the existing preferred and potential sites exhibit significant environmental 

sensitivity or other environmental issues. All of these site are considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Little Manatee River. Make up water for the 

4,000 acre cooling pond will continue to be provided from the Little Manatee River. 

Plant process and service water requirements are currently supplied by the cooling 

pond, there are three wells in the Floridan aquifer that are reserved for standby 

purposes. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Geology underlying the Manatee Plant consist of unconsolidated sediments 

comprised of sand, clay silt, marl shell, limestone and phosphorite (terrace deposits) 

from the Pleistocene age to Recent. Undifferentiated Deposits comprised of sand and 

clay with Pliocene age and includes the Bone Valley Formation which is generally 

described to be less than 25 feet thick. Underlying the undifferentiated materials are 

the Miocene Hawthorn Formation, the Tampa Member, the Suwannee Limestone of 

the Oligocene age, the Ocala Limestone of the Eocene Age, the Avon Park 

Formation, the Oldsmar Formation of the Eocene age and the Cedar Key Formation of 

the Paleocene age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities For Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water for industrial processing is estimated to be 

150 gpm (gallons per minute) plant process and service water. FPL operates on-site 

water treatment systems for each of these uses. Water quantities for other uses such 

as irrigation and potable water are estimated to be approximately 5 gpm. 
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I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Manatee Unit# 3 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as its source of cooling 

water. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system, any makeup water is 

provided from the Little Manatee River to replace net evaporation and seepage loses 

from the pond. These makeup needs are within the existing agreement between FPL 

and the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD). There are three 

wells, currently on Reserve (standby) that are in the Floridan Aquifer. 

FPL is currently evaluating alternative water sources for use at the Manatee Plant site. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Available water including non-contact storm water, treated industrial wastewater, 

treated sanitary wastewater, and recovered service water are captured and returned to 

the cooling pond. Storm water from the equipment areas is also treated and returned 

to the cooling pond. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The Manatee Plant employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan, a Spill 

Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to assist in the control of 

inadvertent release of pollutants. Stormwater runoff will be collected and routed to 

detention ponds. Construction activities will be managed so that equipment 

maintenance and fueling are designated areas to conduct these activities so that in the 

event of a spill or release of any contaminant, impacts to any surface water or the 

cooling pond are minimized. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by fuel delivery services and facilities for residual, low 

sulfur (1 percent) fuel oil. FPL has an agreement with Gulfstream Natural Gas 

Systems to install a natural gas lateral to the Manatee Plant that will provide the 

availability of natural gas for existing Units# 1 and # 2. The addition of Unit # 3, that 

will be solely fueled by natural gas, will require further negotiations or agreements with 

Gulfstream or some other supplier. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from Unit# 

3 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using clean 

fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (802), particulate matter, and other fuel

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and volatile organic compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx 

combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). These design 

alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of Manatee Unit# 3 will incorporate features that 

will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different from 

the current levels at the existing plant. Similar natural gas-'fired facilities in Broward and 

Martin Counties have been constructed and operated without exceeding allowable 

noise levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for the Manatee Plant Unit # 3 with 

the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on February 20, 2002. 

Preferred Site# 4: Martin Plant, Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida. 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) and the adjacent 

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south by the St. 

Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 and the 

adjacent CSX Railroad. 
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The Martin site was identified in 1987 as a preferred location for development of coal 

gasification/combined cycle electric generation facilities and subsequent FPL Site Plans 

have continued to identify this site as a preferred site. 

The existing 2,906 MW (net Summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site occupies 

a portion of the approximately 11,300 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of two steam units (Units # 1 and # 2), plus two combined cycle units 

(Units # 3 and # 4), and two combustion turbine units (Units # Sa and # 8b). The site 

includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 acres of water surface and 300 acres of dike 

area) and approximately 300 acres for the existing power plant units and related facilities. 

Additional generating capacity will be added to the site. The existing two CT's at the site 

will be converted into a four on one (4X1) combined cycle (CC) unit with the addition of 

two new CTs and four new HRSGs and a new steam turbine generator in mid - 2005. The 

two existing CT's total capabilities are 318 MW (Summer) and 362 MW (Winter). The later 

conversion of these two CT's to a (4X1) CC Will add approximately 789 MW (Summer) and 

835 MW (Winter) of capacity. The new CC unit will be designated as Unit# 8. 

a) and b) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Martin plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the proposed 

generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c) Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d) Existing Land Uses of Site and Ad1acent Areas 

A major portion of the site cons1sts of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of the power plant 

there is an area of mixed pine flatwood with a scattering of small wetlands. To the 

north of the reservoir there is a 1,200-acre area which has been set aside as a 

mitigation area. There is peninsula of wetland forest on the west side of the reservoir 

which is named the Barley Barber Swamp. The Barley Barber Swamp encompasses 
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400 acres and is preserved as a natural area. There is also a 10 kilowatt (KW) 

photovoltaic energy facility at the south end of this site. 

e) General Environment Features On and In The Site Vicinity 

1) Natural Environment 

As noted above, the Barley Barber Swamp is located on the site. There is also 

a 1 ,200-acre mitigation area in the northern area of the site where wetlands 

and uplands have been restored. Along the south and west sides of the 

cooling pond is an area where the vegetation has been allowed to return to its 

natural state in order to serve as a wildlife corridor. FPL has preserved a 

Florida Panther corridor along the west side of the cooling pond. There are 

pine flatwoods and small scattered wetlands to the east of the plant. 

2) Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site are not expected to affect 

any rare, endangered, or threatened species. There are two active Bald Eagle 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus: Federal - and - State listed as Threatened) nests 

that have been on the site for many years. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory 

(FNAI) database notes a record of Eastern Indigo Snakes (Drymachon coralis 

coupert which are Federal - and - State listed as Threatened) in the Barley 

Barber Swamp. A number of other Bald Eagle nests and sightings of Eastern 

Indigo Snakes are reported by the FNAI database within a two-mile radius of 

the site. Infrequent sightings of Florida Panther have been made in the site 

area. 

3) Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council lists the "FPL Preserve", 

including the Barley Barber Swamp, as a Significant Regional Facility. Natural 

communities such as uplands and wetlands are also generically listed as 

Resources of Regional Significance. 
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4) Other significant features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f) Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design options are to add two new CT's and four new HRSG's and a new steam 

turbine that, together w1th the two existing CT's, will comprise Martin Unit# 8. This unit 

is scheduled to be in service in mid-2005. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is 

envisioned as the fuel type for this unit (with light oil serving as a backup fuel). Natural 

gas-fired facilities are among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently 

available. 

Mitigation options being considered include the capture and reuse of plant process 

water and rainwater. The facility already encompasses several preserved areas where 

wildlife is abundant. 

g) Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities". 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily "Agricultural". There are also 

limited areas of "Agricultural Ranchette", "Industrial", and a small "Commercial" area 

designation. To the southeast of the property, fronting on the St. Lucie Canal, there is 

an area designated for "Public Conservation". 

h) Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered as potentially suitable sites for new or repowered generation. The Martin 

plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor 

in FPL's site evaluation since none of the existing preferred and potential site exhibit 

significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. All of these sites 

are considered permittable. 
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i) Water Resources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond, 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available groundwater resource is 

the shalf ow aquifer which is used as a source of potable water and for service water for 

Units # 1 and # 2. Both of these sources are available for use with the site expansion. 

j) Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Martin site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. 

The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The deepest formation in Martin County on 

which significant published data are available is the Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited 

information is available from wells penetrating the underlying Lake City formation. The 

published information on the sediments comprising the formations below the Avon 

Park Limestone in western Martin County is based on projections from deep wells in 

Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach counties. 

k) Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water required for industrial processing is 130 

gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as boiler water and service water. FPL 

operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these uses. Cooling water for 

new Unit# 8, will be supplied from the on-site 6,800-acre cooling pond. Makeup water 

for the pond is taken from the St. Lucie canal. The current makeup water quantity to 

the cooling pond (approximately 4,800 gpm) is expected to be adequate for the 

proposed expansion. Water quantities needed for other uses such as irrigation and 

potable water are estimated to be approximately 5 gpm. 
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I) Water Supply Sources by Type 

All additional capacity at the site will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as the 

source of cooling water and as a heat sink for the dissipation of cooling water heat. 

The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system in which heated water from the 

generating units loses its heat as it is circulated within the pond and back around to the 

plant intake. A cooling tower may also be utilized. Makeup water to the pond is 

withdrawn from the St. Lucie Canal as needed to replace net evaporation and seepage 

losses from the pond. Such needs will comply with the existing agreement between 

FPL and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) regarding allocation 

of cooling water to the pond and with SFWMD's regulations for consumptive water use. 

The existing water treatment system at the plant, which provides treated water for use 

in the Unit# 1 and # 2 boilers, as well as the HRSG's associated with Units# 3 and# 

4, will be expanded to provide treated water for new Unit# 8. FPL will discuss Unit# 8 

requirements with SFWMD as the project moves forward in the licensing process. 

m) Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer will be reduced by changing the source of plant process 

water to the Floridan aquifer, upon completion of Unit # 8. In addition, the facility 

captures and reuses process water whenever feasible, and manages stormwater in 

such a manner so as to recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n) Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling pond. Non-point source 

discharges are not an issue since there are none at this facility. Industrial discharges 

will be minimized by treating and recycling equipment wash water, boiler blowdown 

water, and equipment area runoff. Storm water runoff is collected and used to recharge 

the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design elements have been 

included to capture suspended sediments. Facility permits mandate various sampling 

and testing activities, which provide indication of any pollutant discharges. The facility 

employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 
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o) Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. There are currently two 

pipelines with the capability of supplying of natural gas into the facility. The additional 

capacity due to the conversion of the CT's into a CC unit will require an enlargement of 

an existing pipeline(s), the installation of a new pipeline, or the addition of another 

natural gas pipeline compressor station. 

p) Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from Unit# 

8 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using clean 

fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter and other fuel

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be 

controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction 

(SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during CC 

operation when firing light oil. These design alternatives constitute the Best Available 

Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of Martin 

Unit# 8 will incorporate features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida. 

q) Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise will be below current noise 

levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the new units will 

also be within allowable levels. 

r) Status of Applications 

A Site Certification application was filed in December, 1989, for the construction and 

operation of the Martin Coal Gasification/Combined Cycle project under the Florida 

Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. 
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On June 15, 1990, the Public Service Commission issued a Determination of Need 

Order for proposed Martin Units # 3 and # 4. This determination of need applies only 

to the 'first phase of the Project, or 832 MW of combined cycle generation. The Siting 

Board issued a Land Use Order on June 27, 1990. The Certification Hearing was held 

on November 5-7, 1990. As mentioned earlier, on February 12, 1991, the Governor 

and Cabinet, serving as the Siting Board, approved the construction and operation of 

natural gas-fired combined cycle Units # 3 and # 4 and determined that the Martin Site 

has capacity to accommodate additional combined cycle units fueled by natural gas, . 

fuel oil, or coal-derived gas produced at the site. 

Since the initial certification in 1991, the Site Certification has been modified five times 

to provide authorization for items such as CT testing, increasing the cooling pond 

elevation, incorporating changes from other permits, and incorporating a custom fuel 

monitoring program. For the addition of the two CT's, FPL obtained a sixth modification 

to the existing Site Certification in August 2000. 

In order to convert these two CT's from simple cycle to CC configuration, a seventh 

modification to the Site Certification will be required. FPL filed the Site Certification 

Application on February 1, 2002 with the FDEP. 

IV.F.2. Potential Sites 

Four FPL-owned sites are identified as the next most likely potential sites for future 

generation after the four preferred sites just discussed. These four sites are considered the 

next most likely potential sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, 

infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are located 

in Brevard, Palm Beach, Broward, and St. Lucie Counties. These sites are suitable for 

different capacity levels and technologies, and they will remain as potential sites pending 

future decisions on how best to meet the timing and magnitude of FPL's future capacity 

needs. 2 

Each of these potential sites offers advantages and disadvantages relative to engineering 

considerations and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible 

technologies. In addition, each potential site has different characteristics, which could 

require further definition and attention. For purposes of estimating water usage amounts, it 

2 As has been described in previous FPL Plant Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generat1on additions These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites. 
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is assumed that a natural gas-fired CC unit would be the technology of choice for any 

capacity additions at the sites. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all four sites, assuming measures can 

be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental concerns. None of the sites 

exhibit any significant environmental constraints. The potential sites are briefly discussed 

below. (Note: The order in which the sites are discussed below does not reflect a relative 

ranking of these sites in regard to how likely it is for FPL to add capacity at the site.) 

Potential Site# 1: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

The site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral property in unincorporated Brevard County. 

The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct access to a 

four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access is available. A rail line is located near the 

plant. The existing facility consists of two 400 MW (nominal) steam boiler type generating 

units. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to industrial use 

with surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine forest. The land adjacent 

to the site is dedicated to light commercial and residential use. There are no significant 

environmental features on the site. 

d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL projects that an increase of up to 260 gallons per minute (gpm) would be required for 

industrial processing use (boiler makeup, service water, etc.) It is expected that industrial 

cooling water needs could be met using the current 550,000 gpm once-through cooling 

water quantity. For industrial processing, FPL would use existing on-site wells. For 

industrial cooling, the Indian River would continue to be utilized. 
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Potential Site# 2: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm Beach 

County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access is 

available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two operational 

300 MW (nominal) steam boiler generating units and one retired 50 MW generating unit. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities with some 

open maintained grass areas. There is a small manatee viewing area on the site which is 

operated seasonally by FPL. Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated 

industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential development. The site is 

located on the Intracoastal Waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet. 

Q} and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Additional industrial processing water needs are estimated to be up to 40 gallons per 

minute (gpm). Industrial cooling water needs are estimated to be up to 54,000 gpm using 

the existing once-through cooling water system. The existing municipal water supply 

would be used for industrial processing water if additional generating capacity is placed at 

Riviera. For once-through cooling water, FPL would continue to use Lake Worth as a 

source of water. 

Potential Site# 3: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port Everglades, 

Broward County. The site has conven1ent access to State Road (SR) 84 and Interstate 

595. A rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler 

generating units: two 200 MW (nominal) and two 400 MW (nominal) sized units. 
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a) U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Port Everglades plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities and 

associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL estimates that up to 130 gallons per minute (gpm) of industrial processing water would 

be required for uses such as boiler makeup, fogger usage, and service water. FPL would 

expect to use the existing municipal water supply for industrial process water. For cooling 

water, FPL would anticipate that the existing 320,000 gpm once-through cooling seawater 

source would continue to be used. 

Potential Site# 4: Midway Substation Property, St. Lucie County 

The site is located on the 122-acre Midway Substation property. Current facilities on the 

site include an electric substation. The site has direct access to a two-lane highway, State 

Road 712 (SR 712). The nearest town is White City, which is approximately 5 miles east 

of the site. The City of Fort Pierce is approximately 9 miles northeast of the site. The 

Midway site was previously listed as a preferred site in the FPL 2001-2010 Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map is provided of the Midway Site area and a land use map is provided at the end of 

this chapter. 

b) and c) Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial and agricultural use. Much of the 

site is currently not being used. Developed portions of the adjacent properties are primarily 

agricultural (orange groves and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub 

with some hardwoods and wetlands. 
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d) and e) Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

No surface water source is available at this site. The groundwater source would either be 

the shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water. It is estimated that 150 gallons per 

miniJte (gpm) will be needed for industrial processing water for uses such as inlet air

cooling, NOx control during light oil firing and for service water. Other facility water uses 

may include irrigation, potable use, etc. The total volume of these uses is estimated to be 

aboiJt 5 gpm. 
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Figure IV.F.2 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Sanford Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Manatee Plant 
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Other Planning Assumptions & Information 

Florida Power & Light Company 157 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 168 of 222 I 

(This page is left intentionally blank.) I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Florida Power & Light Company 158 

I 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 169 of 222I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. 

Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled "Other 

Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a 

utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of these 

items. 

These 12 1tems are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission constraints. External constraints 

deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal constraints deal with the flow of electricity 

within the FPL system. The projected effects of these constraints are modeled in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

The external constraints are important since they affect the development of assumptions for the 

amount of external assistance which is available and the amount and price of economy energy 

purchases. Therefore, these external constraints are incorporated both in the reliability analysis and 

economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external assistance which is 

assumed to be available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system 

as well as historical levels of available assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount 

of external assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all 

but the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on 

historical values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission constraints or limitations are addressed in developing the costs for siting new 

units at different locations. Site-specific transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit 

location option or groups of options. 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address 

constraints and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's transmission plans are presented in 

Section III.E. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any changes in 

the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load forecast. 

As discussed in Chapter Ill of this document, FPL typically performs economic analyses of 

competing resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) 

computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI} and Stone and Webster 

Management Consultants, Inc. The resource plan reflected in this document emerged as the 

resource plan with the least impact on FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate 

Impact Measure or RIM approach) and on the present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system.3 

As part of its 2001 resource planning work, FPL issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for firm 

capacity offerings designed to address FPL 2005 and 2006 capacity needs. FPL received 81 

proposals in response to the RFP. These outside proposals, and 13 FPL construction options, were 

subsequently evaluated by FPL using the EGEAS model. Following the EGEAS calculations, three 

other calculations designed to determine generator startup costs, transmission integration costs, 

and equity penalty costs were made. These other costs were then added to the EGEAS costs to 

develop total costs (in terms of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements) for the 

competing options. A similar analysis of the outside proposals and FPL construction options was 

performed independently by an outside consultant. 

No sensitivity case analyses based on different load forecasts were carried out during 2001. This is 

due to the fact that the vast majority of the options studied, including the two most economical 

options (the Martin Conversion project and the new Manatee unit), are combined cycle (CC) units. If 

higher- than - projected loads begin to appear, the combustion turbine components of any of the 

CC options could be placed in service early in simple cycle mode. FPL believed that this fact 

qualitatively enabled it to be able to address higher- than- projected loads. A quantitative analysis 

of this occurrence was not possible since the proposals did not include costs for such a scenario. 

3 
FPL's basic approach 1n its resource planmng work IS to base dec1sions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when DSM 

levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements basis are 
identical. In such cases (as 1n FPL's 2001 resource planning work), FPL evaluates options on the s1mpler - to - calculate (but 
equivalent} lowest system revenue requirements basis 
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Discussion Item# 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case 

fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case 

plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were 

performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the 

sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning 

process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the 

high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, 

describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price forecast are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In its 2001 planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to a "Low Price" fuel 

forecast in conjunction with a "High Load" forecast. The reason given in response to Discussion 

Item# 2 explains why FPL felt that a high load forecast scenario was not needed. Similarly, since 

the vast majority of the options considered in the RFP analysis were gas-fired units, any change in 

the fuel costs projections would have affected these proposals in essentially the same way. 

Consequently, FPL did not believe that a fuel price sensitivity case was needed. 

Discussion Item# 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

For the same reason given in response to Discussion Item #3, FPL did not conduct a "constant fuel 

differential" sensitivity analysis in its 2001 planning work. 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, and capacity output ratings and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output ratings of 

FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are consistent with the values FPL 

has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and 

variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, constwction schedules, heat 

rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered in the resource 

planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options FPL projects to add over 

the planing horizon is presented on Schedule 9. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to varying 

financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's 2001 resource planning work were 45% debt and 55% 

equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 7.4%, and an equity return of 11.7%. These 

assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 9.8% and an after-tax discount rate of 

8.5%. In its 2001 planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to varying 

financial assumptions. The reason for this is that in recent years FPL's planning work has focused 

on FPL construction options only. Results between higher capital cost options and lower capital 

cost options could have changed as financial (primarily capital cost) assumptions changed. 

However, in its 2001 planning work, outside proposals were analyzed versus the FPL construction 

options. While FPL could have examined the effect of different financial assumptions on its options, 

there simply is no practical way to request, receive and reanalyze new cost information for the 

outside proposals based on a common set of new financial assumptions (such as higher debt 

rates). The complexity and length of time inherent in an RFP-based process precludes this analysis. 
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Discussion Item# 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource Planning 

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or 

total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for companng the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic IRP 

process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of minimizing FPL's 

levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach}. However, in its 2001 

planning work FPL utilized a net present value of system revenue requirements as the basis for 

comparing options and plans. (As discussed in response to Discussion Item# 2, both the electricity 

rate basis and the system revenue requirement basis are identical when DSM levels are unchanged 

between competing plans. Such was the case in FPL's 2001 planning work.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two generation reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a minimum 

15% Summer and Winter reserve margin for years up to mid - 2004 that changes to a minimum 

20% Summer and Winter reserve margin for the mid - 2004 - on time period. The other reliability 

criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria 

are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent 

with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC}. The 

FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the planning criteria 

established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its Planning Standards. FPL 

has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with prudent utility practice. The NERC 

Planning Standards are available on the internet (http://www.nerc.com/-filez/pss-psg.html). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR} document as well as a 

Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://www.enx.com/FPL/fpl home.html). 
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Thermal ratings for specific transmission lines or transformers are found in the load 1low cases that 

are available on the internet (http://www.enx.com/FPL/fpl home.html). The normal voltage criteria for 

FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69, 115, 138, 500 

230 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95 

0.95 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05 

1.06 

There may have been isolated cases for which FPL may have determined it prudent to deviate from 

the general criteria stated above. Tl1e overall potential impact on customers, the probability of an 

outage actually occurring, as well as other factors may have influenced the decision in such cases. 

Discussion Item# 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption are revised periodically. 

Engineering models, ca:librated with field-metered data, are updated when significant efficiency 

changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for all the FPL programs in 

order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of efficiency measure being installed by 

program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the base:line efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and energy 

saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of the program. 

Finally, FPL is careful to only claim program savings for the average life of the instalfed efficiency 

measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, FPL 

conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning correctly. 
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning 

process. 

The strategic or non-price factors FPL considers when choosing between resource options include: 

(1) fuel diversity; (2) tec1·1nology risk; and (3) environmental risk. 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs. natural 

gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative pipeline suppliers 

for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase fuel supply diversity 

would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity competing technologies, For example, a 

prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has a higher risk 

than a technology in wide use, and, therefore, is less des1rable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of competing 

technologies. Technologies which might be regarded as more acceptable from an environmental 

perspective (e.g., natural gas) might be considered more favorably. 

When choosing between an FPL self-build opt1on and buying power, the strategic or non-price 

factors FPL considers also include: (1) the financial strength of the supplier; (2) the feasibility of 

licensing and construction requirements; (3) the delivery risk related to firmness of fuel supply and 

the experience of the seller; and (4) the degree of control offered, including dispatchability and 

rights to sell power. 

The financial strength of the supplier is an assessment of the ability of a project developer to 

marshal the financial resources required to bnng a capital-intensive project to completion. While it 

has always been a concern, this issue has become even more prominent in light of the collapse of 

Enron and the generally declining strength of Independent power developers following that collapse. 

It is FPL's customers that ultimately bear the nsk of nonperformance of a project resulting from the 

financial instability of a developer. 

Feasibility of licensing and construction plans is an assessment of the reasonableness of the timing 

of a proposal, given lead times required to site, license, and construct a power plant, and 

considering the possibility of delay or cancellation resulting from opposition or any other factor. For 

example, the possibility of delay in licensing and construction is greater for a nuclear plant than a 

gas turbine. As another example, a combined cycle not "fully committed" to serving retail load might 
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fact greater difficulty in securing a determination of need than a fully committed plant. Again, FPL's 

customers bear the risk associated with any potential delay. 

Delivery risk related to firmness of fuel supply, the construction schedule, and the experience of the 

seller relate to an assessment of whether a proposed project will deliver power on schedule and 

reliably. Firmness of fuel supply relates to reliability of the electricity from a facility. A proposed unit 

that offers power without firm fuel suppliers, for example a gas-fired unit without firm gas 

transportation, is a higher risk than that same facility with firm transportation. The experience of the 

seller must also be assessed to assure that the proposed. A proposal offered by a developer that 

has not shown a history of bringing projects in on time would obviously be less favored than one 

from a developer with a strong project management record. 

The degree of control offered to FPL, including dispatchability and rights to sell power from a 

project, involves a comparison of a proposed contractual structure to the characteristics FPL would 

have with its self-built units. For example, an FPL-owned unit is fully controllable by FPL' system 

operator, within technology limits, so that the unit can be turned on or off, up or down, to meet 

system requirements. When the unit is not needed to meet system native load requirements, it is 

available to provide power for system sales, providing gains back to FPL's customers. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to construct 

capacity or to purchase power. 
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Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to 

utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility's ten

year site plan. 

As has been discussed, the near- term elements of FPL's capacity additions are the repowering of 

its Fort Myers and Sanford plants, the addition of new combustion turbines (CT's) at Fort Myers, 

and a number of firm capacity, short-term purchases. The incremental capacity from the two 

repowering projects comes from the addition of new CT's and heat recovery steam generators 

(HRSG's). FPL acquired the repowering-related CT's, plus the other CT's for Fort Myers, and the 

HRSG's through a bid process wrlich combined cost and performance considerations. The firm 

capacity short-term purchases were acquired through negotiations. 

The 2005 capacity addition decision was arrived at after evaluating 81 bids received in response to 

a capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) issued by FPL in mid-2001. (Please see Section Ill for a 

further discussion of the RFP effort.) 

The later (2007- on) capacity additions projected in FPL's Site Plan document will likely be carried 

out following the issuance of a similar capacity solicitation to potential suppliers at an appropriate 

time, if that approach represents the best vehicle to offer the lowest cost new generating capacity. 
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Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act 

(403.52- 403.536, F. 5.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any new 

or upgraded line. 

FPL's plans do not include any new or upgraded transmission lines during the 2002- 2011 time 

period w~1ich would need to be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52- 403.536, 

F.S.) 
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Schedule 1 

I 
Existing Generating Facilities 

As of December 31, 2001 

(1) (2) (3} (4) (5) (B) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12} (13) (14) 

I 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commerc1al Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 1/ 

Un1t Un1t Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Summer Wmter 

Plant Name No. Location ~ Pn. A It .Err_ till_ Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

I Turkey Point Dade County 
27/57S/40E 2 338 100 2,198 2,253 

I 
1 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Apr-B7 Unknown 402,050 400 404 

2 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Apr-B8 Unknown 402,050 400 403 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 7BO,OOO 693 717 

4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 693 717 

I 
1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

Cutler Dade County 
27/55SI40E 236 500 213 21B 

I 5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 71 71 

6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 142 145 

I Lauderdale Broward County 
30/50S/42E 1 863 972 1,B94 1,804 

I 4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 521,250 425 443 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 521,250 429 447 

1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,73B 420 457 

13-24 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 420 457 

I Port Everglades City of Hollywood 
23/50SI42E 1,665,086 1,660 1,701 

I ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-BO Unknown 225,250 221 222 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 221 222 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 390 392 

I 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 408 408 

1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 420 457 

I 
R1viera C1ty of Riv1era Beach 

33/42S/43E 620 840 567 569 

3 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 283 283 

I 
4 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 284 286 

I 
1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

I 
I 
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Page 2 of 3 I Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 

I As of December 31, 2001 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

I Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Capability 1/ 

Un1t Un1t Fuel Transport Days In-Service Ret1rement Nameplate Summer Winter 

Plant Name No Locat1on IYQg .En_ M... PriM Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Mart1n Mart1n County I 29/29S/38E 3 312 000 2 846 2 979 

ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 863,000 814 826 

2 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 799 812 I 3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 467 489 

4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 468 490 

8A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 362,000 298 362 

St. Luc1e St Luc1e County 
I 

16/36S/41E 1 553 000 1 553 1 579 

1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 839 853 I 2 21 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 714 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County I 19/24S/36F 804100 806 812 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 403 406 

I 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-69 Unknown 402,050 403 406 

Sanford Volus1a County 

I 16/19S/30E 1 022 450 532 528 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 144 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-72 Unknown 436,100 390 384 

I 5 3/ ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-73 Unknown 436,100 0 0 

Putnam Putnam County 

I 16/10S/27E 580 000 498 520 

1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 249 260 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 249 260 

I 
1/ These rat1ngs are peak capabil1ty. I 21 Total capability IS 839/853 MW Capabilities shown represent the company's share of the umt and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) 

and Flonda Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) comb1ned portion of 14.89551%. 
31 Th1s unit was removed from service as part of the repowenng project. 

I 
I 
I 
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I Page 3 of 3 

Schedule 1 

I Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2001 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

I 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max Net Capability 1/ 

Umt Unit Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv1ce Ret1rement Nameplate Summer Winter 

Plant Name No Locatron JyQg Err_ 6!1.. .E.o.. M. Use MonthNear Month/Year KW MW MW 

I Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E 2,388 250 1,530 1,668 

I 
1 4/ ST F06 No WA No Unknown Nov-58 Unknown 156,250 0 0 

2 4/ ST F06 No WA No Unknown Jul-69 Unknown 402,000 0 0 

1-12 CT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 636 690 

Repowerrng CT A CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Oct-00 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

I 
Repowenng CT B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Nov-00 Unknown 181,000 149 163 
Repowenng CT C CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Dec-00 Unknown 181,000 149 163 
Repowenng CT 0 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Apr-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 
Repowenng CT E CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

I 
Repowenng CT F CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-01 Unknown 181,000 149 163 

Manatee Manatee 

County 1 726 600 1,619 1,633 
18/33S/20E 

I 1 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 809 816 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 810 817 

I St. Johns Rrver Duval County 

Power Park 2/ 12/15/28E 

(RPC4) 250 000 254 260 

I 1 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

2 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 127 130 

I Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 

891 000 658 666 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 658 666 

I Total System as of December 31, 2001 = 16,628 17,188 

I 
I 

1/ These rat~ngs are peak capabil1ty. 
21 The net capability rat1ngs represent Flonda Power & L1ght Company's share of St Johns Rrver Park Unit No 1 and No 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electnc Authonty (JEA) share of 80%; SJRPP rece1ves coal by water (WA) rn add1t1on to rarl. 

31 These ratings represent Flonda Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unrt No 4, adJusted for transm1ss1on losses 

I 
4/ These units were removed from serv1ce as part of the repowenng project 

I 
I 
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I 
Schedule 2.1 

History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class I 

{1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

I 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Average** Average KWH Average** Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

Year PoQulatlon* Household GWH Customers Per Customer GWH Customers Per Customer I 
1992 6,375,204 2.19 34,198 2,911,807 11,745 26,991 350,269 77,058 

1993 6,486,127 2.18 36,360 2,975,479 12,220 28,508 358,679 79,481 

1994 6,660,137 2 19 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 366,409 81,729 

1995 6,806,337 2.20 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30,719 374,005 82,135 
I 

1996 6,948,942 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 380,860 81,949 

1997 7,105,582 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 388,906 84,703 

1998 7,249,617 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 396,749 87,255 I 
1999 7,412,734 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 

2000 7,603,543 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 415,295 89,096 

2001 7,749,031 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 426,573 88,989 I 
2002 7,891,055 2.22 49,065 3,552,211 13,813 38,360 433,999 88,387 

2003 8,029,615 2.22 51,340 3,616,387 14,196 39,745 444,604 89,395 

2004 8,164,713 2.22 53,568 3,676,476 14,570 40,913 456,688 89,587 

2005 8,296,344 2.22 55,902 3,739,451 14,949 42,018 468,420 89,702 I 
2006 8,433,429 2.22 58,241 3,801,791 15,319 43,210 479,587 90,098 

2007 8,570,515 2.22 59,857 3,858,417 15,513 44,317 488,478 90,724 

2008 8,709,688 2.23 61,401 3,912,926 15,692 45,391 497,099 91,313 I 
2009 8,850,948 2.23 62,961 3,966,369 15,874 46,461 505,533 91,905 

2010 8,992,209 2.24 64,628 4,018,926 16,081 47,571 513,718 92,602 

2011 9,134,785 2.24 66,282 4,070,702 16,283 48,478 521,756 92,913 I 
• Population represents only the area served by FPL. 

**Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
Schedule 2.2 

I History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

I Other Total** 

Industrial Railroads Street& Sales to Sales to 
Average• Average KWH & H1ghway Publrc Ult1mate 

No. of Consumption Railways L1ght~ng Authorities Consumers 

Year GWH Customers Per Customer GWH GWH GWH GWH I 
1992 4,054 14,788 274,135 77 353 721 66,393 

1993 3,889 14,866 261,602 79 330 665 69,830 
1994 3,845 15,588 246,658 85 353 664 73,608 

1995 3,883 15,140 256,481 84 358 648 76,248 I 
1996 3,792 14,783 256,515 83 368 577 77,334 

1997 3,894 14,761 263,830 85 383 702 79,855 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,233 81 373 625 85,131 I 
1999 3,948 16,040 246,112 79 473 465 84,676 

2000 3,768 16,410 229,592 81 408 381 87,959 
2001 4,091 15,445 264,872 86 419 67 90,212 I 
2002 3,947 15,147 260,552 81 417 61 91,930 

2003 3,960 15,176 260,942 81 428 60 95,615 

2004 3,969 15,143 262,106 82 438 60 99,030 

2005 3,971 15,105 262,875 82 446 60 102,479 I 
2006 3,977 15,077 263,746 83 455 60 106,024 

2007 3,974 15,122 262,795 83 461 60 108,752 

2008 3,956 15,168 260,821 83 468 60 111,360 I 
2009 3,933 15,213 258,530 84 474 60 113,973 

2010 3,912 15,259 256,386 84 481 60 116,736 

2011 3,891 15,305 254,215 85 487 60 119,282 I 
*Average No.of Customers IS the annual average of the twelve month values. 

I 
**GWH=Column 4 +Column 7 +Column 10 +Column 13 +Column 14 +Column 15. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 2.3 
I 

History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class I 

(1) (17) {18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net* Average u I 
Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average*** 

Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers I 
1992 702 6,002 73,097 4,374 3,281,238 

1993 958 4,988 75,776 3,086 3,352,110 
1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,560 3,422,187 
1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,460 3,488,796 
1996 1,353 5,984 84,671 2,480 3,550,748 

I 
1997 1,228 5,770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 
1998 1,326 6,205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 
1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 I 
2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 
2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,207 7,021 100,158 2,805 4,004,161 I 
2003 1,425 7,373 104,414 2,872 4,079,038 
2004 1,446 7,567 108,042 2,931 4,151,237 
2005 1,463 7,831 111,772 2,985 4,225,960 

2006 1,482 8,097 115,602 3,036 4,299,491 I 
2007 1,415 7,990 118,157 3,077 4,365,095 
2008 1,081 8,108 120,549 3,116 4,428,309 
2009 1,081 7,869 122,922 3,155 4,490,271 I 
2010 1,081 7,631 125,448 3,193 4,551,096 
2011 1,081 7,149 127.512 3,231 4,610,993 

• GWH =Column 16 +Column 17 +Column 18 I 
.. Average Number of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
•u Total "' Column 5 + Column 8 + Column 11 +Column 20 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Resrdential C/1 Load C/1 Net Frrm 

Year Total Wholesale Retail lnterruptrble Management Conservation Management Conservalron Demand 

1992 14,661 223 14,438 0 234 151 248 51 14,179 

1993 15,266 397 14,869 0 311 182 320 79 14,635 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 14,433 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 15,315 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 15,119 

1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 15,566 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 16,800 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 16,443 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 16,585 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 798 673 483 463 17,473 

2002 19,131 146 18,985 0 805 83 487 39 17,717 

2003 19,765 223 19,542 0 810 125 497 59 18,274 

2004 20,226 225 20,002 0 817 167 507 79 18,656 

2005 20,719 227 20,493 0 824 211 517 99 19,068 

2006 21,186 227 20,959 0 829 255 525 120 19,457 

2007 21,556 227 21,329 0 834 300 533 140 19,749 

2008 21,870 152 21,718 0 839 347 541 159 19,984 

2009 22,271 152 22,119 0 842 394 547 179 20,309 

2010 22,687 152 22,535 0 844 410 548 185 20,700 

2011 23,106 152 22,954 0 844 410 548 185 21,119 

Historical Values (1992- 2001): 

Cols. {2)- (4) are actual values for h•stoncal summer peaks As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)}, and may 

incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Frrm Demand 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabilitres starting from January 1988. 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are rncorporated rnto Col. (8), which also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD-LC. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) rs 

denved by the formula: (10) = (2) -(6) -(8). 

Projected Values (2002 - 2011 ): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o rncremental conservation or cumulatrve load control. The effects of conservatiOn rmplemented 

prior to 2001 are incorporated into the forecast. 
Cols. (5) - (9) represent all rncremental conservatron and cumulative load control. These values are proJected August values and are based 

on projectrons wrth a 1/2001 startrng point. 

Col (1 0) represents a 'Net Frrm Demand" whrch accounts for all of the rncremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col (10) rs denved by usrng the formula: (10) = (2)- (5)- (6)- (7)- (8)- (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Firm Res Load Res1dential C/1 Load C/1 

Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservat1on Management Conservat1on 

1992/93 12,964 102 12,862 0 242 195 275 48 

1993/94 12,594 278 12,316 0 317 231 342 67 

1994/95 16,563 635 15,928 0 393 265 360 93 

1995/96 18,096 698 17,398 0 459 310 406 143 
1996/97 16,490 626 15,864 0 731 368 418 154 

1997/98 13,060 239 12,821 0 823 403 429 168 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 1,218 438 417 182 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 18,199 150 18,049 0 972 493 448 201 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 1,081 534 489 242 

2002/03 19,551 121 19,430 0 1,085 78 458 22 

2003/04 19,976 198 19,779 0 1,093 104 464 30 

2004/05 20,418 199 20,218 0 1 '102 128 470 38 

2005/06 20,854 199 20,654 0 1,109 153 476 48 
2006/07 21,204 199 21,005 0 1 '116 177 481 57 

2007/08 21,538 124 21,414 0 1,123 200 486 66 

2008/09 21,966 124 21,841 0 1 '129 223 491 75 

2009/10 22,366 124 22,242 0 1,134 245 494 82 

2010/11 22,785 124 22,661 0 1,134 245 494· 82 

Historical Values (1992/93 ~ 2001/02): 

Cols (2)- (4) are actual values for historical wrnter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and may 
mcorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net F1rm Demand. 
Gals. (5) - (9) represent actual DSM capabilities startmg from January 1988. 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are mcorporated 1nto Col (8), wh1ch also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD • LC. 
Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net F1rm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) IS 
denved by the formula· (1 0) = (2) -(6) ·(8). 

Projected Values (2002/03 • 2010/11): 

Gals. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservat1on or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation Implemented 
prior to 2001 are incorporated into the forecast. 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulat1ve load control. These values are projected August values and are based 
on projeCtions w1th a 1/2001 start1ng point. 
Col. (10) represents a 'Net F1rm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservatiOn and assumes all of the load control IS implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: (10) = (2)- (5)- (6) • (7)- (8) - (9). 
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12,447 I 11,935 
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17,231 I 15,341 
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I 17,908 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load - GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4} (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Sales for 
Res1dent1al C/1 Resale Ut1hty Use Net Energy 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Reta1l GWH & losses For Load 

1992 73,778 460 221 73,076 702 6,002 73,097 

1993 76,632 553 303 75,674 958 4,988 75,776 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 

1995 85,415 777 677 83,978 1,437 6,276 83,961 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 

1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 

1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 

2000 99,094 1,674 1,431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 

2001 101,736 1,789 1,542 100,765 970 7,222 98,404 

2002 100,158 58 15 98,951 1,207 7,021 100,085 

2003 104,414 156 47 102,988 1,425 7,373 104,211 

2004 108,042 256 80 106,597 1,446 7,567 107,706 

2005 111,772 358 115 110,310 1,463 7,831 111,299 

2006 115,602 462 150 114,121 1,482 8,097 114,990 

2007 118,157 568 184 116,743 1,415 7,990 117,405 

2008 120,549 675 216 119,468 1,081 8,108 119,658 

2009 122,922 785 247 121,842 1,081 7,869 121,890 

2010 125,448 830 262 124,367 1,081 7,631 124,356 

2011 127,512 830 262 126,432 1,081 7,149 126,420 

Historical Values (1992- 2001): 

Col. (2) represents denved "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated us1ng the formula: (2) =(3) + (4) + (8). 

Cols. (3) & (4) are DSM values starting 1n January, 1988 through 2001 which contnbuted to the values 1n Cols (5)- (9). 

Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) into Reta1l and Wholesale. 

Col (9) IS calculated using Col. (8) from th1s page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. (9) = ((8)*1000) I ({2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2002 - 2011 ): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are calculated usmg the formula. (2) =(3) + (4) + (8) 

Cols. (3)- (4) are forecasted values of the reduct1on on sales from incremental conservat1on. 

Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) , into Wholesale and Retail . 

Col. (9) IS calculated us1ng Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. (9) = ((8)*1000) I ((2) • 8760) 
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I 
Schedule 4 

Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 
Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month I 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2001 2002. 2003 .. 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total I 
Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Month MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 18,199 8,074 18,968 7,375 19,551 7,708 I 
FEB 13,268 6,541 16,070 6,859 16,563 7,190 

MAR 14,611 7,442 14,353 7,368 14,793 7,703 I 
APR 15,831 7,797 15,645 7,683 16,163 8,020 

MAY 16,280 7,722 17,373 8,442 17,948 8,810 

JUN 18,342 9,476 18,218 9,299 18,821 9,690 I 
JUL 17,803 9,120 18,727 9,710 19,347 10,110 

AUG 18,754 10,086 19,131 9,881 19,765 10,263 I 
SEP 18,707 9,413 18,494 9,608 19,107 9,982 

OCT 15,971 8,185 17,266 8,578 17,837 8,927 I 
NOV 13,781 7,217 15,721 7,737 16,204 8,068 

DEC 14,590 7,331 16,317 7,618 16,818 7,942 

TOTALS 98,404 100,158 104,414 I 
• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not rnclude the rmpacts of cumulatrve load management and incremental conservatron. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
Schedule 5 

I 
Fuel Requirements 11 

I 
Actual 21 Forecasted 

Fuel Requirements ~ 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 ~ ~ 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

(1) Nuclear Tnlilon BTU 268 263 263 258 258 263 258 257 264 258 257 263 

I (2) Coal 1,000TON 4,170 3,078 3,460 3,584 3,416 3,396 3,479 3,194 3,513 3,110 3,113 3,281 

(4) Residual (F06}- Total 1,000 BBL 36,859 40,995 57,569 26,714 23,538 20,417 18,661 17,222 16,514 11,535 9,609 7,905 

(5) Steam 1,000 BBL 36,859 40,995 57,569 26,714 23,538 20,417 18,661 17,222 16,514 11,535 9,609 7,905 

(6) DIStillate (F02}- Total 1,000 BBL 461 381 538 2,750 4,114 799 792 537 612 20 9 5 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 75 124 2,220 3,404 683 677 486 549 10 3 3 I 
(8) CT 1,000 BBL 446 306 415 529 711 116 115 51 63 11 6 2 

(9) Steam 1,000 BBL 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 203,234 212,956 297,272 303,963 308,493 362,745 406,236 434,737 445,987 495,736 555,295 594,673 I 
(11) Steam 1,000 MCF 80,967 79,157 80,432 17,368 20,648 16,698 17,897 15,280 17,064 10,769 7,970 6,199 

(12) cc 1,000 MCF 117,684 109,778 196,898 274,488 277,953 337,081 384,738 414,787 424,908 482,040 546.027 587,265 

(13) CT 1,000 MCF 4,583 24,022 19,942 12,107 9,891 8,966 3,601 4,670 4,015 2,927 1,298 1,209 I 
1/ Reflects fuel requ1rements for FPL only 

21 Source A Schedules I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Actual 

Energy Sources Units 2000 2001 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 7,443 7,701 

Interchange 2/ 

(2} Nuclear GWH 24,584 24,070 

(3} Coal GWH 6,977 6,267 

(4} Residuai(F06} -Total GWH 23,230 25,802 

(5} Steam GWH 23,230 25,802 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 193 163 

(7) cc GWH 1 41 

(8) CT GWH 183 122 

{9) Steam GWH 9 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 24,217 24,496 

(11) Steam GWH 7,840 7,588 

(12) cc GWH 16,064 14,849 

(13) CT GWH 313 2,060 

(14) Other 3/ GWH 9,345 9,905 

---------------------- ------
Net Energy For Load 

41 
GWH 95,989 98,404 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 

2002 

8,061 

24,284 

6,503 

9,861 

9,861 

278 

101 

177 

0 

40,313 

11,524 

26,923 

1,866 

10,858 

100,158 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

2003 2004 

7,912 7,973 

23,873 23,845 

6,674 6,396 

11,881 14,885 

11,881 14,885 

1,979 2,979 

1,681 2,588 

298 391 

0 0 

41,995 41,809 

2,340 1,881 

38,510 38,989 

1,144 940 

10,101 10,155 

2005 

7,832 

24,284 

6,396 

12,943 

12,943 

592 

536 

55 

0 

49,873 

1,527 

47,498 

848 

9,852 

104,414 108,042 111,772 

Forecasted 

2006 2007 

7,645 7,573 

23,873 23,776 

6,514 6,071 

11,813 10,922 

11,813 10,922 

581 408 

529 387 

52 22 

0 0 

56,309 60,446 

1,643 1,402 

54,339 58,611 

327 433 

8,867 8,961 

115,602 118,157 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from S.IRPP and the Southern Compan1es. 

2008 2009 

7,605 7,371 

24,344 23,857 

6,577 5,901 

10,453 7,349 

10,453 7,349 

461 13 

433 8 

28 5 

0 0 

62,208 69,722 

1,577 996 

60,259 68,450 

372 275 

8,901 8,710 

120,549 122,922 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Fac1ht1es, Independent Power Producers, etc. 

4/ Net Energy For Load is Column 2 on Schedule 3.3 and Column 1 on EIA411 Form 11 C. 
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2010 2011 I 
2,873 0 

23,776 24,274 
I 

5,900 6,187 I 
6,109 5,045 

6,109 5,045 

I 
5 3 

2 2 

3 1 

0 0 I 
78,684 84,556 

734 569 I 
77,830 83,874 

120 113 

8,101 7,446 I 
125,448 127,512 I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I Schedule 6.2 
Energy% by Fuel Type 

Actual Forecasted 

Energy Source Units 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 I 
(1) Annual Energy % 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.6 7.4 70 6.6 6.4 6.3 6.0 2.3 0.0 

Interchange 2/ I 
(2} Nuclear % 25.6 24 5 242 22.9 22 1 21.7 20.7 20.1 20.2 19.4 19.0 19.0 

{3) Coal % 7.3 6.4 6.5 6.4 5.9 5.7 5.6 5.1 5.5 4.8 4.7 4.9 
I 

(4) Residual (FOB) -Total % 24.2 26.2 98 114 13 8 11.6 10.2 9.2 8.7 6.0 4.9 4.0 

(5) Steam % 24.2 26.2 9.8 11.4 13.8 11 6 10.2 9.2 8.7 6.0 4.9 4.0 I 
(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.2 0.2 03 1.9 28 05 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.0 DO 0.0 

(7) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.6 2.4 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 
(8) CT % 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(9) Steam % 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 25.2 24.9 40.2 40.2 38.7 44.6 48 7 51.2 51.6 56.7 62.7 66.3 I 
{11) Steam % 8.2 7.7 11.5 2.2 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.4 

(12) cc % 16.7 15.1 26.9 36.9 36.1 42.5 47.0 49.6 50.0 55.7 62.0 65.8 

{13) CT % 0.3 2 1 1.9 1.1 0.9 0.8 03 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 I 
(14) Other 3/ % 9.7 10.1 10.8 9.7 9.4 8.8 7.7 7.6 7.4 7.1 6.5 5.8 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 I 
1/ Source. A Schedules. 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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(1) 

Year 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total F1rm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 
Installed 1/CapacltyCapacity F1rm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 
Capacity Import Export QF Available 2/ Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

17,860 2,403 0 877 21,140 19,131 1,414 17,717 3,423 19.3 

19,135 2,474 0 877 22,486 19,765 1,491 18,274 4,212 23.0 

19,135 2,474 0 877 22,486 20,226 1,570 18,656 3,830 20.5 

21,031 1,758 0 867 23,656 20,719 1,651 19,068 4,588 24.1 

21,031 1,757 0 734 23,522 21,186 1,729 19,457 4,065 20.9 

22,138 1,310 0 734 24,182 21,556 1,807 19,749 4,433 22.4 

22,138 1,310 0 734 24,182 21,870 1,886 19,984 4,198 21.0 

23,245 1,310 0 683 25,238 22,271 1,962 20,309 4,929 24.3 

24,352 382 0 639 25,373 22,687 1,987 20,700 4,673 22.6 

25,459 382 0 594 26,435 23,106 1,987 21,119 5,316 25.2 

{12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 
Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,423 19.3 

0 4,212 23.0 

0 3,830 20.5 

0 4,588 24.1 

0 4,065 20.9 

0 4,433 22.4 

0 4,198 21.0 

0 4,929 24.3 

0 4,673 22.6 

0 5,316 25.2 

1/ Capac1ty additions and changes proJected to be in-serv1ce by June 1st are cons1dered to be available to meet Summer peak loads wh1ch are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year ind1cated. All values are Summer net MW 

21 Total Capacity Available=Col.(2) + Cof.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most L1kely forecast without DSM. 

41 The MW shown represent cumulat1ve load management capab1hty plus mcremental conservat1on from 1199- on. They are not included in total additional 

resources but reduce the peak load upon wh1ch Reserve Marg1n calculations are based. 

51 Margm (%)Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Co1.(9) 

61 Marg1n (%)After Maintenance =Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Year 

2001/02 

2002/03 
2003/04 

2004/05 

2005106 

2006/07 

2007108 

2008/09 
2009/10 
2010/11 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm F1rm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity F1rm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 2/ Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 
MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

17,730 1,910 0 886 20,526 18,968 1,589 17,379 3,147 18.1 

20,007 2,634 0 877 23,518 19,551 1,643 17,908 5,610 31.3 
20,369 2,673 0 877 23,919 19,976 1,691 18,285 5,634 30.8 
20,369 2,623 0 867 23,859 20,418 1,738 18,680 5,179 27.7 

22,402 1,860 0 734 24,996 20,854 1,786 19,068 5,928 31.1 

22,402 1,860 0 734 24,996 21,204 1,831 19,373 5,623 29.0 

23,598 1,317 0 734 25,649 21,538 1,875 19,663 5,986 30.4 

23,598 1,317 0 734 25,649 21,966 1,918 20,048 5,601 27.9 
24,795 1,317 0 683 26,795 22,366 1,955 20,411 6,384 31.3 
25,992 389 0 595 26,976 22,785 1,955 20,830 6,146 29.5 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 
Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,147 18.1 

0 5,610 31.3 
0 5,634 30.8 
0 5,179 27.7 

0 5,928 31.1 

0 5,623 29.0 

0 5,986 30.4 

0 5,601 27.9 
0 6,384 31.3 
0 6,146 29.5 

1/ Capacity additions and changes proJected to be in-serv1ce by January 1st are considered to be available to meet W1nter peak loads which are forecast 

to occur dunng January of the "second" year 1nd1cated All values are W1nter net MW 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col (2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast w1thout DSM. 

41 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capab1hty plus Incremental conservation. They are not included in total add1t1onal resources but 

reduce the peak load upon wh1ch Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

51 Marg1n (%)Before Maintenance= Co1.(10) I Col (9) 

61 Marg1n (%)After Mamtenance =Col (13) I Col (9) 
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Schedule 8 

Page 11 

Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) {12) (13) (14) (1J 
Fuel Fuel Transport Canst Comm Expected Gen Max Net Capability 

Stall 

Untl Un1l Start ln-Serv1ce Retirement Nameplate Wmter Summer 

Plant Name No. Local! on Type Pn All Pn All Mo/Yr Mo/Yr Mo/Yr KW MW MW 

ADDITIONS 

2002 

--· -------------

2003 
Fort Myers Combustion lee County 

PI Turb1nes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-00 Apr-03 Unknown 190,000 159 
Fort Myers Combustion Lee County 

Turbmes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 May-03 Unknown 190,000 159 p 

2004 I Fort Myers Combusllon Lee County 

Turb1nes 13 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL PL Apr-02 Apr-03 Unknovm 190.000 181 p 
Fort Myers Combusllon lee County 

Turbmes 14 35/43S/25E CT NG F02 PL Pl Apr-00 May-03 Unknown 190,000 181 

PI 

2005 
ManateeCombmed Manatee County 

Cycle Untt 18133S/20E cc NG F02 PL Pl Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

2006 
I Manatee Comb1ned 3 Manatee County 

Cycle Untl 18/33S/20E cc NG F02 PL Pl Jun-02 Jun-05 Unknown 470.000 1,197 p 

2007 J Uns1te""Ci""COmbmed Unknown 

Cycle Un1t #1 cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 1,107 

2008 

PI 

U nSIIe""ii""COm b 1 ned Unknown 

Cycle Umt #1 cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-04 Jun-07 Unknown 470,000 1,197 

2009 
Uns1te~b1ned 

pI 
Cycle Umt #2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 1.107 

2010 
Uns1ted Combmed 

Cycle Unit #2 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-09 Unknown 470,000 1,197 p I Uns1te<j Combined 

Cycle UOII #3 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-07 Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 1,107 p 

2011 

I Uns1te<j Comb1ned 

Cycle Un1t #3 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-06 Jun-10 Unknown 470.000 1,197 p 

Uns1led Comb1ned 

Cycle UOII #4 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-07 Jun-11 Unknown 470.000 1,107 p 

I 
I 
I 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (G) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14} 

Umt Untt 

Type 

Fuel Fuel Transport Canst 

Start 

Mo/Yr 

Comm 

ln-Servrce 

Mo/Yr 

Expected Gen Max __ _.;.N":'e~t::"C;.:;a;,;;p.;;.ab""r""ht"'"y--:"":"o:::
Retrrement Nameplate Wmter 1

).
2

) Summer 1) 
2

) 

Plant Name No Location Pn All Pn Aft 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2002 
Sanford Repowenng lmtral 

Phase 31 4 

Sanford Repowenng lmtlal 
Phase 5 

Sanford Repowenng 
Second Phase 5 

Ft Myers Repowerrng 
Second Phase 1 &2 

Martrn Combustron 
Turbmes 

4 

SA 

Volusra County 1G/19S/30E ST FOG NG WA 

Volusra County 1G/19S/30E ST FOB NG WA 

Volusra County 1G/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Crty of R.Jvrera Beach 

33/42S/43E 

Martrn County 29/29S/38E 

CC NG No PL 

ST FOG NG WA 

CT NG F02 PL 

Martrn Combustion Martrn County 

Turbrnes 88 29/29S/38E CT NG F02 PL 

2003 
Sanford Repowenng 

Second Phase 4 Volusra County 16/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Sanford Repowenng. 
Second Phase 5 

Ft Myers Repowerrng 
Second Phase 1 & 2 

Martm Ccmbustron 
Turbrnes SA 

Martrn Combustron 

Turbrnes 88 

2005 
Martrn Combustion 

Turbrne Conversron SA 

Martrn Combustron 

Turbrne Conversron 88 

Volusra County 16/19S/30E CC NG No PL 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Martrn County 29/29S/38E 

Martrn County 

29/29S/38E 

Martrn County 

29/29S/38E 

Martrn County 

29129S/38E 

CC NG No PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

Pl 

PL 

Mo fYr KW MW 

Mar-02 Unknown 106,600 

Oct-01 Unknown 10G,GOO (390) 

May-02 Jul-02 Unknown 10G,GOO 

Nov-01 Jan-02 Unknown 161,700 (1) 

Nov-01 Jan-02 Unknown 310,420 10 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 

2002 Total: (381) 

Sep-02 Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 675 

Sep-02 Dec-02 Unknown 106,600 1,0G5 

Nov-02 Jan-03 Unknown 161,700 531 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 10 

Apr-02 Jun-02 Unknown 190,000 10 

2003 Total: 2,291 

2004 Total: 0 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 

Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 

2005 Total: 0 

1)The Wrnter Total MW value consrsts of all generatron addrtrons and changes achreved by January The Summer Total MW value consrsts of all generatron addrllons 

and changes achreved by July All other MW wrll be prcked up rn the followrng year Thrs rs done for reserve margrn calculatron 

2} All MW drfferences are calculated based on usrng IRP 2001 Submrttal (for the year 2001} as the base for all other years 

4) 

3) The values shown reflect the schedule for the repowenng of Sanford Unrt # 4 that was used rn FPL's 2001 resource planmng work That schedule has recently changed 

Please refer to Sectron Ill A, "Step 1" for more rnformatron 

4) Negatrve values for Sanford and Ft Myers reflect the exrstrng steam unrts berng temporanty out of servrce dunng that seasonal penod for repowenng efforts 
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394 5 

789 

Page 2 of 3 

(15) 

Status 

~) RP 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

p 

p 

p 

RP 

RP 

RP,U 

p 

p 

p 

p 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2002 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-B, Page 198 of 222

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (Cont.) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Transeort Cons! Comm Expected Gen Max Net Ca(2ab•l•t:t 

Un1t 

Plant Name No 

CHANGES/UPGRADES 

2006 
Martrn Combust1on 

Turb1ne Convers•on 8A 

Mart1n Combushon 

Turbme Conversron 88 

Locatron 

Mart1n County 

29129SI38E 

Mart1n County 

29/29SI38E 

Un1t 

Type Pn A It Prt 

CT NG F02 PL 

CT NG F02 PL 

Start ln-Servrce Ret1rement Nameplate W1nter 11 

All Mo/Yr Mo/Yr Mo/Yr KW MW 

PL Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 417 5 

PL Apr-05 Jun-05 Unknown 190,000 417 5 

2006 Total: 835 

2007 Total: 0 

2008 Total: 0 

2009 Total: 0 

2010 Total: 0 

2011 Total: 0 

1 )The W1nter Total MW value cons1sts of all generat1on add1hons and changes achreved by January The Summer Total MW value consrsts of all generatron addrt1ons 

and changes ach1eved by July. All other MW Will be p1cked up m the following year Th1s IS done for reserve margm calculalion. 

Florida Power & Light Company 188 

Summer 11 

MW 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 1 of 10 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

929 MW Incremental (1473 MW Total After Repowering) 
1,073 MW Incremental (1617 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8} 

(9) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 1999 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 460 

Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

v 

v 

v (11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data,*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001$/kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NO:x Combustors 

Once-through Cooling w/ Helper Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 90% (First Year) 

6,830 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
559 

13.45 
0.37 

1.5395 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 4 Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 2 of 10 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1065 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2000 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 1,718 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: U (Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(10) Certification Status: U (Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: U 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW ·Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

(Under Construction~ 50% Complete) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 96% (First Year) 

6,918 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
656 

14.41 
0.374 

1.4637 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Page 3 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 5 Repowering 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 
671 MW Incremental (1065 MW Total After Repowering) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2000 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2002 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 1,718 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(1 0) Certification Status: V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,**,-* 
Book life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW) 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 96% (First Year) 

6,918 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
656 

14.41 
0.374 

1.5395 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the ex1sttng steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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Page 4 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) 

(2) 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbines No. 13 and No. 14 • 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

159 MW each for a total of 318 MW 
181 MW each for a total of 362 MW 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2001 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2003 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

(8} Total Site Area: 460 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor{%): 

u 

u 

u 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,-* 
Book Life {Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation {$/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

Acres 

(Under Construction .:s. 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction .:s. 50% Complete) 

(Under Construction .:s. 50% Complete) 

1% 
1% 

98% 
Approx. 25% (First Year) 

10,430 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
414 per Combustion Turbine 

0.69 
0.87 

1.5394 

* Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
** $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Page 5 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

789 MW Incremental (1107 MW Total) 
835 MW Incremental (1197 MW Total) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

2003 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pond!Tower 

Total Site Area: 11 , 300 Acres 

Construction Status: P (Planned) 

Certification Status: L (Regulatory Approval Pending) 

Status with Federal Agencies: L 

Projected Unit Performance Data • 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 80% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh 
100% 

25 years 
599 

9.07 
0.037 

1.5397 

• Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

** $/kW values are based on Summer incremental capacity. 
*** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Manatee Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2003 
2005 

Page 6 of 10 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Total Site Area: 9,500 

Construction Status: p 

Certification Status: L 

Status with Federal Agencies: L 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data *, ** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR 

Cooling Pond 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 71% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh 
100% 

25 years 
511 

12.96 
0.037 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1} 

(2) 

(3) 

(4} 

(5) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 1 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2005 
2007 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 7 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF}: 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR}: 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW}: 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW}: 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH} 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned} 

(Planned} 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 65% (First Year} 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
568 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5399 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 2 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2007 
2009 

Page 8 of 10 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

{13) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: Unknown 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

Construction Status: p 

Certification Status: p 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor {POF): 
Forced Outage Factor {FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 60% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
587 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5399 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 3 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2008 
2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 9 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

{11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost {In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 60% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
597 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5400 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No.4 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2009 
2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 10 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Status with Federal Agencies: P 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Bo.ok Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 52% (First Year) 

7,021 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
607 

15.47 
0.037 

1.5400 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 10 

I Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Fort Myers Repowering 

I 
I 

The transmission line work for this project has been completed. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Sanford Repowering 

The transmission line work for this project has been completed. 

Florida Power & Light Company 200 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 

(8) Substations: 

(9} Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Ft. Myers: 2 CT's 

201 

From Ft. Myers GT Collector bus- To 
Orange River 

FPL Owned 

2.5 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: January 1, 2003 
End date: May 1, 2003 

$1,050,000 

Orange River and Ft. Myers GT collector 
bus 

None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 

(8) Substations: 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Manatee CC Unit 

202 

Manatee- Johnson 

FPL Owned 

18 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: June 1, 2004 
End date: June 1, 2005 

$12,700,000 

Manatee and Johnson 

None 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

{4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Speci·fications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Martin CT- to • CC Conversion 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin- Indiantown #2 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

12.9 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBA 
End date: TBA 

$9,400,000 

Martin 230kV and Indiantown 

None 

Indiantown- Bridge 

FPL Owned 

10.0 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBA 
End date: TBA 

$10,300,000 

Indiantown and Bridge 

None 
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TEN YEAR SITE PLAN FACT SUMMARY 
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Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2001) 

D Non-FPL Territory 

Summer 

Unit Name Unit Fuel Type Megawatts 

A Turkey Point 2 Nuclear 1,386 

B. St. Luc1e • 2 Nuclear 1,553 

c. Manatee 2 Oil 1,619 

D. Ft. Myers 2 Oil 894 

E. Turkey Point 2 Oil/Gas 800 

F. Cutler 2 Gas 213 

G. Lauderdale 2 Oil/Gas 854 

H. Port Everglades 4 Oil/Gas 1,240 

I. Riviera 2 Oil/Gas 567 

J. Martin 4 Gas/Oil 2,548 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 Oil/Gas 806 

L. Sanford 3 Oil/Gas 532 

M. Putnam 2 Oil/Gas 498 

N. St. Johns River • 2 Coal 254 

Scherer** Coal 658 

Peaking Units 2,206 

FPL Generation 16,628 

*Represents FPL 's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear 100% umt 1. 85% umt 2. St Johns River: 20% of two units. 

** The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on thts map 

Figure I.A.1 
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2001 2002 2011 
Actual Projection Projection 

il:! ' ;.t.:,;:::, N~b" ,. r.ioo ' t - .....: " ,.,._. C\-'If · ~ ·t <;; "t"'-"'...rui~Jli:i.J1"..J:':S:~H.U;:;~.I"' ''"' ·• · ,. . •. 
'':l~~-u.-4\. ,urn !fl.Q..I~.v!-!,S 9.~~ -~ ;·:k: .. ~. ,.I..J~~~ .. ~~i-~,r.~~~rct:.fPL~ule2 

Residential 3,490,541 3,552,211 4,070, 702 
Commercial 426,573 433,999 521,756 
lndusrial 15,445 15,14 7 15,305 
Other 2,722 2,805 3,231 

Total: 3,935,281 4,004,162 4,610,994 

:Peak D!t!f\&n~~~ .' 

Winter 
Summer 

18,199 
18,754 

Winter 17,1 88 
Summer 16,628 

Number of Substations 

N=505 

~ (T 0 .. 

, ... •. _. . Source: FPl Schedule 4 

17,597 
19,131 

17,730 
17,860 

Miles of Lines 

Transmission 
8.94% 

N=69,448 

22,785 
23,106 

25,946 
25,459 

Distribution 
91.06% 

Miles of Bulk Transmission Lines (By Voltage Level) 

138 KV 
25.41%\ 

Florida Power & Ught Company 

69 KV 
2.64% 

208 
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NET ENERGY FOR LOAD 

Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Other 
Sales For Resale 
Losses 

Total: 

2001 
Actual 

47,588 
37,960 
4,091 

572 
970 

7,222 
98,403 

2002 
Projection 

49,065 
38,360 

3,947 
559 

1,204 
7,021 

100,156 

NET ENERGY FOR LOAD 

2001 

Commercial 
38.58% 

lndustnal 

r 4.16% 
Other 
0.58% 

~ -
·r ,----: . -r. :- --~-,..-- . -·-;~ ·,.:J 

Residential 
48.36% 

I 

Sales For Resale 
0.99% 

.. 

Actual 

;P,&r ... ~~P.f~~ ci:ffi~~·mP.~i9_nJ~t1> ~ ·. __ , . _ , .. 

Residential 
Commercial 
lndusrial 

Florida Power & Light Company 

13,633 
88,989 

264,872 

209 

2011 

Commercial 
38.02% 

Residential 
51.98% 

Projection 

13,813 
88,387 

260,552 

2011 
Projection 

66,282 
48,478 

3,891 
632 

1,081 
7,149 

127,513 

Industrial r 3.05% 
Other 
0.50% 

Projection 

16,283 
92,913 

254,215 

Sales For Resale 
0.85% 
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GENERATION RESOURCES 

Coal1,000 Ton 
Oil 1,000 BBL 
Gas 1 ,000 MCF 
Nuclear Trillion BTU 

2001 
Actual 

3,078 
41,376 

212,956 
263 

2002 
Projection 

3,460 
16,058 

339,321 
263 

INSTALLED GENERATION MW 
BY FUEL TYPE 

Oil/Gas Fossil Steam 
44.44% 

Oil/Gas Fossil 
Steam 
27.60% 

Oil/Gas 
8.74% 
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ENERGY BY FUEL TYPE 

2001 2002 2011 
Actual Projection Projection 

I~fie~ai.~vr_f:y~fTyp~(<GW1:1l~'"·- · ,. 1. . ~: ~~Js:~¥-- l~:·:~·~ · :···:, ··- .. i~E~::.~~99.~~~p~~c:t.~.:.~~~.~I 
FPL Facilities 
Coal-Fired 
Oil-Fired 
Gas-Fired 
Nuclear 
QFs 
Net Energy Interchange 
Net Energy For Load (NEL) 

6,267 
25,965 
24,496 
24,070 
9,905 
7,701 

98,404 

Net Energy Interchange 
7.83% 

QFs 

Nuclear 
24.46% 

Nuclear 
19.04% 
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6,503 
10,139 
40,313 
24,284 
10,858 
8,061 

100,158 

2001 
Coal-Fired 

/ 6.37% 

2011 

Gas-Fired 
24.89% 

Coal-Fired 
4.85% 

66.31% 

211 

26.39% 

6,187 
5,048 

84,556 
24,274 
7,446 

0 
127,511 
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In accordance with Chapter 186 (Section 186.801 - Ten Year Plans) of the Florida Statutes, 
enclosed for filing are twenty-five (25) copies of Florida Power & Light Company's 2003- 2012 Ten
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Overview of The Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with 

a minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a 

Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric 

power generating needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and a disclosure of 

information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This 

information is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, 

and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (FAC) . 

This Ten- Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & 

Light Company's (FPL) planning analyses that were carried out in 2002 and that were 

on-going in the first quarter of 2003. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2003-2012 time frame . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A 

Site Plan contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten - year 

time horizon, and is subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data 

submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and 

detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification process, or through 

other proceedings and filings . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Ch~pter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side 

management, and FPL's transmission system . 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual 

energy usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines 

FPL's projected resource additions, especially new power plants, as determined in FPL's 

IRP work in 2002 and early 2003 . 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses various environmental information as well as preferred and 

potential site locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional specific 

information which is to be included in a Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type IC 

NP 

ST 

CT 

cc 

BIT 

Fuel Type UR 

NG 

F06 

F02 

BIT 

Pet 

NO 

Fuel Transportation TK 

RR 

PL 

WA 

No 

Unit/Site Status p 

OT 

RP 

T 

v 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Steam Unit 

Combustion Turbine 

Combined Cycle 

Bituminous Coal 

Uranium 

Natural Gas 

# 4,# 5,# 6 Oil (Heavy) 

# 1 , # 2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

Bituminous Coal 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Truck 

Railroad 

Pipeline 

Water 

None 

Planned Unit 

Other 

Proposed for repowering or life extension 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

3 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2003 Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site 

Plan) addresses FPL's plans to increase its electric generation capability as part of its 

efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2003 - 2012 time period . 

FPL's total generation capability is projected to significantly increase during the 2003 -

2012 time period as shown in Table ES.1. This table also shows the resulting projected 

Summer and Winter reserve margins for FPL over this ten-year time horizon . 

Table ES.1 reflects FPL's on-going project to repower FPL's existing Sanford Unit # 4 

(two existing units at Fort Myers and another existing unit at Sanford have recently been 

repowered), planned changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.), 

and scheduled changes in the delivered amounts of purchased power. The table also 

reflects the planned additions of new generating units. Although not specifically shown in 

this table, FPL's approved DSM goals are assumed to be implemented on schedule . 

The amount of new generating capacity that will be added is driven in part by the 

outcome of the Florida Public Service Commission docket No. 981890-EU. This docket 

ended with a stipulated agreement that resulted in FPL, along with Tampa Electric 

Company and Florida Power Corporation, switching from a minimum reserve margin 

planning criterion of 15% to one of 20% beginning with the Summer of 2004. As a 

consequence, FPL is now planning to add significantly more new generation capacity 

than was shown in its Site Plans filed prior to this agreement. 

As shown in Table ES.1, FPL is adding two new combustion turbines (CT's) at FPL's 

existing Fort Myers plant site in 2003. Also during 2003, FPL will be completing its work 

to repower its existing Sanford Unit# 4 . 

FPL has also secured capacity through early 2007 through a number of short-term, firm 

capacity purchases from utilities and other entities. An additional short-term, firm 

purchase for 2004 will replace a previous purchase agreement for this time frame that 

was recently terminated . 

In 2005, FPL will be adding a large (1,1 07 Summer MW) new combined cycle (CC) unit 

at its existing Manatee plant site. Also in 2005, the two combustion turbines (CT's) that 

were added at FPL's existing Martin plant site in mid- 2001 will be converted into a 1,107 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 
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Summer MW CC unit by the addition of two additional CT's, heat recovery steam 

generators, and associated equipment. This conversion will add another 783 Summer 

MW of capability above the present capability of the existing two CT's. The additions for 

2005 were selected as the best options among other FPL construction alternatives and 

numerous outside proposals received in response to two Request for Proposals (RFP's) 

FPL issued in August 2001 and April 2002, respectively. These two capacity additions 

were approved by the Florida Public Service Commission on November 19, 2002 and 

their applications for certification under the Florid Electric Power Plan Siting Act are 

pending. 

In 2007, FPL projects a capacity need of approximately 1,050 MW of additional capacity. 

The results of FPL's on-going planning analyses through the first quarter of 2003 indicate 

that the best FPL construction option to meet this need is a new 1,107 MW (Summer) CC 

unit. A number of potential sites for such a unit are currently under study and these are 

presented in Chapter IV as a "Potential Site". FPL will continue to analyze these sites for 

a new CC unit, as well as other capacity options, for meeting its 2007 capacity need. FPL 

will inform the Florida Public Service Commission when a decision is made regarding 

how to best meet this need. 

In regard to meeting FPL's projected capacity needs for 2008 through 2012, FPL 

currently projects the addition of three additional CC units: one each year in 2008, 2010, 

and 2012. Sites for these three additional CC units have not yet been selected. 1 These 

planned increases in electric generation capability will allow FPL to continue to maintain 

system reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost. 

FPL's recent planning efforts have also identified two issues that are now receiving 

attention in FPL's ongoing resource planning work. Those two issues are: 1) the growing 

imbalance in Southeast Florida between regional load and generating capacity located 

within this region; and 2) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system. FPL's 

approach to these two issues will be developed through on-going resource planning 

work. 

1 
FPL's current planning studies have identified new combined cycle units as the generally preferred option to meet 

future load growth. However, this is subject to change. Repowering of existing FPL sites remains an altemative to new 
construction and FPL will continue to examine this, and other, options including solid fuel options. 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 
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Projected Capacit Changes and ResetVe Margins for FPL (tJ 

Net Caeacitt. Changes fMWJ FPL ReseNe Margin (%1 

Winter~ Summer (JJ :rtii11£! Summer 

2003 Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase <4l --- 957 18% 20% 
Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers <5l --- 298 
Purchases <6l 1,097 (140) 
Changes to existing Units 31 (32) 

2004 Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers <5l 366 -- 27% 20% 
Purchases <6l (156) 44 

New Short-Term Purchase (7) --- 213 
Changes to existing Units 72 283 
Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase <

4
l 1,036 ---

2005 Changes to existing OF's (10) (10) 22% 23% 
Purchases <6l (6) (523) 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle <

8
l --- 1,107 

New Short-Term Purchase (7) --- (213) 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (B) (363) 783 

2006 Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (Bl 1,201 --- 28% 20% 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (B) 1,198 --
Changes to existing OF's (133) (133) 
Purchases <6l (520) ---

2007 Purchases <6l --- (474) 25% 20% 
Unsited Combined Cycle# 1 <Bl --- 1,107 

2008 Purchases <8l (474) -- 26% 24% 
Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 <Bl 1,209 --
Unsited Combined Cycle# 2 <Bl --- 1,107 

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 (B) 1,209 -- 29% 21% 
Changes to existing OF's --- (51) 

2010 Unsited Combined Cycle# 3 (B) - 1,107 26% 23% 
Changes to existing OF's (51) (44) 

2011 Unsited Combined Cycle# 3 (B) 1,209 -- 29% 20% 
Changes to existing OF's (89) (45) 

2012 Unsited Combined Cycle# 4 <Bl -- 1,107 26% 22% 

TOTALS= 6,827 6,449 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedule 7 & B respectively . 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown . 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown . 

(4) The second phase of the repowering consists of integrating the combustion turbines, heat recovery steam 
generators, and steam turbines . 

(5) The two CT's at Fort Myers are scheduled to be in-service in the Spring of 2003. Therefore, the CT's are included in the 
2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2004- on reserve margin for Summer and Winter . 

(6) These are firm capacity purchases. See Section I.D and Ill .A. for more details . 

(7) Negotiations are currently underway between FPL and several parties to secure this short- term capacity . 

(8) All new combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are 
included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter 

reserve margin calculations for subsequent years . 

Table ES.1 
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CHAPTER 1 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a 

population of approximately 7.8 million people. FPL served an average of 

4,019,805 customer accounts in thirty-five counties during 2002. These customers 

were served from a variety of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear 

generating units, non-utility owned generation, demand side management, and 

interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial 

ownership of one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville . 

The current generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal 

units, eight combined cycle units, eighteen fossil steam units, fifty combustion gas 

turbines, and five diesel units. The location of these units is shown on Figure I.A.1 . 

The bulk transmission system is composed of 1,105 circuit miles of 500 Kilovolt 

(KV) lines (including 75 miles of 500 KV lines [two 37-1/2 mile lines] between 

Duval Substation and the Florida-Georgia state line, which are jointly owned with 

Jacksonville Electric Authority) and 2, 702 circuit miles of 230 KV lines. The 

underlying network is composed of 1 ,630 circuit miles of 138 KV lines, 718 circuit 

miles of 115 KV lines, and 178 circuit miles of 69 KV transmission lines . 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved 

through FPL's 515 substations . 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, 

and transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows 

FPL's interconnection ties with other utilities . 

Florida Power & Light Company 11 
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Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2002) 

D Non-FPL Territory 

Summer 

Unit Name No. of Units Fuel Type Megawatts 

A Turkey Point 2 Nudear 1,386 

B. St. Lucie * 2 Nudear 1,553 

c. Manatee 2 Oil/Gas 1,620 

D. Ft. Myers Oil/Gas 1,423 

E. Turkey Point 2 Oil/Gas BOO 

F. Cutler 2 Gas 206 

G. Lauderdale 2 Gas/ Oil 854 

H. Port Everglades 4 Oil/Gas 1,212 

I. Riviera 2 Oil/Gas 565 

J. Martin 4 Gas/Oil 2,552 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 Oil/Gas 806 

L. Sqnford 3 Gas/Oil 1,048 

M. Putnam· 2 Gas/Oil 498 

N. St. Johns River • 2 Coal/Pet Coke 254 

Scherer •• Coal 658 

Peaking Units 2,206 

FPL Generation 17,641 

*Represents FPL 's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear:JOO% unit 1, 85% unit 2; St. Johns River:20% of two units. 

** The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1 
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FPL Substation and Transmission 
System Configuration 

LEGEND 

• Power Plant 
• Transmission Substation 

500kV 
230kV 

(SOU) 

NOTE: This map is not a .complete representation of the FPL's 
Transmission System 

Figure I.A.2 
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1.8 Non-Utility Generation 

Non-utility generation is an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL currently 

has contracts with seven cogeneration/small power production facilities to 

purchase firm capacity and energy. A listing of these facilities appears in Table 

1.8.1. In addition, FPL purchases as-available (non-firm) energy from several 

cogeneration facilities and small power production facilities as shown in Table 

1.8.2 . 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, 

commercial, or cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is 

one which does not exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation 

by the Solar, Wind, Waste, and Geothermal Power Production incentives Act of 

1990) and uses as its primary energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, 

geothermal, or other renewable resources . 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Firm Capacity and Energy Contracts with 

Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 

Capacity In-Service 
Project County Fuel MW Date 

Bio-Energy Broward Landfill Gas 10.0 5/1/98 

Florida Crushed Stone Hernando Coal (PC) 110.0 4/1/92 

11.0 1/1/94 

12.0 1/1/95 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 50.6 4/1/91 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 43.5 4/1/92 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 45.0 4/1/92 

Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval Coal (CFBl 250.0 1/25/94 

Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coai(PCJ 330.0 12/22/95 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 1.4 1/1/93 

1.5 1/1/95 

0.6 1/1/97 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 7.0 1/1/93 

1.5 1/1/95 

2.5 1/1/97 
Table 1.8.1 

As A vail able Energy Purchases 
From Non-Utility Generators in 2002 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County_ Fuel Date FPL in 2002 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagassee 2/80 4,673 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 6,516 

Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagassee/W ood 11/95 318,457 

Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 14,687 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By-Product 2/94 4,184 

Table 1.8.2 

Florida Power & Light Company 16 

End 
Date 

01/01/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

08/01/09 

03/31/10 

12/31/10 

12/31/24 

12/01/25 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 27 of 188

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

I.C. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of 

encouraging cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 

through 2002 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of 

approximately 2,923 MW at the meter and an estimated cumulative energy saving 

of 5,270 GWH at the meter . 

FPL's current DSM Plan was approved by the Florida Public Service Commission 

in late 1999 and reflects FPL's new DSM Goals for the 2000-2009 time frame . 

FPL's 2003 resource plan, and the schedule for new generation additions 

presented in this document, are based on these approved DSM levels . 

Florida Power & Light Company 17 
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1.0. Purchased Power 

Year 
2002 (2) 

2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
Note: 

(1) 

(2) 

Purchased power remains an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a unit 

power sales (UPS) contract to purchase 929 MW, with a minimum of 380 MW, of 

coal-fired generation from the Southern Company. In addition, FPL has contracts 

with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 381 MW 

(Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John's River 

Power Park (SJRPP) Unit Nos 1 and 2 (FPL also has ownership interest in these 

units; that ownership amount is reflected in FPL's installed capacity shown on 

Schedule 1 ). 

Finally, FPL has firm capacity purchase contracts through early 2007. These firm 

capacity purchase contracts are with a variety of suppliers. Table 1.0.1 presents 

the Summer and Winter. MW resulting from all firm purchased power contracts 

through the year 2012. 

FPL 's Purchased Power MW (fJ 

Other Firm 
Capacity 

UPS SJRPP Purchases Total 
Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer 

929 929 390 381 50 1093 1369 2403 
929 929 390 381 1156 953 2475 2263 
929 929 390 381 1000 1210 2319 2520 
929 929 390 381 994 474 2313 1784 
929 929 390 381 474 474 1793 1784 
929 929 390 381 474 0 1793 1310 
929 929 390 381 0 0 1319 1310 
929 929 390 381 0 0 1319 1310 
929 929 390 381 0 0 1319 1310 
929 929 390 381 0 0 1319 1310 
929 929 390 381 0 0 1319 1310 

Total reflects total resource entitlements resulting from existing agreements between 

FPL, Southern Companies, JEA, and from new firm purchase agreements. In addition, the UPS 

values reflect a projected extension or renegotiation of the UPS contracts beyond their 

current expiration date. 

Values for 2002 are actual. 

Table 1.0.1 
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I Schedule 1 

I Existing Generating Facilities 

I As of December 31, 2002 

I (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) {9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

I Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Capability 11 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport. Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

I Plant Name No. Location ~ Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

I Turi<ey Point Dade County 
27157SI40E 2.338 100 2,255 2,198 

I ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 406 400 

I 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 403 400 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 717 693 

• 4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 717 693 

1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

• • Cutler Dade County 
27155SI40E 236 500 212 206 

• 5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 70 68 

• 6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 142 138 

• Lauderdale Broward County 
30150SI42E 1,863,972 1,942 1,694 • 4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 521,250 460 425 • 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 521,250 464 429 

1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,736 509 420 • 13-24 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 509 420 

• Port Everglades City of Hollywood • 23150SI42E 1.665.086 1,725 1,632 

• 1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 222 221 

2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 222 221 • 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 392 390 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 380 380 • 1-12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 509 420 

• Riviera City of Riviera Beach • 33142SI43E 620 840 569 565 

• 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 283 281 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 286 284 

• • 11 These ratings are peak capability . 
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Schedule 1 • 
Existing Generating Facilities • As of December 31, 2002 • (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) • Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Ca~abili~ 1/ 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer • Plant Name No. Location b:Qg Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. ~ Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW • Martin Martin County 
29/29S/38E 3,312 000 2 995 £.MQ • 

1 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 863,000 830 818 • 2 ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 812 799 

3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 495 467 • 4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 496 468 

8A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-D1 Unknown 362,000 362 298 • 
St. Lucie St. Lucie County • 16/36S/41E 1 553 000 1 579 ~ • 1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 853 839 • 2 2/ NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 726 714 • Cape Canaveral Brevard County • 19/24S/36F 804 100 812 806 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-85 Unknown 402,050 406 403 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-89 Unknown 402,050 406 403 • 
Sanford Vol usia County • 16/19S/30E 1 754 350 1 161 1.M!! • 3 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 138 • 4 31 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-72 Unknown 436,100 0 0 

5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jul-73 Unknown 1,168,000 1,019 910 • 
Putnam Putnam County • 16/10S/27E 580 000 594 498 • 1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 297 249 • 2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 297 249 

• • 1/ These ratings are peak capability. • 21 Total capabil~y is 8531839 MW. Capabil~ies shown represent the company's share of the un~ and exclude the Orlando Util~ies Commission (OUC) 

and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of 14.89551%. • 3/ This un~ has been temporarily removed from service as part of the repowering project. 

• • • • • • • • • 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2002 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate 

Plant Name No . Location I::.w Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW 

Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E 2 483,000 

2 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,739,000 
1-12 CT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 

Manatee Manatee 
County 1 726 600 

18/33S/20E 

1 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 
2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 

St. Johns River Duval County 

Power Pari< 21 12115/28E 
(RPC4) 250 000 

1 BIT BIT etCol RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 
2 BIT BIT etCol RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 

Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 
891 000 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 

Total System as of December 31, 2002 = 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 
21 The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Pari< Un~ No. 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%. 
3/ These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Un~ No. 4, adjusted for transmission losses . 

Florida Power & Light Company 21 
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(13) (14) 

Net Capability 1/ 
Winter Summer 

MW MW 

2.345 2 059 

1,576 1,423 
769 636 

1 634 1 620 

817 810 
817 810 

260 254 

130 127 
130 127 

666 658 

666 658 

18,749 17,641 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Florida Power & Light Company 23 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 34 of 188

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 24 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 35 of 188

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads 

are developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These 

forecasts are a key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource 

Plan. The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each 

component of the long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

The primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, the resulting forecasts 

are an integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic development 

boards, weather assessments from NOAA, and inputs from FPL's own customer 

service planning areas. In the area of demographics, population trends by county, 

plus housing characteristics such as housing starts, housing size, and vintage of 

homes are assessed . 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end

use information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of 

energy use. In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of 

household characteristics such as ages of members in households, number of 

members in households, and income distributions . 

The projections for the National and Florida economy are obtained from Global 

Insight, formerly know as DRI - WEFA. Population projections for the counties 

served by FPL are obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research 

(BEBR) of the University of Florida. In addition, FPL actively participates with local 

development councils and universities to obtain their assessments of the local 

economy, specifically in the area of expansion of new businesses and retention of 

the current business base. These inputs are quantified and qualified using 

statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity . 

Weather is a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand . 

Weather variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak 

demand. There are two sets of weather variables developed and used in 

forecasting models: 

Florida Power & Light Company 25 
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1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to forecast energy 

sales. 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks. 

The Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to capture the changes in the 

electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric 

heaters. A composite temperature is derived using hourly temperatures across 

FPL's service territory (Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional 

energy sales. This composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating 

Degree-Days which are based on starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F, 

respectively. Similarly, the maximum and minimum of the composite temperature 

is used for the Summer and Winter peak models. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales are developed for each revenue class for 

the forecasting period of 2003 - 2022 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for 

Load (NEL) forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2003 -

2012 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. 

Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical tool 

MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class are outlined below. 

The first five years of the forecasts are developed using monthly models for Net 

Energy for Load and energy sales by class. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per 

customer forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. Residential 

electric usage per customer is estimated by using a regression model which 

contains the real residential price of electricity, Florida per capita income, and 

Cooling and Heating Degree-Days as explanatory variables. The price of 

electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage since electricity, like all other 

goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its 

price. The Cooling Degree-Days variable is multiplied by the level of air 

conditioning saturation and the Heating Degree-Days variable is multiplied by the 

Florida Power & Light Company 26 
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level of electric heating saturation. To capture economic conditions the model 

includes Florida's per capita income. The degree of economic prosperity can, and 

does, affect residential electricity sales. For the short-term period (first five years), 

an econometric model is developed using monthly data. The monthly model is a 

function of the same variables such as Cooling Degree-Days, Heating Degree

Days, price of electricity, Florida's per capita income, and a dummy variable for the 

months of April, May, and October . 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model for the 

long-and short-term. Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: 

Florida's commercial employment, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling 

Degree-Days and an autoregressive term. Florida's commercial employment is 

used to capture the economic activity in FPL's service territory. The price of 

electricity is also included as an explanatory variable in the model because it has 

an impact on customer usage. Cooling Degree-Days are used to capture weather

sensitive load in the commercial sector. The first five years of the forecast are 

developed from a monthly model using the same explanatory variables, and for the 

following years, growth rates from the annual model are applied . 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales are forecasted through a linear multiple regression model using 

Florida manufacturing employment, the price of electricity, and a dummy variable 

for the economic recessions. Energy sales in this revenue class are primarily due 

to manufacturers; therefore, employment in this sector is a key variable in 

capturing the economic activity. The price of electricity is also included as an 

explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage . 

For the short-term period (first five years), an econometric model is developed 

using monthly data. The monthly model is a function of the same variables such 

as Florida manufacturing employment, Cooling Degree-Days, price of electricity, 

and an autoregressive term. For the following years, growth rates from the annual 

model are applied . 
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4. Other Public Authority Sales 

At present, this class consists of sports fields and one government account. The 

forecast for this class is based on historical knowledge of its characteristics. 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast for Street and Highway sales is developed by first assuming a 

constant use per customer and then multiplying that value by the number of 

projected customers. 

The forecast of sales to Railroad & Railways is based on historical knowledge of its 

characteristics. This class consists of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 

6. Resale Sales 

Resale (Wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity 

to their own customers. 

Contract Rate 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative (Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, 

Florida (City of Key West), Miami-Dade County, and FMPA. Sales to the Florida 

Keys are forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted sales to the City of Key 

West are based on assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected 

load factor. Miami-Dade County sells 60 MW to Florida Power Corporation. Line 

losses are billed to Miami-Dade under a wholesale contract. The forecast is 

calculated based on assumptions about the magnitude of line losses, the sales 

monthly capacity factor, and the number of hours in a particular month. FMPA has 

contracted for delivery of 75 MW through October 2007. 
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Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

After an estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied 

to generate a forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL) . 

II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a Net Energy for Load 

(NEL) forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the price of electricity, Heating 

and Cooling Degree-Days, Florida Non-Agricultural Employment, and an 

autoregressive term. The monthly model is similar, except the economic variable 

utilized is Florida's per capita income since the model is estimated on a per 

customer basis. Like the sales forecasts, the first five years are obtained from the 

short-term model, and forecasts for subsequent years are generated using the 

growth rates from the annual model. 

Once an annual NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned 

methodology, the results are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL 

forecast generated using the total sales forecast. The sales by class are then 

adjusted to match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2003 - 2012 are presented in Schedule 3.3, that 

appears at the end of this chapter . 

JJ.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of a larger 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity

consuming appliances), and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL 

developed the Peak Forecast models to capture these behavioral relationships . 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for 

the years 2003 - 2012 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in 

Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 . 
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System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The model 

is a per customer model that includes: the total number of FPL's customers, the 

price of electricity, Real Florida income as an economic driver, and the maximum 

temperature as a weather variable. Also included in the model is an autoregressive 

term. 

System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, the Winter peak model is also an 

econometric model. The Winter peak model is a per customer model which 

consists of three weather-related variables: (1) the minimum Winter day 

temperature, (2) a weather term, which is a ratio of heating saturation and 

minimum Winter day temperature, and (3) Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day 

until 9:00 a.m. of the peak day. In addition, the model also uses an economic 

variable, Real Florida Income. A dummy variable, which is used to capture the 

effects of larger homes, is multiplied by the minimum temperature. 

Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2003-2022 period are forecasted to provide information for 

the scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The 

forecasting process is basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and 

consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

historical monthly peaks to seasonal peak (Summer = April-October, 

Winter= November-March.) 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to 

derive the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the 

seasonal factors remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 
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II.D. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2003- 2022 are produced 

using a System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses sixteen 

years of historical FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for 

weekdays, weekend days, and holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and 

used with forecasted monthly peaks, NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly 

forecast. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is 

maintained or where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained . 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rural & Residential 
Average•• Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumption 

Year Population* Household GWH Customers Per Customer GWH 

1993 6,486,127 2.18 36,360 2,975,479 12,220 28,508 

1994 6,660,137 2.19 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 

1995 6,806,337 2.20 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30,719 

1996 6,948,942 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 

1997 7,105,582 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 

1998 7,249,617 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 

1999 7,412,734 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 

2000 7,603,543 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 

2001 7,754,966 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 

2002 7,896,813 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 

2003 8,039,781 2.21 51,350 3,632,433 14,137 41,124 

2004 8,184,322 2.21 53,373 3,695,370 14,443 42,574 

2005 8,328,360 2.22 55,004 3,758,193 14,636 43,701 

2006 8,471,579 222 56,923 3,821,542 14,895 44,852 

2007 8,614,099 2.22 58,245 3,882,687 15,001 45,983 

2008 8,756,620 2.22 59,842 3,944,810 15,170 47,024 

2009 8,898,722 2.22 60,846 4,002,441 15,202 48,065 

2010 9,041,109 2.23 62,244 4,060,676 15,328 49,157 

2011 9,184,069 2.23 63,629 4,118,959 15,448 50,092 

2012 9,328,059 2.23 64,921 4,176,707 15,544 51,010 

• Population represents only the area served by FPL. 

•• Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
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(8) 

Commercial 
Average•• 

No. of 
Customers 

358,679 
366,409 

374,005 
380,860 
388,906 

396,749 
404,942 
415,295 

426,573 
435,313 

444,700 
454,728 
464,926 

475,338 

484,370 

492,604 
500,486 
507,970 
515,299 

522,503 

(9) 

Average KWH 
Consumption 
Per Customer 

79,481 
81,729 

82,135 
81,949 
84,703 

87,255 

87,725 
89,096 

88,989 
91,955 

92,477 
93,625 
93,995 

94,358 
94,934 

95,461 
96,036 

96,772 
97,210 
97,627 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (1 0) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Industrial Railroads Street & 

Average* Average KWH & Highway 
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting 

Year GWH Customers Per Customer GWH GWH 

1993 3,889 14,866 261,602 79 330 
1994 3,845 15,588 246,658 85 353 
1995 3,883 15,140 256,481 84 358 
1996 3,792 14,783 256,515 83 368 
1997 3,894 14,761 263,830 85 383 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,233 81 373 
1999 3,948 16,040 246,112 79 473 
2000 3,768 16,410 229,592 81 408 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,872 86 419 
2002 4,057 15,533 261,199 89 420 

2003 3,974 15,663 253,732 89 434 
2004 4,036 15,459 261,051 89 440 
2005 4,094 15,302 267,523 90 447 

2006 4,145 15,185 272,974 90 453 
2007 4,165 15,186 274,281 90 463 

2008 4,187 15,238 274,770 91 473 
2009 4,200 15,275 274,939 91 483 
2010 4,214 15,313 275,194 92 493 
2011 4,231 15,372 275,212 92 503 
2012 4,246 15,377 276,133 93 512 

*Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
**GWH Col. (16)=Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15) . 
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(15) (16) 

Other Total** 

Sales to Sales to 
Public Ultimate 

Authorities Consumers 
GWH GWH 

665 69,830 
664 73,608 
648 76,248 
577 77,334 
702 79,855 

625 85,131 
465 84,676 
381 87,959 
67 90,212 
63 95,523 

63 97,035 
63 100,574 

63 103,397 

63 106,525 

63 109,010 

63 111,680 

63 113,748 

63 116,262 
63 118,609 
63 120,845 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net* Average** 
Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average*** 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers 

1993 958 4,988 75,776 3,086 3,352,110 
1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,560 3,422,187 
1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,460 3,488,796 
1996 1,353 5,984 84,671 2,480 3,550,748 
1997 1,228 5,770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 

1998 1,326 6,205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 
1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 
2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 
2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 
2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,422 7,243 105,700 2,832 4,095,628 
2004 1,441 7,510 109,525 2,865 4,168,421 
2005 1,456 7,711 112,565 2,906 4,241,326 
2006 1,474 7,942 115,942 2,941 4,315,007 
2007 1,459 7,960 118,430 3,002 4,385,245 

2008 1,092 8,126 120,899 3,061 4,455,713 
2009 1,092 8,275 123,115 3,120 4,521,322 
2010 1,092 8,456 125,811 3,178 4,587,137 
2011 1,092 8,625 128,327 3,234 4,652,864 
2012 1,092 8,787 130,724 3,289 4,717,877 

• GWH Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18) 
**Average Number of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
***Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20) 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail I nterruetible Mana!i!ement Conservation Mana!i!ement Conservation Demand 

1993 15,266 397 14,869 0 311 182 320 79 14,635 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 14,433 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 15,315 
1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 15,119 
1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 15,566 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 16,800 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 16,443 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 16,585 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 798 673 483 463 17,473 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 826 733 484 499 17,909 

2003 19,773 225 19,548 0 796 43 569 22 18,343 

2004 20,297 227 20,070 0 802 84 582 42 18,787 

2005 20,799 230 20,569 0 809 126 592 62 19,210 

2006 21,331 231 21,100 0 814 170 600 83 19,664 

2007 21,851 234 21,617 0 819 214 608 103 20,107 

2008 22,289 159 22,130 0 824 259 616 122 20,468 

2009 22,784 159 22,625 0 828 306 622 141 20,888 

2010 23,294 159 23,135 0 830 321 623 148 21,372 

2011 23,783 159 23,624 0 830 321 623 148 21,861 

2012 24,279 159 24,120 0 830 321 623 148 22,357 

Historical Values (1993 • 2002): 

Cols. (2)- (4) are actual values for historical summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand . 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent actual DSM capabil~ies starting from January 1988. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD-LC . 
Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had defin~ely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Col.(8) . 

Projected Values (2003 • 2012): 

Cols. (2) • (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2002 are incorporated into the forecast. 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and are based 
on projections with a 1/2002 starting point . 
Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9) . 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) {9) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1993/94 12,594 27B 12,316 0 317 231 342 67 

1994/95 16,563 635 15,92B 0 393 265 360 93 

1995/96 1B,096 69B 17,39B 459 310 406 143 
1996/97 16,490 626 15,B64 0 731 36B 41B 154 
1997/9B 13,060 239 12,B21 0 B23 403 429 16B 

199B/99 16,B02 149 16,653 0 1,21B 43B 417 1B2 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 1B,199 150 1B,049 0 972 493 44B 201 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 1,0B1 534 457 242 

2002/03 20,190 246 19,944 0 1,116 5B1 453 2BB 

2003/04 20,0B1 206 19,B75 0 932 BO 534 15 

2004/05 20,5B3 20B 20,375 0 939 114 540 22 

2005/06 21,100 209 20,B91 0 946 149 546 29 

2006/07 21,605 212 21,393 0 952 1B3 551 37 

2007/0B 22,046 137 21,909 0 95B 21B 556 44 

200B/09 22,539 137 22,402 0 964 252 561 51 

2009/10 23,026 137 22,BB9 0 96B 2B4 564 57 

2010/11 23,522 137 23,3B5 0 96B 284 564 57 

2011/12 24,024 137 23,BB7 0 96B 2B4 564 57 

2012/13 24,535 137 24,39B 0 96B 284 564 57 

Historical Values (1993/94 · 2002/03): 

Cols. (2)- (4) are actual values for historical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Cols. (7&9)), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 
Cols. (5). (9) represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 19BB. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (B), which also includes GS-LC, CDR and GSD- LC. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (6)- Col. (8). 

Projected Values (2003/04 • 2012/13): 

Cols. (2)- (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2002 are incorporated into the forecast. 
Cols. (5)- (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and are based 
on projections with a 1/2002 starting point. ' 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

11,935 

15,B10 

17,231 
15,341 
11,B07 

15,167 

15,320 

16,779 

16,060 

1B,621 

1B,520 

1B,96B 

19,430 

19,BB2 

20,270 

20,712 

21,153 

21,649 

22,151 

22,663 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load· GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Sales for 

Residential Cll Resale Utility Use Net Energy Load 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail GWH & Losses For Load Factor(%) 

1993 76,632 553 303 75,674 958 4,988 75,776 56.7% 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 60.4% 

1995 85,415 777 677 83,978 1,437 6,276 83,961 59.3% 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 60.0% 

1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 59.7% 

1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 59.1% 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 59.3% 

2000 99,094 1,674 1.431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 61.5% 

2001 101,736 1,789 1,542 100,765 970 7,222 98,404 59.9% 

2002 107,754 1,917 1,637 106,520 1,233 7,443 104,199 61.9% 

2003 105,700 53 17 104,278 1,422 7,243 105,630 61.0% 

2004 109,525 145 52 108,084 1,441 7,510 109,328 61.6% 

2005 112,565 238 88 111,108 1,456 7,711 112,239 61.8% 

2006 115,942 334 124 114,468 1,474 7,942 115,484 62.0% 

2007 118,430 430 159 116,970 1,459 7,960 117,841 61.9% 

2008 120,899 529 193 119,807 1,092 8,126 120,177 61.9% 

2009 123,115 629 225 122,023 1,092 8,275 122,261 61.7% 

2010 125,811 671 240 124,719 1,092 8,456 124,900 61.7% 

2011 128,327 671 240 127,235 1,092 8,625 127,416 61.6% 

2012 130,724 671 240 129,631 1,092 8,787 129,813 61.5% 

Historical Values (1993 • 2002): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Cols. (2) =(3) + (4) + (8). 

Cols. (3) & (4) are DSM values starting in January. 1988 through 2002 which contributed to the values in Cols. (5)- (9) . 
Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) into Retail and Wholesale . 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (8) from this page and Col. (2). "Total". from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (8)"1000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2003 · 2012): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are calculated using the formula: Cols. (2) =(3) + (4) + (8) . 

Cols. (3)- (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation. 
Cols. (5) & (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) • into Wholesale and Retail . 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2). "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)"1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

2002 2003" 
ACTUAL FORECAST 

Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Month MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 17,597 7,588 20,190 8,248 

FEB 13,851 6,524 16,828 6,878 

MAR 15,459 7,866 15,538 7,735 

APR 16,862 8,570 16,398 8,125 

MAY 18,067 9,019 18,128 8,991 

JUN 18,574 9,262 18,999 9,845 

JUL 19,084 9,660 19,337 10,310 

AUG 19,219 10,412 19,773 10,431 

SEP 19,152 10,330 19,180 10,178 

OCT 18,172 9,574 17,838 9,004 

NOV 17,588 8,101 16,928 8,030 

DEC 14,221 7,294 17,271 7,924 

TOTALS 104,199 105,700 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conservation. 
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(6) 

2004" 
FORECAST 

Total 

Peak Demand 
MW 

20,081 

16,737 

15,454 

16,833 

18,609 

19,503 

19,849 

20,297 

19,689 

18,311 

16,837 

17,178 

(7) 

NEL 
GWH 

7,959 

7,959 

8,000 

8,358 

9,221 

10,193 

10,636 

10,825 

10,503 

9,339 

8,351 

8,181 

109,525 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's 

and has since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, 

what the magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources 

should be added. The timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary 

subjects of this document, are determined as part of the IRP process work. This 

section discusses how FPL applied this process in its 2002 and early 2003 

planning work . 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new 

resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can 

meet the determined magnitude and timing of FPL's 

resource needs (i.e., identify competing options and 

resource plans; 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with 

each of the competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near

term options . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps - determining the magnitude and 

timing of FPL's resource needs - is essentially a determination of how many 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of 

both load reduction and new capacity additions are needed. Also determined in 

this step is when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is 

often referred to as a reliability assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding 

forecasted loads, but also with other information which is used in many of the 

fundamental steps in resource planning. Examples of this new information include: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and 

power plant capability and reliability assumptions. During its recent IRP work, FPL 

utilized four assumptions regarding near-term construction capacity additions, 

short-term, firm capacity purchase additions, long-term DSM implementation, and 

the projected extension or renegotiation of the UPS contracts . 

The first of these assumptions is based on FPL's announced plans to add near

term capacity through various construction projects. These construction projects 

include the repowering of an existing unit and the addition of several new units . 

FPL committed in 1998 to repower both existing steam units at its Fort Myers plant 

site and two of the three existing steam units at its Sanford plant site. The Fort 

. Myers repowering work is completed, as is the repowering work of one of the 

Sanford units. The repowering of the other Sanford unit (Unit # 4) will be 

completed by mid-2003. This Sanford repowering was a "given" in FPL's resource 

planning work . 

Another part of FPL's construction capacity addition assumption was its previously 

announced decision to add two new CT's during 2003 at FPL's existing Fort Myers 

site. FPL's resource planning work assumed that this capacity addition would also 

be a "given" . 

The final part of FPL's construction capacity addition assumption was the addition 

of a new combined cycle (CC) unit at Manatee and the conversion of two existing 

CT's at Martin into a new combined cycle unit. Both additions are scheduled for 
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mid-2005. Both capacity additions were approved by the Florida Public Service 

Commission in November 2002 after comparing them to 134 competing bids that 

were received in response to two Requests for Proposals (RFP's) that solicited 

bids for meeting FPL's 2005/2006 capacity needs. 

The second of these assumptions involves short-term, firm capacity purchase 

additions. FPL decided through its 2000 resource planning work to secure an 

amount of purchase capacity for the next few years through short-term, firm 

capacity purchases. These firm capacity purchases are from a combination of 

utility and independent power producers. The total capacity and duration of these 

purchases have changed somewhat from what was presented in last year's Site 

Plan. These changes are due to two factors: new information regarding 

transmission limitations for several of the new capacity purchases, and a decision 

to secure additional short-term purchase capacity for 2004 due to the termination 

of one of the previously signed short-term purchases. The annual total capacity 

values for these purchases are presented in Table 1.0.1. These purchase amounts 

were also assumed as a "given" in FPL's resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource 

planning work has used the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM goals as 

a "given" in its analyses. This was again the case in FPL's most recent planning 

work, as its approved DSM goals through the year 2009 were taken as a "given". 

The fourth of these assumptions is a projected extension or renegotiation of the 

UPS purchases that are currently scheduled to end in 2010. No final decision has 

been reached on this matter, but FPL has initiated discussions with Southern 

Company regarding a possible extension or renegotiation of these purchases. The 

inclusion, for planning purposes, of the assumption that these coal-by-wire 

purchases will continue beyond the current expiration date reflects an interest in 

maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in FPL's system. 

The first place in which these assumptions and much of the other updated 

information and assumptions are used is the first fundamental step: the 

determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource needs. This 

determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are typically 

based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 15% 

(FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 
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probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. The reserve margin criterion increases from 15% to 

20% starting in mid-2004 due to a voluntary agreement reached among FPL, FPC, 

and TECO, and accepted by the FPSC in the FPSC's Docket No. 981890-EU . 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at 

the annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this 

relatively simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It 

provides an indication of how well a generating system can meet its native load 

during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as: unit numbers and sizes (i.e., two 50 MW 

units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in regard 

to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on to 

run 90% of the time); and the value of being part of an interconnected system . 

Therefore, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide additional 

information on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of 

probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses . 

Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, 

LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand 

(i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to 

reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 

year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability 

of individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system 

demand could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the 

industry is a maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more 

complicated calculation methodology than does the reserve margin analysis . 

LOLP analyses are typically carried out using the Tie Line Assistance and 

Generation Reliability (TIGER) model. 

The end result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of 

how many new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and 

LOLP criteria, and thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are 

needed. This information is used in the second fundamental step: identifying 
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resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined magnitude and 

timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans Which can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource 

planning generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. 

During Step 2, feasibility analysis of new capacity options are carried out to 

determine which new capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's 

system. These analyses also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected 

construction/permitting schedules, and operating parameters and costs. 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource 

plans which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, 

resource plans are created by combining individual resource options so that the 

timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. The creation of these 

competing resource plans is typically carried out using dynamic programming 

techniques. For planning purposes, only FPL construction options were included 

in FPL's most recent planning analyses. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a 

magnitude and timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were identified. 

These resource plans were then compared on an economic basis. 

Step 3: Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource 

options have been identified, and these resource options have been combined into 

a number of resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's 

resource needs. The stage is set for comparing the system economics of these 

resource plans. FPL combines the resource options into resource plans using the 

EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) computer model from 

the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone & Webster Management 

Consultants, Inc. The EGEAS model is also used to perform the basic economic 

analyses of the resource plans. 
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The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total 

system economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing 

resource plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the 

intent of minimizing FPL's leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM methodology). However, in cases such as existed for FPL's most 

recent planning work in which the DSM contribution was taken as a "given" and the 

only competing options were new generating units, comparisons of competing 

resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue requirements 

are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and plans were evaluated on 

a present value system revenue requirement basis . 

The basic economic analyses carried out with the EGEAS model focus on the 

capital and operating costs of new capacity options plus the impact these new 

capacity options have on FPL's system fuel costs . 

At the conclusion of the analyses carried out in Step 3, a determination of FPL's 

preferred resource plan was made . 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps activities were evaluated by 

FPL management and a decision was made as to what FPL's current resource 

plan would be. This plan is presented in the following section . 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2003 

through 2012 are depicted in Table 111.8.1 (The planned DSM additions are shown 

separately in Table III.C.1 ). These capacity additions/changes will result from a 

variety of actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently 

achieved as a result of plant component replacements during major overhauls), 

changes in the amounts of purchased power being delivered under existing 

contracts as per the contract schedules or by entering into new purchase 

contracts, repowering of an existing steam unit, projected construction of new 

units, and conversion of CT's into a CC unit. 
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As shown in Table 111.8.1, the bulk of the capacity additions are made up of the 

following items: a completion of the repowering of FPL's Sanford Unit # 4 that is 

projected to be completed by the Summer, 2003; the construction of two new CT's 

by mid - 2003 at FPL's existing Fort Myers site; the addition of one or more new 

short-term purchases for 2004 that replaces a previous purchase agreement; the 

conversion of two CT's into a larger CC unit in 2005 at FPL's Martin site; the 

addition of a new CC unit, also in 2005, at FPL's Manatee site; and the 

construction of four additional CC units in the 2007 through 2012 time frame. Sites 

for these four CC units that are currently projected to be added in the 2007 through 

2012 timeframe have not yet been selected. 
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Projected Capac/tv Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL !tJ 

Net Ca~aclt'l Changes (M~ 

Winter~ Summer 13! 

2003 Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase (41 -- 957 
Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers (51 --- 298 
Purchases (61 1,097 (140) 
Changes to existing Units 31 (32) 

2004 Combustion Turbines (2) Fort Myers (51 366 ---
Purchases (61 (156) 44 
New Short-Term Purchase (7) --- 213 
Changes to existing Units 72 283 
Sanford Repowering # 4: Second Phase (41 1,036 --

2005 Changes to existing QF's (10) (10) 
Purchases (61 (6) (523) 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (BI --- 1,107 
New Short-Term Purchase (7) --- (213) 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (BI (363) 783 

2006 Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (81 1,201 --
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (81 1,198 ---
Changes to existing QF's (133) (133) 
Purchases (61 (520) ---

2007 Purchases (SI -- (474) 
Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 (81 --- 1,107 

2008 Purchases (61 (474) --
Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 (61 1,209 ---
Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 (61 --- 1,107 

2009 Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 (81 1,209 --
Changes to existing QF's -- (51) 

2010 Unsited Combined Cycle # 3 (61 -- 1,107 
Changes to existing QF's (51) (44) 

2011 Unsited Combined Cycle # 3 (81 1,209 ---
Changes to existing QF's (89) (45) 

2012 Unsited Combined Cycle # 4 (61 -- 1,107 

TOTALS= 6,827 6,449 

(1) Additional infonmation about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively . 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown . 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown . 

(4) The second phase of the repowering consists of integrating the combustion turbines, heat recovery steam 
generators, and steam turbines . 

(5) The two CT's at Fort Myers are scheduled to be in-service in the Spring of 2003. Therefore, the CT's are included in the 
2003 Summer reserve margin calculation and are included in the 2004- on reserve margin for Summer and Winter . 

(6) These are finm capacity purchases. See Section I.D and II I.A. for more details . 

(7) Negotiations are currently underway between FPL and several parties to secure this short- tenm capacity . 

(8) All new combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are 
included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter 

reserve margin calculations for subsequent years . 

Table 111.8.1 
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III.C Other Results of FPL's Recent Planning Work 

In the course of FPL's 2002 and early 2003 planning efforts, two issues were 

identified that are now receiving attention in FPL's on-going resource planing work. 

Those two issues are: 1) the need to address the growing imbalance in Southeast 

Florida between regional load and generating capacity located within this region; 

and 2) the desire to maintain/enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system. 

In regard to the first issue, currently there exists a significant imbalance between 

the very high peak load in the Southeast Florida region of FPL's service territory 

and the installed generating capacity in that region. Because of the continuing load 

growth in this region, the imbalance between generation and load will increase 

significantly during the next few years unless additional generation is sited in the 

Southeast Florida region. 

If a majority of the generation capacity additions required to meet FPL system 

needs for 2007 and 2008 are not sited in Southeast Florida, FPL expects that in 

2009 and 2010 it will have to either add generating capacity within this region, or 

add substantial amounts of transmission facilities that are likely to be costly to 

bring power generated outside the region into Southeast Florida in order to 

continue to reliably serve this load. At present, FPL believes that adding 

generation capacity within the region is the preferred approach. 

The second issue, the desire to maintain/enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system, 

is not explicitly reflected in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan. The plan 

to meet capacity needs beyond 2007, reflected in the Tables and Schedules of this 

document, consists of the construction of three additional CC units in the 2008 

through 2012 time frame at sites yet to be selected. However, these resources 

additions are subject to change. 

FPL intends to identify and evaluate alternatives that would enhance fuel diversity 

in its capacity resource mix. These alternatives include: extending and/or 

expanding existing solid fuel-based power purchases such as the UPS contract, 

building new solid fuel-based generation capacity in FPL's system, obtaining 

access to non-traditional sources of natural gas, such as through suppliers who 

deliver natural gas to Florida from international sources of production, and 
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maintaining the ability to utilize fuel oil at FPL's existing units. Therefore, the new 

gas-fired CC units currently shown as capacity additions for 2008, 2010, and 2012 

are subject to change in the future as FPL evaluates the feasibility and cost

effectiveness of various alternatives to enhance fuel diversity . 

FPL believes that the earliest that one of these alternatives to enhance fuel 

diversity, adding new solid fuel-based generating capacity, could be permitted and 

built in Florida is 2009. In addition, FPL believes it is more likely that such a unit 

would be sited at some site north of the Southeast Florida region due to permitting 

and fuel transportation considerations . 

As a result, FPL believes that the time and location aspects of these two issues will 

likely result in an approach in which FPL attempts to address the Southeast Florida 

imbalance first when it finalizes plans for meeting its 2007 and/or 2008 need. Such 

an approach would accomplish two things. First, it would address the immediate 

concern regarding this growing regional imbalance. Second, to the extent the 2007 

and/or 2008 capacity additions effectively address the Southeast Florida 

imbalance concern, solid fuel-based capacity additions north of the Southeast 

Florida region would be more feasible and cost-effective . 

FPL's approach to these two issues will be developed through on-going resource 

planning work . 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. FPL's Current DSM Programs 

FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program designed 

to assist residential customers in understanding how to make their homes more 

energy-efficient through the installation of conservation measures/practices. 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient ceiling insulation in residential dwellings that utilize whole-house 

electric air conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and 

energy conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air 

conditioning duct systems and by the repair of these leaks by qualified contractors. 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to 

purchase higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On-Call): This program offers load control of 

major appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for 

monthly electric bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and 

construction of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak 

demand and energy consumption. 

Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in 

both new and existing commercial and industrial facilities by identifying DSM 

opportunities and providing recommendations to the customer. 

Commercial/Industrial Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning: This 

program encourages the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning (HVAC) systems in commercial/industrial facilities. 
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Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities . 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 

customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not 

covered by other FPL programs . 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand 

by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme 

demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This 

program was closed to new participants in 2000) . 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program (which started in 

2002} is similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control mentioned above by 

continuing the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 

200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in 

exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the 

installation of energy-efficient building envelope measures such as window 

treatments and roof/ceiling insulation for commercial/industrial facilities . 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning 

units to both small, non-demand-billed and medium, demand-billed 

commercial/industrial customers in exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 

2. Research and Development 

FPL's DSM Plan continues to support research and development activities . 

Historically, FPL has performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL 

will continue such activities not only through its Conservation Research and 

Development program, but also through individual research projects. These efforts 

will examine a wide variety of technologies that build on prior FPL research where 

applicable and will expand the research to new and promising technologies as they 

emerge . 
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Conservative Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of 

technologies and from that research has been able to develop new programs such 

as Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and 

Business On Call. 

Low Income Weatherization Retrofit Project 

This R&D project is investigating cost-effective methods of increasing the energy 

efficiency in the homes of FPL's low-income customers. The research project 

addresses the needs of low-income housing retrofits by providing monetary 

incentives to various housing authorities including weatherization agency providers 

(WAPS), and non-weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS). These incentives 

are used by the housing authorities to leverage their funds to increase the overall 

energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. FPL either conducts a home 

energy survey, trains housing authority employees to perform FPL home energy 

surveys, accepts the National Energy Audit (NEAT) (as supplemented to capture 

water heating recommendations not included in the NEAT audit), or approves 

similar FPL approved audits conducted by weatherization providers to determine 

the need for energy efficient retrofit measures for each home. FPL has designed 

the project so as to minimize extra work for the retrofit housing authorities. 

Photovoltaic Research, Development and Education Project 

Photovotaic (PV) roof-tile systems are a relatively new technology which directly 

replaces existing roofing materials such as shingles and standing-rib roofing with 

PV materials. These PV materials have the same waterproofing characteristics as 

conventional roofing materials. This project is consistent with the Federal 

Government's Million Solar Roofs Initiative. However, based on FPL's research to

date, a primary hurdle to the physical installation of PV systems, whether roofing 

materials or flat plate modules, is the lack of awareness, understanding, and 

acceptance by local building officials. For the most part, these officials are unclear 

about how these systems work and how to address these systems as part of the 

building, permitting, and inspection process. This creates barriers toward the use 
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of this technology. As part of this project FPL will be holding workshops to address 

this issue . 

Green Energy Project 

Under this project, FPL is examining the feasibility of purchasing electric energy 

generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered technologies, 

biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric energy, 

and/or other renewable sources. Customers who participate would then be 

charged higher premiums for utilizing electric energy derived from these sources . 

FPL has determined that there is a level of customer acceptance and desire for a 

Green Power pricing program. A petition was submitted on May 3, 2002 for a 

declaratory statement (Docket No.020397 - EQ) asking the FPSC whether FPL 

may pay higher than avoided costs for energy from renewable sources devoted to 

a Green Power program. A favorable order was received on August 6, 2002. FPL 

is continuing its development of this project. 

Real-Time Pricing 

Although not part of FPL's approved DSM Plan, FPL continues to research new 

conservation/efficiency options such as real-time pricing. This option is an 

experimental service offering for large C/1 customers that is designed to evaluate 

customer load response to hourly, marginal cost-based energy prices provided on 

a day-ahead basis . 

On Call Pilot 

In March 2003, FPL received FPSC Commission approval to perform a pilot for its 

On Call program. Under the pilot FPL will offer to new participants a residential 

load control service similar to the On Call Program at a reduced incentive level . 

The offering of.this pilot will allow FPL to test its market research data and gauge 

whether FPL can repackage its current residential load control service, minimize 

customer attrition, achieve current goals for residential load control, and, 

ultimately, change On Call incentive levels without damaging system reliability. 

FPL will begin implementing the pilot in April 2003 and it will last up to 3 years. 

Florida Power & Light Company 55 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 66 of 188

3. FPL's DSM MW Goals 

FPL's OSM implementation plan is designed to meet currently approved OSM 

goals for through 2009. The combined total residential and commercial/industrial 

Summer MW reduction values from FPL's OSM goals for 2000 - 2009 are 

presented in Table Ill. 0.1. FPL's OSM efforts through 2002 have resulted in a 

cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 2,923 MW at the meter. 

FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 

(At the Meter) 

Goal 
Cumulative 

Year Summer MW 
2000 122 
2001 200 
2002 269 
2003 339 
2004 410 
2005 484 
2006 554 
2007 625 
2008 697 
2009 765 

Table 111.0.1 

III.E Generation Additions From Independent Power Producers 

As previously mentioned in Section III.A, FPL recently entered into a number of 

new short-term, firm capacity purchases that extend through early 2007. The 

capacity supplied by these purchases are summarized in Table 1.0.1. The vast 

majority of the capacity from these purchases is from independent power 

producers. 

Tables 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 present the previously contracted cogeneration/small 

power production facilities which are addressed in FPL's resource planning. 
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III.F Transmission Plan 

(1) 

LINE 
OWNERSHIP 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

FPUGPC • 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

FPUPGN * 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity 

and energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents 

FPL's proposed future additions of 230 kV and 500 kV bulk transmission lines 

irrespective of whether they directly correspond to proposed generating facilities or 

whether they must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act . 

List of Proposed Power Lines 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
LINE COMMERCIAL NOMINAL 

LENGTH IN·SERVICE VOLTAGE CAPACITY 

TERMINALS (To) TERMINALS (From) CKT. MILES DATE (MOIYR) (kV) (MVA) 

Broward Delmar 3 Jun-03 230 514 
Charlotte Whidden #3 29 Jun-03 230 1191 

Cortez Johnson 11 Jun-03 230 596 
Duvai-Kingsland Yulee-Oneil 7 Jun-03 230 478 

Cedar Lauderdale 1 Oct-03 230 514 
Collier Orange River 9 Nov-03 230 759 
Coast Peachland 7 Dec-03 230 596 

Andytown Pennsuco 2 Jun-04 230 508 
Bridge Indiantown 10 Dec-04 230 1067 

B rowa rd-Corbett Rainberry-Ciintmoore 6 Jun-04 230 514 
Dade Overtown 11 Jun-04 230 759 

Delmar Yamato 2 Jun-04 230 514 
Indiantown Martin #2 13 Dec-04 230 1067 
Whidden Vandola 27 Jun-04 230 799 
Whidden Charlotte #2 27 Jun-04 230 1067 

Conservation Oakland Park 13 Jun-05 230 759 
Collier Orange River TBD Dec-05 230 TBD 

GPC = Georgia Power Corporation 
PGN = Progress Energy 

Table III.F.1 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These transmission 

facilities for the projected capacity additions at FPL's existing Fort Myers, Manatee, 

and Martin sites are described below. (No additional transmission facilities are 

needed for the repowering of Sanford Unit# 4) . 

Since the projected capacity additions for 2007 through 2012 are as-yet unsited, 

no transmission facilities information is provided. This information will be provided 

in future Site Plan documents once sites are selected . 
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III.F.1 Transmission Facilities at Fort Myers 

The work required for the Fort Myers capacity expansion for two new CT units with 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build one collector bus with 2 breakers for each CT. Add another breaker 

to the collector bus for the station service transformer. 

2. Add the two main step-up transformers (225MVA/each), one for each CT. 

3. Add the station service transformer. 

4. Connect the new Fort Myers collector bus to the Fort Myers 230kV 

switchyard. 

5. Replace 4 breakers at the existing Fort Myers 230 kV switchyard. 

6. Add relay and other protective equipment at Fort Myers switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. All transmission work at Fort Myers is complete. 
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III.F.2 Transmission Facilities at Manatee 

The work required for the new capacity addition at Manatee with the FPL grid is 

projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 6 breakers to 

connect the four CT's, and one ST . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collectors and main switchyard . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1- 450MVA) one for each 

CT, and one for the ST . 

4. Add two breakers in bay# 6 to connect the collector bus at the Manatee 

switchyard . 

5. Add two breakers in bay# 5 at the Manatee switchyard to connect the 

other collector bus . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Upgrade 13-230kV circuit breakers to 2 cycle Independent Pole breakers 

at Manatee switchyard . 

8. Upgrade the existing line terminal at Johnson to 3000 Amps . 

9. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Manatee 

switch yard . 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Calusa-Charlotte 230kV transmission line to 1875 Amps . 

2. Upgrade the Johnson- Manatee 230kV transmission line to 2710 Amps . 

3. Upgrade the Manatee-Ringling# 3 230kV transmission line to 2710 Amps . 

4. Upgrade the Charlotte-Fort Myers# 2 230kV transmission line to 1565 

Amps . 
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III.F.3 Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The work required for the incremental capacity planned to be added at Martin 

(convert the existing two CT's to a new four-on-one combined cycle unit) with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing one collector buss with 4 breakers 

each to connect the two CT's and one ST. 

2. Add one station service transformer in the existing CT yard. 

3. Add three main step-up transformers (2-225 MVA, 450MVA) one for each 

CT, and one for the ST. 

4. Add two breakers in bay# 3 to connect the collector bus in the main 

switchyard. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Install phase reactors and string buss in main switchyard to limit fault 

current. 

7. Add breaker in bay# 7 (?WE) for new Indiantown# 2 transmission line. 

Tap existing 69kV auto-transformer off east 230kV operating bus. 

8. Add breaker in Bay# 3 (3WS) at Indiantown Substation for Bridge line. 

9. Create new bay 4. Add breakers 4WM, 4WS for Indiantown-Martin #2 line 

at Indiantown Substation. 

10. Create new bay# 1 at Bridge Substation with breakers 1WW and 1WM. 

Add breakers 2WW and 2WE to convert station configuration from ring 

buss. 

11. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and main switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct 230kV Martin-Indiantown# 2 transmission line. 

2. Construct 230kV Indiantown- Bridge# 2 transmission line. 

3. Various OHGW replacements due to increased fault current. 

4. Upgrade the Ranch-Homeland 230kV transmission line to 1330 Amps. 
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III.G. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable 

energy technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has 

been involved since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in 

facilitating the implementation of various technologies . 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in 

demonstrating the first residential solar photovoltiac (PV) system east of the 

Mississippi. This PV installation at FESC's Brevard County location was in 

operation for over 15 years and provided valuable information about PV 

performance capabilities on both a daily and annual basis in Florida. FPL later 

installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in Miami. This 1 a
Kilowatt (KW) system was placed into operation in 1984. (After the testing of this 

PV installation was completed, the system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the 

FPL Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary 

to accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system . 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which 

was installed as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed 

on the following page) . 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first and only utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida 

designed to facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers . 

FPL's Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered 

incentive payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the 

program was ended (due to the fact that it was not cost-effective), FPL paid 

incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters . 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's 

Passive Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information 

about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable in 

Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created 
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complete construction blueprints for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the 

FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a 

low cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. 

Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased 

out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). This 

revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission 

to conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems 

to directly power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was 

completed with mixed results. Some of the performance problems identified in the 

test may be solvable, particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the 

high cost of PV, the significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and 

various customer satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide 

acceptance and use of this particular solar application. 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in 

another, potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not require all of 

its customers to bear PV's high cost, but allows customers who are interested in 

facilitating the use of renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to 

implement this approach allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a 

separate fund that FPL used to make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV 

modules were then installed and delivered PV-generated electricity directly into the 

FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is available, the PV-generated electricity displaces 

an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially 

discussed with the FPSC in 1994. FPL's initial efforts to implement this approach 

were then formally presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and 

FPL received approval from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL initiated the effort 

in 1998 and received approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly 

exceeded the goal of $70,000). FPL has purchased the PV modules and installed 

them at FPL's Martin Plant site. 
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As previously discussed, FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's 

first new initiative in 2000 was the Green Energy Project which is a second, 

different attempt to implement the basic Green Pricing approach. Under this 

project FPL would purchase electric energy generated from new renewable 

sources. The project would offer to supply to FPL's electrical grid the equivalent of 

all, or part of, a customer's monthly kWh usage with electricity generated from 

these new renewable resources. Participants would be residential (and possibly 

commercial) customers who would pay higher ("green" rates) for electricity 

provided from these renewable sources. FPL issued a Request for Proposals 

(RFP) in 2001 to solicit proposals to potentially supply energy only (MWH) from 

new renewable sources . 

The second effort initiated in 2000 is FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, 

and Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives are to increase the 

public awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the 

durability of this technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect 

demand and energy data to better understand the coincidence between PV roof 

tile system output and FPL's system peaks (as well as the total annual energy 

capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess the homeowner's financial 

benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems . 

Finally, FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn 

bagasse, waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as

available energy have been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please 

refer to Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2) . 

III.H FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity. In the early 1980's FPL began to purchase 

"coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel mix, through FPL's partial 

ownership and additional purchases from, the St. Johns River Power Park 

(SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a more 

diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal resources were added with the 

partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit # 4 in 1989. Starting in 1997, petroleum 
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coke was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at the St. Johns River 

Power Park. 

The trend in recent years has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas 

that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective combined cycle generating units. Although this planning 

document reflects a continuation of this trend, FPL's proposed capacity additions 

for the years 2008 through 2012 present a plan that is subject to change. FPL's 

future resource planning work will increasingly focus on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would maintain/enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel 

diversity-enhancing alternatives may include: extending and/or expanding existing 

solid/fuel-based power purchases, the construction of, and the purchase of power 

from, new solid fuel-based (coal and petroleum coke} facilities; obtaining access to 

diversified sources of natural gas such as from suppliers of natural gas from 

international production areas; and preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at is 

existing units. The feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and possibly other, 

alternatives will be analyzed in future planning cycles. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection 

of this "fuel mix" through 2012 based on the resource plan presented in this 

document, is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL:s long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum 

products will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude 

oil supply is projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and 

seismic information will reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both 

recoveries from existing fields and new discoveries. However, the rate of increase 

in non-OPEC supply is projected to be slower than that of petroleum demand, 

resulting in an increase in OPEC's market share throughout the planning horizon. 

As OPEC gains market share, prices for petroleum products are projected to 

increase. 

FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas 

will grow throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements 

for electric generation. Domestic natural gas production will increase as new and 
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improved drilling technology and seismic information will reduce the cost of finding, 

developing, and producing natural gas fields. The rate of increase in domestic 

natural gas production is assumed to be slower than that of demand nationally, 

with the balance being supplied by increased Canadian and liquefied natural gas 

(LNG) imports. As demand for natural gas in Florida grows, it is anticipated that 

the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline system will be augmented/expanded . 

This anticipated expansion of FGT's pipeline, combined with the new Gulfstream 

pipeline and potential sources of non-domestic/international natural gas (such as 

off-shore suppliers), should result in sufficient gas for FPL's continued needs . 

FPL's coal price forecast assumes an ample supply of domestic coal, and the 

availability of imported coal, to meet a slow, but steady increase in domestic 

demand in the electric generation sector over the planning horizon. The coal price 

forecast for FPL's existing coal plant at St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP) and 

Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the existing mine-mouth and 

transportation contracts unit expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to 

meet generation requirements. FPL's petroleum coke price forecast assumes that 

the petroleum industry will continue to cokers in the U.S., as well as in the 

Caribbean Basin in order to maximize refinery production of light products. This 

trend will continue to result in sufficient availability of petroleum coke, at delivered 

prices significantly below delivered coal prices. To support a slow, but steady 

growth in the use of petroleum coke in the U.S. electric utility industry . 
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Actual 21 

Fuel Requirements Units 2001 2002 

(1} Nuclear Trillion BTU 263 276 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,078 3,070 

(3) Residual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 40,995 29,791 

(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 40,995 29,791 

(5) Distillate (F02)· Total 1,000 BBL 381 473 

(6) cc 1,000 BBL 75 29 

(7) CT 1,000 BBL 306 444 

(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 0 

(9) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 212,956 286,112 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 79,157 76,017 

(11) cc 1,000 MCF 109,778 195,106 

(12) CT 1,000 MCF 24,022 12,988 

11 Reflects fuel requirements for FPL only. 

21 Source: A Schedules. 
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Schedule 5 

Fuel Requirements 11 

Forecasted 

2003 ~ 2005 2006 ~ 

251 251 255 251 250 

3,823 3,717 3,703 3,701 3,701 

28,180 31,431 24,819 22,042 19,464 

28,180 31.431 24,819 22,042 19,464 

911 103 28 44 22 

772 10 0 0 

139 93 28 44 22 

0 0 0 0 0 

276,757 292,979 341,174 388,315 417,293 

33,537 38,373 31,538 27,994 26,356 

240:319 251,320 308,827 359,448 390,419 

2,901 3,285 610 873 516 

66 

2008 2009 WQ 

255 250 249 

3,685 3,632 3,631 

14,692 10,393 7,823 

14,692 10,393 7,823 

5 2 0 

0 0 0 

5 2 0 

0 0 0 

452,362 492,761 528,380 

20,758 16,191 13,015 

430,914 476,108 515,042 

710 462 323 

£Qll 

254 

3,634 

8,310 

8,310 

0 

1 

0 

543,930 

12,937 

530,473 

521 

2012 

251 

3,636 

6,904 

6,904 

0 

0 

0 

568,789 

11,865 

556,537 

367 
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Actual1/ 

Energy Sources Units lli1 2002 2003 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 7,701 10,287 10,701 

Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 24,070 25,295 23,870 

(3) Coal GWH 6,267 5,977 7,287 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GWH 25,802 18,708 18,133 

(5) Steam GWH 25,802 18,708 18,133 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 163 188 664 

(7) cc GWH 41 18 598 

(8) CT GWH 122 170 66 

(9) Steam GWH 0 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 24,496 34,541 37,516 

(11) Steam GWH 7,588 7,549 3,132 

(12) cc GWH 14,849 25,986 34,117 

(13) CT GWH 2,060 1,006 267 

(14) Other 3/ GWH 9,905 9,202 7,529 

Net Energy For Load 
4

' GWH 98,404 104,199 105,700 

11 Source: A Schedules 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

~ W§ 

10,590 10,396 

23,848 24,280 

7,102 7,073 

20,224 16,014 

20,224 16,014 

52 13 

7 0 

45 13 

0 0 

39,533 46,912 

3,588 2,949 

35,646 43,890 

299 73 

8,176 7,878 

2006 

10,255 

23,869 

7,068 

14,221 

14,221 

20 

0 

20 

0 

53,644 

2,616 

50,952 

76 

6,865 

109,525 112,565 115,942 

Forecasted 

2007 2008 

10,208 10,088 

23,766 24,331 

7,072 7,044 

12,570 9,516 

12,570 9,516 

10 2 

0 0 

10 2 

0 0 

57,935 63,242 

2,468 1,943 

55,422 61,235 

46 65 

6,869 6,675 

118,430 120,899 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southem Companies. 

3/ Represents a forecst of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. 

41 Net Energy For Load is also shown in Column 19 on Schedule 2.3. 
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2009 2010 2011 2012 

9,634 9,601 9,561 9,641 

23,795 23,688 24,173 23,924 

7,013 7,006 7,016 7,018 

6,734 5,068 5,376 4,469 

6,734 5,068 5,376 4,469 

0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 0 

69,359 74,634 76,921 80,520 

1,520 1,225 1,214 1,117 

67,796 73,380 75,659 79,367 

42 30 48 35 

6,580 5,814 5,279 5,152 

123,115 125,811 128,327 130,724 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy % by Fuel Type 

Actual 11 Forecasted 

Energy Source Units 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

(1) Annual Energy % 7.8 9.9 10.1 9.7 9.2 8.8 8.6 8.3 

Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 24.5 24.3 22.6 21.8 21.6 20.6 20.1 20.1 

(3) Coal % 6.4 5.7 6.9 6.5 6.3 6.1 6.0 5.8 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 26.2 18.0 17.2 18.5 14.2 12.3 10.6 7.9 

(5) Steam % 26.2 18.0 17.2 18.5 14.2 12.3 10.6 7.9 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(7) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(8) CT % 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(9) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 24.9 33.1 35.5 36.1 41.7 46.3 48.9 52.3 

(11) Steam % 7.7 7.2 3.0 3.3 2.6 2.3 2.1 1.6 

(12) cc % 15.1 24.9 32.3 32.5 39.0 43.9 46.8 50.6 

(13) CT % 2.1 1.0 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 

(14) Other 31 % 10.1 8.8 7.1 7.5 7.0 5.9 5.8 5.5 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 

3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. 
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2009 2010 

7.8 7.6 

19.3 18.8 

5.7 5.6 

5.5 4.0 

5.5 4.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

56.3 59.3 

1.2 1.0 

55.1 58.3 

0.0 0.0 

5.3 4.6 

100 100 

ill.! 

7.5 

18.8 

5.5 

4.2 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

59.9 

0.9 

59.0 

0.0 

4.1 

100 

2012 

7.4 

18.3 

5.4 

3.4 

3.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

61.6 

0.9 

60.7 

0.0 

3.9 

100 
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(1) 

Year 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 

Capacity Import Export QF Available 2/ Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 
MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

18,864 2,263 0 877 22,004 19,773 1,430 18,343 3,661 20.0 

19,147 2,520 0 877 22,544 20,297 1,510 18,787 3,757 20.0 

21,037 1,784 0 867 23,688 20,799 1,589 19,210 4,478 23.3 

21,037 1,784 0 734 23,555 21,331 1,667 19,664 3,891 19.8 

22,144 1,310 0 734 24,188 21,851 1,744 20,107 4,081 20.3 

23,251 1,310 0 734 25,295 22,289 1,821 20,468 4,827 23.6 

23,251 1,310 0 683 25,244 22,784 1,896 20,888 4,356 20.9 

24,358 1,310 0 640 26,308 23,294 1,922 21,372 4,936 23.1 

24,358 1,310 0 595 26,263 23,783 1,922 21,861 4,402 20.1 

25,465 1,310 0 595 27,370 24,279 1,922 22,357 5,013 22.4 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 
Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 

MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,661 20.0 

0 3,757 20.0 

0 4,478 23.3 

0 3,891 19.8 

0 4,081 20.3 

0 4,827 23.6 

0 4,356 20.9 

0 4,936 23.1 

0 4,402 20.1 

0 5,013 22.4 

1/ Capacity add~ions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year indicated. All values are Summer net MW . 

21 Total Capacity Available=Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Coi.(S). 

3/ These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast w~hout DSM . 

4/ The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation. They are not included in total additional 

resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based . 

5/ Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

6/ Margin(%) After Maintenance =Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Year 

2002103 
2003104 

2004105 

2005106 

2006107 

2007108 
2008109 
2009110 

2010111 

2011112 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 

Installed 11 Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 31 Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 41 Demand Maintenance 51 
MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

18,780 2,475 0 877 22,132 20,190 1,497 18,693 3,439 18.4 

20,254 2,319 0 877 23,450 20,081 1,561 18,520 4,930 26.6 

19,891 2,313 0 867 23,071 20,583 1,615 18,968 4,103 21.6 

22,290 1,793 0 734 24,817 21,100 1,671 19,429 5,388 27.7 

22,290 1,793 0 734 24,817 21,605 1,723 19,882 4,935 24.8 

23,499 1,319 0 734 25,552 22,046 1776 20,270 5,282 26.1 

24,708 1,319 0 734 26,761 22,539 1,828 20,711 6,050 29.2 

24,708 1,319 0 683 26,710 23,026 1,873 21,153 5,557 26.3 

25,917 1,319 0 595 . 27,831 23,522 1,873 21,649 6,182 28.6 

25,917 1,319 0 595 27,831 24,024 1,873 22,151 5,680 25.6 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 61 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,439 18.4 

0 4,930 26.6 

0 4,103 21.6 

0 5,388 27.7 

0 4,935 24.8 

0 5,282 26.1 

0 6,050 29.2 

0 5,557 26.3 

0 6,182 28.6 

0 5,680 25.6 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which are forecast 

to occur during January of the "second' year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Coi.(S). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast w~hout DSM. 

41 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation. They are not included in total additional resources but 

reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

51 Margin (%) Before Maintenance= Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 8 

Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Con st. 

Start 

Mo./Yr 

Comm. Expected Gen. Max. __ _uN~et!.;ca""-'p,.,a~bi!!!litlly __ _ 

Unit 

No. 

Unit 

Type 

In-S entice 

Mo.!Yr 

Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plant Name Location Pri Alt. Pn Alt. Mo./Yr. KW MW MW 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

Fort Myers Grs 

Fort Myers 

Sanford 

Martm 

Martm 

Martin 8 

Fort Myers Combustion Turbines 13 

Fort Myers Combustion Turbines 14 

Sanford Repowering: Second Phase 

2004 
Fort Myers Combustion Turbines 13 

Fort Myers Combustion Turbines 14 

Sanford Repowering: Second Phase 4 

1QQ§ 

Tur1<ey Point 1 

Lauderdale 4 

Port Everglades 4 

Riveria 3 

Martin 1 

Martin 2 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 8 

Sanford 

Sanford 5 

Fort Myers 2 

Fort Myers CT 3 

Manatee 1 

Manatee 2 
Fort Myers Grs 

Manatee Combined Cycle 

Martin Combined Cycle 

Martin Combustion Turbine Conv. 

Martrn Combustion Turbine Conv. 

3 

SA 

89 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

VOl USia County 16119S/30E 

Martin County 29/29SI38E 

Mart1n County 29/29S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Lee County 35143S/25E 

Volusia County 16119S/30E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Lee County 35143S/25E 

Volusia County 16119S/30E 

Dade County 27/57S/40E 

Bnoward County 30/50S/42E 

City of Hollywood 23/50S/42E 

City of Riviera Beach 33/42S/43E 

Mart1n County 29129S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

Martin County 29!29S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

Volusia County 16119S/30E 

Vol usia County 1611 9S/30E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Manatee County 18/33S/20E 

Manatee County 18133S/20E 

Lee County 35/43S/25E 

Manatee County 18133S/20E 

Martin County 29!29S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

Martin County 29/29S/38E 

CT F02 No WA 

CC NG No PL 

cc 
cc 
cc 
CT 

CT 

CT 

cc 

F06 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

CT NG 

CT NG 

CC NG 

ST F06 

CC NG 

ST F06 

ST F06 

ST NG 

ST NG 

CC NG 

CC NG 

CT NG 

CC NG 

CC NG 

CC NG 

CT NG 

ST 

ST 

CT 

cc 
cc 
CT 

CT 

F06 

F06 

F02 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

No WA 

No PL 

No PL 

F02 PL 

F02 PL 

F02 PL 

No PL 

F02 PL 

F02 PL 

No PL 

NG WA 

F02 PL 

NG WA 

NG WA 

F06 PL 

F06 PL 

No PL 

No PL 

F02 PL 

No PL 

No PL 

No WA 

F02 PL 

No 

No 

No 

F02 

No 

F02 

F02 

WA 

WA 

WA 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

PL 

PL 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

No 

No 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

No 

No 

No 

PL 

No 

PL 

PL 

Nov-02 

Nov-02 

Nov-02 

Nov-02 

Nov-02 

Nov-02 

Apr-01 

May-01 

Aug-02 

Apr-01 

May-01 

Aug-02 

Fet>-04 

Nov-03 

Nov-03 

Nov-03 

Nov-03 

Nov-03 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Nov-03 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Apr-04 

Jun-03 

Jun-03 

Jun-99 

Jun-99 

Jan-03 

Jan-03 

Jan-03 

Jan-03 

Jan-03 

Jan-03 

Apr-03 

May-03 

Unknown 744,000 

Unknown 402,000 

Unknown 436,100 

Unknown 612,000 

Unknown 612,000 

Unknown 362,000 

Unknown 190,000 

Unknown 190,000 

Jun-03 Unknown 106,600 

2003 Changes/Additions Total: 

Apr-03 

May-03 

Jun-03 

Apr-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jan-04 

Jun-04 

Jun-04 

Jun-04 

Jun-04 

Jan-04 

Jun-04 

Jun-04 

Jun-04 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

190,000 

190,000 

106,600 

402,500 

521,250 

402,050 

310,420 

863,000 

863,000 

612,000 

612,000 

362,000 

436,100 

436,100 

402,000 

190,000 

Unknown 863,300 

Jun-04 Unknown 863,300 

Jun-04 Unknown 744,000 

2004 Changes/Additions Total: 

Jun-05 

Jun-05 

Jun-01 

Unknown 470,000 

Unknown 470,000 

12/1/04 190,000 

Jun-01 12/1/04 190,000 

2005 Changes/Additions Total: 

Note 1: The Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achreved by January The Summer Total MW v.:~lue consists of all generatron additions 

and changes achieved by June. All other MW will be picked up in the following year 

Note 2: capacity additions/changes shown for 2003 reflect changes/additions from values shown 1n Schedule 1 

Note 3: The values shown for the Sanford repowering project reflect the schedule for the repowenng of Sanford Unit# 4 that wes used in FPL's 2002 resource planning wor1< . 
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16 

6 

6 

31 

183 

183 

1,036 

26 

17 

15 

11 

(16) 

(16) 

149 

149 

957 

1,223 

23 

17 

26 

26 

26 

26 

(4) 

43 

46 

26 

5 

12 

1,474 283 

1,107 

1,107 

(182) (162) 

(182) (162) 

(363) 1,890 

Page 1 of 2 

(15) 

Status 

OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
RP 

v 
v 

RP 

OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 

T 

T 
OT 
OT 
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Schedule B 

Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

Fuel Fuel Transport Consl. Comm. Expected Gen. Max. 

Unit Unit Start In-Service Ret~rement Nameplate 

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri Alt. Pn. All. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr Mo./Yr. t<YV 

ADDITIONS! CHANGES 

2006 

Manatee Combined Cycle Manatee County 1B/33S/20E cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-<J3 Jun-<l5 Unknown 470,000 

Martin Comb1ned Cycle Martin County 29/29S/3BE cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-<J3 Jun-<J5 Unknown 190,000 

2006 Changes/Additions Total: 

2007 
Unsited Combined Cycle Unit Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-<J5 Jun-<J7 Unknown 470,000 

2007 Changes/Additions Total: 

2008 
Unsited Combined Cycle Unit cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-<J5 Jun-<l? Unknown 470,000 

Unsited Combined Cycle Unit Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-<J6 Jun-<JB Unknown 470,000 

2008 Changes/Additions Total: 

2009 
Unsited Combined Cycle Unit Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-<J6 Jun-<JB Unknown 470,000 

2009Changes!Additions Total: 

2010 
Unsited Combined Cycle Unit 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-DB Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 

2010 Changes/Additions Total: 

2Q11 
unsited Combined Cycle Unit 3 Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-DB Jun-10 Unknown 470,000 

2011 Changes/Additions Total: 

2012 
Unsited Combined Cycle Unit Unknown cc NG F02 PL PL Jan-10 Jun-12 Unknown 470,000 

2012 Changes/Additions Total: 

Note 1: The Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions 

and changes achieved by August All other MW v.ill be picked up in the following year. This is done for reserve margin calculation. 
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(13) (14) 

Net Ca~bilitv 

Winter Summer 
MW MW 

1,201 

1,19B 

2,399 

1,107 

1,107 

1,209 

1,107 

1,209 1,107 

1,209 

1,209 

1,107 

1,107 

1,209 

1,209 0 

1,107 

0 1,107 
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(15) 

Status 

T 

T 

p 

p 
p 

p 

p 

p 

p 
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(1) 

(2) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Sanford Unit 4 Repowering 

Capacity 

Page 1 of 8 

a. Summer 
b. Winter 

567 MW Incremental (957 MW Total After Repowering) 

652 MW Incremental (1036 MW Total After Repowering) 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2000 
2003 

(5) Fuel 

(6) 

(7) 

a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors 

Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 1,718 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 O) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

3% 
1% 

96% 
Approx. 96% (First Year) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,918 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

25 years 
656 

14.41 
0.374 

1.4637 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** Note that cost values shown do not reflect the FPL system benefits which result 

from efficiency improvements to the existing steam capacity at the site. 
*** Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC . 
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Page 2 of 8 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers Combustion Turbines No. 13 and No. 14 • 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 149 MW each for a total of 298 MW 
b. Winter 183 MW each for a total of 366 MW 

(3) 

(4) 

Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

2001 
2003 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, 
0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

(8) Total Site Area: 460 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

V (Under Construction> 50% Complete) 

1% 
1% 

98% 
Approx. 25% (First Year) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 10,430 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,""* 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

25 years 
414 per Combustion Turbine 

0.69 
0.87 

1.5394 

• Values shown are per unit values for the two units being added. 
•• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

••• Fixed O&M includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

Page 3 of 8 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

783 MW Incremental ( 1107 MW Total) 
834 MW Incremental (1198 MW Total) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2003 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2005 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Pondl1'ower 

Total Site Area: 11,300 Acres 

Construction Status: 

Certification Status: 

Status with Federal Agencies: 

Projected Unit Performance Data * 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

P (Planned) 

T (Regulatory Approval Received But Not Under Construction) 

T (Regulatory Approval Received But Not Under Construction) 

2% 
1% 

97% 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Approx. 80% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data**,"** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

25 years 
586 

9.07 
0.037 

1.5397 

• Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

•• $/kW values are based on Summer incremental capacity . 
••• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Manatee Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,201 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2003 
2005 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
None 

Page 4 of 8 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 9,500 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned) 

(1 0) Certification Status: T (Regulatory Approval Received But Not Under Construction) 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T (Regulatory Approval Received But Not Under Construction) 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 71% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% 

25 years 
499 

12.96 
0.037 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost already includes escalation and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle Unit# 1 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,209 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2005 
2007 

Page 5 of 8 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No, Combustors, SCR 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2003 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2003 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 70% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% 

25 years 
571 

15.29 
0.41 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,209 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construclion start-dale: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2006 
2008 

Page 6 of 8 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.05% s. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF}: 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2003 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2003 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/k.W values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 70% (First Year Base Operalion) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% 

25 years 
581 

15.29 
0.41 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle # 3 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,209 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2008 
2010 

Page 7 of 8 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW ): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2003 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2003 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 70% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% 

25 years 
601 

15.29 
0.41 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle# 4 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,209 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2010 
2012 

Page 8 of 8 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) 

(13) 

Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F 

Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2003 $kW-Yr.) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2003 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% 
Approx. 65% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
100% 

25 years 
621 

15.29 
0.41 

1.5397 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Sanford Unit# 4 Repowering 

The Sanford Unit# 4 transmission work has already been completed . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Fort Myers - Two New CT's 

The Fort Myers transmission work is already completed. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Manatee CC 

The new Manatee CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines . 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Martin CC Conversion 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
{Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin- Indiantown #2 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

12.9 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 1 0/1 /03 
End date: 12/31/04 

$11,700,000 

Martin 230kV and Indiantown 

None 

Indiantown- Bridge 

FPL Owned 

10.0 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 1 0/1 /03 
End date: 12/31/04 

$8,900,000 

Indiantown and Bridge 

None 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a 

number of distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species . 

Population growth in our service area is continuing, which heightens competition 

for air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the increased 

demand for generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same 

time, residents and tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general 

public has an expectation that large corporations such as FPL will conduct their 

business in an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among utilities for 

our commitment to the environment. Our environmental leadership has been 

heralded by many outside organizations. For example, FPL was recently ranked 

first out of 28 major electric utilities surveyed in an environmental assessment 

conducted by lnnovest, an independent advisory group. FPL was also awarded 

Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for our stewardship of 

25,000 acres surrounding our Turkey Point Plant. In addition, FPL won the 

Council for Sustainable Florida's award for our sea turtle conservation and 

education programs at our St. Lucie Plant. In 2001, FPL was awarded the 2001 

Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid Waste 

Association of North America. We also received the 2001 Program Champion 

· Aw~rd from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for 

Ecosystem Protection" for our emission-reducing "repowering" projects at our Fort 

Myers and Sanford Plants. In addition, FPL has been recognized by numerous 

federal and state agencies for our innovative endangered species programs which 

include such species as manatees, crocodiles, and sea turtles . 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the 

Company's position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental 

values into all aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for 
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new environmental initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental 

statement further establishes a long-term direction of environmental initiatives 

throughout the Company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an 

environmentally responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light 

Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental 

laws, regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral 

part of the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our 

facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take 

appropriate actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an 

environmental management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the 

organization's environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is 

an Environmental Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components 

include: executive management support and commitment,' written environmental 

policies and procedures, delineation of organizational responsibilities and 

individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for environmental 

compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action when 

non-compliance occurs), environmental incident/emergency response, 

environmental risk assessment/management, environmental regulatory 

development and tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed 

to evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as 
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well as with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to 

corporate management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental 

assurance is the environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a 

management tool comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective 

evaluation of the performance of the organization and of the specific management 

systems and equipment designed to protect the environment. The environmental 

audit's primary objectives are to: facilitate management control of environmental 

practices and assess compliance with existing environmental regulatory 

requirements and Company policies . 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 

2002 environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1 . 

Table IV.E.1 

(All numbers are approximations.) 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified preferred 

and potential sites for future generation additions. These preferred and potential 

sites are discussed in separate sections below . 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies four preferred sites in this Site Plan: the existing Fort Myers plant 

site, the existing Sanford plant site, the existing Martin plant site, and the existing 

Manatee plant site. These four sites are the locations for capacity additions that 

FPL is committed to make during the 2003-2005 period . 

The four preferred sites are discussed below . 
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Preferred Site # 1: Fort Myers Plant, Lee County 

The site is located on the 460-acre Fort Myers property. A repowering project has 

recently been completed at this facility. Six combustion turbines (CT's) were 

added that, along with heat recovery steam generating (HRSG) units and the 

existing steam turbines, comprise the main portion of the repowered facility. 

These units were completed and began commercial operation on natural gas in 

May 2002. Approximately 929 MW of incremental Summer capacity and 1 ,073 MW 

of incremental Winter capacity was added through the repowering. An existing 

bank of 12 simple cycle combustion turbine peaking units is also located at the 

site. 

Two additional peaking simple cycle combustion turbines are under construction 

and are expected to begin commercial service in mid-2003. These peaking 

combustion turbines have dual fuel capability and are able to operate on either 

natural gas or distillate oil. These combustion turbines will add an additional 298 

MW of Summer capability and 366 MW of Winter capability to the site. 

The output capability of the existing bank of 12 CT's and the repowered unit at the 

site will be unaffected by the addition of the two new CT's. 

The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, State Road (SR) 80, and barge 

access is available. The nearest town is Tice which is approximately 8 miles west 

of the site. The Fort Myers site has been listed as a potential or preferred site in 

previous FPL Site Plans. 

a and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site, plus a map of the general layout of 

the proposed generating facilities at the site, is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. It is pertinent to note that several designations on the current South 

Florida Water Management District Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms 
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Classification System (FLUCCS) appear to be in error or to require some 

clarification. For example, the freshwater marsh identified toward the western 

boundary of the site is actually FPL's 50-acre evaporation/percolation pond . 

Similarly, while there are scattered mangroves along the shore, the "Central 

Mangrove" area shown is not mangrove but is the FPL switchyard for that site . 

The "Improved Pasture" shown towards the east of the site is currently the 

location of a tree nursery . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is primarily dedicated to industrial use with surrounding 

grassy and landscaped areas. There is the previously mentioned 50-acre 

evaporation/percolation pond on the site. Much of the site has been recently 

used for direct construction activities . 

FPL has recently donated an 18-acre island, located north of the plant in the 

Caloosahatchee River, to the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

for the purpose of wildlife conservation. This island has been owned by FPL 

since the 1950's, but has never been developed. The USFWS has 

incorporated the island into the Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge . 

Lee County operates Manatee Park, (approximately 5 acres) with a manatee 

viewing area on FPL property to the east side of the discharge canal where it 

adjoins the Orange River south of SR 80. This manatee viewing area provides 

public viewing and education about the species . 

The adjacent land uses are light commercial and retail to the east of the 

property and some residential areas located toward the west. Mixed scrub 

with some hardwoods and wetlands, plus agriculture land, can be found to the 

east and further to the south. The Caloosahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is 

located across the Caloosahatchee River, northwest of the power plant. 
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e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The site is adjacent to the south bank of the Caloosahatchee River 

near the confluence of the Orange River and the Caloosahatchee. 

Much of the site is no longer in its original natural condition. 

However, a scattering of mangroves can be found along the river 

shoreline. Some mixed scrub with some hardwoods and wetlands 

can be found to the east and further to the south. Other than the 

occasional congregation of manatees noted below, FPL is not aware 

of any significant environmental features on the site or in the vicinity. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction and operation of the new CT's at the site is not 

expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

The only known listed species associated with the site are the West 

Indian Manatees (Trichechus manatees: Federal - and State - listed 

as endangered) which are attracted to the warmed waters in the 

vicinity of the site discharge and can be found congregating in the 

area during cool weather. 

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI} reports the presence of 

the Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchons corais couperi: Federal -

and State - listed as Threatened) and Tricolored Heron (Egretta 

triccolor: State - listed as a Species of Special Concern) within a 

two-mile radius of the site. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

No Natural Resource of Regional Significance is identified on the 

plant site in the Southwest Florida Regional Strategic Policy Plan. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option currently being pursued for the Fort Myers site is the 

addition of two stand-alone CT's. This new generation equipment will be 

installed on the existing facility property and will make effective use of existing 

transmission facilities and infrastructure although some substation and 

transmission line upgrades were required . 

Mitigation options that have been incorporated include the use of combustion 

technology that is inherently low in air pollutant emissions . 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

The Local Gov.ernment Future Land Use Plan designates the major portion of 

the site as Public Facilities and a small area as Resource Protection. Since 

there are no significant environmental resources on the site, and the 

"Resource Protection" designated area appears to be the location of a current 

tree nursery, FPL believes that this designation is in error . 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Fort Myers plant has been selected as a preferred site due to 

consideration of various factors including system load and economics . 

Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since none of the existing 

preferred and potential sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. All of these sites are considered ideally suitable 

for future expansion . 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the 

available groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The geology underlying the Fort Myers Plant consists of Quaternary Holocene 

and Pleistocene undifferentiated materials. The upper part of these 
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undifferentiated materials consists of fine-to-medium grained quartz sand with 

varying percentages of shell and clay. Hardpan frequently occurs at the base 

of the quartz sands. The lower section consists of shell beds with interbedded 

limestone. Underlying the undifferentiated materials are the Pliocene Tamiami 

formations, the Miocene Hawthorn formation, Oligocene Suwanee Limestone, 

the Eocene Crystal River and Williston formations, the Avon Park Limestone, 

and the Lake City Limestone. 

Several stratigraphic units can be differentiated based upon shallow borings 

drilled on the plant property. Sand with some heterogeneous fill material 

related to past site construction activity covers most of the surface. It is 

underlain by layers of clayey sand and clay to a depth of approximately 23 

feet. These units mantle a thicker clay unit with numerous shell fragments that 

occurs from 15 feet to about 55 feet below the surface. A silty sand with a 

trace of clay was encountered at 55 feet near the termination depth of one 

deep boring on the site. 

The water table at the site occurs at levels from just under the surface to about 

5 feet below grade. Locally, the surficial aquifer and surface water will 

generally flow toward the Caloosahatchee River. However, at the site, the 

intake and discharge canal will affect groundwater near the power block area. 

A drainage canal that borders the plant property on the west will affect 

groundwater flow along the western portion of the waste treatment area. 

k. Projected Water Quantities For Various Uses 

Facility water uses may include irrigation, potable use, etc. The total volume of 

these uses is estimated to be about 65 gallons per minute (gpm). 

I. Water Supply Source By Type 

For industrial processing, FPL anticipates that groundwater will be available. 

The new CT's will be air-cooled. 
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m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and 

equipment area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water 

consumption . 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharge for the plant site as a whole will be dissipated using 

both the existing once-through cooling water system and a multi-cell-helper

cooling tower which will be used during the warmer months. Storm water 

runoff will be collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a storm 

water management system. Design elements will be included to capture 

suspended sediments. Various facility permits mandate various sampling and 

testing activities which will provide an indication of any pollutant discharges . 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan to control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The combustion turbine-based repowering project, plus the addition of the two 

new CT's, required a natural gas pipeline to be installed. Florida Gas 

Transmission completed the permitting process and installed and operates the 

pipeline that serves the Fort Myers Plant. Virtually no solid waste is 

· associated with natural gas firing . 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The natural gas-fired facilities at the plant site generally have air pollutant 

emissions that are substantially lower than emissions from the former oil-fired 

boilers. While several technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) 

emissions control, FPL is using a dry-low-NOx combustion turbine design. In 

these devices, combustion is staged in order to reduce the formation of 

combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. FPL has committed to NOx emission 

limits for this facility that will be among the lowest in the state. Sulfur dioxide 

and particulate emissions are intrinsically low due to the lack of sulfur and 
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solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon monoxide and volatile organic compound 

emissions can each be controlled via the use of efficient combustion rather 

than through the use of add-on control devices. CT facilities have been 

permitted at several locations throughout the state of Florida including near 

Class I areas. Dry-low-NOx combustor systems have been repeatedly 

demonstrated to be the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for the 

control of NOx emissions for this technology pursuant to the requirements of 

the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Lee County has a noise ordinance that limits noise at receiving property lines 

of residential, public space, agricultural, or institutional to 66 decibels in the 

daytime and 55 decibels at night. FPL will undertake studies to assure that 

noise level associated with the new CT's comply with the Lee County noise 

standard. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL acquired all permits needed to commence construction. Modifications to 

operating permits were requested in 2002 and will continue to be pursued as 

necessary through 2003. 

Preferred Site# 2: Sanford Plant. Volusia County 

The site is located on the 1,718-acre FPL Sanford property just west of Lake 

Monroe on the north bank of St. Johns River in Volusia County. Current facilities 

on the site include one steam electric generating unit with a nominal rating of 138 

MW and a recently repowered natural gas-fired unit with a nominal rating of 910 

MW. One other existing unit, Unit # 4, has been shut down and is in the process 

of being repowered using combined cycle technology. The site is within the city 

limits of Debary, and the community of Debary is located approximately 2 miles to 

the northwest. The town of Deland is approximately 4 miles west of the site. The 

site has direct access to a four-lane highway, State Road (SR) 17-92, and barge 

access is available. The Sanford site has been listed as a potential or preferred 

site in previous FPL Site Plans. 
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As mentioned above, FPL is in the process of adding new capacity at the Sanford 

site by replacing one existing oil-and gas-fired unit (i.e., existing Unit # 4) with 

advanced natural gas fired combustion turbines (CT's) and heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG's). This type of steam generation replacement is commonly 

called repowering . 

This repowering will enable FPL to produce significantly more electrical output with 

nearly the same environmental impact. The repowering of Unit # 4 will produce 

approximately 567 additional MW during Summer conditions, and approximately 

652 additional MW of generation during Winter conditions, beyond the current 

capabilities of this unit. The existing 138 MW Unit# 3 and the recently repowered 

Unit# 5 will be unaffected by the repowering of Unit# 4 . 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities 

Layout Map 

A USGS map of the Sanford plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter . 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A large part of the property is covered by the 1, 1 00-acre closed cycle cooling 

pond that occupies almost the entire northern portion of the site. The 

remainder of the site is primarily rangeland and the power plant facilities . 

The surrounding land use is largely crop land and pasture. To the east of the 

plant there is a small residential area and some commercial/industrial land 

use. There are some residential areas mixed in with the agricultural areas 

located between the site and the St. Johns River to the west. To the south is 

the St. Johns River. Residential homes and commercial/industrial businesses 

are located along the south side of the river . 

Florida Power & Light Company 97 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 108 of 188

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

Small, scattered wooded areas can be found on the site. There are 

two small areas of wetland marsh on the site and a few acres of 

wetland forest along the riverbank. There are some wooded areas 

on the site, primarily upland coniferous forest. Forested and non

forested wetlands can be found to the west, adjacent to the river. 

River and wetland areas towards the northwest are designated as 

part of the Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve and Wekiwa River State 

Preserve. 

2. Listed Species 

One inactive bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus: Federal - and 

State - listed as Threatened) nest has been found on the site. Bald 

eagles have also nested in the Lake Monroe area. There are a 

number of other eagles nests in the vicinity of the site, primarily the 

St. Johns River. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) reports 

several Scrub Jay populations (Aphelocoma coerulescens: Federal -

and State- listed as Threatened) located in scrub vegetation to the 

northwest of the site. West Indian Manatees (Trichechus manatus: 

Federal - and State - listed as Endangered) have also been found in 

this area. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Wekiwa River Aquatic Preserve extends along the St. John's 

River in the vicinity of the plant. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option for the Sanford Site is the repowering of one existing oil -

and gas - fired boiler with natural gas fired combustion turbines (CT's) and 

heat recovery steam generators (HRSG's). Steam produced in the new 

HRSG's is directed to the existing steam turbine. Natural gas - fired facilities 

represent one of the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available 

for capacity additions to FPL's system . 

g. Local Governmental Future Land Use Designations 

The site is designated as "Industrial Utilities" in the Local Government land use 

plan. The city is currently updating its Land Use Plan. It is expected that the 

name, but not the expected use designation, may change. Land use 

designation of the surrounding area is primarily Agricultural. There is an area 

of "Public Institution" around Lake Monroe to the southeast and a small area of 

"Mixed Use" to the west along Barwick Road . 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Sanford plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration 

of various factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues 

were not a deciding factor since none of the existing preferred and potential 

sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues . 

All are considered permittable . 

i. Water Resources 

For surface water supply, the available water resource is the St. John's River 

and/or the on-site cooling pond, which is periodically refilled from the St. 

John's River. For ground water supply, the available resources are the 

shallow aquifer or the Floridan Aquifer . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The near-surface geology of Volusia County within the St. John's River Valley, 

like that of most of north central Florida, is represented by late Tertiary and 

Quaternary geological units. Soils in the vicinity of the plant include 
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.. 
unconsolidated Pleistocene to Recent sands, with intervening beds of shells 

and clay. These deposits from the reservoir for the surficial aquifer in the 

county. One of the two major structural features in the area is the Peninsula 

Arch that forms the backbone of the Florida Platform. The arch trends south

southeast and extends from southeast Georgia through Florida into the Great 

Bahamas. The geological material can be divided into an upper sequence of 

unconsolidated or poorly consolidated clastic sediments and a lower sequence 

of limestone rocks. These lower formations are part of the principle hydrologic 

unit referred to as the Floridan Aquifer. This aquifer, the top of which generally 

occurs through the region at or below 100 feet, is the major source of potable 

groundwater in Volusia County. Two faults, one trending north-to-south, the 

other trending east-to-west, intersect a number of miles north of the site. 

Downward displacement of the fault is hypothesized as being approximately 

60 to 100 feet. The upper clastic region ranges in age from Miocene to Recent 

and is mostly sand but also contains discontinuous and interfingering lenses 

and beds of clay and silt. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

FPL has estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) is required for industrial 

processing purposes (boiler makeup, service water, etc.). Note that Unit # 4 

currently takes its cooling water directly from an on-site FPL cooling pond and 

will continue to do so after repowering is completed. The cooling water needs 

for both of the repowered facilities (i.e., Unit# 4 and Unit# 5) will represent an 

increase over previous cooling water needs due primarily to the increased heat 

loading to the cooling pond that results from operating the larger repowered 

units more than they have been operated in the past and corresponding 

evaporative losses. Therefore, greater quantities of water will be used. 

Existing Unit# 3 will continue to use water from the St. John's River in a once

through cooling mode. 

FPL evaluated alternative sources of water to meet the expected needs of the 

site. The existing off-site wells and the existing once - through cooling water 

system and cooling pond will continue to be used after the repowering project 

is completed, albeit the use of groundwater will decrease significantly from 

past usage. 
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I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The available surface water supply source is the St. John's River. The 

Floridan Aquifer is an available groundwater source for service water and 

boiler water . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

In 2000 FPL obtained a revised Consumptive Use permit from the St. John's 

Water Management District. This permit reduced the quantity of water that FPL 

has historically been permitted to withdraw from the ground in favor of 

additional use of surface water . 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated using the existing once - through 

cooling water system of the existing cooling pond for repowered Unit# 4. Non

point source discharges are collected and reused. Treating and recycling 

equipment wash water, boiler blow-down, and equipment area runoff helps to 

minimize industrial discharges. Storm water runoff is collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design 

elements have been included to capture suspended sediments. Various facility 

permits mandate sampling and testing activities which provide indications of 

any pollutant discharges. The facility employs a Best Management Practices 

(BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to 

control the inadvertent release of pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The repowered facilities at the Sanford site required a larger natural gas 

pipeline to be installed. FPL contracted with Florida Gas Transmission 

Company (FGT) to permit, install, and operate this facility which is now fully 

operational. Virtually no waste is associated with natural gas firing . 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

A natural gas-fired facility generally has air pollutant emissions that are 

substantially lower than em iss ions from the prior oil-fired boilers. While 

several technologies are available for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control, 

the chosen technology for the Sanford site is a dry low NOx combustion turbine 

design type. In these types of devices, combustion is staged in order to 

reduce the formation of combustion-derived oxides of nitrogen. Sulfur dioxide 

and particulate emissions are intrinsically low due to the lack of sulfur and 

solids in natural gas fuel. Carbon monoxide and volatile organic compound 

emissions can each be controlled via the use of efficient combustion rather 

than through the use of add-on control devices. CC and CT facilities have 

been permitted at several locations throughout the state of Florida. Dry-low

NOx combustor systems have been repeatedly demonstrated to be the Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT) for the control of NOx emissions for this 

technology pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not significantly different from current 

levels at the plant prior to repowering. FPL installed appropriate sound 

attenuation devices including insulation on high energy piping systems in order 

to ensure that sound levels do not exceed allowable levels. Similar natural 

gas-fired facilities (the Lauderdale plant in Broward County, the Fort Myers 

plant in Lee County, and the Martin plant in Martin County) have been 

constructed and operated without exceeding allowable noise levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL acquired all permits needed to commence construction. Modifications to 

operating permits were requested in 2002 and will continue to be pursued as 

necessary through 2003. 
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I 

Preferred Site# 3: Manatee Plant, Manatee County 

The site is located in unincorporated north central Manatee County approximately 

2.5 miles south of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line. It is 5 miles east of 

Parrish, Florida and is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 

miles east of Interstate 75 (1-75). State Road (SR) 62 is about 0.5 miles south of 

the site. Saffold Road marks the eastern boundary of the site . 

FPL's Manatee Plant occupies a portion of the approximately 9,500 acre Manatee 

Site which is owned wholly by FPL. The site includes a 4,000-acre cooling pond 

including the dike area. The existing approximately 1 ,620 MW (Summer) of 

generating capacity is made up of two steam units (Units # 1 and # 2) which have 

been in service since 1976 (Unit # 1) and 1977 (Unit # 2). These units burn both 

fuel oil (residual) with a maximum sulfur content of 1 percent and natural gas . 

Natural gas may be fired singly or in combination with fuel oil. A recent agreement 

between FPL and Gulfstream Natural Gas Systems (Gulfstream) will provide two 

natural gas sources for these units . 

Pending final approval by the Governor and Cabinet, additional generating 

capacity will be added to the site in 2005 to meet projected FPL system capacity 

needs. Four new combustion turbines (CT's), four new heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG's), and a new steam turbine generator are scheduled for in -

service operation beginning in June, 2005. The four new CT's, HRSG's and steam 

turbine will ultimately be operating in combined cycle (CC) configuration. This new 

CC unit will add 1,107 MW (Summer) and 1,201 MW (Winter) capability to the site . 

This new CC Unit will be designated as "Manatee Unit# 3" . 

Unit # 3 will be located west of the existing generating Units # 1 and # 2. The 

location of the new combined cycle Unit # 3 at the Manatee Plant site and the 

selection of the highly efficient combined cycle technology (firing clean natural gas) 

will maximize the beneficial use of the site while minimizing environmental and 

land use impacts otherwise associated with the development of a new generating 

plant of this capacity. The Manatee site has been previously listed as a preferred 

or potential site in previous FPL Site Plans . 
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a. and b. Map of the Manatee Plant Site and Land Use 

A map indicating the Manatee plant site showing the general layout of the 

facilities and a map indicating the land use of the site are found at the end of 

this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 4,000 acre cooling pond. Manatee 

Units# 1 and # 2 will not be affected by the addition of Unit# 3. The area for 

Unit # 3 is expected to comprise approximately 73 acres. The site and 

surrounding land uses are almost exclusively agriculture with the exception of 

the Willow Shores residential area located northwest of the Manatee Plant site. 

Individual homes are located in the larger of two out parcels within the 

Manatee Plant site along SR 62 at the northeast corner of the site. The vast 

majority of the Manatee Plant site has been redesignated from 

Agricultural/Rural to Major Public/Semi Public (1) (P/SP) land use category by 

the Manatee County Commission on November 19, 2002 with the approval of 

Ordinance 02-13. Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in the 

P/SP category in accordance with the Manatee County Local Government 

Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulation Act, Chapter 163, 

Part II, Florida Statutes (FS). 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

There are no incorporated areas within 5 miles of the Manatee Plant 

site. Unincorporated communities in the area include Willow, located 

about 2 miles north of the Manatee Plant; Parrish, located about 5 

miles southwest of the plant; and, in Hillsborough County, Sundance, 

located 3 miles northwest of the plant; Sun City Center, located 7 
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miles north of the plant; and Wimauma, located 8 miles northeast of 

the plant. 

The Manatee Plant site includes areas of improved pasture with 

forested land southeast of the project area. This forested area is 

comprised of flat woods and oak habitat. The western side of the 

Manatee Plant site is currently used for row crops (tomato farm) . 

There are also wetlands to the southeast containing wet pine flat 

woods mixed with dry pine flat woods. There will not be any 

disturbance of existing wetlands associated with this project. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the new Unit # 3 at the site is not 

expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. The 

majority of the site is cleared, grassed, and periodically mowed. The 

project area has been significantly altered by the construction and 

operation of the existing plant facilities, and, as a result, wildlife 

utilization of this area is expected to be minimal. Common wading 

birds utilizing the plant site outside of the project area include the great 

blue heron, little blue heron, great egret, snowy egret, and the white 

ibis. Typical mammals found in the habitats surrounding the project 

area are common bobcat, raccoon, deer, ferel hog, opossum, 

armadillo, skunk and gray squirrel. Avian species observed in the 

vicinity of the project include bald eagles, a variety of songbirds, red

shouldered hawks, and marsh hawks . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

There are no county, State or Federally designated areas located 

within one mile of the plant site. The construction and operation of 

Manatee Unit # 3 is not expected to have any adverse impacts on 

parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands that are 

associated with the Little Manatee River within a 5-mile radius of the 

project site. These lands include: Little Manatee River State 

Recreation Area, Little Manatee River State Canoe Trail, Florida Gulf 

Coast Railroad Museum, Cockroach Bay Aquatic Preserve, Critical 
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Manatee Habitat, South Hillsborough Wildlife Corridor, Hillsborough 

County ELAPP Parcels, and SOR-Little Manatee River. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option, Manatee Unit # 3, is the addition of four new combustion 

turbines and HRSG's and one new steam turbine generator in combined cycle 

mode in a 4x1 configuration. Manatee Unit # 3 is scheduled to begin operation 

in mid - 2005. Natural gas, delivered via pipeline, will be the sole fuel for this 

unit. 

Mitigation options being planned for Manatee Unit # 3 include the capture and 

reuse of plant process water and rainwater. In addition, other mitigating 

options include the use of combustion technology that is very efficient and low 

in air pollutant emissions, combined with pollution control technology (dry-low 

NOx burners and selected catalytic reduction equipment). 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

As mentioned above, the Local Government Future Land Use Plan is 

. consistent with the existing Designated uses of the Manatee Plant Site as 

majot portions of the site are designated as Major Public/Semi Public (1) -

PIPS/. Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in this land use 

category. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Manatee site has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Also, the at- the - time 

projected availability of a natural gas pipeline that will be available to Unit # 3 

(as well as Units # 1 and # 2) in the near future was also a major factor in the 

selection of the Manatee site for the new 4x1 CC unit. Environmental issues 

were not a deciding factor since none of the existing preferred and potential 
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sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues . 

All of these sites are considered permittable . 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Little Manatee River which supplies 

makeup water for the 4,000-acre cooling pond. Plant process and service 

water requirements are currently supplied by the cooling pond. There are three 

wells in the Floridan Aquifer that are reserved for standby purposes . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Manatee County has three physiographic provinces: the Gulf Coast Lowlands, 

the DeSoto Plains, and the Polk Upland. The Manatee Plant is situated on the 

boundary of the DeSo~o Plains and the Gulf Coast Lowland provinces. The 

geology underlying the Manatee Plant consists of unconsolidated sediments 

comprised of sand, clay silt, marl shell, limestone, and phosphorite (terrace 

deposits) from the Pleistocene age to recent. Undifferentiated deposits 

comprised of sand and clay are generally described to be less than 25 feet 

thick. Underlying the differentiated materials are the Miocene Hawthorn 

Formation, the Tampa Member, the Suwanee Limestone of the Oligocene age, 

the Ocala Limestone of the Eocene Age, the Avon Park Formation, the 

Oldsmar Formation of the Eocene age, and the Cedar Key Formation of the 

Paleocene age . 

The major hydrogeologic units that exist in the vicinity of the site include, in 

descending order: the surficial aquifer system, the intermediate aquifer system, 

and the Upper Floridian aquifer. The surficial aquifer system is generally 

unconfined in Manatee County and consists of Quarternary deposits of 

predominately marine and nonmarine quartz sand, clayey sand, shell, shelly 

marl, phosphorite, and occasional stringersmarl and limestone. In the vicinity 

of the site the surficial sediments are approximately 25 feet thick . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water for industrial processing is 

estimated to be 150 gpm (gallons per minute) plant process and service water . 
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FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these uses. Water 

quantities for other uses such as irrigation and potable water are estimated to 

be approximately 5 gpm. 

1. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Manatee Unit # 3 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as its source of 

cooling water. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system; any 

makeup water is provided from the Little Manatee River to replace net 

evaporation and seepage losses from the pond. These makeup needs are 

within the existing agreement between FPL and the Southwest Florida Water 

Management District (SWFWMD). There are three wells currently on reserve 

(stand-by) that are in the Floridan Aquifer. FPL is currently evaluating 

alternative water sources for use at the Manatee Plant site. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Available water including non-contact storm water, treated industrial 

wastewater, treated sanitary wastewater, and recovered service water are 

captured and returned to the cooling pond. Storm water from the equipment 

areas is also treated and returned to the cooling pond. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The Manatee Plant utilizes a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan, Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to assist in the control 

of inadvertent release of pollutants. Storm water runoff will be collected and 

routed to detention ponds. Construction activities will be managed so that 

equipment maintenance and fueling are performed in designated areas so 

that, in the event of a spill or release of any contaminant, impacts to any 

surface water or the cooling pond are minimized. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by fuel delivery services and facilities for residual, 

low sulfur (1 percent) fuel oil and, most recently, natural gas as an alternate 

fuel for existing Units# 1 and# 2. The Unit# 3 addition will be solely fueled by 
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natural gas that could be supplied by either Gulfstream or FGT as previously 

discussed . 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The addition of natural gas as a permitted fuel for existing Units# 1 and # 2 is 

expected to lower overall emissions during periods when natural gas, instead 

of fuel oil, is used. In addition, a NOx reduction technology, reburn, has been 

approved for installation on Units# 1 and # 2 within the next several years . 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions 

from Unit # 3 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting 

standards. Using clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls 

similarly minimize the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). These design alternatives 

constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and 

energy impacts. Manatee Unit# 3 will incorporate features that will make it one 

of the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different 

from the current levels at the existing plant. Similar natural gas-fired facilities 

in Broward and Martin Counties have been constructed and operated without 

exceeding allowable noise levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for the Manatee Plant Unit# 3 

with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on February 

20, 2002 and received a positive recommendation from the Administrative Law 

Judge (ALJ) for the project on February 19, 2003 . 
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Preferred Site# 4: Martin Plant. Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 

miles east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin 

County, Florida. The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast 

Railway (FEC) and the adjacent South Florida Water Management District 

(SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee 

Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 and the adjacent CSX Railroad. The 

Martin site was identified in 1987 as a preferred location for development of coal 

gasification/combined cycle electric generation facilities and subsequent FPL Site 

Plans have continued to identify this site as a preferred site. 

The existing 2,850 MW (Summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 11 ,300 acres that are wholly owned by 

FPL. The generating capacity is r:nade up of two steam units (Units # 1 and # 2), 

plus two combined cycle units (Units # 3 and # 4 ), and two combustion turbine 

units (Units # Sa and # 8b). The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 

acres of water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres 

for the existing power plant units and related facilities. 

Additional generating capacity was added to the site in 2001 in the form of two 

combustion turbines (CT's) that operate in simple cycle mode using natural gas. 

Pending final project approval by the Governor and Cabinet, these two CT's will be 

converted into a four-on-one (4X1) combined cycle (CC) unit with the addition of 

two new CTs, four new Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSGs), and a new 

steam turbine generator. The resulting CC unit will be known as Martin Unit# 8. It 

is estimated to be in service in mid-2005 adding approximately 800 MW of 

capacity. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities 

Layout 

A USGS map of the Martin plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing 

power plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of 

the power plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a scattering of 

small wetlands. To the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre area 

which has been set aside as a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland 

forest on the West Side of the reservoir, that is named the Barley Barber 

Swamp. The .Barley Barber Swap encompasses 400 acres and is preserved 

as a natural area. There is also a 1 0-kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility 

at the south end of this site . 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

As noted above, the Barley Barber Swamp is located on the site . 

There is also a 1 ,200-acre mitigation area in the northern area of the 

site where wetlands and uplands have been restored. Along the 

south and west sides of the cooling pond is an area where the 

vegetation has been maintained in its natural state in order to serve 

as a wildlife corridor. There are pine flat woods and small-scattered 

wetlands to the east of the plant. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of a new unit at the site is not expected to 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. There are two 

active Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocepha/us: Federal - and State -

listed as Threatened) nests that have been on the site for many 

years. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) database notes a 

record of Eastern Indigo Snakes (Drymachon cora/is coupert, which 
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are Federal - and State - listed as threatened) in the Barley Barber 

Swamp. A number of other Bald Eagle nests and sightings of 

Eastern Indigo Snakes are reported by the FNAI database within a 

two-mile radius of the site. Infrequent sightings of Florida Panther 

have been made in the vicinity of the site area. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council lists the "FPL 

Preserve", including the Barley Barber Swamp, as a Significant 

Regional Facility. Natural communities such as uplands and wetlands 

are also generically listed as Resources of Regional Significance. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to add two new CT's and four new HRSG's and a new 

steam turbine that, together with the two existing CT's, will comprise Martin 

Unit # 8. This unit is scheduled to be in-service in mid-2005. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit (with light oil serving 

as a backup fuel). Natural gas-fired facilities are among the cleanest, most 

efficient technologies currently available. 

Mitigation options being considered include the capture and reuse of plant 

process water and rainwater, plus the use of cooling towers. The facility 

already encompasses several preserved areas where wildlife is abundant. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities". 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily "Agricultural". There are 

also limited areas of "Agricultural Ranchette", "Industrial", and a small 

"Commercial" area designation. To the southeast of the property, fronting on 

the St. Lucie Canal, is an area designated for "Public Conservation". 
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h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Martin plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues 

were not a deciding factor since none of the existing preferred and potential 

sites exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues . 

All of these sites are considered permittable . 

i. Water Resources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling 

pond which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground 

water resource is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of 

potable water and for service water for Units # 1 and # 2. Both of these 

sources are available for use with the site expansion . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Martin site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary 

rock strata. The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous 

and metamorphic rocks about which little is known due to their great depth . 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks 

and deposits that are primarily marine bin origin. Below a depth of about 400 

feet these rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet 

the deposits are largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The deepest formation 

in Martin County on which significant published data are available is the 

Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating 

the underlying Lake City formation. The published information on the 

sediments comprising the formations below the Avon Park Limestone in 

western Martin County is based on projections from deep wells in 

Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water required for industrial processing is 

130 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as boiler water and service water. 
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FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these uses. Cooling 

water for new Unit # 8 will be supplied by the addition of cooling towers. The 

two existing CT's that will be converted into combined cycle operation are 

currently air-cooled. Makeup water for the pond is taken from the St. Lucie 

canal. The current makeup water quantity to the cooling pond (approximately 

4,800 gpm) is expected to be adequate for the proposed expansion. Water 

quantities needed for other uses such as irrigation and potable water are 

estimated to be approximately 5 gpm. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Martin Unit # 8 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as the source of 

cooling water for the cooling towers and as a heat sink for the dissipation of 

cooling water heat. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system in 

which heated water from the generating unit loses its heat as it is circulated 

within the pond and back around to the plant intake. Water is also collected in 

a seepage ditch surrounding the cooling pond and is then pumped back into 

the cooling pond. Makeup water to the pond is withdrawn from the St. Lucie 

canal as needed to replace net evaporation and seepage losses from the 

pond. Such needs will comply with the existing agreement between FPL and 

the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) regarding allocation of 

cooling water to the pond and with SFWMD's regulations for consumptive 

water use. 

The existing water treatment system at the plant, which provides treated water 

for use in the Unit # 1 and # 2 boilers, as well as for the HRSG's associated 

with Units # 3 and # 4, will be used to provide treated water for Unit# 8. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer will be reduced by changing the source of plant 

process water to the Floridan Aquifer upon completion of Unit # 8. In addition, 

the entire plant site captures and reuses process water whenever feasible and 

manages stormwater in such a manner so as to recharge the surficial aquifer. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling pond. Non-point 

source discharges are not an issue since there are none at this facility . 

Industrial discharges will be minimized by treating and recycling equipment 

wash water, boiler blowdown water, and equipment area runoff. Storm water 

runoff is collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a storm water 

management system. Design elements have been included to capture 

suspended sediments. Facility permits mandate various sampling and testing 

activities that provide indications of any pollutant discharges. The facility 

employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release 

of pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. However, the 

addition of new Unit # 8 will require an enlargement of the existing natural gas 

pipelines, the installation of a new pipeline, or the addition of another pipeline 

compressor station. There are currently two natural gas supply lines into the 

facility, as well as an oil pipeline, which serve the existing steam boilers and 

combined cycle generating units. Distillate fuel oil is also received by truck and 

stored in above ground storage tanks. The existing natural gas line also 

serves CT Units# Ba and# 8b . 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

FPL's plan for Unit# 8 is subject to "New Source Review" under Federal and 

State Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. This review 

requires these units to meet New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and 

that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) be selected to control 

emissions of those pollutants emitted in excess of applicable PSD significant 

emission rates. The primary purpose of BACT analysis is to minimize the 

allowable increases in air pollutants taking into account energy, environmental, 

and economic impacts. This process provides for the potential for future 

economic growth without significantly degrading air quality. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the 

operation of the new unit will also be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) was filed in December, 1989, for the 

construction and operation of the Martin Coal Gasification/Combined Cycle 

project under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. 

On June 15, 1990, the Public Service Commission issued a Determination of 

Need Order for proposed Martin Units# 3 and # 4. This determination of need 

applied to the additional 832 MW of combined cycle generation. The Siting 

Board issued a Land Use Order on June 27, 1990. The Certification Hearing 

was held on November 5-7, 1990. On February 12, 1991, the Governor and 

Cabinet, serving as the Siting Board, approved the construction and operation 

of natural gas-fired combined cycle Units # 3 and # 4 and determined that the 

Martin Site has capacity to accommodate additional combined cycle units 

fueled by natural gas or fuel oil. 

Since the initial certification in 1991, the certification was modified five times 

through 1999 to provide authorization for items such as CT testing, increasing 

the cooling pond elevation, incorporating changes from other permits, and 

incorporating a custom fuel monitoring program. For the addition of the two 

simple cycle CT's mentioned above, FPL obtained a sixth modification to the 

existing site certification in August 2000. 

In order to convert these two CT's from simple cycle to (4X1) CC configuration 

(Unit # 8), a seventh modification to the Site Certification is required. FPL filed 

the SCA on February 1, 2002 with the Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection (FDEP). A positive recommendation from the Administrative Law 

Judge for the project was received in early March of 2003. The certification 

process is expected to be completed with Governor and Cabinet's final review 

near the end of May 2003. 

Florida Power & Light Company 116 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2003 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-C, Page 127 of 188

-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • t 
t 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites 

Five (5) sites are currently identified as potential sites for future generation 

additions to meet FPL's 2007 - on capacity needs. 2 These sites have been 

identified as "potential sites" due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, 

space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These 

sites are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies . 

Each of these potential sites offers advantages and disadvantages relative to 

engineering considerations and/or costs associated with the construction and 

operation of feasible technologies. In addition, each potential site has different 

characteristics that could require further definition and attention. For purposes of 

estimating water usage amounts, it is assumed that a natural gas-fired CC unit 

would be the technology of choice for any capacity additions at the sites . 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all of these sites, assuming 

measures can be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental 

concerns that may arise. No significant environmental constraints are currently 

known for any of these five sites. The potential sites briefly discussed below are 

presented in alphabetical order. At this time FPL considers each site to be equally 

viable . 

Potential Site # 1: Cape Canaveral Plant. Brevard County 

This site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The 

site has direct access to a four-lane highway (US 1 ). A rail line is located near the 

plant. The existing facility consists of two 400 MW (approximate) steam boiler type 

generating units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral property site is found at the end of this 

chapter. 

2 As has been described in previous FPL Plant Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible 
sites for future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites . 
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b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to 

industrial use with surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine 

forest. The land adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial and 

residential use. There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL projects that an increase of up to 260 gallons per minute (gpm) would be 

required for industrial processing use (boiler makeup, service water, etc.) It is 

expected that industrial cooling water needs could be met using the current 

550,000 gpm once-through cooling water quantity. For industrial processing, 

FPL would use existing on-site wells or local gray water. 

Potential Site# 2: Midway Substation Property, St. Lucie County 

The site is located on the 122-acre Midway Substation property. Current 

facilities on the site include an electric substation. The site has direct access 

to a two-lane highway, State Road (SR) 712 and a nearby entrance to 1-95. 

The City of Port St. Lucie is immediately east and west of the Midway site. 

The City of Ft. Pierce is approximately 9 miles northeast of the site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map is provided of the Midway site area is provided at the end of this 

chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial and agricultural use. 

Much of the site is currently not being used. Developed portions of the 

adjacent properties are primarily agricultural (orange groves and cattle 

grazing). Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub with some hardwoods 

and wetlands. 
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d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

No surface water source is available at this site. The water source would 

either be groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water. 

It is estimated that 150 gallons per minute (gpm) will be needed for industrial 

processing water for uses such an inlet air cooling, Nox control during light oil 

firing and for service water. Other facility water uses may include irrigation, 

potable use, etc. The total volume of these uses is estimated to be about 5 

gpm . 

Also, as part of the Everglades Restoration Project, a 500-acre retention pond 

(Ten Mile Creek Project) is scheduled to be completed near the proposed 

Midway site in mid-2004. It is possible that some water from this storage 

facility could be. utilized for cooling to supplement ground water usage . 

Potential Site# 3: Port Everglades Plant. Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port 

Everglades, Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 

84 and Interstate 595. A rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant 

consists of four steam boiler generating units: two 200 MW (approximate) and two 

400 MW (approximate) sized units. The four steam boilers are capable of firing 

residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination of both. The site also is home to 

twelve simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 MW (approximate) each . 

The GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that· is made up of 24 GT's at the 

Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades site. The GT's are 

capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the Port Everglades plant site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port 

facilities and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light 

commercial. 
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d. and e. Water Resources and Supply Sources 

FPL estimates that up to 130 gallons per minute (gpm) of industrial processing 

water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, fogger usage, and 

service water. FPL expects to use the existing municipal water supply for 

industrial process and makeup water. Cooling water would be drawn from the 

intercoastal waterway and cooling towers would be constructed. 

Potential Site # 4: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm 

Beach County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and 

barge access is available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility 

currently houses two operational 300 MW (approximate) steam boiler 

generating units and one retired 50 MW generating unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey 

A USGS map of the Riviera plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities 

with some open maintained grass areas. There is a small manatee viewing 

area on the site, which is operated seasonally by FPL. Adjacent land uses 

include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. The site is located on the 

Intracoastal Waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Additional industrial processing water needs are estimated to be up to 40 

gallons per minute (gpm). Industrial cooling water needs are estimated to be 

up to 54,000 gpm using the existing once-through cooling water system. The 

existing municipal water supply would be used for industrial processing water if 
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additional generating capacity is placed at Riviera. For once-through cooling 

water, FPL would continue to use Lake Worth as a source of water . 

Potential Site# 5: Turkey Point Plant. Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the West Side of Biscayne Bay 25 

miles south of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and 

is geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm 

Drive. Access to the plant site is limited due to the nuclear units located there . 

The land surrounding the site is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The 

site is comprised of the nuclear and fossil plants, the cooling canals, an FPL

maintained natural wildlife refuge, and wetlands that have been set aside as 

an Everglades Mitigation Bank . 

Units # 1 and # 2 are fossil fuel generating plants with approximate generating 

capacity of 400 MW each. Unit 1 was completed in 1967 and Unit# 2 in 1968 . 

Turkey Point also has five diesel peaking units that in total produce 

approximately 12 MW. These units are primarily used to provide emergency 

power, but occasionally run during the Summer to provide power during peak 

load demands . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site, is found at the end of this 

chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses of Site and Environmental Features 

A major portion of the site consists of a self-contained cooling canal system 

that supplies water to condense steam used by the existing units' turbine 

generators. The canal system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five 

miles long, 200 feet wide and four feet deep. The remaining developed area of 

the site is where the two fossil steam generating units and 5 diesel generators 

are located. Adjacent to the fossil plant are the two nuclear generating units. 

To the south, wetlands have been set aside as part of the Everglades 
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Mitigation Bank in an effort to restore these areas to historical plant 

communities and hydrological function. 

d. and e. Water Resources and Supply Sources 

The additional quantity of water for industrial processing is estimated to be 150 

gpm for plant process and service water. Water for this type of use would be 

supplied by a county water system. The current plant water treatment system, 

which provides treated water for use in Units # 1 and # 2 boilers, would likely 

be expanded. 

Water for cooling would likely by supplied by the existing closed loop cooling 

canal system, although reclaimed water from a nearby publicly owned 

treatment works coul9 possibly be utilized, if available. Cooling towers may 

also be used. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Fort Myers 
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LEGEND FOR LANDUSE MAPS 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten-Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items . 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items" . 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled 

and explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any 

transmission constraints . 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission constraints. External 

constraints deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal constraints deal with the 

flow of electricity within the FPL system . 

The external constraints are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance which is available and the amount and price of economy 

energy purchases. Therefore, these external constraints are incorporated both in the reliability 

analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external 

assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected transfer capability to 

FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of available assistance. In its reliability 

analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an additional generator within 

FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the peak load months. The assumed amount 

and price of economy energy are based on historical values and projections from production 

costing models . 

Internal transmission constraints or limitations are addressed by identifying potential 

geographic locations for potential new units that may not adversely impact, or that may even 

alleviate, such constraints and limitations and in developing the costs for siting new units at 

different locations. Both site-and system-related transmission costs are developed for each 

different uniVunit location option or groups of options . 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address constraints and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's transmission plans are 

presented in Section III.E. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

As discussed in Chapter Ill of this document, FPL typically performs economic analyses of 

competing resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis 

System) computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone and 

Webster Management Consultants, Inc. The resource plan reflected in this document 

emerged as the resource plan with the least impact on FPL's levelized system average 

electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach) and on the present value of 

revenue requirements for the FPL system.3 

No sensitivity case analyses based on different load forecasts were carried out during FPL 's 

most recent planning work. This is due to the fact that the most economical options are 

combined cycle (CC) units. If higher- than - projected loads begin to appear, the combustion 

turbine components of any of the CC options could be placed in service early in simple cycle 

mode. FPL believed that this fact qualitatively enabled it to be able to address higher- than -

projected loads. 

3 FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 
DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are identical. In such cases (as in FPL's current resource planning work), FPL evaluates options on the simpler- to 
-calculate (but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item# 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices . 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price forecast 

are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In its most recent planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to a "Low 

Price" fuel forecast in conjunction with a "High Load" forecast. All of the options considered in 

the IRP analysis were gas-fired units, so any change in the fuel costs projections would have 

affected these options in essentially the same way. Consequently, FPL did not believe that a 

fuel price sensitivity case was needed . 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon . 

For the same reason given in response to Discussion Item #3, FPL did not conduct a 

"constant fuel differential" sensitivity analysis in its most recent planning work . 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in 

the planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, and capacity output ratings and heat 

rate information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity 

output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are 

generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered 

in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options 

FPL projects to add over the planing horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's most recent resource planning work were 45% 

debt and 55% equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 7.4%, and an equity return 

of 11.7%. These assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 9.8% and an 

after-tax discount rate of 8.5%. In its recent planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of 

its resource plan to varying financial assumptions. The reason for this is that FPL's planning 

work focused on FPL construction options only that were generally very similar in design and 

varied only by site. Consequently, varying financial assumptions would have resulted in 

little/no change in the analysis results. 
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Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). However, in its most recent planning work FPL utilized a net present value of 

system revenue requirements as the basis for comparing options and plans. (As discussed in 

response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate basis and the system revenue 

requirement basis are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans . 

Such was the case in FPL's recent planning work.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria . 

FPL uses two generation reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 15% Summer and Winter reserve margin for years up to mid - 2004 that changes 

to a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin for the mid - 2004- on time period . 

The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability 

(LOLP). These reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

planning criteria established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its 

Planning Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Planning Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www .nerc.com/-filez/pss-psg. htm I) . 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://www.floasis.siemens-asp.com/oasis/fpl/info.htm) . 
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Thermal ratings for specific transmission lines or transformers are found in the load flow cases 

that are available on the internet (http://www.floasis.siemens- asp.com/oasis/fpl/info.htm). 

The normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69,115,138,500 

230 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95 

0.95 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05 

1.06 

There may have been isolated cases for which FPL may have determined it prudent to deviate 

from the general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers, the 

probability of an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors may have influenced the 

decision in such cases. 

Discussion Item# 9: Discuss how t.he electric utility verifies the durability of 

energy savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for all 

of the FPL programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of efficiency 

measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. Finally, FPL is careful to claim only program savings for the average life of the 

installed efficiency measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load 

management, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is 

functioning correctly. 
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process . 

Among the strategic or non-price factors FPL typically considers when choosing between 

resource options are the following: (1) fuel diversity; (2) technology risk; and (3) 

environmental risk . 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs . 

natural gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative 

pipeline suppliers for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase 

diversity in fuel source and/or supply would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies, For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable . 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of competing 

technologies. Technologies which might be regarded as more acceptable from an 

environmental perspective (e.g., natural gas-fired options) might be considered more 

favorably . 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power . 
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Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility 

intends to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the 

electric utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, the near - term elements of FPL's capacity additions 

include the repowering of one of its Sanford plants, the addition of new combustion turbines 

(CT's) at Fort Myers, and a number of firm capacity, short-term purchases. The incremental 

capacity from the repowering project comes from the addition of new CT's and heat recovery 

steam generators (HRSG's). FPL acquired the repowering-related CT's, plus the other new 

CT's for Fort Myers, and the HRSG's through a bid process which combined cost and 

performance considerations. The firm capacity short-term purchases were acquired through 

negotiations. 

The 2005 capacity addition decision was arrived at after evaluating 134 bids received in 

response to two capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) issued by FPL in mid-2001 and mid-

2002. The decision to construct new combined cycle units at FPL's existing Martin and 

Manatee sites was subsequently approved by the Florida Public Service Commission in late 

2002. 

The later (2007 - on) capacity additions are likely to be subject to a capacity solicitation 

process similar to the Request for Proposal (RFP) process that led to the selection of Martin 

Unit # 8 and Manatee Unit# 3. Identification of these self- build options in FPL's Site Plan is 

not an indication that FPL has prejudged any capacity solicitation it may conduct. It is merely 

a recognition of what currently appears to be FPL's best, most cost-effective self - build 

options at this time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other 

self- build options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self- build 

options, some of which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for supply - side 

resources, FPL reserve the right to choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that 

option is not an FPL self- build option. 
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Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans 

for electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line 

Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the 

rationale for any new or upgraded line. 

FPL's latest Transmission/Substation Expansion Plan for years 2002~2012 published in 

December, 2002 includes a new transmission line that is planned which would need to be 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F.S.). The new line will 

connect FPL's Orange River Substation to the Collier Substation. The construction of this 

line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Collier and Lee areas in a 

reliable and effective manner . 

Additionally, contained in FPL's latest Transmission/Substation Expansion Plan for years 

2002~2012 published in December, 2002 is a section entitled "Transmission System Long~ 

Range Projects: 2008~2012. These projects are at this time only potential long~range 

transmission projects and are subject to change. The siting of future generation additions 

could have an impact on the necessity of such transmission projects. These proposed 

potential projects are not yet budgeted projects, are in the preliminary stages of 

consideration, and are based upon current assumptions that will be monitored and adjusted 

in future planning assessments. No determination has been made with regard to these 

potential long~range projects as to whether they will need to be certified under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52- 403.536, F.S.) . 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten -Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to 

the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented in 

accordance with Rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (FAC) . 

This Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) planning analyses that were carried out in 2003 and that were completed in the 

first quarter of 2004. The forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the 2004 - 2013 

time frame . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information and is subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the 

data submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed 

data will be submitted as needed as part of the Florida site certification process, or through other 

proceedings and filings . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Executive Summary 

The Executive Summary provides a review of the major findings and conclusions presented in the 

Site Plan . 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

This chapter presents FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks 

and annual energy usage. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, particularly new capacity resources, as determined in FPL's IRP work 

in 2003 and early 2004. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter presents environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to specific information included in a 

Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type BIT 

cc 
CT 

IC 

NP 

NPGU 

ST 

Fuel Type UR 

BIT 

F02 

F06 

NG 

NO 

Pet 

Fuel Transportation No 

PL 

RR 

TK 

WA 

Unit/Site Status OT 

p 

RP 

T 

u 

v 
Other P.U. 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Bituminous Coal 

Combined Cycle 

Combustion Turbine 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Next Planned Generating Unit 

Steam Unit 

Uranium 

Bituminous Coal 

#1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Natural Gas 

None 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Pipeline 

Railroad 

Truck 

Water 

Other 

Planned Unit 

Proposed for repowering 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Per Unit 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2004 Ten - Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

summarizes FPL's analysis of and plan to address a need for increased electric generation 

capability. This plan is part of FPL's efforts to meet projected incremental resource needs for the 

2004 - 2013 time period . 

FPL's integrated resource planning process has identified continued load growth in the FPL service 

territory in the next ten years. As a result, FPL's total generation capability is expected to 

significantly increase in response to this need during the 2004 - 2013 time period as shown in 

Table ES.1. This table also shows the resulting projected Summer and Winter reserve margins for 

FPL over this ten-year time horizon. Table ES.1 includes FPL's planned changes to existing 

generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.), currently scheduled changes in the delivered 

amounts of purchased power, and the planned additions of new generating units. Although not 

specifically shown in this table, FPL's approved DSM Goals at the time this Site Plan was filed are 

assumed to be implemented on schedule . 

The amount of new generating capacity that will be added is driven in part by the outcome of the 

Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) docket No. 981890-EU. This docket ended with a 

stipulated agreement that resulted in FPL, along with Tampa Electric Company and Florida Power 

Corporation, changing its minimum reserve margin planning criterion from 15% to one of 20% 

beginning with the Summer of 2004. The following summarizes the capacity resources that are a 

part of FPL's 2004 Site Plan . 

Based on previous actions, FPL has obtained the capacity needed over the next several years 

through a number of short-term, firm capacity purchases from utilities and other entities. Additional 

short-term, firm purchases for 2004 have been made and the balance will be completed by June 1 . 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 
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In 2005, FPL will be adding a large (1, 107 Summer MW) new combined cycle (CC) unit at its 

existing Manatee plant site. Also in 2005, the two combustion turbines (CT's) that were added at 

FPL's existing Martin plant site in mid - 2001 will be converted into a 1,107 Summer MW CC unit by 

the addition of two additional CT's, heat recovery steam generators, and associated equipment. 

This conversion will add 785 Summer MW of capability above the present capability of the existing 

two CT's. The additions for 2005 were selected as the best options among other FPL construction 

alternatives and numerous proposals received in response to two Request for Proposals (RFP's) 

FPL issued in August 2001 and April 2002, respectively. These two capacity additions were 

approved by the FPSC on November 19, 2002, and their applications for certification under the 

Florida Electric Power Plan Siting Act (PPSA) were granted on April 11, 2003. 

In 2007, FPL forecasts a capacity need of 1,066 MW of additional capacity. FPL developed a plan 

for a 1,144 MW CC unit located at FPL's existing Turkey Point plant site as its next planned 

generating unit. Following a review of proposals received in response to FPL's 2003 RFP (issued 

in August, 2003), the FPL next planned generating unit (NPGU) was chosen as the best 

alternative. FPL filed for FPSC approval of a Determination of Need for this unit on March 8, 2004, 

and an FPSC decision on this matter is expected in mid-Summer of 2004. FPL filed for PPSA 

certification for this unit on November 14, 2003 and expects a decision on this application in the 151 

Quarter of 2005. 

FPL forecasts a continued need for new capacity in the years 2008 through 2013. In response to 

this continued need, and to facilitate system planning efforts, FPL's current plans include the 

addition of two combustion turbines (CT's) in 2008 at its Midway site, a CC unit in 2009 at its 

Corbett site, and two additional CC units: one each year in 2011 and 2012. Sites for these two 

additional CC units have not yet been selected. These planned increases in electric generation 

capability will allow FPL to maintain system reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost. 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 
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FPL's planning efforts in the past few years have also identified two issues that continue to receive 

attention in FPL's ongoing resource planning work. These two issues are: 1) the growing imbalance 

in southeast Florida between load and generating capacity located within this region; and 2) 

maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system. The selection of the Turkey Point CC unit 

to meet FPL's 2007 need will help mitigate the southeast Florida imbalance. FPL's approach to 

these two issues is discussed throughout this document and will continue to influence FPL's on~ 

going resource planning work. 
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ProJected Capacit Changes and Reserve Margins for I 'L (1) 

Net Caeacl~ Changes (M~ 
I 

FPL Reserve Ma!Jlln (%l 

Winter~ Summer~ Winter Summer 

2004 Purchases (4l (127) 44 27% 21% 
New Short-Term Purchase (5) - 360 
Changes to existing Units 21 74 

2005 Purchases (4) (16) (60) 22% 26% 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (6) - 1,107 
New Short-Term Purchase (5) - (360) 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (6 (363) 785 

2006 Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (6) 1,201 - 31% 22% 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (6l 1,198 -
Purchases (4) (136) (136) 
Changes to existing Units (2) (1) 

2007 Purchases (4) - (945) 28% 20% 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 (6) - 1,144 
Changes to existing Units (1) (2) 

2008 Purchases (4) (1,018) - 26% 20% 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 (6) 1,181 -
Combustion Turbines at Midway - 324 
Changes to existing Units (1) -

2009 Combustion Turbines at Midway 362 - 26% 23% 
Purchases (4) - (51) 
Combined Cycle at Corbett (6) - 1,144 

2010 Combined Cycle at Corbett (6) 1,181 - 28% 20% 
Purchases (4) (51) (975) 
New Purchase(s) - 931 

2011 Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 (6) - 1,144 25% 22% 
Purchases (4) (1,020) (45) 
New Purchase(s) 931 -

2012 Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 (6) 1,181 -
Unsited Combined Cycle# 2 (6) - 1,144 27% 25% 

2013 Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 (6) 1,181 - 30% 22% 

TOTALS= 5,702 5,627 
I) Additional information about these resulting reserve r 1rgins and capacity changes are four j 1n Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 

!) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

I) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

I) These are firm capacity purchases. See Section I.D and Ill .A. for more details. 

i) Negotiations are currently underway between FPL and several parties to secure this short- term capacity 

l) All new combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are 
included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter 

reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 

Table ES.1 

Florida Power & Light Company 8 

I 

I 

.. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 

• • • I 
I 
I 

• • I 

• • • • • • • • I 
I 
• 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2004 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-D, Page 19 of 190• • • • • • • • • • • I 

I 

• I 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • It 
It 
It 

• It 
It 

• • • 

CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8,070,000 people. FPL served an average of 4,117,221 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2003. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville. The current generating 

facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, nine combined cycle units, 

seventeen fossil steam units, fifty-one combustion gas turbines, and five diesel units. The 

location of these units is shown on Figure I.A.1 . 

The bulk transmission system is composed of 1,105 circuit miles of 500 Kilovolt (KV) 

lines (including 75 miles of 500 KV lines [two 37-1/2 mile lines] between Duval Substation 

and the Florida-Georgia state line, which are jointly owned with Jacksonville Electric 

Authority) and 2,744 circuit miles of 230 KV lines. The underlying network is composed of 

1,634 circuit miles of 138 KV lines, 719 circuit miles of 115 KV lines, and 178 circuit miles 

of 69 KV transmission lines. Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution 

system is achieved through FPL's 526 substations. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

Florida Power & Light Company 11 
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Capacity Resources 
(as of December 31, 2003) 

EJ Non-FPL Territory 

Summer 
Unit Name No. of Units Fuel Type Megawatts 

A Turkey Point 2 Nuclear 1,386 

B. St. Lucie • 2 Nuclear 1,553 

c. Manatee 2 Oil/Gas 1,628 

D. Ft. Myers Oil/Gas 1,423 

E. Turkey Point 2 Oil/Gas 807 

F. Cutler 2 Gas 206 

G. Lauderdale 2 Gas/ Oil 859 

H. Port Everglades 4 Oil/Gas 1,233 

I. Riviera 2 Oil/Gas 565 

J. Martin 4 Gas/Oil 2,592 

K. Cape Canaveral 2 Oil/Gas 814 

L. Sanford 3 Gas/Oil 2,018 

M. Putnam 2 Gas/Oil 498 

N. St. Johns River • 2 Coal/Pet Coke 254 

Scherer •• Coal 658 

Peaking Units 2,562 

FPL Generation 19,056 

*Represents FPL's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2; St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

•• The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1 
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FPL Substation and Transmission 
System Con 

• Power Plant 
• Transmission Substation 

500kV 
- 230kV 

(SOU) 

NOTE: This map is not a complete representation of the FPL's 
Transmission System 

Figure I.A.2 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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I.B Non-Utility Generation 

Non-utility generation is an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with seven cogeneration/small power production facilities to purchase firm 

capacity and energy. A listing of these facilities appears in Table 1.8.1. In addition, FPL 

purchases as-available (non-firm) energy from several cogeneration facilities and small 

power production facilities as shown in Table 1.8.2 . 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources . 
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Project 

Bio-Energy 

Florida Crushed Stone 

Broward South 

Palm Beach SWA 

Broward North 

Cedar Bay Generating Co. 

Indiantown Cogen. LP 

Broward South 

Broward North 

Project 

US Sugar-Bryant 

TrOQicana 

Okeelanta 

Tomoka Farms 

Georgia Pacific 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Firm Capacity and Energy Contracts with 

Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 

Capacity In-Service 
County Fuel MW Date 

Broward Landfill Gas 10.0 51111998 

Hernando Coal (PC) 110.0 4/1/1992 

11.0 1/1/1994 

12.0 1/1/1995 

3.0 2/1/2003 

Broward Solid Waste 50.6 411/1991 

Palm Beach Solid Waste 43.5 4/1/1992 

Broward Solid Waste 45.0 4/1/1992 

Duval Coal (CFBl 250.0 1/25/1994 

Martin Coal (PC) 330.0 12/22/1995 

Broward Solid Waste 1.4 1/1/1993 

1.5 1/1/1995 

0.6 1/1/1997 

Broward Solid Waste 7.0 1/1/1993 

1.5 1/1/1995 

2.5 1/1/1997 
Table I.B.1 

As Available Energy Purchases 
From Non-Utility Generators in 2003 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

County Fuel Date FPL in 2003 

Palm Beach Bagassee 2/80 3,998 

Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 17,433 

Palm Beach Bagassee!Wood 11/95 309 523 

Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 22,869 

Putnam Paper By-Product 2/94 3,050 

Tablei.B.2 

16 

End 
Date 

01101/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

10/31/05 

08101/09 

03/31/10 

12/31/10 

12/31/24 

12/01/25 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 

12/31/26 
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I.C. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of encouraging 

cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts through 2003 have 

resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 3,270 MW at the 

generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 25,429 GWH at the generator. 

FPL's current DSM Plan was approved by the Florida Public Service Commission in late 

1999 and reflects FPL's DSM Goals for the 2000-2009 time frame. FPL's resource plan, 

and the schedule for new generation additions, presented in this document are based on 

these approved DSM levels . 
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I.D. Purchased Power 

Purchased power is also an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a Unit Power 

Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 381 MW, of coal-fired 

generation from the Southern Company through May, 2010. In addition, FPL has 

contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 381 MW 

(Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John's River Power 

Park (SJRPP) Unit Nos. 1 and 2 (FPL also has ownership interest in these units; that 

ownership amount is reflected in FPL's installed capacity shown on Schedule 1 ). 

Finally, FPL has additional firm capacity purchase contracts through early 2007. These 

firm capacity purchase contracts are with a variety of suppliers. Table I.D.1 presents a 

projection of firm purchased power contracts through the year 2013. 

FPL 's Purchased Power MW (1J 
Other Firm 

Capacity 
UPS SJRPP Purchases Total 

Year Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer 
2003 (2} 929 929 390 381 1156 953 2475 2263 
2004 931 931 390 381 1024 1355 2345 2667 
2005 931 931 390 381 1018 945 2339 2257 
2006 931 931 390 381 1018 945 2339 2257 
2007 931 931 390 381 1018 0 2339 1312 
2008 931 931 390 381 0 0 1321 1312 
2009 931 931 390 381 0 0 1321 1312 
2010 931 0 390 381 0 931 1321 1312 
2011 0 0 390 381 931 931 1321 1312 
2012 0 0 390 381 931 931 1321 1312 
2013 0 0 390 381 931 931 1321 1312 
Note: 

(1) Total reflects total resource entitlements resulting from existing agreements between 
FPL, Southern Companies, JEA, and from new firm purchase agreements. In addition, FPL 

currently projects replacement by purchase(s) of the 2010- ending UPS contracts. 
(2) Values for 2003 are actual. 

Table 1.0.1 

Florida Power & Light Company 18 

.. 
• I 
I 

• I 

• • • I 
I 
I 

• • • • I 
I 
t 

• • • I 
I 
I 
t 
41 

• • • • • • • 41 

• I 

• • • • • 
' • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2004 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-D, Page 29 of 190

., 
• • • • Page 1 of3 

• Schedule 1 

• Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2003 

• (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

• Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Cae!!bilit~ 1/ 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport. Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer • Plant Name Ng. ~ ~ f.li.. Al!.. f.li.. All. lru Month/Year Month/Year ~ Mti Mti 

I Turl<ey Point Miami Dade County 
27/57S/40E ~ 2,259 2,205 

• ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 410 407 

I 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 403 400 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov·72 Unknown 760,000 717 693 

I 
4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 717 693 

1·5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 14,000 12 12 

• • Cutler Miami Dade County 
27/55S/40E 236 500 m ZQ2 

• 5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 70 68 
6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 162,000 142 138 • • Lauderdale Broward County 

30/50S/42E ~ ~ ~ 

• 4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 521,250 465 430 

• 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 521,250 464 429 

1·12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,736 509 420 

13·24 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,736 509 420 • • Port Everglades City of Hollywcod 
23/50S/42E 1,665,086 1,748 1,653 

• ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 222 221 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 225,000 222 221 
3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 392 390 

• 4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 403 401 

1·12 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,736 509 420 

I 

• Riviera City of Riviera Beach 
33/42S/43E §ZQMQ ~ ~ 

• 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 283 281 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 286 284 • • 1/ These ratings are peak capability . 

• • • • • I 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2003 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Cae§!bili!l-: 11 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter 

Plant Name !:& ~ :uz fr:i. e.u. fr:i. e.u. ~ .MQolbLYm ~ ~ .MW 

Martin Martin County 
29129S138E .u1Z..QQ.Q ~ 

ST NG F06 PL PL Unknown Dec-ao Unknown 863,000 830 
2 ST NG FOS PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 863,000 829 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 495 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 496 

8A&B CT NG No PL No Unknown Jun-Q1 Unknown 362,000 362 

St. Lucie St. Lucie County 
16/36SI41E 1..§aQQQ 1..ill 

1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 839,000 853 
2 21 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 714,000 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 
19124SI36F §Q!j.Q.Q 1m! 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-€5 Unknown 402,050 410 
2 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown May-<l9 Unknown 402,050 410 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/19S/30E ~ ~ 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 150,250 142 

4 cc FOS NG WA PL Unknown Oct-Q3 Unknown 436,100 1,074 
5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-Q2 Unknown 1,168,000 1,074 

Putnam Putnam County 
16110S/27E ~ ill 

1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,000 286 
2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,000 286 

11 These ratings ane peak capability. 
21 Total capability is 8531839 MW. Capabilities shown represent the company's share of the unit and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) 

and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of 14.89551 %. 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2003 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commen::ial Expected Gen.Max. 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate 

~ t:!g.. J..Q!;alli1Il I:<ll!l E.!i. 61!. E.!i. 61!. ~ ~ MllDlllli.ear )SJ:1_ 

Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E ~ 

cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,739,000 
3 CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 

1-12 CT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,000 

Manatee Manatee 
County illMQQ 

18/33S120E 
ST F06 No WA No Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 

2 ST F06 No WA No Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 

St. Johns River Duval County 
Power Park 21 12115/28E 

(RPC4) W..Q.QQ 

BIT BIT Pet Coke RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 125,000 
2 BIT BIT Pet Coke RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 125,000 

Scherer 3/ Monroe, GA 
ailllQQ 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 891,000 

Total System as of December 31, 2002 = 

1/ These ratings are peak capability . 
21 The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's snare of St. Johns River Park Unit No. 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of BO% . 
3/ These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit No. 4, adjusted for lransmission losses . 

Florida Power & Light Company 21 
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(13) (14) 

Net Cae!!bili!:r: 1/ 
Winler Summer 

M::!i. Mli 

z.lli uae 

1,610 1,423 
380 328 
769 648 

1..M2 UZll 

821 814 
821 814 

~ 254 

130 127 
130 127 

2§2 ~ 

666 658 

20,335 19,056 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 

key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource Plan. The following 

pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads . 

The primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, the resulting forecasts are an 

integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic development boards, 

weather assessments from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 

and inputs from FPL's own customer service planning areas. In the area of demographics, 

population trends by county, plus housing characteristics such as housing starts, housing 

size, and vintage of homes are assessed . 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 

information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy use . 

In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household characteristics 

such as ages of members in households, number of members in households, and income 

distributions . 

The projections for the national and Florida economy are obtained from Global Insight, 

formerly know as DRI - WEFA. Population projections for the counties served by FPL are 

obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of 

Florida. In addition, FPL actively participates with local development councils and 

universities to obtain their assessments of the local economy, specifically in the area of 

expansion of new businesses and retention of the current business base. These inputs are 

quantified and qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future 

demand for electricity . 

Weather is a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand. Weather 

variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak demand. There are 

two sets of weather variables developed and used in forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks . 
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The Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric heaters. A 

composite temperature is derived using hourly temperatures across FPL's service territory 

(Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations from which 

temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional energy sales. This composite 

temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Days which are based on 

starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F, respectively. Similarly, the maximums and 

minimums of the composite temperature are used for the Summer and Winter peak 

models. 

I I.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2003-2025 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2004 - 2013 are presented in 

Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models are 

developed for each revenue class using the statistical tool MetrixND. The methodologies 

used to develop sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class are outlined below. 

The first five years of the forecasts were developed using monthly models for Net Energy 

for Load and energy sales by class. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer 

forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. Residential electric usage per 

customer is estimated by using a regression model which contains the real residential price 

of electricity, Florida per capita income, and Cooling and Heating Degree-Days as 

explanatory variables. The price of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage since 

electricity, like all other goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser quantities 

depending upon its price. The Cooling Degree-Days variable is multiplied by the level of air 

conditioning saturation and the Heating Degree-Days variable is multiplied by the level of 

electric heating saturation. To capture economic conditions, the model includes Florida's 

per capita income. The degree of economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential 

electricity sales. For the short-term period (first five years), an econometric model is 

developed using monthly data. The monthly model is a function of the same variables 

such as Cooling Degree-Days, Heating Degree-Days, price of electricity, Florida's per 

capita income, and a dummy variable for the months of April, May, and October. 

Florida Power & Light Company 26 
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2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model for the long-and 

short-term. Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida's 

commercial employment, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Days, and an 

autoregressive term. Florida's commercial employment is used to capture the economic 

activity in FPL's service territory. The price of electricity is also included as an explanatory 

variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage. Cooling Degree-Days 

are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. The first five years of 

the forecast are developed from a monthly model using the same explanatory variables, 

and for the following years, growth rates from the annual model are applied. 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales are forecasted through a linear multiple regression model using Florida 

manufacturing employment, the price of electricity, and a dummy variable for the economic 

recessions. Energy sales in this revenue class are primarily due to manufacturers; 

therefore, employment in this sector is a key variable in capturing the economic activity. 

The price of electricity is also included as an explanatory variable in the model because it 

has an impact on customer usage. For the short-term period (first five years), an 

econometric model is developed using monthly data. The monthly model is a function of 

the same variables such as Florida manufacturing employment, Cooling Degree-Days, 

price of electricity, and an autoregressive term. For the following years, growth rates from 

the annual model are applied. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

At present, this class consists of sports fields and one government account. The forecast 

for this class is based on historical knowledge of its characteristics. 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast for Street and Highway sales is developed by first assuming a constant use 

per customer and then multiplying that value by the number of projected customers. 

The forecast of sales to Railroad & Railways is based on historical knowledge of its 

characteristics. This class consists of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 
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6. Sales for Resale 

Sales for Resale (Wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

(Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, Florida (City of Key 

West), Miami-Dade County, and FMPA. Sales to the Florida Keys are forecasted using a 

regression model. Forecasted sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions 

regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. Miami-Dade County sells 60 

MW to Florida Power Corporation. Line losses are billed to Miami-Dade under a wholesale 

contract. The forecast is calculated based on assumptions about the magnitude of line 

losses, the sales monthly capacity factor, and the number of hours in a particular month. 

FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW through October, 2007. 

7. Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. After an 

estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to generate a 

forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 

II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the price of electricity, Heating and Cooling 

Degree-Days, Florida Non-Agricultural Employment, and an autoregressive term. The 

monthly model is similar, except the economic variable utilized is Florida's per capita 

income since the model is estimated on a per customer basis. Like the sales forecasts, the 

first five years are obtained from the short-term model, and forecasts for subsequent years 

are generated using the growth rates from the annual model. 

Once an annual NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the 

results are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the 

total sales forecast. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted 

to match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 
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The forecasted NEL values for 2004- 2013 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears at 

the end of this chapter . 

II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of a larger customer 

base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing patterns of 

customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming appliances), and 

more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the Peak Forecast models 

to capture these behavioral relationships . 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed 

below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2004 -

2013 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7 .2 . 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The model is a per 

customer model that includes: the total number of FPL's customers, the price of electricity, 

Real Florida income as an economic driver, and the maximum temperature as a weather 

variable. Also included in the model is an autoregressive term. 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, the Winter peak model is also an econometric 

model. The Winter peak model is a per customer model which consists of three weather

related variables: (1) the minimum Winter day temperature, (2) a weather term, which is a 

ratio of heating saturation and minimum Winter day temperature, and (3) Heating Degree

Hours for the prior day until 9:00a.m. of the peak day. In addition, the model also uses an 

economic variable, Real Florida Income. A dummy variable, which is used to capture the 

effects of larger homes, is multiplied by the minimum temperature. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2003-2025 period are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process is 

basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and consists of the following actions: 
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a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

historical monthly peaks to seasonal peak (Summer= April-October, Winter= 

November-March.} 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive 

the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors 

remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II.D. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2003-2025 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and used with forecasted monthly peaks, 

NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly forecast. The model allows calibration of 

hourly values where the peak is maintained or where both the peak and minimum load-to

peak ratio is maintained. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

{1) {2) (3) {4) {5) {6) {7) {8) {9) 

Rural & Residential Commercial 
Average••• Average KWH Average••• Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

::wr Pooulation' Household ~ Customers Per Customer ~ Customers Per Customer 

1994 6,660,137 2.19 38,716 3,037,629 12,745 29,946 366,409 81,729 
1995 6,806,337 2.20 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30,719 374,005 82,135 
1996 6,948,942 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 380,860 81,949 
1997 7,105,582 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 388,906 84,703 
1998 7,249,617 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 396,749 87,255 

1999 7,412,734 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 
2000 7,603,543 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 415,295 89,096 
2001 7,754,966 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 426,573 88,989 
2002 7,896,813 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 435,313 91,955 
2003 8,070,010 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 444,650 93,163 

2004 8,184,322 2.21 53,373 3,695,370 14,443 42,574 454,728 93,625 
2005 8,328,360 2.22 55,004 3,758,193 14,636 43,701 464,926 93,995 

2006 8,471,579 2.22 56,923 3,821,542 14,895 44,852 475,338 94,358 
2007 8,614,099 2.22 58,245 3,882,687 15,001 45,983 484,370 94,934 
2008 8,756,620 2.22 59,842 3,944,810 15,170 47,024 492,604 95,461 

2009 8,898,722 2.22 60,846 4,002,441 15,202 48,065 500,486 96,036 
2010 9,041,109 2.23 62,244 4,060,676 15,328 49,157 507,970 96,772 
2011 9,184,069 2.23 63,629 4,118,959 15,448 50,092 515,299 97,210 
2012 9,328,059 2.23 64,921 4,176,707 15,544 51,010 522,503 97,627 
2013 9,472,334 2.24 66,342 4,234,176 15,668 51,945 529,810 98,045 

• Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
•• Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of incremental conservation . 
"'Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total••• 

Industrial Railroads Street & sales to sales to 
Average• Average KWH & Higtw.ly Plbic Ultimate 

No. of ConsLIT1ption RaiW..ys Ughting ALCt-orities ConsLIT1ers 
~ ~ ~ Per Customer ~ mxt:!...:: mYt:t.:: ~ 

1994 3,645 15,588 246,664 65 353 664 73,608 
1995 3,883 15,140 258,473 84 358 848 76,248 
1996 3,792 14,783 258,511 83 368 577 77,334 
1997 3,894 14,761 263,603 65 383 702 79,655 
1998 3,951 15,126 261,206 81 373 625 65,130 

1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 84,676 
2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 87,960 
2001 4,091 15,446 264,875 86 419 67 90,212 
2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 95,523 
2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 84 99,496 

2004 4,038 15,459 261,078 89 440 83 100,574 
2005 4,094 15,302 267,547 90 447 83 103,398 
2006 4,145 15,165 272,967 90 453 83 106,525 
2007 4,165 15,186 274,266 90 483 83 109,010 
2008 4,187 15,238 274,774 91 473 83 111,860 

2009 4,200 15,275 274,959 91 483 83 113,748 
2010 4,214 15,313 275,191 92 493 63 116,262 
2011 4,231 15,372 275,241 92 503 83 118,610 
2012 4,246 15,377 276,127 93 512 63 120,645 
2013 4,260 15,418 276,300 93 521 83 123,224 

"Average No.of Customers is the amual average of the twelve morih vaiL.eS. 
•• Actual energy sales irdude e>dsting conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of incremerial conservation. 
"""GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net* Average •• 
Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average••• 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH Customers Customers 

1994 1,400 5,367 80,376 2,561 3,422,187 
1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,459 3,488,796 
1996 1,353 6,011 84,698 2,480 3,550,748 
1997 1,228 5,770 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 
1998 1,326 6,205 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 
2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 
2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 
2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 
2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 

2004 1,441 7,510 109,525 2,865 4,168,421 
2005 1,456 7,711 112,565 2,905 4,241,326 
2006 1,474 7,943 115,942 2,941 4,315,007 
2007 1,459 7,961 118,430 3,002 4,385,245 
2008 1,092 8,126 120,899 3,061 4,455,713 

2009 1,092 8,275 123,115 3,121 4,521,322 
2010 1,092 8,456 125,811 3,178 4,587,137 
2011 1,092 8,625 128,327 3,234 4,652,864 
2012 1,092 8,787 130,724 3,289 4,717,877 
2013 1,092 8,958 133,274 3,342 4,782,747 

• GWH Col. (19) 1:1 Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). Actual NEL includes existing conservation and agrees to 
Col (8) on schedule 3.3. 
Forecasted NEL does not include incremental conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on schedule 3.3 

•• Average Number of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
••• Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) +Col. (8) +Col. (11) + Col. (20) 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail lnt~tible Manaaernent Conservation Manaaerrent Conservation 

1994 15,179 409 14,770 0 392 220 354 125 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 466 259 391 193 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 531 339 414 296 
1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 615 440 432 341 
1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 656 480 441 359 

1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 722 565 450 397 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 767 626 456 432 

2001 18,754 169 18,565 0 798 673 483 463 

2002 19,219 261 18,956 0 826 733 484 499 

2003 19,668 263 19,415 0 839 n5 568 535 

2004 20,297 227 20,070 0 802 84 582 42 

2005 20,799 230 20,569 0 809 126 592 62 

2006 21,331 231 21,100 0 814 170 BOO 83 
2007 21,851 234 21,617 0 819 214 608 103 

2008 22,289 159 22,130 0 824 259 616 122 

2009 22,784 159 22,625 0 828 306 622 141 

2010 23,294 159 23,135 0 830 321 623 148 

2011 23,783 159 23,624 0 830 321 623 148 

2012 24,279 159 24,120 0 830 321 623 148 

2013 24,784 159 24,625 830 321 623 148 

Historical Values (1994 • 2003): 

Col. (2) • Col.(4) are actcal values for t'istorical summer peaks. As such. they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), ard may 
inccrporate the effects of load control if load cortrol was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actcal Net Firm Dernard. 

Col. (5) -Col. (9) represent actcal DSM capabilities starting from Jaruary 1988. 
Note that the values for FPL's former lnterrt.fltible Rate are inccrporated into Col. (8), ....tlich also inclooes Business on Call (BOC) ard 
Coi'IJT'el'dal Demard Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (10) represerts a HYPOTHETICAL "Ne! Firm Demard" if the load cortrol values had defiritely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formua:Col. (10) = Ccl.(2). Col.(6). Col.(8). 

Projected Values (2004 • 2013): 

Col. (2) • Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremen1al conservation or curTllJative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2003 are inccrporated into the forecast. 

Col. (5) • Gel. (9) represent all ircrernertal conservation and cuml.iative toad control. These values are projected Acgust values ard are based 
on projections with a 112003 starting point. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Dennard" wihch accounts for all of the ircrerrental ccnservation ard assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the forrn!Ja: Col. (10) = Ccl. (2) • Ccl. (5) ·Col. (6)- Ccl. (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) {7) (B) (9) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total wtolesale Retail lntem.pUble Management Conservation Management ConservaUon 

1994195 16,563 635 15,92B 0 393 265 360 93 

1995196 1B,096 698 17,39B 0 459 310 406 143 

1996'97 16,490 626 15,864 0 731 368 418 154 

1997/9B 13,060 239 12,821 0 823 403 429 168 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 1,218 438 417 182 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 1,296 469 441 193 

2000/01 1B,199 150 1B,049 0 972 493 448 201 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 1,081 534 457 242 

2002/03 20,190 246 19,944 0 1,116 581 453 288 

2003104 14,752 211 14,541 0 938 601 534 309 

2004/05 20,583 20B 20,375 0 939 114 540 22 

2005/06 21,100 209 20,B91 0 946 149 546 29 

200&07 21,605 212 21,393 0 952 183 551 37 

2007/0B 22,046 137 21,909 0 95B 21B 556 44 

2008109 22,539 137 22,402 964 252 561 51 

2009/10 23,026 137 22,889 0 968 284 564 57 

2010/11 23,522 137 23,385 0 968 284 564 57 

2011/12 24,024 137 23,887 0 968 284 564 57 

2012/13 24,535 137 24,398 0 968 284 564 57 

2013/14 25,057 137 24,920 0 968 284 564 57 

Historical Values (1994/95 • 2003/04): 

Col. (2) • Col.(4) are actual valLeS for t"istorical winter peaks. As Sl.dl, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), ard may 

incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demard. 

Col. (5) • Col.(9) represent actual DSM capabiliUes starting from January 1988. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), v.tich also inctudes Business on Cal (BOC) ard 

Commercial Demard Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demard" if the load control vak.Jes had defintely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 

derived by the formLla: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (6) ·Col. (B). 

Projected Values (2004/05- 2013/14): 

Col. (2) • Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or clll1Uiative load control. The effects of conservation ifTlllernented 

prior to 2003 are incorporated into the forecast. 

Col. (5) • Col.(9) represent all incremental conservation and cL.rnUaUve load control. These values are projected January values ard are based 

on projections with a 1/2003 starting point. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demard" wi"Nch accclllts for all of the incremental conservation ard asslJT'eS all of the load control is implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2) ·Col. (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7) ·Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Sales for 
Residential C/1 Resale Utility Use Net Energy Load 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail GWH & Losses For Load Factor(%) 

1994 81,493 661 456 80,093 1,400 5,367 80,376 60.4% 

1995 85,415 777 677 83,978 1,437 6,276 83,961 59.3% 

1996 86,708 971 1,039 85,355 1,353 5,984 84,698 60.0% 
1997 89,240 1,213 1,174 88,012 1,228 5,770 86,853 59.7% 
1998 95,316 1,374 1,279 93,990 1,326 6,205 92,663 59.1% 

1999 94,361 1,542 1,362 93,408 953 5,829 91,458 59.3% 

2000 99,094 1,674 1,431 98,123 970 7,059 95,989 61.5% 

2001 101,736 1,789 1,542 100,765 970 7,222 98,404 59.9% 

2002 107,754 1,917 1,637 106,520 1,233 7,443 104,199 61.9% 

2003 112,158 2,009 1,757 110,646 1,511 7,386 108,393 62.9% 

2004 109,525 145 52 108,084 1,441 7,510 109,328 61.4% 

2005 112,565 238 88 111,108 1,456 7,711 112,239 61.8% 

2006 115,942 334 124 114,468 1,474 7,943 115,484 62.0% 
2007 118,430 430 159 116,970 1,459 7,961 117,841 61.9% 

2008 120,899 529 193 119,807 1,Q92 8,126 120,177 61.8% 

2009 123,115 629 225 122,023 1,Q92 8,275 122,261 61.7% 

2010 125,811 671 240 124,719 1,Q92 8,456 124,900 61.7% 

2011 128,327 671 240 127,235 1,092 8,625 127,416 61.6% 

2012 130,724 671 240 129,631 1,092 8,787 129,813 61.3% 

2013 133,274 671 240 132,181 1,Q92 8,958 132,363 61.4% 

Historical Values (1994. 2003): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the fonnula: Col. (2) =Col. (3) +Col. (4) +Col. (8). 

Col. (3) & Col.(4) are DSM values starting in January, 1988 through 2003 which contributed to the values in Col. (5) -Col. (9). 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) into Retail and Wholesale . 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (8) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (8)"1000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2004 • 2013): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are calculated using the fonnula: Col. (2) = Col. (3) + Col. (4) + Col. (8). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation. 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) , into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (8) NEL projected values shown here .d.ll include the impact of conservation in Col. (3) and Col. (4). Therefore, these NEL values do 

not match those shown on schedule 2.3 because those values do not account for incremental conservation. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (2)"1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2003 2004' 2005' 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Mw:llb MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 20,190 8,256 20,081 7,959 20,583 8,230 

FEB 14,241 6,832 16,737 7,959 17,156 8,172 

MAR 17,816 8,969 15,454 8,000 15,841 8,238 

APR 16,505 8,235 16,833 8,358 17,249 8,586 

MAY 19,012 9,671 18,609 9,221 19,069 9,467 

JUN 18,580 10,011 19,503 10,193 19,985 10,457 

JUL 19,668 10,490 19,849 10,636 20,340 10,907 

AUG 19,018 10,245 20,297 10,825 20,799 11,100 

SEP 18,873 10,392 19,689 10,503 20,175 10,779 

OCT 18,311 9,268 18,311 9,339 18,764 9,598 

NOV 15,989 8,626 16,837 8,351 17,258 8,599 

DEC 15,362 7,399 17,178 8,181 17,608 8,432 

TOTALS 108,393 109,525 112,565 

' Forecasted Peaks & NEL do rot include the impacts of CLV11ulative load management and incremental conservation and are consistent..;th 

values shown in Col. (19) of Schedue 2.3 and Col. (2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's and 

has since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be 

considered. The projected timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary 

subject of this document, is determined as part of the IRP process work. This section 

discusses how FPL applied this process in its 2003 and early 2004 planning work . 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's projected new 

resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of the specific resource needs; 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of 

the competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and make commitments, as required . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps- determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's projected resource needs- is essentially a determination of how many megawatts 

(MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load reduction 

and new capacity additions are expected to be needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the capacity is expected to be needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is 

often referred to as a reliability assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 generally starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also 

updated in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding 

forecasted loads, but also with other information which is used in many of the 

fundamental steps in resource planning. Examples of this new information include: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, as well as 

power plant capability and reliability assumptions. During its recent IRP work, FPL made 

four key assumptions. These assumptions include near-term construction capacity 

additions through the summer of 2007, short-term firm capacity purchase additions 

through late spring of 2007, long-term DSM implementation through 2009, and the 

projected replacement of the Southern Company Unit Power Sales (UPS) contracts that 

end in May, 2010 . 

The first of these assumptions incorporates FPL's announced plans to add near-term 

capacity through various construction projects. These construction projects include the 

addition of a new combined cycle (CC) unit at Manatee, the conversion of two existing 

CT's at Martin into a new CC unit and a new CC unit at Turkey Point. The Manatee and 

Martin additions are under construction with a scheduled in-service date of June, 2005. 

These capacity additions were approved by the FPSC in November 2002 after comparing 

them to proposals that were received in response to Requests for Proposals (RFP's) that 

solicited alternatives for meeting FPL's 2005/2006 capacity needs. These capacity 

additions also received certification under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act 

(PPSA) in April, 2003. The new CC unit at FPL's Turkey Point site is scheduled for mid-

2007. FPL selected this construction option after evaluating competing proposals 

provided in response to FPL's 2003 RFP. FPL recently (March 8, 2004} filed for a request 

for approval of a Determination of Need for this unit with the FPSC and also has pending 

an application for PPSA certification of this unit with a decision expected in the 1st 

Quarter of 2005 . 
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The second of these assumptions involves short-term firm capacity purchase additions. 

These firm capacity purchases are provided by a combination of utility and independent 

power producers. The total capacity and duration of these purchases have changed 

somewhat from what was presented in the 2003 Site Plan and the annual total capacity 

values for these purchases are presented in Table 1.0.1 as "Other Firm Capacity 

Purchases" up to mid-2007. These purchase amounts are included in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work 

has incorporated the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM goals in its analyses. 

This was again the case in FPL's most recent planning work, as its approved DSM goals 

at the time this Site Plan was filed were included. 

The fourth of these assumptions anticipates a replacement of the UPS purchases that 

are currently scheduled to end in May, 2010 with other purchases. These purchases are 

presented in Table 1.0.1 as "Other Firm Capacity Purchases" for the years beyond mid-

2010. 

These assumptions and much of the other updated information are used is the first 

fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's projected 

resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which 

are typically based on the dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin 

of 20% (FPL applies this to both summer and winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, both deterministic and probabilistic methodologies have been employed in 

system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the time of annual 

system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively simple 

deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. The reserve margin 

calculation provides an indication of how much extra generation a system has above the 

forecasted peak load. A value of 20% is used as the reserve margin planning criteria to 

establish FPL's need. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as unit reliability and the value of being part of an 

interconnected system. Therefore, probabilistic methodologies have been used to 

provide additional information on the reliability of a generating system. 
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There are a number of probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system 

reliability analyses. Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. 

Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its 

demand (i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast 

to reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 

year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of 

individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year and FPL uses this LOLP standard. LOLP analyses require 

complex statistical calculations and are carried out using the Tie Line Assistance and 

Generation Reliability (TIGER) model. 

The end result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a forecast of the 

amount and timing of capacity resources needed to meet both the reserve margin and 

LOLP criteria for system reliability. This information is used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the projected 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans which can meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analyses of new capacity options are carried out to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most economic. These analyses also consider capacity 

size (MW), estimated development and construction schedules, and operating 

parameters and costs . 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource plans 

which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans 

are created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL's new projected resource needs are met and the planning criteria are satisfied. The 

creation of these competing resource plans is typically carried out using dynamic 

programming techniques with the objective of forming alternative resource plans within 

the constraints applied to the resource planning process. The constraints include 
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recognition of reserve margin criteria, feasible resource option performance 

characteristics, and construction or DSM implementation lead time. The development of 

these resource plans has been conducted using the EGEAS (Electric Generation 

Expansion Analysis System) computer model. When DSM options are being addressed, 

other computer models using both linear and non-linear programming techniques are 

used. For planning purposes, only FPL construction options were included in FPL's most 

recent planning analyses addressing FPL's 2008-2013 forecasted capacity needs. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were identified. 

Step 3: Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, viable new resource options have been 

identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of resource 

plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage is set 

for comparing the system economics of these resource plans. The EGEAS model is 

employed to conduct the basic economic analyses of the resource plans. 

The basic economic analysis of the competing resource plans focuses on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases such as those existing for FPL's most recent planning work (wherein 

the DSM contribution was incorporated and the only competing options were new 

generating units) comparisons of competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates 

and on system revenue requirements are equivalent. This basic economic analysis 

captures the capital and operating costs of new resource options as well as the impact 

these new resource options have on FPL's system fuel costs. 

In addition, other system costs of these resource plans must be incorporated as needed 

into the economic analyses. These include transmission-related costs, such as 

integration and system losses; increased operating costs of existing generating units, and 

impacts on FPL's capital structure. These costs are evaluated separately and in addition 

to the system operating cost values developed in the EGEAS analysis to complete the 

system cost impact of each resource plan. FPL considered the results of all of the 
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economic analyses carried out in Step 3, before a determination of FPL's resource plan 

was made . 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the work performed in the previous three fundamental steps are evaluated 

by FPL management and a decision is made establishing FPL's resource plan. The 

current resource plan is presented in the following section . 

111.8 Resource Additions 

FPL's preliminary plan for generation capacity additions and changes for the period 2004 

through 2013 are depicted in Table 111.8.1 (the planned DSM additions are shown 

separately in Table 111.0.1 ). These capacity additions and changes will result from a 

variety of actions including: minor changes to existing units (such as plant component 

wear between maintenance activities or component replacements as part of maintenance 

activities), changes in the amounts of purchased power being delivered under existing 

contracts as per the contract schedules, the expiration of contracts, the addition of new 

purchase contracts, projected construction of new units, and conversion of the CT's at 

Martin into a CC unit. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the bulk of the capacity additions are made up of the following 

items: 

• the conversion of two CT's into a larger CC unit in 2005 at FPL's Martin site 

• the addition of a new CC unit, also in 2005, at FPL's Manatee site 

• the projected construction of a new CC unit in 2007 at FPL's Turkey Point site 

• the projected construction of 2 new CT units at the Midway site in 2008 

• the projected construction of a new CC unit at the Corbett site in 2009 

• the projected construction of two additional, unsited CC units, one each in 2011 

and 2012 . 

These projected capacity additions address the forecasted resource needs from FPL's 

reliability analyses. In 2008, FPL's forecasted resource need is approximately 350 MW . 

For each year from 2009 through 2013, the projected annual resource need is 

significantly larger; between 550 MW to 630 MW per year . 
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In the past several years, FPL has undertaken several plant conversion and new 

construction activities that will result in the addition of approximately 6,600 MW of high 

efficiency, low emission combined cycle baseload generating capacity by 2007. 

Furthermore, as part of these plant conversions, FPL has transformed over 1,600 MW of 

previously intermediate and peaking generating capacity to high efficiency combined 

cycle base load capacity. Consequently, FPL currently plans that its relatively small 2008 

need will be met by the construction of two CT units. Another factor contributing to this 

choice is the fact that FPL is in the process of developing proposed DSM Goals for the 

2005- 2014 period. FPL's DSM Goals will be filed with the FPSC in June 2004 and it is 

expected that the FPSC approval will be obtained no earlier than September 2004. The 

approved DSM Goals will then be utilized in subsequent analyses to finalize resource 

plans for 2008 and to evaluate resource plans to meet projected needs in 2009 and 

beyond. The current choice of new CT's to meet the 2008 need provides the flexibility to 

adopt the plan consistent with the DSM Goals that will be approved in late 2004 and will 

allow FPL to also consider meeting this need, in whole or in part, through one or more 

purchases from existing units. 
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Projected Capac/ Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL (1} 

Net Caeaclt:Y. Changes (M!:Yl FPL Reserve Margin (%1 

ft7!!!!!:~ Summer~ ft7l!!!!: ~ 

2004 Purchases (4) (127) 44 27% 21% 
New Short-Term Purchase (5) - 360 
Changes to existing Units 21 74 

2005 Purchases (4) (16) (60) 22% 26% 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (6) -- 1,107 
New Short-Term Purchase (5) - (360) 

Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (6 (363) 785 

2006 Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle (6) 1,201 -- 31% 22% 
Conversion of MR #8 CT's to CC (6) 1,198 -
Purchases (4) (136) (136) 
Changes to exisUng Units (2) (1) 

2007 Purchases (4) -- (945) 28% 20% 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 (8) -- 1,144 
Changes to exisUng Units (1) (2) 

2008 Purchases (4) (1,018) -- 26% 20% 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 (6) 1,181 --
Combustion Turbines at Midway - 324 
Changes to exisUng Units (1) --

2009 Combustion Turbines at Midway 362 - 26% 23% 
Purchases (4) -- (51) 
Combined Cycle at Corbett (6) -- 1,144 

2010 Combined Cycle at Corbett (6) 
1,181 - 28% 20% 

Purchases (4) (51) (975) 

New Purchase(s) -- 931 

2011 Unsited Combined Cycle# 1 (6) - 1,144 25% 22% 
Purchases (4) (1,020) (45) 
New Purchase(s) 931 --

2012 Unsited Combined Cycle # 1 (6) 
1,181 --

Unsited Combined Cycle# 2 (6) -- 1,144 27% 25% 

2013 Unsited Combined Cycle # 2 (6) 1,181 - 30% 22% 

TOTALS= 5,702 5,627 
(1) AddiUonal information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respecUvely . 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown . 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) These are firm capacity purchases. See Section I.D and Ill .A. for more details . 

(5) Negotiations are currently underway between FPL and several parties to secure this short- term capacity . 

(6) All new combined cycle units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are 
included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter 
reserve margin calculations for subsequent vears . 

Table 111.8.1 
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III.C Additional Issues Impacting FPL's Recent Planning Work 

In the course of FPL's 2003 and early 2004 planning efforts, two issues that were 

identified in FPL's 2003 Site Plan received additional attention in FPL's on-going 

resource planning work. Those two issues are: 1) the need to address the growing 

imbalance in southeast Florida between load and generating capacity located within this 

region; and 2) the desire to maintain/enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system. 

Southeast Imbalance 

As was identified in previous FPL filings, there exists a significant imbalance between the 

large peak load in southeast Florida and the installed generating capacity in that region. 

The imbalance between generation and load is forecast to grow during the next few years 

because FPL forecasts continued load growth in this area beyond planned generation 

additions. If this growing imbalance is not addressed this will give rise to additional 

system costs that result from three transmission-related components: 1) increased 

transmission integration costs that will be required to deliver power to the load center 

from units outside the southeast Florida area, 2) the need to dispatch less efficient 

resources within the southeast Florida area and 3) the transmission losses associated 

with increased imports of electricity into the area. 

Recognizing this load and generation imbalance in southeast Florida and the forecast of 

continued load growth in this area, FPL concluded it must either add generating capacity 

within this region or add the needed capacity outside of the southeast Florida area and 

the necessary transmission facilities to deliver capacity into southeast Florida. FPL's 

2003 Request for Proposal (RFP) incorporated these concerns. The evaluation of FPL's 

Next Planned Generating Unit (NPGU) and proposals received in response to FPL's RFP 

addressed all system costs, including the three identified transmission-related cost 

components that are affected by the imbalance issue discussed above. Current and 

future resource planning processes also recognize these transmission-related costs 

associated with the geographic location of resource additions. 

Fuel Diversity 

Fuel diversity was the other key issue that received additional attention. In 2003, FPL 

began an evaluation of the economic and environmental characteristics of solid fuel

based technologies. Most economic analyses suggest that the forecasted fuel price 

differential between natural gas and solid fuel options might support the higher capital 
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cost of solid fuel facilities. However, there remain at least three significant uncertainties 

inherent in the analyses that must be addressed and refined . 

The first, and most influential, of these uncertainties is the forecasted behavior of the 

price differential between natural gas and solid fuels. Recognition of the high volatility 

exhibited by natural gas prices in recent years has added to the uncertainty of long -term 

price forecasts. Although continued growth in gas demand may contribute to higher firm 

gas prices, potential additional supply alternatives in the coming years (such as Liquefied 

Natural Gas - LNG) may contribute to lower gas prices. The extent to which these factors 

offset one another is a key influence that must be considered in this process. The second 

area of uncertainty is related to the type and cost of emissions management opportunities 

that will be available and the requirements that must be met during the operating life of a 

solid fuel facility. FPL's analyses of this area will address opportunities to employ 

evolving technologies to effectively manage the emissions of solid fuel facilities, the likely 

outcome of several significant legislative proposals that will impact the control level 

required, and managing the cost of compliance to FPL's customers in the future. Finally, 

FPL must address the uncertainty surrounding the capital cost and feasibility of 

developing and constructing a solid fuel facility in Florida. FPL is actively pursuing the 

refinement of data that will assist characterizing these uncertainties in a quantitative 

manner and incorporating this information into the resource planning process. FPL will 

provide to the FPSC, by December 2004, a report on FPL's evaluation regarding the 

possible addition of a solid fuel generation capacity in the future . 

The current plan to meet FPL's projected capacity needs beyond 2007, reflected in the 

Tables and Schedules of this document, consists of the construction of natural gas - fired 

units, primarily CC's. The plan identifies this CC technology, in large part, because of its 

high efficiency and known benign environmental impact, as well as the high-level of 

development, construction, operational performance and capital cost forecasting 

confidence that has been accrued over recent years by FPL and the electric industry . 

Identifying this technology in FPL's current resource plan establishes a basis for which 

costs and risks are well understood and will allow the relative risks and benefits of 

competing alternatives to be more efficiently evaluated as detailed information and 

forecasts for those alternatives are refined. These projected resource additions beyond 

2007 are subject to change pending the results of such evaluations . 

FPL is actively engaged in identifying and evaluating opportunities that would enhance 

fuel and resource diversity in its capacity resource mix. These opportunities include: 
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• the construction of new solid fuel-based (coal and petroleum coke) facilities 

• obtaining access to non-traditional sources of natural gas, such as through 

suppliers who transport and deliver natural gas to Florida in the form of LNG. 

• maintaining the ability to utilize fuel oil at FPL's existing units. 

Therefore, the new gas-fired CT and CC units currently shown as capacity additions for 

2008 through 2013, and in particular for 2011 through 2013, are subject to change in the 

future as FPL evaluates the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of various alternatives to 

enhance fuel diversity. Based on current information, FPL believes that the earliest that 

fuel diversity could be enhanced by adding new solid fuel-based generating capacity 

would be mid-2011 based on the siting, development, permitting, construction, and 

commissioning timeline for this technology. In addition, FPL believes it is more likely that 

such a unit would be sited at some site north of southeast Florida due to permitting and 

fuel transportation considerations. 

FPL's assessment of the fuel and resource diversity alternatives will continue to be 

developed through its on-going resource planning work and site development activities in 

2004. 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program designed to assist 

residential customers in understanding how to make their homes more energy-efficient 

through the installation of conservation measures/practices . 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of energy

efficient ceiling insulation in residential dwellings that utilize whole-house electric air 

conditioning . 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and energy 

conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air conditioning duct 

systems and by the repair of these leaks by qualified contractors . 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to purchase 

higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On-Call): This program offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers, in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits . 

Residential New Construction {BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and 

construction of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak 

demand and energy consumption . 

Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in both new 

and existing commercial and industrial facilities by identifying DSM opportunities and 

providing recommendations to the customer . 

Commercial/Industrial Heating. Ventilating. and Air Conditioning: This program 

encourages the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

systems in commercial/industrial facilities . 

Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities . 
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Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 
customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not covered 
by other FPL programs. 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand by 
controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or 
capacity shortage, in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program was closed 
to new participants in 2000). 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program, which started in 2002, is 
similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control program mentioned above in continuing 
the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater 
during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric 
bill credits. 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of 
energy-efficient building envelope measures, such as window treatments and roof/ceiling 
insulation, for commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning units to 
both small, non-demand-billed and medium, demand-billed commercial/industrial 
customers, in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

2. Research and Development 

FPL's DSM Plan continues to support research and development activities. Historically, 
FPL has performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such 
activities, not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but 
also through individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of 
technologies that build on prior FPL research where applicable and will expand the 
research to new and promising technologies as they emerge. 

Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 
emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 
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program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of technologies 

and, from that research, has been able to develop new programs such as Residential 

New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope and Business On Call. 

Low Income Weatherization Retrofit Project 

This R&D project investigated cost-effective methods of increasing the energy efficiency 

in the homes of FPL's low-income customers. The research project addressed the needs 

of low-income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various housing 

authorities, including weatherization agency providers (WAPS), and non-weatherization 

agency providers (non-WAPS). These incentives were used by the housing authorities to 

leverage their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes they are 

retrofitting. 

The final report for this project was filed in November 2003. Of the seven different DSM 

measures evaluated, it was found that two measures, addressing HVAC maintenance 

and infiltration, were cost-effective. The Commission recently approved a permanent 

Low-Income Weatherization Program that includes these cost-effective measures. The 

research project will be discontinued upon the rollout of the permanent program. 

Photovoltaic Research. Development and Education Project 

Photovotaic (PV) roof-tile systems are a relatively new technology which directly replaces 

existing roofing materials such as shingles and standing-rib roofing with PV materials . 

These PV materials have the same waterproofing characteristics as conventional roofing 

materials. This project is consistent with the Federal Government's Million Solar Roofs 

Initiative. Based on FPL's research to-date a primary hurdle to the physical installation of 

PV systems, whether roofing materials or flat plate modules, is the lack of awareness, 

understanding and acceptance by local building officials. For the most part, these 

officials are unclear about how these systems work and how to address these systems as 

part of the building, permitting, and inspection process. This creates barriers toward the 

use of this technology. As part of this project, FPL has been holding workshops to 

address this issue. This project is scheduled to be completed in the first quarter of 2004 . 

Green Energy Project 

Under this project, FPL has examined the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable 

energy credits generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered 
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technologies, biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric 

energy and/or other renewable sources. Customers who participate would then be 

charged higher premiums for purchasing tradable renewable energy credits that are 

associated with electric energy generated by these sources. 

Development of a Green Energy program was completed and FPL filed a petition for 

program approval with the FPSC in August 2003. As part of this process, a supply 

contract was put into place that allows FPL to match supply with customer demand for 

green energy. The FPSC approved the program on December 2, 2003 and program 

implementation began in the first quarter of 2004. 

On Call Incentive Reduction Pilot 

In March 2003, FPL received FPSC approval to perform a pilot project for its On Call 

program. Under the pilot project FPL is offering to new participants a residential load 

control service similar to the On Call Program at a reduced incentive level. This offering 

allows FPL to test its market research data and gauge whether FPL can repackage its 

current residential load control service, minimize customer attrition, achieve current goals 

for residential load control, and, ultimately, change On Call incentive levels without 

damaging system reliability. 

3. FPL's approved OSM Goals at the time this Site Plan was filed are listed 

below in Table 111.0.1 

FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 

(At the Meter) 

Goal 
Cumulative 

Year Summer MW 
2000 122 
2001 200 
2002 269 
2003 339 
2004 410 
2005 484 
2006 554 
2007 625 
2008 697 
2009 765 

Table 111.0.1 
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III.E Generation Additions from Independent Power Producers 

As previously mentioned in Section liLA, FPL has a number of short-term, firm capacity 

purchases that extend through early 2007. The capacity supplied by these purchases is 

summarized in Table 1.0.1. The vast majority of the capacity from these purchases is 

from independent power producers . 

Tables 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 present the previously contracted cogeneration/small power 

production facilities which are addressed in FPL's resource planning . 

III.F Transmission Plan 

(1) 

LINE 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. Table III.F.1 presents FPL's proposed 

future additions of 230 kV and 500 kV bulk transmission lines including those 

corresponding to proposed generating facilities and those that must be certified under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act. 

List of Proposed Power Lines 
(2} (3} (4} (5} (6} (7} 

LINE COMMERCIAL NOMINAL 
LENGTH IN ..SERVICE VOLTAGE CAPACITY 

OWNERSHIP TERMINALS {To) TERMINALS (From) CKT. MILES DATE (MO/YR) (kV) (MVA) 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 

Andytown Pennsuco 2 6/04 230 508 
Bridge Indiantown #2 10 12/04 230 759 

Broward-Corbett Rainberry-Yamato 11 6/04 230 759 
Conservation Oakland Park 13 6/05 230 759 

Dade Overtown 11 6104 230 759 
Indiantown Martin #2 13 12/04 230 1067 
Whidden Vandola 27 6/04 230 1067 

Collier Orange River #3 54 12/05 230 759 
West Palm Coast St. Johns 23 6/08 230 759 

Table III.F.1 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect a number of FPL's 

committed and projected capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the projected capacity additions at FPL's existing Manatee, 

Martin, Turkey Point, Midway, and Corbett sites are described below . 

Florida Power & Light Company 57 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2004 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-D, Page 68 of 190

Since the projected capacity additions for 2011 and 2012 are as-yet unsited, no 

transmission facilities information is provided. This information will be provided in future 

Site Plan documents once sites are selected. 

III.F.1 Transmission Facilities at Manatee 

The work required for the new capacity addition at Manatee, Manatee Unit No. 3, with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's, and one ST. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collectors and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1- 560MVA) one for each CT, 

and one for the ST. 

4. Add two breakers in bay# 6 to connect the collector bus at the Manatee 

switch yard. 

5. Add two breakers in bay # 5 at the Manatee switchyard to connect the other 

collector bus. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Upgrade 13-230kV circuit breakers to 2 cycle Independent Pole breakers at 

Manatee switchyard. 

8. Upgrade the existing line terminal at Johnson to 3000 Amps. 

9. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Manatee switchyard. 

10. Upgrade existing breaker at Ringling Sub to 3000 amps 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Calusa-Charlotte 230kV transmission line to 1875 Amps. 

2. Upgrade the Johnson- Manatee 230kV transmission line to 3000 Amps. 

3. Upgrade the Manatee-Ringling # 3 230kV transmission line to 3000 Amps. 

4. Upgrade the Charlotte-Fort Myers# 2 230kV transmission line to 1875 Amps. 
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III.F.2 Transmission Facilities at Martin 

The work required for the incremental capacity planned to be added at Martin (convert 

the existing two CT's to a new four-on-one combined cycle unit, Martin Unit No. 8) with 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing one collector buss with 3 breakers to connect 

the two CT's and one ST . 

2. Add one station service transformer in the existing CT yard . 

3. Add three main step-up transformers (2-225 MVA, 560 MVA) one for each CT, 

and one for the ST . 

4. Add two breakers in bay# 3 to connect the collector bus in the main switchyard . 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Install phase reactors and string buss in main switchyard to limit fault current. 

7. Add breaker in bay# 7 (?WE) for new Indiantown# 2 transmission line. Tap 

existing 69kV auto-transformer off east 230kV operating bus . 

8. Add breaker in Bay# 3 (3WS) at Indiantown Substation for Bridge line . 

9. Create new bay 4. Add breakers 4WM, 4WS for Indiantown-Martin #2 line at 

Indiantown Substation . 

10. Create new bay# 1 at Bridge Substation with breakers 1WW and 1WM. Add 

breakers 2WW and 2WE to convert station configuration from ring buss to a 

breaker and a half scheme . 

11. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and main switchyard . 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct 230kV Martin-Indiantown # 2 transmission line . 

2. Construct 230kV Indiantown -Bridge# 2 transmission line. 

3. Various OHGW replacements due to increased fault current. 

4. Upgrade the Ranch-Homeland 230kV transmission line to 1600 Amps . 
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III.F.3 Transmission Facilities at Turkey Point 

The work required for the projected new CC unit at Turkey Point, Turkey Point Unit No. 5, 

with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's, and one ST. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1-560 MVA) one for each CT, 

and one for the ST. 

4. Add a new two breaker bay to connect the collector bus at the Turkey Point 

switchyard. 

5. Add a second two breaker bay at the Turkey Point switchyard to connect the 

other collector bus. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Turkey Point switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Galloway Tap 230kV transmission line section to 1418 

Amps. 

2. Upgrade the Turkey Point-McGregor-Florida City 230kV transmission line section 

to 1403 Amps. 

3. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Miller 230kV transmission line section to 1356 Amps. 

4. Upgrade the Miller-Killian 230kV transmission line section to 1315 Amps. 
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III.F.4 Transmission Facilities at Midway 

The work required for the projected new CT units at Midway, Midway Unit Nos. 1A and 

1 8, with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing one collector buss with 2 breakers to connect 

the two CT's . 

2. Construct one string buss to connect the collector buss and main switchyard . 

3. Add two main step-up transformers (2-225 MVA) one for each CT . 

4. Build a new 500 kV Bay #3 with two breakers and connect one string buss from 

the collector yard . 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Expand site and relay vault for the new line terminal at Midway 500 kV 

switch yard . 

11. Transmission: 

No upgrades are expected to be necessary. 
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IJI.F.5 Transmission Facilities at Corbett 

The work required for the projected new CC unit at Corbett, Corbett Unit No. 1, with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1 . Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's, and one ST. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225 MVA, 1- 560 MVA) one for each CT, 

and one for the ST. 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with 3 breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard. 

Connect one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV 

terminal from Bay #3 to new Bay #4. 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Corbett 230 kV 

switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

No upgrades are expected to be necessary. 
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III.G. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various technologies . 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic {PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities on both a daily and 

annual basis in Florida. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami 

substation in Miami. This 1 0-Kilowatt (KW) system was placed into operation in 1984 . 

(After the testing of this PV installation was completed, the system was removed in 1990 

to make room for substation expansion.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies 

and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate 

direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. Although this testing has 

ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was installed as a result of FPL's 

recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed on the following page). 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first and only large scale utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed 

to facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the program was ended 

(due to the fact that it was not cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 

48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters . 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's Passive 

Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's climate. As part 

of this program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints 

for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, this program 
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was popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The 

program was eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy 

Building Code (Code). This revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home 

Program. The revision incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive 

design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application. 

FPL then analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, potentially 

much larger way. FPL's basic approach did not require all of its customers to bear PV's 

high cost, but allows customers who are interested in facilitating the use of renewable 

energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach allowed 

customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund that FPL used to make 

PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and delivered PV

generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is available, the PV

generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which was termed Green Pricing, was initially discussed with the 

FPSC in 1994. FPL's initial efforts to implement this approach were then formally 

presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995, and FPL received approval 

from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL initiated the effort in 1998 and received 

approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000). 

FPL used this money to purchase PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin Plant 

site. 

FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 was the 

Green Energy Project, which is a second, different attempt to implement the basic Green 

Pricing approach. This outcome of this project was discussed in Section 111.0.2. 
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The second effort initiated in 2000 was FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and 

Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives are to increase the public 

awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this 

technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to 

better understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks (as well as the total annual energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess 

the homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. The outcome of this 

effort is also discussed in section 111.0.2 . 

Finally, FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available energy 

have been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables 1.8.1 and 

1.8.2) . 

III.H FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil and nuclear energy to 

generate electricity. In the early 1980's FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, 

coal was first added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional 

purchases from the St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP). In 1991 FPL significantly 

expanded its natural gas firm transportation rights. In 1994 FPL re-powered its 

Lauderdale Units No. 4 and No. 5 to combined cycle and added Martin Units No. 3 and 

No. 4 to enhance the efficient utilization of natural gas. Additional coal resources were 

added with the partial acquisition of Scherer Unit No. 4 concluding with FPL owning 76% 

of the unit by 1995. Beginning in 1997, petroleum coke was added to the fuel mix as a 

blend stock with coal at SJRPP further diversifying the fuel mix. These steps, among 

others, allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a more diversified mix of 

energy sources. In addition, between 1994 and 1998 FPL actively sought certification to 

convert its Manatee Units No. 1 and No. 2 to utilize Orimulsion. The Governor and 

cabinet did not grant a certification for this conversion that would have further diversified 

FPL's fuel mix . 

The trend in recent years has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas that is 

used by FPL to provide electricity. This is driven by the application of combined cycle 

generating units that offer significant thermal efficiency, low emissions and low capital 
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costs. Until recently, the price of natural gas was low enough that the economic analysis 

indicated combined cycle technology as the most cost-effective alternative. Although this 

planning document reflects a continuation of the trend of natural gas-fired additions, 

FPL's plan is subject to change as new fuel price forecasts are developed and FPL's 

knowledge of other cost drivers and uncertainties is refined. FPL's future resource 

planning work will continue to focus on identifying and evaluating alternatives that will 

maintain or enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel diversity-enhancing 

alternatives may include: 

• the construction of new solid fuel-based (coal and petroleum coke) facilities 

• obtaining access to diverse sources of natural gas, such as from suppliers of 

natural gas that transport and deliver natural gas to Florida in the form of LNG 

• preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this 

"fuel mix" through 2013 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is 

presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2. For purposes of this fuel mix projection, it was 

conservatively assumed that the projected new purchases to replace the UPS capacity 

would be delivered from natural gas-fired units. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL's long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum 

products will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil 

supply is projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and seismic 

information will reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both recoveries from 

existing fields and new discoveries. However, the rate of increase in non-OPEC supply is 

projected to be slower than that of petroleum demand, resulting in an increase in OPEC's 

market share throughout the planning horizon. As OPEC gains market share, prices for 

petroleum products are projected to increase. 

FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow 

throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements for electric 

generation. Domestic natural gas production will increase as new and improved drilling 

technology and seismic information will reduce the cost of finding, developing, and 

producing natural gas fields. The rate of increase in domestic natural gas production is 

assumed to be slower than that of demand nationally, with the balance being supplied by 
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increased Canadian and liquefied natural gas (LNG) imports. As demand for natural gas 

in Florida grows, it is anticipated that the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline 

system will be augmented/expanded. This anticipated expansion of FGT's pipeline, 

combined with the new Gulfstream pipeline and potential sources of non

domestic/international natural gas (such as off-shore suppliers), should result in sufficient 

gas for FPL's continued needs. 

FPL's coal price forecast assumes an ample supply of domestic coal, and the availability 

of imported coal, to meet a slow, but steady increase in domestic demand in the electric 

generation sector over the planning horizon. The coal price forecast for FPL's existing 

coal plant at St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP) and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts, along with the 

purchase of spot coal, to meet generation requirements. FPL's petroleum coke price 

forecast assumes that the petroleum industry will continue to utilize cokers in the U.S., as 

well as in the Caribbean Basin, in order to maximize refinery production of light products. 

This trend will continue to result in sufficient availability of petroleum coke at delivered 

prices significantly below delivered coal prices that will support a slow, but steady growth 

in the use of petroleum coke in the U.S. electric utility industry. 

As previously mentioned, FPL's resource planning work will continue to analyze the 

feasibility of generation alternatives, including solid fuel alternatives, that enhance FPL's 

long-term fuel diversity. The analyses of gas-fired and solid fuel-fired alternatives will 

involve the assessment of a number of uncertainties including fuel price uncertainties. 

Consequently, for these analyses a number of fuel price sensitivities will be used in the 

analyses that determine the magnitude and likelihood of cost differentials between gas 

and solid fuel alternatives . 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements ~ 

Actual" 

Fuel Reaulrements l1.!!!!! ~ 2003 2004 2005 2006 

(1) Nuclear Tlillion BTU 276 257 255 253 263 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,070 3,402 3,126 3,243 3,165 

(3) Residual (F06}- T a tal 1,000 BBL 29,791 32,103 28,731 24,627 22,983 

(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 29,791 32,103 28,731 24,627 22,983 

(5) Distillate (F02}- Total 1,000 BBL 473 565 989 1,504 1,627 

(6) cc 1,000 BBL 29 36 20 26 22 

(7) CT 1,000 BBL 444 529 969 1478 1505 

(8) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 0 0 0 

(9) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 288,112 292,993 348,830 383,442 412,181 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 78,017 50,882 65,473 68,668 54,947 

(11) cc 1,000 MCF 195,106 229,681 262,987 314,409 349,507 

(12) CT 1,000 MCF 12,988 12,450 20,370 10,375 7,727 

1/ Reflects fuel requirements for FPL orly. 

21 So1.11:e: A SchedlJes. 
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2007 2008 2009 

254 269 264 

3,460 3,288 3,517 

20,903 20,261 17,952 

20,903 20,261 17,952 

1,250 1,170 1,683 

49 24 35 

1211 1146 1648 

0 0 0 

436,727 447,474 469,681 

53,427 51,715 47,931 

381,505 390,821 418,080 

1,794 4,938 3,570 

2010 2011 

263 268 

3,291 3,296 

18,074 18,049 

18,074 18,049 

1,850 1,141 

49 39 

1831 1,102 

0 0 

530,380 573,744 

44,506 46,881 

483,423 524,881 

2,450 1,983 

2012 

265 

3,306 

12,894 

12,894 

1,247 

31 

1,216 

0 

611,334 

36,576 

573,Q93 

1,865 

2013 

263 

3,364 

13,144 

13,144 

2,126 

28 

2,100 

0 

625,307 

36,549 

686,991 

1,767 
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Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

Actual 11 Forecas1ed 
Energy SOU"Ces Units 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 

(1) AmJal Erergy GWH 10,287 10,387 10,278 10,634 10,663 10,652 10,802 10,641 
lrterctsnge 21 

(2) Nl.Ciew GWH 25,295 23,524 23,262 23,121 24,037 23,198 24,537 24,121 

(3) Coal GWH 5,977 6,625 5,962 6,156 6,025 6,568 6,249 6,650 

(4) ResidLe~F06) ·Total GWH 18,708 20,305 18,159 15,587 14,561 13,199 12,780 11,376 
(5) Sleam GWH 18,708 20,305 18,159 15,587 14,561 13,199 12,780 11,376 

(6) Dlstila1e(F02) -Tolal GWH 168 248 366 590 633 507 482 656 
(7) Steam GWH 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(B) cc GWH 170 21 12 16 13 29 15 21 
(9) CT GWH 0 226 354 575 620 478 467 635 

(10) Na1lral Gas -Tolal GWH 34,541 37,707 42,984 49,082 53,465 57,573 58,931 62,521 
(11) Sleam GWH 7,549 4,905 5,694 5,115 4,800 4,657 4,508 4,170 

(12) cc GWH 25,986 31,718 35,661 43,138 48,115 52,787 54,030 58,061 

(13) CT GWH 1,006 1,084 1,629 830 550 130 392 290 

(14) Otter 31 GWH 9,202 9,597 8,317 7,069 6,100 6,144 6,397 6,297 

Net Erergy For Load~ GWH 104,199 108,393 109,328 112,239 115,484 117,841 120,177 122,261 

1/ So..-ce: A SchedtJes 

21 The projected figu-es are based on estimated eneryy pU"Crnses from SJRPP ard the Solhm Compwies. 

31 Represerts a forecstof erergy e><peeted to be pu-chased from Qualifying Faclitles, I !'dependent Power Prodlcers, etc. 

41 Net Ereryy For Load is also sro'Ml in Coum 8 on Sched\Je 3.3. 
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2010 2011 2012 2013 

6,085 2,932 2,937 2,905 

24,042 24,467 24,191 24,043 

6,265 6,277 6,296 6,389 

11,466 11,421 8,185 8,357 
11,466 11,421 8,185 8,357 

737 455 492 805 

0 0 

29 23 19 16 
707 432 473 789 

70,491 76,488 82,324 64,525 
3,880 4,098 3,180 3,175 

66,409 72,226 78,998 81,208 
202 164 146 142 

5,814 5,376 5,389 5,339 

124,900 127,416 129,813 132,363 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy % by Fuel Type 

Actual Forecasted 

Enemv Source lin!!! 2002 2003 ~ 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

(1) Arrual Erergy % 9.9 9.6 9.4 9.5 9.2 9.0 9.0 8.7 

lrierctarge 21 

(2) Nuclear % 24.3 21.7 21.3 20.6 20.8 19.7 20.4 19.7 

(3) Coal % 5.7 6.1 5.5 5.5 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.4 

(4) Residual (F06) -Tolal % 18.0 18.7 16.6 13.9 12.6 11.2 10.6 9.3 

(5) Sleam % 18.0 18.7 16.6 13.9 12.6 11.2 10.6 9.3 

(6) Distillale (FD2) -Tolal % 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 

(7) Sleam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(B) cc % 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(9) CT % 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 

(10) Nalu'aiGas -Tolal % 33.1 34.8 39.3 43.7 46.3 48.9 49.0 51.1 

(11) Sleam % 7.2 4.5 5.2 4.6 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.4 

(12) cc % 24.9 29.3 32.6 38.4 41.7 44.8 45.0 47.5 

(13) CT o/o 1.0 1.0 1.5 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.2 

(14) Olher 31 % 8.8 8.9 7.6 6.3 5.3 5.2 5.3 5.2 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

11 SoliCe: A SchedLJes. 

21 The projected figli1!S are based on estimated erergy p<J'Chases from SJRPP ard the Solihem Co~Tpar'ies. 

31 Represenls a forecasl of erergy expected to be pllchasod from Qualifyirg Faclities,lndeperdenl Power Prod..:ers, elc. 
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~ 2011 

4.9 2.3 

19.2 19.2 

5.0 4.9 

9.2 9.0 

9.2 9.0 

0.6 0.4 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.6 0.3 

56.4 60.0 

3.1 3.2 

53.2 56.7 

0.2 0.1 

4.7 4.2 

100 100 

2012 

2.3 

18.6 

4.9 

6.3 

6.3 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

63.4 

2.4 

60.9 

0.1 

4.2 

100 

2013 

2.2 

18.2 

4.8 

6.3 

6.3 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

63.9 

2.4 

61.4 

0.1 

4.0 

100 
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(1) 

Year 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Firm Firm 

Installed 11 Capacity Capacity Firm 

Capacity Import Export QF 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

Firm 

Total Total Summer Reserve 

Capacity Peak 31 Peak Margin Before 

Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 51 

MW MW M'ti. M'ti. MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

19,130 2,667 0 880 22,677 20,297 1,510 18,787 3,890 20.7 

21,021 2,257 0 870 24,148 20,799 1,589 19,210 4,938 25.7 

21,020 2,257 0 734 24,011 21,331 1,667 19,664 4,347 22.1 

22,162 1,312 0 734 24,208 21,851 1,744 20,107 4,101 20.4 

22,486 1,312 0 734 24,532 22,289 1,822 20,467 4,065 19.9 

23,630 1,312 0 683 25,625 22,784 1,897 20,887 4,738 22.7 

23,630 1,312 0 640 25,582 23,294 1,922 21,372 4,210 19.7 

24,774 1,312 0 595 26,681 23,783 1,922 21,861 4,820 22.0 

25,918 1,312 0 595 27,825 24,279 1,922 22,357 5,468 24.5 

25,918 1,312 0 595 27,825 24,784 1,922 22,862 4,963 21.7 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 

MW MW %of Peak 

0 3,890 20.7 

0 4,938 25.7 

0 4,347 22.1 

0 4,101 20.4 

0 4,065 19.9 

0 4,738 22.7 

0 4,210 19.7 

0 4,820 22.0 

0 5,468 24.5 

0 4,963 21.7 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be ir>-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Sll11mer peak loads wllich are forecasted 

to occU" dll'ing August of the year indicated. All values are Sll11mer net MW . 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2} + Col.(3} • Col.(4} + Coi.(S). 

3/ These forecasted values reflect the Most Ukety forecast withcut DSM . 

41 The MW shown represent Cl.ITlulative lOad management capabitity plus incremental conservation. They are not included in total additional 

resocn:es but reduce the peak load upon wllich Reserve Margin calculations are based . 

5I Margin(%} Before Maintenance= Col.(10} I Col.(9) 

6/ Margin (o/o} Alter Maintenance= Col.(13} I Col.(9} 
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(1) 

Year 

2003/04 

2004/05 

2005/06 

2006/07 

2007/08 

2008/09 

2009/10 

2010111 

2011/12 

2012/13 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 
Capability Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MYY. MYY. MW ~ MYY. MW MW MW MYY. %of Peak 

20,356 2,345 0 880 23,581 20,081 1,561 18,520 5,061 27.3 
19,993 2,339 0 870 23,202 20,583 1,615 18,968 4,234 22.3 

22,390 2,339 0 734 25,463 21,100 1,670 19,430 6,033 31.0 

22,389 2,339 0 734 25,462 21,605 1,723 19,882 5,580 28.1 

23,569 1,321 0 734 25,624 22,046 1776 20,270 5,354 26.4 

23,931 1,321 0 734 25,986 22,539 1,828 20,711 5,275 25.5 

25,112 1,321 0 683 27,116 23,026 1,873 21,153 5,963 28.2 

25,112 1,321 0 595 27,028 23,522 1,873 21,649 5,379 24.8 

26,293 1,321 0 595 28,209 24,024 1,873 22,151 6,058 27.3 

27,474 1,321 0 595 29,390 24,535 1,873 22,662 6,728 29.7 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 

MW MW %of Peak 

0 5,061 27.3 

0 4,234 22.3 

0 6,033 31.0 

0 5,580 28.1 

0 5,354 26.4 

0 5,275 25.5 

0 5,963 28.2 

0 5,379 24.8 

0 6,058 27.3 

0 6,728 29.7 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which are forecast 

to occur during January of the 'second' year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3) • Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast without OSM. 

41 The MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation. They are not included in total additional resources but 

reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.( tO) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Co1.(9) 
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Sc:Mdulel 
Planned And Pros.pecttve Gener1ting Facility Addftlons And Ch•nges 

(1) (2) 

Plant Name 
Unit 
No. 

ADD/nONS/ CHANGES 

~ 

Tu~yF'oint 

Lauderdae 
F'ort Everglades 

Riviera 
Martin 

Martin 
Martin 
Martin 
Martin 

Cape canaveral 1 

Cape Canaveral 2 
Sanford 
Sanford 

Manatee 
Manatee 

Fort Myers 
Fort Myers 3 

For1M~rs CT 

Pt ElfE!rglades 
Manatee Combined Cycle 

Martin Combined Cycle 
Martin Combustion Turbine Conv. 
Martin Combustion Turbine Conv. 

8A 

88 

(3) 

Location 

Dade Courrty 27/57S/40E 

Broward County 30150S/42E 
Cl1y of Holl)"o''Od 23150SI42E 

City of Riviera Beach 33/425143E 
Martin Courrty 29129SI38E 

Martin Coun1y 29129SI38E 
Martin County 291295138E 
Martin Coun1y 29129SI38E 
Martin Coun1y 29129S/38E 

Brevard County 19/24SI'36F 
Brevard County 19/24SI'36F 
Volusia County 16119SI'JOE 
Volusia County 16119Sf30E 

Manatee County 1&'33S/20E 
Manatee County 1&'33S/20E 

l.ee Courrty 35143SI25E 
l.ee County 35143SI25E 
l.ee County 35143SI25E 

Cl1y of HollywoOd 23/50S/42E 
Manalee Courrty 1 BI33SI20E 
Martin Coun1y 29129SI38E 
Martin County 2M:95138E 
Martin Coun1y 29129S/3BE 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Fuel 

Unit 
Type Pn. M. 

ST F06 

CC NG 
ST F06 

ST F06 

ST NG 
ST NG 

CC NG 
CC NG 
CT NG 
ST F08 

ST F06 

CC NG 
CC NG 
ST F06 
ST FOS 

CC NG 
CT NG 
CT F02 

ST 

cc 
cc 
CT 

CT 

F08 

NG 
NG 

NG 
NG 

NG 
F02 

NG 
NG 
F06 

F06 

No 
No 

F02 

NG 
NG 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 

F02 

No 

NG 
F02 

No 
F02 
F02 

Fuel Transport Consl 

S1ar1 
Pri. All. Mo.Nr. 

WA 
Pl. 

WA 
WA 
Pl. 
Pl. 

Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 

WA 
WA 
Pl. 
Pl. 
WA 
WA 
WA 
Pl. 
WA 

WA 
Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 

Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 

Pl. 
No 

No 
Pl. 
Pl. 
Pl. 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
Pl. 
No 

Pl. 
Pl. 
No 
Pl. 
Pl. 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Nov-03 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 

Apr-o4 
Nov-03 

Unknown 
Unknown 

Apr.Q4 

Apr-o4 
Unknown 

Unknown 
Jun-03 
Jun-03 
Jun-99 
Jun-99 

(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Comm. Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 
In-Service Retirement Nameplate -::W:-in.;.le:.:r==::::s:;;uc..m_m_e_r-

MoJYr. MoJYr. KW MW ~ 

Jun-0.4 Unknown 402,050 
Jun-04 Unknown 521.250 

Jun-Q.4 Unknown 402,050 

Jun-0.4 Unknown 310,420 
Jun-04 Unknown 863,000 
Jun-04 Unknown 863,000 
Jun-04 Unknown 612,000 
Jun-Q.4 Unknown 612,000 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 362,000 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 402,050 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 402,050 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 435,100 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 436,100 
Jun-.().4 Unknown 863,300 
Jun-().4 Unknown 863,300 
Jun-0.4 Unknown 402,000 
Jun-().4 Unknown 362,000 
Jun-.0.4 Unknown 744,000 

2004 Changes/Additions Total: 

Mar-o5 Unknown 225,000 
Jun-05 Unknown 4 70,000 
Jun-.05 Unknown 470,000 

(4) 

(3) 

(17) 

1 

1 
(4) 

(4) 

14 

14 

(4) 

(4) 

15 

(5) 

16 

21 

Jun-01 121112004 190,000 (182) 

Jun-01 1211/2004 190,000 ~ 

2005 Changes/Additions Total: (313) 

(4) 

(3) 

4 

(4) 

6 

8 
(4) 

(4) 

13 

13 

46 

6 

--(-12_)_ 
74 

(1) 

1,107 

1,107 

(161) 
__ (1_6_1)_ 

1,191 

Note 1: The Winter Total~ value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions 
and changes achieved by June. All other MW will be picked up in the following ~ar. 

Note 2: Capacity additions/changes shown for 2004 rened changeS/additions from values shown in Schedule 1 . 

Florida Power & Light Company 73 

Page 1 of 2 

(15) 

Status 

OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 
T 

T 
OT 

OT 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2004 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-D, Page 84 of 190

Schedule I 

PIMned An4 p,_pecdw. Gtnentlng F•lllty Adtltion. And Chq• 

(1) 

PtnN.-n. 

AQQITIONSI CHANGES 

PIE*gledN 

PIE*gl.-l• 

M8'11lM Combined C)de 

M•lin Combined Cyde 

PI.E*gtldA 

PtEvwglldA 

Tlri:eyPolnt CC 

2QJI6 
PIE.,...gladN 

Tun:eyPointCC 

Ccmbf.lt:llon Turblno~ ll Midwey 

2QDS 
Ccmbu.tlon Turbin• .t Mldw~ 

Ccmblnad Cyde Ill Cctbetl: 

2Jl12 
Unaltad Combined cope Unit 

l.Jnalted Comb.led C'Jde UrMt 

2/W 
Unlilld Combin.-l C)de Unit 

(2) 

""' No. 

(J) 

Locdon 

C1ty ol Hoii)WOCICI 2~50S/o42E 

Ctty d Hoi)WOCICI 23150S/<12E 

M.,at.County1PJ33S/20E 

Mnn County 2W29SI38E 

City d Hoi)'NOOCI n'50SJ42E 

City d f1oii)WOCICI 23150SI42E 

Dlde CC!Jnty 27157S/40E 

City d Hoii)WOCICI 23150SI42E 

DaH County 27157SI40E 

1&2 SL Luc>tl 36SI39E/10 

1&2 SL L.ucle 36Sf311EJ10 

Pllm BelCh 43Sl40EI29 

Plllm Bech 435/40~ 

Unknown 

<•I (51 (O) (7) (01 (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (1<1) 

'~II __ .;.;"..;;"_....;.F.;;"";..T;.;'~;..-='- Con.t Comm. E:qMtcted Ger'l. MIDI 

un St., lrt-S...-...!ee R*""*'l Nnepl~e W'nllr 

T'fPe Pri Alt Pri AIL Mo.JYr. Mo.fYr Mo.JYr. 'r<oN PMY 

ST Foe NG WA Pl. l..lllknown M•-05 l.WinCJM'I 225,000 (1) 

(1) 

1,201 

ST FQe NG WA Pl. l...lr*nown Sep-05 Unknown 225,250 (1) 

CC NG F02 Pl. Pl. JIII-OJ Jlll-05 UnkrtC~Wn 470,000 

CCNGF02P\.. PL. 

ST Foe 

ST Foe 

CC NG 

NG 

NG 
F02 

WA 

WA 

Pl. 

Pl. 

Pl. 

Pl. 

Jun-03 Jun-05 l.WI.._, fgQ,OOO 1,19& 

200f Changes!Addltlont Total: --;:;:iT (11 

M•-07 Unknown 402,050 

S~06 l..lllknown 402,050 (1) 

J....05 Jurt-07 Unknown 470.000 

2007 Changes/Additions Total: --(-1)--

(1) 

(1) 

ST Foe NG WA PL. Unknown M•-07 l..l!*nown 402,050 (1) 

CC NG F02 Pl PL. J.,..OS Jurt-07 Unknown 470,000 1,181 

CT NG F02 Pl Pl J.,..08 .Ar.-08 Unknown 190,000 324 

2001 Changes/Additions Total:--:;:;-- 324 

CTNGF02PL. PL. J.,..Oe Jurt-08 Unknown 190,000 362 

CC NG F02 PL. Pl J.,..07 Jurt-09 UrtkncMon 470,000 1,144 

2009Chan""'Addltlons Total: 11z ~ 

CC NG F02 Pl PL. J...07 J~ Unknown 470,000 1,181 

2010 ChanljiUIAddll/ons Total:--;:;;,-- --,--

CC NG FOZ Pl PL. J~ Jun-11 Unknown 470,000 1,1 ..... 

2011 ChanljiUIAddll/ons Total: o ---;:;;-

CCNGF02PL. PL. ,..,..,. Jun-11 l..lllknown 470,000 1,181 

CCNGF03PL. PL. J-10 J~.n-12 Unk.n"""" 470,001 1,144 

2012 Changes/Additions Total:--;:;;,-- ---;:;;-

CC NG F02 PL. Pl J~.n-12 Unkn"""" 470,000 1,181 

2013 Changes/Additions Total:--;:;;,-- --,--

Nate1: The Wlnler Totlll MN vliueCCit\Sie\8 d ll;eneration 8ddlbons rod ttl*'51M 11ctu~Wed byJiri\I•Y· Th11 Summer Totli MN Vllue c.on11N dIll ;eneral.10n addltiOM 

rod chq• .:~r.~ed by Augu.t M olhet MN Will be piCked up in N following ye• This i8 done for r_.... m•Q~n c*ulailon. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Page 1 of 7 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cyde 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

785 MW Incremental (11 07 MW Total) 
835 MW Incremental (1198 MW Total) 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Cooling Method: 

2003 
2005 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR, 

0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

(8) Total Site Area: 11 ,300 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data • 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

U (Under Construction <= 50% Complete) 

U (Under Construction <= 50% Complete) 

U (Under Construction <= 50% Complete) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 80% (First Year Base Operation) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data ...... 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

25 years 
589 

9.11 
0.037 

1.5397 

• Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after 
the conversion is completed. 

•• $/kW values are based on Summer incremental capacity . 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost in dudes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Manatee Combined Cycle 

1,107 MW 
1,201 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2003 
2005 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
None 

Page 2 of? 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Pond 

(8) Total Site Area: 9,500 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

U (Under Construction <=50% Complete) 

U (Under Construction <= 50% Complete) 

U (Under Construction <=50% Complete) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 71% (First Year Base Operation) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,*"' 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

25 years 
499 

12.96 
0.037 

1.5397 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Combined Cycle 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2005 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2007 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Distillate 

Page 3 of 7 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low NOx Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Tower 

(8) Total Site Area: 11000 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: L 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: L 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2007 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2007 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

(Regulatory Approval Pending) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 80% (First Year) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
507 

10.06 
0.13 

1.5699 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Midway SC No. 1 

324 MW 
362 MW 

Technology Type: Simple Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2006 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2008 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Distillate 

Page 4 of? 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 75 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •, ... 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2008 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2008 $/MWH) 
K Factor. 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Unknown 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base Operation) 
Approx. 15% (First Year Base Operation) 

10,400 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
448 

12.78 
0.18 

Approx. 1.6 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. (Firm gas transportation cost are applicable for this option.) 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration and gas expansion costs are not included. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Corbett Combined Cycle No. 1 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercia/In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Distillate 

Page 5 of7 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low No,. Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Tower 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •, .. 
Book Life (Years): 
Total installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 70% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
538 

13.44 
0.20 

Approx. 1.6 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration and gas expansion costs are not included . 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 1 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Technology Type: 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercia/In-service date: 2011 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 6 of 7 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Method: Unknown (7) 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2011 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 65% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
577 

14.26 
0.21 

Approx. 1.6 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration and gas expansion costs are not included. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle No. 2 

Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2010 
2012 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 7 of 7 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Unknown 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(g) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

2% 
1% 

g7% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 65% (First Year Base Operation) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •, .. 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2012 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2012 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 

25 years 
5g4 

14.69 
0.21 

Approx. 1.6 

.. Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration and gas expansion costs are not included . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Manatee CC 

The new Manatee CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6} 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6} 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Martin CC Conversion 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Martin -Indiantown #2 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

12.9 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 1/5/04 
End date: 12/31/04 

$11,700,000 

Martin 230kV and Indiantown 

None 

Indiantown - Bridge 

FPL Owned 

10.0 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 3/15/04 
End date: 12/31/04 

$8,900,000 

Indiantown and Bridge 

None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 5 CC 

The new Turkey Point CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Midway CT 1 a and 1 b 

The new Midway CTs do not require any "new" transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Corbett CC 

The new Corbett CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth 

in FPL's service area is continuing, which increases competition for air, land, and water 

resources that are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, transmission, 

and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want unspoiled 

natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large corporations such 

as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among utilities for its 

commitment to the environment. FPL's environmental leadership has been heralded by 

many outside organizations. For example, FPL was recently ranked first out of 28 major 

electric utilities surveyed in an environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, an 

independent advisory group. In recognition of its success in executing a strategy to 

become a clean energy provider harnessing primarily clean and renewable fuels while 

also boosting shareholder value, FPL Group, Inc. was named in June 2003 as the winner 

of the Edison Award, the electric power industry's highest honor by the Edison Electric 

Institute. FPL was also awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management 

Award for its stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding the Turkey Point Plant. In 

addition, FPL won the Council for Sustainable Florida's award for its sea turtle 

conservation and education programs at the St. Lucie Plant. In 2001, FPL was awarded 

the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid Waste 

Association of North America. FPL also received the 2001 Program Champion Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for Ecosystem 
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Protection" for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at the Fort Myers and Sanford 

Plants. In addition, FPL has been recognized by numerous federal and state agencies 

for its innovative endangered species programs which include such species as 

manatees, crocodiles, and sea turtles. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the 

Company's position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values 

into all aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for new 

environmental initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental statement 

further establishes a long-term direction of environmental initiatives throughout the 

Company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an 

environmentally responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light 

Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 
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IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, written environmental policies and procedures, 

delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of 

appropriate resources for environmental compliance management (which includes 

reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident/emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, 

environmental regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management 

information systems . 

In February 2004 FPL Group voluntarily committed to join the World Wildlife Fund 

PowerSwitch Challenge in support of binding limits on national C02 emissions. This 

commitment was made to support initiatives to better manage utility impacts on global 

warming through use of greenhouse gas emission reductions and improvements in 

energy efficiency . 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 
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performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to: 

facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with 

existing environmental regulatory requirements and Company policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2003 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1. 

Table IV.E.1 

(All numbers are approximations.) 
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IV .F. Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies three preferred sites in this Site Plan: the existing Manatee plant site, the 

existing Martin plant site, and the existing Turkey Point plant site. The Manatee and 

Martin sites are the locations for capacity additions that FPL is committed to bring in-

service in 2005. The Turkey Point site is the location for FPL's planned new Turkey Point 

Unit No.5 which is projected to come in-service in 2007. 

The three preferred sites are discussed below. 

Preferred Site # 1: Manatee Plant. Manatee County 

The site is located in unincorporated north central Manatee County approximately 2.5 

miles south of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line. It is 5 miles east of Parrish, Florida 

and is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 miles east of Interstate 75 

(1-75). State Road (SR) 62 is about 0.5 miles south of the site. Saffold Road marks the 

eastern boundary of the site. 

FPL's Manatee Plant occupies a portion of the approximately 9,500 acre Manatee Site 

which is owned wholly by FPL. The site includes a 4,000-acre cooling pond including the 

dike area. The existing approximately 1 ,630 MW (Summer) of generating capacity is 

made up of two steam units (Units No. 1 and No. 2) which have been in service since 

1976 (Unit No. 1) and 1977 (Unit No. 2). These units burn both fuel oil (residual) with a 

maximum sulfur content of 1 percent and natural gas. Natural gas may be fired singly or 

in combination with fuel oil. A recent agreement between FPL and Gulfstream Natural 

Gas Systems (Gulfstream) will provide natural gas for these units . 
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Additional generating capacity will be added to the site in 2005 to meet projected FPL 

system capacity needs. One unit consisting of four new combustion turbines (CT's), four 

new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG's), and a new steam turbine generator are 

scheduled for in -service operation beginning in June, 2005. The four new CT's, HRSG's 

and steam turbine will ultimately be operating in combined cycle (CC) configuration. This 

new CC unit will add 1,107 MW (Summer) and 1,201 MW (Winter) capability to the site. 

This new CC Unit will be designated as "Manatee Unit No.3". 

Unit No. 3 will be located west of the existing generating Units No. 1 and No. 2. The 

location of the new combined cycle Unit No. 3 at the Manatee Plant site and the selection 

of the highly efficient combined cycle technology (firing clean natural gas) will maximize 

the beneficial use of the site while minimizing environmental and land use impacts 

otherwise associated with the development of a new generating plant of this capacity. 

The Manatee site has been listed as a preferred or potential site in previous FPL Site 

Plans. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the Manatee plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 4,000 acre cooling pond. Manatee Units No. 

1 and No. 2 will not be affected by the addition of Unit No. 3. The area for Unit No. 3 

is expected to comprise approximately 73 acres. The site and surrounding land uses 

are almost exclusively agriculture with the exception of the Willow Shores residential 

area located northwest of the Manatee Plant site. Individual homes are located in the 

larger of two out parcels within the Manatee Plant site along SR 62 at the northeast 

corner of the site. The vast majority of the Manatee Plant site has been redesignated 

from Agricultural/Rural to Major Public/Semi Public (1) (P/SP) land use category by 

the Manatee County Commission on November 19, 2002 with the approval of 

Ordinance 02-13. Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in the P/SP 

category in accordance with the Manatee County Local Government Comprehensive 

Plan and Land Development Regulation Act, Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes 

(FS). 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

There are no incorporated areas within 5 miles of the Manatee Plant site. 

Unincorporated communities in the area include Willow, located about 2 

miles north of the Manatee Plant; Parrish, located about 5 miles southwest of 

the plant; and, in Hillsborough County, Sundance, located 3 miles northwest 

of the plant; Sun City Center, located 7 miles north of the plant; and 

Wimauma, located 8 miles northeast of the plant. 
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The Manatee Plant site includes areas of improved pasture with forested 

land southeast of the project area. This forested area is comprised of flat 

woods and oak habitat. The western side of the Manatee Plant site is 

currently used for row crops (tomato farm). There are also wetlands to the 

southeast containing wet pine flat woods mixed with dry pine flat woods. 

There will not be any disturbance of existing wetlands associated with this 

project. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the new Unit No. 3 at the site is not expected 

to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. The majority of the 

site is cleared, grassed, and periodically mowed. The project area has been 

significantly altered by the construction and operation of the existing plant 

facilities, and, as a result, wildlife utilization of this area is expected to be 

minimal. Common wading birds utilizing the plant site outside of the project 

area include the great blue heron, little blue heron, great egret, snowy egret, 

and the white ibis. Typical mammals found in the habitats surrounding the 

project area are common bobcat, raccoon, deer, feral hog, opossum, 

armadillo, skunk and gray squirrel. Avian species observed in the vicinity of 

the project include bald eagles, a variety of songbirds, red-shouldered 

hawks, and marsh hawks. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

There are no county, state or federally designated areas located within one 

mile of the plant site. The construction and operation of Manatee Unit No. 3 

is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or 
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environmentally sensitive lands that are associated with the Little Manatee 

River within a 5-mile radius of the project site. These lands include: Little 

Manatee River State Recreation Area, Little Manatee River State Canoe 

Trail, Florida Gulf Coast Railroad Museum, Cockroach Bay Aquatic Preserve, 

Critical Manatee Habitat, South Hillsborough Wildlife Corridor, Hillsborough 

County ELAPP Parcels, and SOR-Little Manatee River . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option, Manatee Unit No. 3, is the addition of four new combustion 

turbines and HRSG's and one new steam turbine generator in combined cycle mode 

in a 4x1 configuration. Manatee Unit No. 3 is scheduled to begin operation in mid -

2005. Natural gas, delivered via pipeline, will be the sole fuel for this unit. 

Mitigation options being planned for Manatee Unit No. 3 include the capture and 

reuse of plant process water and rainwater. In addition, other mitigating options 

include the use of combustion technology that is very efficient and low in air pollutant 

emissions, combined with pollution control technology {dry-low NOx burners and 

selected catalytic reduction equipment) . 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

As mentioned above, the Local Government Future Land Use Plan is consistent with 

the existing Designated uses of the Manatee Plant Site as major portions of the site 
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are designated as Major Public/Semi Public (1) - PIPS/. Electric generating plants 

are specifically allowed in this land use category. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Manatee site has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Also, the at-the-time 

projected availability of a natural gas pipeline that will be available to Unit No. 3 (as 

well as Units No.1 and No.2) was also a major factor in the selection of the Manatee 

site for the new 4x1 CC unit. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since 

this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental 

issues and the site is permitted. 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Little Manatee River that supplies makeup 

water for the 4,000-acre cooling pond. Plant process and service water requirements 

are currently supplied by the cooling pond. There are three wells in the Floridan 

Aquifer that are reserved for standby purposes. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Manatee County has three physiographic provinces: the Gulf Coast Lowlands, the 

DeSoto Plains, and the Polk Upland. The Manatee Plant is situated on the boundary 

of the DeSoto Plains and the Gulf Coast Lowland provinces. The geology underlying 

the Manatee Plant consists of unconsolidated sediments comprised of sand, clay silt, 

marl shell, limestone, and phosphorite (terrace deposits) from the Pleistocene age to 

recent. Undifferentiated deposits comprised of sand and clay are generally described 
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to be less than 25 feet thick. Underlying the differentiated materials are the Miocene 

Hawthorn Formation, the Tampa Member, the Suwanee Limestone of the Oligocene 

age, the Ocala Limestone of the Eocene Age, the Avon Park Formation, the Oldsmar 

Formation of the Eocene age, and the Cedar Key Formation of the Paleocene age . 

The major hydro-geologic units that exist in the vicinity of the site include, in 

descending order: the surficial aquifer system, the intermediate aquifer system, and 

the Upper Floridian aquifer. The surficial aquifer system is generally unconfined in 

Manatee County and consists of Quaternary deposits of predominately marine and 

non-marine quartz sand, clayey sand, shell, shelly marl, phosphorite, and occasional 

marl stringers and limestone. In the vicinity of the site the surficial sediments are 

approximately 25 feet thick . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity for process water is estimated to be 150 gpm 

(gallons per minute). FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for this use. 

Water quantities for other uses such as irrigation and potable water are estimated to 

be approximately 5 gpm. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Manatee Unit No. 3 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as its source of 

cooling water. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system; any makeup 

water is provided from the Little Manatee River to replace net evaporation and 

seepage losses from the pond. These makeup needs are within an agreement 

between FPL and the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) . 

There are three wells currently on reserve (stand-by) that are in the Floridan Aquifer . 
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FPL is currently evaluating alternative water sources for use at the Manatee Plant 

site. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Available water including non-contact storm water, treated industrial wastewater, 

treated sanitary wastewater, and recovered service water are captured and returned 

to the cooling pond. Storm water from the equipment areas is also treated and 

returned to the cooling pond. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The Manatee Plant utilizes a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan, Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to assist in the control of 

inadvertent release of pollutants. Storm water runoff will be collected and routed to 

detention ponds. Construction activities are managed so that equipment 

maintenance and fueling are performed in designated areas so that, in the event of a 

spill or release of any contaminant, impacts to any surface water or the cooling pond 

are minimized. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by fuel delivery services and facilities for residual, low 

sulfur (1 percent) fuel oil and, most recently, natural gas as an alternate fuel for 

existing Units No. 1 and No. 2. The Unit No. 3 addition will be solely fueled by 

natural gas that will be supplied by Gulfstream. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The addition of natural gas as a permitted fuel for existing Units No. 1 and No. 2 is 

expected to lower overall emissions during periods when natural gas, instead of fuel 

oil, is used. In addition, a NOx reduction technology, re-burn, has been approved for 

installation on Units No. 1 and No. 2 within the next several years . 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from Unit 

No. 3 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using 

clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other 

fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled 

using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) . 

These design alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 

for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, 

environmental, and energy impacts. Manatee Unit # 3 will incorporate features that 

will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be below current noise 

levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the new unit will 

also be within allowable levels . 
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r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for the Manatee Plant Unit No. 3 

with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on February 20, 

2002, and received approval and Site Certification by the Governor and Cabinet in 

April, 2003. FPL acquired all permits needed and commenced construction in May, 

2003. Modifications to operating permits will be pursued as necessary through 2004. 

Preferred Site # 2: Martin Plant. Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida. 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) and the 

adjacent South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south 

by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 

and the adjacent CSX Railroad. The Martin site was identified in 1987 as a preferred 

location for development of coal gasification/combined cycle electric generation facilities 

and subsequent FPL Site Plans have continued to identify this site as a preferred site. 

The existing 2,906 MW (Summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site occupies a 

portion of the approximately 11,300 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of two steam units (Units No. 1 and No. 2), plus two combined cycle 

units (Units No. 3 and No. 4), and two combustion turbine units (Units No. 8a and No. 

8b). The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 acres of water surface and 300 

acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres for the existing power plant units and 

related facilities. 
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Additional generating capacity was added to the site in 2001 in the form of two 

combustion turbines (CT's) that operate in simple cycle mode using natural gas. These 

two CT's will be converted into one four-on-one (4X1) combined cycle (CC) unit with the 

addition of two new CTs, four new Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSGs), and a 

new steam turbine generator. The resulting CC unit will be known as Martin Unit No. 8. It 

is estimated to be in service in mid-2005 adding approximately 785 MW of capacity . 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the Martin plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter . 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of the power 

plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a scattering of small wetlands. To 

the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre area which has been set aside as 

a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland forest on the West Side of the 

reservoir that is named the Barley Barber Swamp. The Barley Barber Swap 

encompasses 400 acres and is preserved as a natural area. There is also a 10-

kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility at the south end of this site . 
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e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

As noted above, the Barley Barber Swamp is located on the site. There is 

also a 1 ,200-acre mitigation area in the northern area of the site where 

wetlands and uplands have been preserved. Along the south and west 

sides of the cooling pond is an area where the vegetation has been 

maintained in its natural state in order to serve as a wildlife corridor. There 

are pine flat woods and small-scattered wetlands to the east of the plant. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of a new unit at the site is not expected to affect 

any rare, endangered, or threatened species. There are two active Bald 

Eagle (Haliaeetus /eucocepha/us: Federal-and State-listed as Threatened) 

nests that have been on the site for many years. The Florida Natural Areas 

Inventory (FNAI) database notes a record of Eastern Indigo Snakes 

(Drymachon cora/is coupert, which are Federal-and State listed as 

threatened) in the Barley Barber Swamp. A number of other Bald Eagle 

nests and sightings of Eastern Indigo Snakes are reported by the FNAI 

database within a two-mile radius of the site. Infrequent sightings of Florida 

Panther have been made in the vicinity of the site area. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council lists the "FPL Preserve", 

including the Barley Barber Swamp, as a Significant Regional Facility. 
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Natural communities such as uplands and wetlands are also generically 

listed as Resources of Regional Significance . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to add two new CT's and four new HRSG's and a new steam 

turbine that, together with the two existing CT's, will comprise Martin Unit No. 8. This 

unit is scheduled to be in-service in mid-2005. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is 

the primary fuel type for this unit (with light oil serving as a backup fuel). Natural gas-

fired facilities are among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available . 

Mitigation options include the capture and reuse of plant process water and 

rainwater, plus the use of a cooling tower. The facility already encompasses several 

preserved areas where wildlife is abundant. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities" . 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily "Agricultural". There are also 

limited areas of "Agricultural Ranchette", "Industrial", and a small "Commercial" area 

designation. To the southeast of the property, fronting on the St. Lucie Canal, is an 

area designated for "Public Conservation" . 
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h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Martin plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not 

a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity 

or other environmental issues. This site is considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground water resource 

is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of potable water and for 

service water for Units No. 1 and No. 2. Both of these sources are available for use 

with the site expansion. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Martin site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock 

strata. The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and 

metamorphic rocks, about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine bin origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The deepest formation in Martin County on 

which significant published data are available is the Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited 

information is available from wells penetrating the underlying Lake City formation. 

The published information on the sediments comprising the formations below the 
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Avon Park Limestone in western Martin County is based on projections from deep 

wells in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water required for process water is 150 gallons 

per minute (gpm). FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for this use. 

Cooling water for new Unit No. 8 will be cycled through new cooling towers and 

approximately 7 million gallons per day for makeup water to the cooling tower will be 

needed. (The two existing CT's that will be converted into combined cycle operation 

are currently air-cooled.) Makeup water for the cooling pond is taken from the St. 

Lucie canal. The current makeup water quantity to the cooling pond is adequate for 

Unit No.8 . 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Martin Unit No. 8 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as the source of makeup 

water for the cooling towers. Makeup water to the pond is withdrawn from the St. 

Lucie canal as needed to replace net evaporation and seepage losses from the pond . 

Such needs will comply with the existing agreement between FPL and the SFWMD 

regarding allocation of cooling water to the pond and with SFWMD's regulations for 

consumptive water use . 

The existing water treatment system at the plant, which provides treated water for 

use in the Unit No. 1 and No. 2 boilers, as well as for the HRSG's associated with 

Units No. 3 and No. 4, will be used to provide treated water for Unit No. 8 . 
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m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The entire plant site captures and reuses process water whenever feasible and 

manages storm-water in such a manner so as to recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Water discharges from the facility are minimized by collecting and treating most point 

sources into the existing cooling pond. Discharges from the cooling pond are 

infrequent and only occur for the protection of the cooling pond embankment. 

Collected sources of water include equipment wash water, boiler blowdown water, 

and equipment area runoff. Non-contact storm water runoff is collected and treated 

via a storm water management system. Design elements have been included to 

capture suspended sediments. Facility permits mandate various sampling and 

testing activities that provide indications of any pollutant discharges. The facility 

employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. Three pipelines will 

serve the site. One pipeline is the FPL-owned north lateral from Florida Gas 

Transmission (FGT}. A second pipeline is the FPL-owned south lateral dual purpose 

(oil and gas) pipeline which supplies oil to the steam boilers from the oil terminal on 

451
h Street and is interconnected with FGT. The third pipeline is a Gulfstream-owned 

lateral that will be constructed as part of the Unit No. 8 Conversion Project. Distillate 

fuel oil is received by truck and stored in above ground storage tanks. An additional 

above ground storage tank is being constructed to serve Unit No. 8. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from Unit 

No. 8 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using 

clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other 

fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled 

using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) . 

These design alternatives constitute the BACT for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Martin Unit 

# 8 will incorporate features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be within allowable 

levels. Noise from the operation of the new unit will also be within allowable levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) was filed in December, 1989 for the 

construction and operation of the Martin Coal Gasification/Combined Cycle project 

under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. In 2000, FPL added two CT's 

operating in simple cycle mode via an amendment to the initial certification to the site . 

Now, in order to convert the two CT's from simple cycle to 4X1 CC configuration (Unit 

No. 8), a modification to the Site Certification was required. FPL filed the modification 

on February 1, 2002 with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
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(FDEP). Approval and Site Certification was issued by the Governor and Cabinet in 

April, 2003. FPL acquired all construction permits and commenced construction in 

May, 2003. Modifications to operating permits will be pursued as necessary. Unit 

No. 8 will be in-service by June, 2005. 

Preferred Site # 3: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles 

south of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is 

geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. 

Public access to the plant site is limited due to the nuclear units located there. The 

land surrounding the site is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is 

comprised of two nuclear and two conventional fossil fuel boiler units and the cooling 

canals. Adjacent to the plant site is an FPL-owned and operated mitigation bank 

known as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB) covering approximately 13,000 

acres. 

Existing Units No. 1 and No. 2 are fossil fuel generating plants with approximate 

generating capacity of 400 MW each. Unit No. 1 was completed in 1967 and Unit No. 

2 in 1968. Existing Units No. 3 and No. 4 are nuclear generating units with 

approximate generating capacity of 690 MW each. Unit No. 3 was completed in 1972 

and Unit No. 4 in 1973. Turkey Point also has five diesel peaking units that in total 

produce approximately 12 MW. These units are primarily used to provide emergency 

power, but occasionally run during the summer to provide power during peak load 

demands. 

The proposed Expansion Site for the location of new Turkey Point Unit No. 5, a 4x1 

CC unit, is within the existing FPL Turkey Point facility property. The Expansion Site 
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is adjacent to the existing fossil Units No. 1 and No. 2, and includes the existing 

parking lot and storage areas immediately northwest of Units No. 1 and No. 2 as well 

as wetlands north of the facility . 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the existing units' turbine generators. The 

canal system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide 

and four feet deep. The remaining developed area of the site is where the two fossil 

steam generating units and 5 diesel generators are located. South of and adjacent to 

the fossil plant are the two nuclear generating units. Further to the south exists the 

EMB previously discussed . 
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e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the proposed Expansion Site is undeveloped dwarf red 

mangrove swamp, tidally inundated with waters from Biscayne Bay. Along 

with the dominant red mangroves, buttonwood is a common canopy 

component, along with occasional white mangrove. Only a few individual 

black mangroves were observed within the Site. Biscayne Bay is a shallow, 

subtropical bay supporting sea grasses, sponges, coral reefs, and a variety 

of marine life. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction and operation of Unit No.5 is not expected to adversely 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. One species listed by 

the FFWCC as a species of special concern was observed on the 

Expansion Site, the white ibis (Eudocimus albus). Listed species known to 

occur in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the 

Expansion Site include the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork 

(Mycteria americana), American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove 

rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin 

(Aramus guarauna), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret 

(Egretta thula), American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern 

(Sterna antillarum), brown pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis), and bald eagle 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). The FFWCC's bald eagle nest locator 

database was queried and resulted in no known nests in the vicinity of the 

Expansion Site. The federally listed, endangered American Crocodile thrives 
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at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around the southern end of the 

cooling canals which lie south of the proposed Expansion Site. The entire 

site is considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species and 

use of the site for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a 

program for the conservation and enhancement of the American crocodile . 

A Project-specific crocodile management plan has been developed for 

construction of Unit No.5 . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity of the proposed Expansion Site include 

Biscayne National Park, the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, 

and the Everglades National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 

acres, approximately 95% of which is open water interspersed with over 40 

keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 

miles north of the Turkey Point plant, adjacent to the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park, which contains a marina and day use 

recreational facilities . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to add one new unit consisting of four new CT's and four new 

HRSG's and a new steam turbine that will comprise Turkey Point Unit No. 5. This 

unit is scheduled to be in-service in mid-2007. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is 
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the primary fuel type for this unit (with ultra low sulfur light oil serving as a backup 

fuel). Natural gas-fired facilities are among the cleanest, most efficient technologies 

currently available. 

Mitigation options for unavoidable wetland impacts related to construction of Unit No. 

5 that are being considered include on site hydrologic improvements to enhance 

existing wetlands, restoration and preservation of areas overgrown with exotic plant 

species, the purchase of mitigation credits from the EMS which is in the same 

drainage basin, and land preservation. Additional mitigating options include the 

capture and reuse of plant process water and rainwater, plus the use of cooling 

towers. The facility already encompasses several preserved areas where wildlife is 

abundant. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU- "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU- "Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered as potentially suitable sites for new or re-powered generation. The 

Turkey Point plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load, imbalances between load and generation in 

Southeast Florida, and economics. Recognizing that this site represents valued and 

sensitive environmental resources. FPL will give significant attention to minimizing 
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environmental impacts and mitigating where impacts are unavoidable. This site is 

considered permittable . 

I. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point Plant is the cooling canal system that supplies water to 

condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal system consists of 

36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide and four feet deep . 

Water circulates through the 153-mile maze of canals in a two-day cycle, ending at 

the plant's intake pumps and cooling by as much as 15 degrees F. 

However, FPL anticipates using a closed cooling system (cooling tower) for the new 

Unit No. 5 that uses forced air to cool the warm water coming off the generating 

equipment. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Turkey Point site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock 

strata that forms the Biscayne aquifer. The basement complex in this area consists of 

Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks about which little is known due to their 

great depth . 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily of marine origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The Tamiami formation is named for deposits 

composed principally of white cream-colored calcareous sandstone, sandy limestone, 
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and beds and pockets of quartz sand. Key Largo limestone is present in the Turkey 

Point area. 

The Floridan aquifer, located approximately 1,200 feet below the land surface, is a 

confined aquifer. The Floridan aquifer system is composed entirely of carbonate 

rocks, except for minor evaporates. The water in the carbonate rock aquifer is more 

highly mineralized. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The additional quantity of process water is estimated to average 150 gpm. Water for 

this use would be supplied by a county water system. Cooling water for new Unit No. 

5 will be cycled through a new cooling tower and approximately 12 million gallons per 

day for makeup water to the cooling tower will be needed. FPL proposes to use water 

from the Floridan Aquifer as the source of make-up water used by the cooling towers. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Turkey Point Unit No. 5 will utilize the cooling towers for the dissipation of heat from 

the cooling water. A new water treatment plant, separate from the existing water 

treatment system that provides treated water for use in the boilers of Unit No. 1 and 

No. 2, will be constructed for Unit No. 5. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment 

area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water consumption. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Water discharges from the new unit will be minimized by collecting and treating most 

point sources, with the water eventually entering the existing cooling canal system . 

There are no surface water discharges from the cooling canal system. Collected 

sources of water include equipment wash water, boiler blowdown water, equipment 

area runoff, and storm water runoff . 

Design elements have been included to capture suspended sediments. Various 

facility permits mandate various sampling and testing activities, which provide 

indication of any pollutant discharges . 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. There is currently a 

pipeline that supplies natural gas to the facility. The facility also has oil capabilities 

through on-site storage tanks and accessibility to barge deliveries. The additional 

capacity will utilize the existing pipeline with the possible addition of compression 

system(s). An above ground storage tank for the ultra-low sulfur back-up fuel will be 

added. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from the 

new unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission-limiting standards. Using 

clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter and other 

fuel bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during CC operations when firing ultra-low sulfur backup fuel. These design 

alternatives constitute the BACT for air emissions, and minimize such emissions 

while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the 

design of Turkey Point Unit No. 5 will incorporate features that will make it one of the 

most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be within 

allowable limits. Noise from the operation of the new unit will also be within allowable 

levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the SCA for the Turkey Point Plant Unit No. 5 with the Florida Department 

of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on November 14, 2003. A federal Dredge and 

Fill application was submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on November 14, 

2003. The certification process and the dredge and fill permit process is expected to 

be completed with final review by the Governor and Cabinet in January, 2005. 
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Construction would commence in spring 2005 with an anticipated, in-service date of 

mid-2007 . 

IV.G. Potential Sites for Gas-Fired Generating Options 

Six (6) sites are currently identified as potential sites for near-term (primarily 2008-2010) 

future gas-fired generation additions to meet FPL's capacity needs. 2 These sites have 

been identified as "potential sites" due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, 

space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites 

are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies . 

Each of these potential sites offers advantages and disadvantages relative to engineering 

considerations and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible 

technologies. In addition, each potential site has different characteristics that could 

require further definition and attention. For purposes of estimating water usage amounts, 

it is assumed that a natural gas-fired CC unit would be the technology of choice for any 

capacity additions at the sites . 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all of these sites, assuming 

measures can be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental concerns 

that may arise. No significant environmental constraints are currently known for any of 

these six sites. The potential sites briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical 

order. At this time FPL considers each site to be equally viable. 

2 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites . 
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Potential Site# 1: Andvtown Substation, Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation Property in western Broward County as a 

potential site for the addition of new generating capacity. Current facilities on-site include 

an electric substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and 

electrical transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral 

connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Andytown site is provided at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land uses for the potential site are designated as industrial or agricultural use. 

The site identification process included screening of potential sites to determine 

potential wetland impacts and impacts to endangered or threatened species. 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are adjacent to the site. FPL would expect to mitigate 

any impacts from construction of a power plant at this site. Construction and 

operation of a new facility on this site is not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Surface water sources are not available at the site identified for the new plant. 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer, or a local source of gray water, has been 

identified as potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per 

day of industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 
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cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water . 

Potential Site# 2: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated Brevard 

County. The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct 

access to a four-lane highway (US 1 ). A rail line is located near the plant. The existing 

facility consists of two 400 MW (approximate) steam boiler type generating units . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral property site is provided at the end of this 

chapter . 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to industrial 

use with surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine forest. The land 

adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial and residential use. There are 

no significant environmental features on the site . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Water sources available at the site include surface water and groundwater. 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer, or surface water, has been identified as 

potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per day of 

industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 
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cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water. 

Potential Site # 3: Corbett Substation Property, Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the Corbett Substation Property in Western Palm Beach County as 

a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity. The existing site is an 

area accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission through existing 

structures or through additional lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map Corbett site is provided at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land uses for the potential sites are designated as industrial or agricultural use. 

The site identification process included screening of potential sites to determine 

potential wetland impacts and impacts to endangered or threatened species. 

Construction and operation of a new facility on these sites is not expected to 

adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Water sources available at the site include surface water and groundwater. 

Groundwater from the Floridan aquifer, or surface water, has been identified as 

potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per day of 

industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 
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cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water. 

Potential Site # 4: Midway Substation Property. St. Lucie County 

The site is located on the 122-acre Midway Substation property. Current facilities on 

the site include an electric substation. The site has direct access to a two-lane 

highway, State Road (SR) 712 and a nearby entrance to 1-95. The City of Port St. 

Lucie is immediately east and west of the Midway site. The City of Ft. Pierce is 

approximately 9 miles northeast of the site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map is provided of the Midway site area is provided at the end of this 

chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial and agricultural use. Much of 

the site is currently not being used. Developed portions of the adjacent properties 

are primarily agricultural (orange groves and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions 

include mixed scrub with some hardwoods and wetlands. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Water sources available at the site include surface water and groundwater. 

Groundwater from the Floridan aquifer, or surface water, has been identified as 

potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per day of 

industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 
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cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water. 

Potential Site# 5: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port Everglades, 

Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 84 and Interstate 

595. A rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler 

generating units: two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) sized units. 

The four steam boilers are capable of firing residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination 

of both. The site also is home to twelve simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 

MW (approximate) each. The GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made 

up of 24 GT's at the Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades 

site. The GT's are capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the Port Everglades plant site is provided at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

d. and e. Water Resources and Supply Sources 

Water sources available at the site include surface water and groundwater. 

Groundwater from the Floridan aquifer, or surface water, has been identified as 
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potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per day of 

industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 

cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water . 

Potential Site# 6: Riviera Plant. Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm Beach 

County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access 

is available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two 

operational 300 MW (approximate) steam boiler generating units and two retired 

generating units . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera plant site is provided at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities with 

some open maintained grass areas. There is a small manatee viewing area on the 

site which is operated seasonally by FPL. Adjacent land uses include port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential 

development. The site is located on the Inter-coastal Waterway near the Lake Worth 

Inlet. 
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d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Water sources available at the site include surface water and groundwater. 

Groundwater from the Floridan aquifer, or surface water, has been identified as 

potential water sources. FPL estimates that up to 12 million gallons per day of 

industrial processing water would be required for uses such as boiler makeup, 

cooling water makeup, pollution control device usage, inlet air-cooling and service 

water. 

IV.H. Potential Sites for Solid Fuel-Fired Generating Options 

As previously discussed, FPL is currently in the process of analyzing the feasibility of 

solid fuel-based generating options. FPL believes that the earliest a solid fuel generating 

option could be permitted and constructed is 2011. At the time this document was being 

prepared, FPL had made no decision regarding these options for 2011 - and is 

continuing to analyze these options. 

These analyses include on-going investigations of potential sites for solid fuel options. A 

number of potential sites for solid fuel-based generation are being studied including sites 

both in and outside of Florida. The potential Florida sites are generally outside of the 

southeast Florida region previously discussed due to permitting and fuel transportation 

considerations. FPL will provide specific information regarding sites in future Site Plans if 

solid fuel generation options are determined to be viable options. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Manatee 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Martin 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten-Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. 

Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled "Other 

Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a 

utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of 

these items . 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items" . 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints . 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission constraints. External 

constraints deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal constraints deal with the flow 

of electricity within the FPL system . 

The external constraints influence the development of assumptions regarding the amount of 

external assistance which is available and the amount and price of economy energy purchases . 

Therefore, these external constraints are incorporated both in the reliability analysis and economic 

analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external assistance which is assumed to be 

available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as 

historical levels of available assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of 

external assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all 

but the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on 

historical values and projections from production costing models . 

Internal transmission constraints or limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic 

locations for potential new units that may not adversely impact, or that may even alleviate, such 

constraints and limitations and in developing the costs for siting new units, or delivering power 

from existing units, at different locations. Both site- and system-related transmission costs are 

developed for each different uniUunit location option or groups of options . 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address 

constraints and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's transmission plans are presented in 

Section III.E. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case 

load forecast. 

As discussed in Chapter Ill of this document, FPL typically performs economic analyses of 

competing resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) 

computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Stone and Webster 

Management Consultants, Inc. The resource plan reflected in this document emerged as the 

resource plan with the least impact on FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate 

Impact Measure or RIM approach) and on the present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system.3 

No sensitivity case analyses based on different load forecasts were carried out during FPL's most 

recent planning work. This is due to the fact that the near-term options projected to be added are 

combustion turbines can be added to the system on relatively short notice. If higher-than

projected loads begin to appear, combustion turbines can be placed in service in simple cycle 

mode in response to this unexpected occurrence. FPL believes that this fact qualitatively enables 

it to be able to address higher-than-projected loads. 

3 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when DSM 

levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements basis are 
identical. In such cases (as in FPL's current resource planning wor1<), FPL evaluates options on the simpler- to- calculate (but 
equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base 

case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were 

performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the 

sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning 

process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the 

high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, 

describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices . 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price forecast are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In its most recent planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to fuel price 

forecasts different than its "Most Likely" fuel price forecast. All of the options considered in the IRP 

analysis for possible near-term implementation (i.e., through at least 2010) were natural gas-fired 

units, so any change in the fuel costs projections would have affected these near-term options in 

essentially the same way. Consequently, FPL concluded that a fuel price sensitivity case would 

not have provided information that would affect the selection of resources in the plan . 

This approach is unique to the specific resources identified in this plan. FPL's on-going resource 

planning work will analyze the potential for solid fuel alternatives for the 2011-on time period . 

Support of these analyses will likely include fuel price sensitivity considerations to identify both the 

magnitude and likelihood of fuel cost reductions or the ability of fuel diversification to reduce the 

volatility of FPL's system fuel costs . 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect 

to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon . 

For the same reason given in response to Discussion Item #3, FPL did not conduct a "constant 

fuel differential" sensitivity analysis in its most recent planning work . 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, and capacity output ratings and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output ratings 

of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally consistent with 

the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and 

variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heat 

rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered in the resource 

planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options FPL projects to add 

over the planning horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's most recent resource planning work were 45% debt 

and 55% equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 6.4%, and an equity return of 11.0%. 

These assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 8.9% and an after-tax 

discount rate of 7.8%. In its recent planning work, FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource 

plan to varying financial assumptions. The reason for this is that FPL's planning work focused on 

near-term FPL construction options only that were generally very similar in design and varied only 

by site. Consequently, FPL concluded that varying financial assumptions would have resulted in 

no significant change in the results of the analysis. 
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Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, 

rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic IRP 

process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach). However, in 

its most recent planning work FPL utilized a net present value of system revenue requirements as 

the basis for comparing resource plans. (As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both 

the electricity rate basis and the system revenue requirement basis are identical when DSM levels 

are unchanged between competing plans. Such was the case in FPL's recent planning work.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two generation reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin for the mid - 2004- on time period. The other 

reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). These 

reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the planning 

criteria established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its Planning 

Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with prudent utility 

practice. The NERC Planning Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www.nerc.com/-filez/pss-psg.html). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a 

Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://www.floasis.siemens-asp.com/oasis/fpl/info.htm). Thermal ratings for specific transmission 

lines or transformers are found in load flow cases. 
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Generally, the normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69,115,138 

230 

500 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05 

1.06 

1.07 

There may have been isolated cases for which FPL may have determined it prudent to deviate from 

the general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers, the probability of an 

outage actually occurring, as well as other factors, may have influenced the decision in such cases. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption is revised periodically. 

Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when significant efficiency 

changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for all of the FPL programs in 

order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by 

program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and energy 

saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of the 

program. Finally, FPL is careful to claim only program savings for the average life of the installed 

efficiency measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, 

FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning correctly. 
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process . 

Among the strategic or non-price factors FPL typically considers when choosing between 

resource options are the following: (1) fuel diversity; (2) technology risk; and (3) environmental 

risk . 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs. natural 

gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative pipeline suppliers 

for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase diversity in fuel source 

and/or supply would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies, For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has a 

higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable . 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of competing 

technologies. Technologies which might be regarded as more acceptable from an environmental 

perspective (e.g., natural gas-fired options) might be considered more favorably . 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to construct 

capacity or to purchase power . 
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Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to 

utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility's ten

year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, the very near-term elements of FPL's capacity additions 

include a number of firm capacity short-term purchases and the construction (or proposed 

construction) of three new generating units; one each at FPL's existing Martin, Manatee and 

Turkey Point sites. The firm capacity short-term purchases were acquired through negotiations 

and the three generation construction projects were selected after evaluating competing 

proposals received in response to Request for Proposals (RFP's) issued by FPL in mid-2002 and 

mid-2003 respectively. The decision to construct new combined cycle units at FPL's existing 

Martin and Manatee sites was subsequently approved by the Florida Public Service Commission 

(FPSC) in late 2002. FPL has recently filed for FPSC approval of the Turkey Point combined cycle 

unit and expects a decision later this year. 

FPL's current plan reflects the addition of two CT's to meet the 2008 need. This part of the plan 

will be refined after DSM goals are approved in the 3rd or 41
h Quarter of 2004. FPL will also 

continue to evaluate purchases from existing units to meet all or part of the 2008 need. 

To the extent that the capacity additions for 2009 and beyond require approval under the Power 

Plant Siting Act, FPL would conduct a capacity solicitation process similar to these Request for 

Proposal (RFP) processes. 

FPL's current plan includes purchases to replace the UPS contracts that expire 2010. At present 

FPL is evaluating various purchase strategies for filing this need. 
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Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act 

(403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any 

new line. 

FPL plans to construct a new transmission line (by December 2005) that is presently being 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F.S.). The new line will 

connect FPL's Orange River Substation to FPL's Collier Substation (as shown on Table Ill. F.1 ). 

The certification process for this new line should be completed by the summer of 2004. The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Collier and Lee 

areas in a reliable and effective manner. Additionally, FPL has identified the need for a new 

230kV transmission line (by June 2008) that requires certification under the Transmission Line 

Siting Act (403.52 - 403.536, F.S.). The new line will connect FPL's St. Johns Substation to 

FPL's proposed West Palm Coast Substation (as shown on Table III.F.1). The construction of this 

line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a 

reliable and effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the state of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten-Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to 

the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented in 

accordance with Rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (FAC). 

This Ten-Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) planning analyses that were carried out in 2004 and that were completed in the 

first quarter of 2005. The forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the 2005-2014 

time period . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten year time horizon, and is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature 

and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as needed in 

the future as part of the Florida site certification process or other proceedings and filings . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is current 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system . 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy usage, 

is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill- Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, particularly new power plants, as determined by FPL's IRP work in 

2004 and early 2005 . 
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Chapter IV - Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations 

for additional electric generation facilities under consideration. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional specific information 

which is to be included in a Site Plan filing. 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type BIT 

cc 
CT 

GT 

IC 

NP 

NPGU 

ST 

Fuel Type UR 

BIT 

F02 

F06 

LNG 

NG 

NO 

Pet 

Fuel Transportation NO 

PL 

RR 

TK 

WA 

Unit/Site Status OT 

p 

RP 

T 

u 
v 

Other CKT. 

P.U . 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Bituminous Coal 

Combined Cycle 

Combustion Turbine 

Gas Turbine 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Next Planned Generating Unit 

Steam Unit 

Uranium 

Bituminous Coal 

~1. #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Liquified Natural Gas 

Natural Gas 

None 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Pipeline 

Railroad 

Truck 

Water 

Other 

Planned Unit 

Proposed for repowering 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Circuit 

Per Unit 

3 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2005 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

addresses FPL's plans to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2005-2014 time 

period . 

FPL's total generation capability is projected to significantly increase during the 2005-2014 time 

period as shown in Table ES.1. This table also shows the resulting projected Summer and Winter 

reserve margins for FPL over this ten-year time horizon . 

Table ES.1 reflects FPL's planned changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, 

etc.), scheduled changes in the delivered amount of purchased power, and the planned additions 

of new generating units. Although not specifically shown in this table, FPL's approved DSM Goals 

are assumed to be implemented on schedule . 

The amount of new generating capacity that will be added is driven in part by the outcome of the 

Florida Public Service Commission docket No. 981890-EU. This docket ended with a stipulated 

agreement that resulted in FPL, along with Tampa Electric Company and Florida Power 

Corporation, switching from a minimum reserve margin planning criterion of 15% to one of 20% 

beginning with the Summer of 2004 . 

FPL has previously sought to partially secure needed capacity through a number of short-term and 

long-term firm capacity purchases from utilities and other entities. Included in the capacity 

additions for the 2005 through 2014 time frame are a new four-year firm purchase from Reliant's 

Indian River facility starting in 2006 and a five and a half-year firm purchase from Southern 

Company starting in 201 0 . 

In 2005, FPL will be adding a large (1, 107 Summer MW) new combined cycle (CC) unit at its 

existing Manatee plant site. Also in 2005, the two combustion turbines (CT's) that were added at 

FPL's existing Martin plant site in mid-2001 will be converted into a 1,107 Summer MW CC unit by 

the addition of two additional CT's, heat recovery steam generators, and associated equipment. 

This conversion will add another 787 Summer MW of capability above the present capability of the 

existing two CT's. The additions for 2005 were selected as the best options among other FPL 

construction alternatives and numerous proposals received in response to two Requests for 

Proposals (RFP's) FPL issued in August 2001 and April 2002, respectively. These two capacity 

additions were approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) on November 19, 

2002, and their applications for certification under the Florida Electric Power Plant Siting Act (Siting 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 
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Act) were approved by the Governor and Siting Board on April 11, 2003. 

In 2007, FPL will be adding a large ( 1,144 Summer MW) new CC unit at its existing Turkey Point 

plant site. This unit was selected as the best option after comparison to other FPL construction 

alternatives and proposals received in response to an RFP that FPL issued in August 2003. This 

capacity addition was approved by the FPSC on June 18, 2004. On February 7, 2005, the 

Governor of Florida and Cabinet, acting as the Siting Board, approved the certification of the 

location, construction, and operation of the Turkey Point CC capacity addition. 

FPL's 2008 capacity requirement will be met by a four-year purchase of varying capacity from 

Reliant's Indian River facility that starts in 2006 and continues through 2009. This purchase also 

has an option that would allow FPL to extend the purchase by one-year, through 2010. 

FPL currently projects to meet its 2009 capacity need with the addition of a new self-build CC unit 

at its West County Energy Center site. FPL's 2010 capacity requirements will be met, in part, by 

the previously mentioned five and a half-year purchase from Southern Company. This 930 MW 

purchase begins in mid-2010 and continues through the end of 2015. In addition, FPL projects to 

meet the remainder of its 2010 capacity need and its 2011 capacity need with the addition of a 

second new self-build CC unit at its West County Energy Center site. These capacity addition 

selections will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Commission's Bid Rule through a 

Request for Proposal (RFP) process. Specifically, FPL intends to publish an RFP in the Summer 

of 2005 to solicit competitive proposals for comparison to its Next Planned Generating Unit(s) for 

the capacity need required in the years 2009-2011. 

As noted on Table ES.1, the projected reserve margin for 2011 with these capacity additions is 

19.7%, 75 MW under the 20% reserve margin planning standard. Should the need remain as 

currently forecast, FPL anticipates that it will make short-term purchases or other capacity 

adjustments as required to satisfy the reserve margin requirement. This situation presents itself 

again, to a lesser degree, in 2014. 

Based on FPL's current forecast, there will be additional capacity needs of approximately 550 MW 

per year in the 2012 through 2014 time frame. Given the issue of fuel diversity, FPL proposes to 

meet that need with two supercritical pulverized coal (SCPC) units. These units will combine highly 

efficient and reliable supercritical pulverized coal combustion technology with advanced emissions 

control technology and plant design allowing for recycling of generation byproducts into useful 

commercial products, bringing a new generation of clean coal facilities to Florida. Current need 

projections for the in-service dates of the first and second units are June 2012 and June 2013, 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 
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respectively. These planned increases in electric generation capability will allow FPL to continue to 

maintain system reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost and maintain the economic and 

reliability benefits of a diverse fuel mix. The clean coal units are discussed in detail in FPL's recent 

Report on Clean Coal Generation, provided to the Commission in March of 2005. FPL plans to 

publish a Clean Coal RFP on or before August 2006 for the capacity need required in the years 

2012-2014. Because the objective of the Clean Coal RFP is to enhance fuel diversity, the Clean 

Coal RFP will be restricted to proposals for clean coal generation, or other proposals that enhance 

fuel diversity as effectively as clean coal generation. The Clean Coal RFP is being initiated with a 

lead time that will support the longer construction schedule of a clean coal plant. 

FPL's 2004 planning efforts have continued to address two significant issues that can affect the 

reliability and cost of electricity in the FPL service territory. Those two issues are: 1) the economic 

impact of the imbalance in southeast Florida between regional load and generating capacity 

located within this region and, 2) addressing fuel diversity in the FPL system. The selection of the 

Turkey Point CC unit to meet FPL's 2007 resource need has helped mitigate the immediate 

imbalance in southeast Florida through the year 2010. The purchase of additional coal-fired 

generation through a purchase agreement, the development of a potential clean coal generation 

facility, and efforts to evaluate bringing Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) supplies to Florida, are the 

steps FPL is pursuing to address fuel diversity concerns. FPL's approach to these two issues will 

continue to be incorporated into FPL's resource planning work and other related initiatives. 

Florida Power & Light Company 7 
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Projected Capacity Chanaes and Reserve Margins for FPL PI 

Net Ca1:1acitl£ Changes (M!!Yl FPL Reserve Mam,in (%! 

Winter~ Summer':!. Winter ~ 
2005 Changes to Existing Purchases <•> (166) (566) 20.9% 25.4% 

Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle <6> -- 1,107 
Conversion of Martin #8 CT's to CC <61 0 787 
Changes to existing Units -- 12 

2006 Changes to Existing Purchases <•> (132) (136) 29.3% 23.1% 
New Purchases <51 130 130 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle <6> 1,197 -
Conversion of Martin #8 CT's to CC <61 835 --
Changes to existing Units 240 167 

2007 Changes to Existing Purchases 141 -- (935) 27.1% 22.1% 
Changes to New Purchases <5> 224 224 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 <

6
> -- 1,144 

Changes to existing Units (1) (1) 

2008 Changes to Existing Purchases 14> (1,008) -- 26.4% 20.5% 
Changes to New Purchases <5> 222 222 
Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 <6> 1 '181 --

2009 Changes to Existing Purchases 141 -- (51) 21.9% 21.1% 
Changes to New Purchases <5> (326) (326) 
West County Energy Center #1 Combined Cycle <

6
> --- 1,107 

2010 Changes to Existing Purchases 14> (51) (979) 23.1% 22.4% 
Changes to New Purchases <5> (250) 680 
West County Energy Center #1 Combined Cycle <

6
> 1 '181 -

West County Energy Center #2 Combined Cycle <•> -- 1,107 
2011 Changes to Existing Purchases <•> (94) (45) 25.2% 19.7% 

Changes to New Purchases <5> 930 -
West County Energy Center #2 Combined Cycle 161 

1 '181 --
2012 Unsited Clean Coal Un~ # 1 (6) - 850 22.4% 21.0% 
2013 Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 1 (6) 855 -- 23.3% 22.4% 

Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 2 (6) - 850 
2014 Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 2 (6) 855 -- 24.1% 19.9% 

TOTALS= 7003 5,348 
(1) Additional infonnation about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) These are finn capacity purchases with contract that existed on 12/31/03. See Section 1.8, I.D and II I.A. for more details. 

(5) These are firm capacity purchases with contracts executed on/after 1/01/04. 

(6) All new units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included in the Summer reserve 
margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 

Table ES.1 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 

Florida Power & Light Company 9 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8 million people. FPL served an average of 4,224,509 customer accounts 

in thirty-five counties during 2004. These customers were served from a variety of 

resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, FL. The current 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, nine combined 

cycle units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty-eight combustion gas turbines, two simple 

cycle combustion turbines, and five diesel units. The location of these units is shown on 

Figure I.A.1 and in Table 1.A.1 . 

The bulk transmission system is composed of 1,104 circuit miles of 500 Kilovolt (KV) 

lines (including 75 miles of 500 KV lines [two 37-1/2 mile lines] between Duval Substation 

and the Florida-Georgia state line, which are jointly owned with Jacksonville Electric 

Authority) and 2,753 circuit miles of 230 KV lines. The underlying network is composed of 

1,584 circuit miles of 138 KV lines, 717 circuit miles of 115 KV lines, and 164 circuit miles 

of 69 KV transmission lines. Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution 

system is achieved through FPL's 537 substations . 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities . 

Florida Power & Light Company 11 
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Capacity Resources by Location 
{as of December 31, 2004) 

Location/ Number Summer 
Map Key 

A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 

Plant Name of Units MW 

Turkey Point 4 2,184 
St. Lucie* 2 1,553 
Manatee 2 1,591 
Fort Myers 2 1,767 
Cutler 2 206 
Lauderdale 2 859 
Port Everglades 4 1,201 
Riviera 2 556 
Martin 5 2,906 
Cape Canaveral 2 801 
Sanford 3 2,027 
Putnam 2 498 
SJRPP ** 2 232 
Scherer*** 1 639 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 
Internal Combustion Turbines 5 12 

FPL Generation = 88 18,940 

'"'""' Non-FPL Territory 

* Represents FPL's ownership share: St Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2: St. Johns River. 20% of two units. 

** SJRPP = St. John's River Power Park 

*** The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1 

Florida Power & Light Company 12 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • I 

• • I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2005 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-E,  Page 23 of 196

• • • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. 

Capacity Resource by Unit Type 

As of December 31, 2004 

Number 
Unit T:tJ!!f Plant Name Location of Units 

Combined-Cycle 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 
Total Combined Cycle 9 

Combustion Turbines 
Martin • lndiantown,FL 1 
Fort Myers • Fort Myers, FL 1 
Total Combustion Turbines 2 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 
St. Lucie •• Hutchinson Island, FL 2 
Total Nuclear 4 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP •• Jacksonville, FL 2 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 
Total Coal Steam 3 

011/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 2 
Cutler Miami, FL 2 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 
Total Oil/Gas Steam 17 

Gas Turbines(GT)/Diesels(IC} 
Lauderdale (Gn Dania, FL 24 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 
Turkey Point (IC) Florida City, FL 5 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 53 

Total Units: 88 
Total Net Generating Capability: 

Each unit consists of two combustion turbines totaling approximately 300 MW . 

Summer 
Fuel MW 

Gas/Oil 859 
Gas 943 
Gas 1,889 

Gas/Oil 498 
Gas 1 ,441 

5,630 

Gas/Oil 320 
Gas/Oil 326 

646 

Nuclear 1,386 
Nuclear 1,553 

2,939 

Coal 232 
Coal 639 

871 

Oil/Gas 801 
Gas 206 

Oil/Gas 1,591 
Oil/Gas 1,643 
Oil/Gas 1,201 
Oil/Gas 556 
Oil/Gas 138 
Oil/Gas 798 

6,934 

Oil/Gas 840 
Oil/Gas 420 

Oil 648 
Oil 12 

1,920 

18,940 

** Represents FPL's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2; SJRPP coal: 20% 

of two units. 

Table I.A.1 
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FPL Substation and Transmission 
System Configuration 

(SOU) 

LEGEND 

• 
• 

Power Plant 
Transmission Substation 
500kV 
230kV 

NOTE: This map is not a complete representation of the FPL's 
Transmission System 

Figure I.A.2 
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Florida Keys Coop 
Florida Power Corporation 
Florida Power & Light 
Ft. Pierce 
Gainesville 
Green Cove Springs 
Homestead 
Jacksonville Beach 
Jacksonville Electric Authority 
Key West 
Lake Worth 
New Smyrna Beach 
Orlando Utilities Commission 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southern Companies 
Starke 
Tampa Electric Company 
Vero Beach 
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I I STK • 
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Figure I.A.3 
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I.B Non-Utility Generation 

Non-utility generation is an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with seven cogeneration/small power production facilities to purchase firm 

capacity and energy. A listing of these facilities appears in Table 1.8.1. In addition, FPL 

purchases as-available (non-firm) energy from several cogeneration facilities and small 

power production facilities as shown in Table 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Florida Power & Light Company 16 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Firm Capacity and Energy Contracts with 

Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 

Capacity ln-SeTVice 
Project County Fuel MW Date 

Bio-Energy Broward Landfill Gas 10.0 5/1/1998 

Florida Crushed Stone Hernando Coal (PC) 110.0 4/1/1992 

11.0 1/1/1994 

12.0 1/1/1995 

3.0 2/1/2003 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 50.6 4/1/1991 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 43.5 4/1/1992 

4.0 6/1/2005 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 45.0 4/1/1992 

Cedar Bay Generating Co . Duval Coal (CFB) 250.0 1/25/1994 

Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (PC) 330.0 12/22/1995 

Broward South Broward Solid Waste 1.4 1/1/1993 

1.5 1/1/1995 

0.6 1/1/1997 

Broward North Broward Solid Waste 7.0 1/1/1993 

1.5 1/1/1995 

2.5 1/1/1997 
Table 1.8.1 

As Available Energy Purchases 
From Non-Utility Generators in 2004 

Energy (MWH) 
ln-SeTVice Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPLin 2004 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagassee 2/80 3,159 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 10,072 

Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagassee/Wood 11/95 355,734 

Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Gas 7/98 20,097 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By-Product 2/94 5,134 
Tablel.8.2 
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End 
Date 

1/1/2005 

10/31/2005 

10/31/2005 

10/31/2005 

10/31/2005 

8/1/2009 

3/31/2010 

3/31/2010 

12/31/2010 

12/31/2024 

12/1/2025 

12/31/2026 

12/31/2026 

12/31/2026 

12/31/2026 

12/31/2026 

12/31/2026 
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I.C. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of encouraging 

cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts through 2004 have 

resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 3,418 MW at the 

generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 29,050 GWH at the generator. 

FPL's new DSM Goals for the 2005-2014 time frame were approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission (Commission} on August 9, 2004. FPL's 2004 resource planning 

work, and the schedule for new generation additions presented in this document, are 

based on these approved DSM levels. FPL filed its DSM Plan (with which FPL will meet 

the approved DSM Goals} on November 30, 2004 with the Commission. The Commission 

approved FPL's DSM Plan in March 2005. 

I.D. Purchased Power 

Purchased power remains an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a Unit 

Power Sales (UPS} contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 381 MW, of coal

fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern} through May, 2010. In January 

2005, the Commission approved a new firm purchase contract with Southern that will 

result in FPL receiving 930 MW from June 201 0 through the end of 2015. This capacity 

will be supplied by Southern from a mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA} through mid-

2021 for the purchase of 381 MW (Summer} and 390 MW (Winter} of coal-fired 

generation from the St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP} Units No. 1 and No. 2 (FPL 

also has ownership interest in these units; that ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1 }. 

Finally, FPL has additional firm capacity purchase contracts through 2009. These firm 

capacity purchase contracts are with a variety of suppliers. Table 1.0.1 presents the 

Summer and Winter MW resulting from all firm purchased power contracts through the 

year 2014. 

Florida Power & Light Company 18 
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FPL 's Purchased Power MW (tJ 

Other Firm 
Capacity 

UPS SJRPP Purchases Total 
Year Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer 

2004 1"1 931 931 390 381 1,164 1,495 2,485 2,807 
2005 931 931 390 381 1,008 935 2,329 2,247 
2006 931 931 390 381 1,138 1,065 2,459 2,377 
2007 931 931 390 381 1,362 354 2,683 1,666 
2008 931 931 390 381 576 576 1,897 1,888 
2009 931 931 390 381 250 250 1,571 1,562 
2010 931 0 390 381 0 930 1,321 1,311 
2011 0 0 390 381 930 930 1,320 1,311 
2012 0 0 390 381 930 930 1,320 1,311 
2013 0 0 390 381 930 930 1,320 1,311 
2014 0 0 390 381 930 930 1,320 1,311 
Note: 

(1) 
Total reflects total resource entitlements resulting from existing agreements between 

FPL, Southern Companies, JEA, and from new firm purchase agreements . 
(2) 

Values for 2004 are actual. 

Table 1.0.1 
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• • • Page 1 of 3 • Schedule 1 • Existing Generating Facilities • As of December 31,2004 • (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) • All. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Caf!!bilit~ 1/ 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport. Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer • ~!ant Nam~: & l.2l<illilm ~ Eri.. All. Eli. Alt. J.!g MQD!t!IY!li!r MQnth~ar KW MW M'lt 

Tur1<ey Point Miami Dade County • 27/57S/40E 2 336 475 ~ ~ • ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 410 396 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-<>6 Unknown 402,050 403 400 
3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 717 693 • 4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 760,000 717 693 
1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 12,375 12 12 • Cutler Miami Dade County • 27/55S/40E 2J§.QQO. m ZQli 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 74,500 70 6B • 6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 142 136 • 
Lauderdale Broward County • 30/50S/42E 1 673 966 ~ ~ • 4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 526,250 465 430 • 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 464 429 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 509 420 
13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,734 509 420 • 

Port Everglades City of Hollywood • 23/50S/42E 1 710 364 1,729 1,621 • ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-00 Unknown 247,775 220 212 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 247,775 220 219 
3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 390 365 • 4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 390 365 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 509 420 • Riviera City of Riviera Beach • 33/42S/43E 222M2 522 ~ 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun~2 Unknown 310,420 274 272 • 4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar~3 Unknown 310,420 266 264 • • 1/ These ratings are peak capability. • • • • • • • • • • Florida Power & Light Company 20 • • • 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2004 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net caeabilit~ 11 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter 

Plant Name .tiQ. .!.2W2n 1M f!i. A!!. f!i. All. !.Ia MonthfYear Month/Year .!S'li .MlY 

Martin Martin County 
29129S/38E 3.468 700 ~ 

1 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 830 
2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934,500 829 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 495 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 496 

8A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 375,700 362 

St. Lucie St. Lucie County 
16/36S/41E 1..ill.ill ~ 

NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 850,000 853 
2 2/ NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,775 726 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 
19/24S/36F 804,100 808 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-85 Unknown 402,050 398 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-89 Unknown 402,050 410 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/19S/30E 2 534 050 z.m. 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 142 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,188,900 1,045 
5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,188,900 1,045 

Putnam Putnam County 
16/10S/27E ~ ill 

1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 286 
2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 286 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 
21 Total capability is 8531839 MW. Capabilities shown represent FPL's share of the unit and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) 

and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of 14.89551% . 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2004 

(1) (2) (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate 

Plant Name N2. ~ ~ Eli... All. f!i. All. lJg Month/Year Month/Year KW 

Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E ~ 

2 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-<l2 Unknown 1.775,390 
3A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-<l1 Unknown 375,700 

1-12 GT F02 No WA No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 

Manatee Manatee 

County 1..IZMQQ 
18/33S/20E 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 

St. Johns River Duwl County 
Power Pari< 21 12115128E 

(RPC4) 271 836 

BIT et Col BIT WA RR Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,918 
2 BIT et Col BIT WA RR Unknown May~ Unknown 135,918 

Scherer3/ Monroe, GA 

680 368 

4 BIT BIT F02 RR PL Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 

Total System as of December 31, 2004 = 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 
21 The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Pari< Unit No. 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%. 
31 These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit No. 4, adjusted for transmission losses. 
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(13) (14) 

Net Cae!!bili!}: 1/ 
Winter Summer 
MW M'!:i 

U22 z.i1§ 

1,610 1,441 
380 326 
769 648 

1..§Q§ 1..§l!1 

795 788 
810 803 

ill m 

130 127 
112 105 

M2 m 
642 639 

20,158 18,940 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term {20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load {NEL), and peak loads are 
developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 
key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource Plan. The following 
pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 
forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

The primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 
economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, the resulting forecasts are an 
integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic development boards, 
weather assessments from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration {NOAA), 
and inputs from FPL's own customer service planning areas. In the area of demographics, 
population trends by county, plus housing characteristics such as housing starts, housing 
size, and vintage of homes, are assessed . 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 
information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy use . 
In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household characteristics 
such as ages of members in households, number of members in households, and income 
distributions . 

The projections for the national and Florida economy are obtained from Global Insight, an 
international economic consulting firm. Population projections for the counties served by 
FPL are obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research {BEBR) of the 
University of Florida. In addition, FPL actively participates with local development councils 
and universities to obtain their assessments of the local economy, specifically in the area 
of expansion of new businesses and retention of the current business base. These inputs 
are quantified and qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future 
demand for electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand. 
Weather variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak demand. 
There are two sets of weather variables developed and used in forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to forecast energy sales . 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks . 
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The Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to capture the changes in the electric 
usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space heaters. 
A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures across FPL's 
service territory (Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations 
from which temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional energy sales. This composite 
temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Days which are based on 
starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F, respectively. Similarly, the maximums and 
minimums of the composite temperature hourly profile are used for the Summer and Winter 
peak models. 

1. Impact of 2004 Hurricanes 

FPL has estimated the impact of the 2004 hurricanes on its projected customer growth and 
resulting demand forecasts. These estimates were based, in part, on FPL's experience 
following Hurricane Andrew. After Hurricane Andrew, population growth declined to a level 
of approximately 65,000 customers per year and remained at that level for approximately 
six years before returning to a more robust growth rate. FPL's customer growth reached a 

peak in August 2004, with 120,000 customers having been added for the preceding 12 
months. However, as a consequence of the three South Florida hurricanes (Charley, 
Frances, and Jeanne), growth significantly declined. 

Before the hurricanes hit Florida in 2004, FPL was projecting an annual increase of 80,000 
new customers in 2005, 82,000 new customers in 2006, and 81,000 new customers in 
2007. When the impact of the 2004 hurricanes is taken into account, the resulting 
projections are 72,000 new customers in 2005, 75,000 in 2006, and a return to trend of 
80,000 in 2007. FPL is assuming that the impact of the 2004 hurricanes will be short-lived 
and customer growth will return to a more normal level in a couple of years, versus the six 
year impact of Hurricane Andrew. This difference is primarily due to the assumption that 
the population growth in Florida will be fueled by larger numbers of baby-boomers retiring 
and moving to Florida, as well as an increasing availability of jobs. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales are developed for each revenue class for the 
forecasting period of 2004-2023 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for Load (NEL) 
forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2005-2014 are presented in 

Florida Power & Light Company 26 
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Schedules 2.1-2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models are 

developed for each revenue class using the statistical tool MetrixND. The methodologies 

used to develop sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class are outlined below . 

The first five years of the forecasts are developed using monthly models for Net Energy for 

Load and energy sales by class . 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using a regression model which 

contains the real residential price of electricity, real Florida personal income, and Cooling 

and Heating Degree-Days as explanatory variables as well as a dummy variable for 

shoulder months. The price of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage since 

electricity, like all other goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser quantities 

depending upon its price. To capture economic conditions, the model includes Florida's 

real personal income. The degree of economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential 

electricity sales. The impact of weather is captured by the Cooling and Heating Degree

Days; in addition, a one month lagged Cooling Degree-Day is also included as an 

explanatory variable. Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential 

use per customer forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. Commercial 

sales are a function of the following variables: Florida's non-agricultural employment, 

commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Days, and an autoregressive term . 

Florida's non-agricultural employment is used to capture the economic activity in FPL's 

service territory. The price of electricity is also included as an explanatory variable in the 

model because it has an impact on customer usage. Cooling Degree-Days are used to 

capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector . 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. Industrial sales 

are a function of industrial customers, the price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Days, a 

dummy variable for outliers, and an autoregressive term. The price of electricity is also 

included as an explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on customer 
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usage. The Cooling Degree-Day term is included to capture the weather-sensitive load in 

the industrial class. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

At present, this class consists of sports fields and one government account. The forecast 

for this class is based on historical knowledge of its characteristics. 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by first assuming a constant use 

per customer and then multiplying that value by the number of projected customers. The 

forecast of sales to railroad & railways is based on historical knowledge of its 

characteristics. This class consists of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 

6. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

(Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, Florida (City of Key 

West), Miami-Dade County, and the Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA). Sales to the 

Florida Keys are forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted sales to the City of Key 

West are based on assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. 

Miami-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy. Line losses are billed to Miami

Dade under a wholesale contract. FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW from FPL 

through October, 2007. 

7. Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. After an 

estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to generate a 

forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 
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II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a net energy for load (NEL) 

forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the price of electricity, Heating and Cooling 

Degree-Days, Florida Non-Agricultural Employment, and an autoregressive term. The 

monthly model is similar, except the economic variables utilized are Florida's real personal 

income and a dummy variable for February. The first five years are obtained from the 

short-term model. Forecasts for subsequent years are generated using the growth rates 

from the annual model. 

Once an annual NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the 

results are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the 

total sales forecast. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted 

to match the annual NEL Forecast. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2005-2014 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears at 

the end of this chapter . 

II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of an increase in the 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing patterns 

of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming appliances), 

and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed 

below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2005-

2014 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 that appear at the end of this chapter, and 

again in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 that appear near the end of Chapter 3 . 

System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the price of electricity, Florida real personal income, and 

maximum peak day temperature. The econometric model uses these variables to develop 
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the Summer peak load per customer. The Summer peak load per customer value is 

multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Summer peak. 

System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The model 

consists of two weather-related variables: the minimum temperature on the peak day and 

Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day as well as for the morning of the Winter peak day. 

In addition, Florida real personal income is a variable used in the model. The model 

generates the Winter peak load per customer. The Winter peak load per customer value is 

multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Winter peak. 

Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2004-2023 period are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process is 

basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

historical monthly peaks to seasonal peaks (Summer= April-October, Winter= 

November-March.) 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive 

the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors 

remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 
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II.D. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2004-2023 are produced using a 
System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 
FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 
holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and used with forecasted monthly peaks, 
NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly forecast. The model allows calibration of 
hourly values where the peak is maintained or where both the peak and minimum load-to
peak ratio is maintained . 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rural & Residential 
Average*** Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumption 
Year Pogulation• l::lousehol!:l Gww· Qu~tomers P~r Qustomgr GWH-

1995 6,806,351 2.20 40,556 3,097,192 13,094 30,719 
1996 6,948,951 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 
1997 7,105,592 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 
1998 7,249,627 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 
1999 7,412,744 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 
2001 7,754,846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 
2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 
2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 
2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 

2005 8,406,324 2.21 55,713 3,809,120 14,626 42,151 
2006 8,565,263 2.21 57,848 3,875,162 14,928 43,668 
2007 8,721,735 2.21 59,969 3,945,994 15,197 45,326 
2008 8,876,279 2.21 62,602 4,016,456 15,586 46,854 
2009 9,029,214 2.21 65,131 4,086,068 15,940 48,092 

2010 9,181,121 2.21 67,221 4,155,016 16,178 49,227 
2011 9,333,931 2.21 68,899 4,223,741 16,312 50,092 
2012 9,486,208 2.21 70,624 4,292,229 16,454 50,937 
2013 9,638,031 2.21 72,491 4,360,482 16,625 51,935 
2014 9,789,447 2.21 74,460 4,429,329 16,811 53,032 

• Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
- Actual energy sales include the impacts of existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not 

include the impact of incremental conservation. 
••• Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
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Commercial 
Average•-

No. of 

Qu~tQmers 

374,005 
380,860 
388,906 
396,749 
404,942 

415,295 
426,573 
435,313 
444,650 
458,053 

468,211 
477,484 

486,673 
495,521 
504,304 

513,104 
521,935 
530,740 
539,608 
548,242 

(9) 

Average KWH 
Consumption 
Per Customer 

82,135 
81,949 
84,703 
87,255 
87,725 

89,096 
88,989 
91,955 
93,163 
91,832 

90,025 
91,455 

93,134 
94,556 
95,363 

95,939 
95,974 
95,973 
96,246 
96,731 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total""""** 
Industrial Railroads Street& Sales to Sales to 
Average*** Average KWH & Highway Public Ultimate 

No. of Consumption Railways Ughting Authorities Consumers 
~ ~ Customers Per Customer mxt!.. ~ GWH ~ 

1995 3,883 15,140 256,473 84 358 648 76,248 
1996 3,792 14,783 256,511 83 368 577 77,334 
1997 3,894 14,761 263,803 85 383 702 79,855 
1998 3,951 15,126 261,206 81 373 625 85,130 
1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 84,676 

2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 87,960 
2001 4,091 15,445 264,875 86 419 67 90,212 
2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 95,523 
2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 64 99,496 
2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 99,095 

2005 3,982 16,590 240,050 100 418 63 102,427 
2006 3,958 16,239 243,733 103 423 63 106,064 
2007 3,957 16,169 244,698 106 431 63 109,852 
2008 3,969 15,831 250,713 110 438 63 114,036 
2009 3,968 15,442 256,973 113 446 63 117,813 

2010 3,961 15,317 258,564 113 453 63 121,038 
2011 3,923 15,187 258,295 113 461 63 123,550 
2012 3,875 14,959 259,027 113 469 63 126,080 
2013 3,838 14,826 258,880 113 476 63 128,917 
2014 3,808 14,678 259,417 113 484 63 131,959 

**Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 
incremental conservation. 

*** Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
**** GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net* Average*** 
Sales for Use& Energy No. of Total Average***,****** 
Resale Losses For load Other Number of 

Ym GWH GWH GWH** Customers Customers 

1995 1,437 6,276 83,961 2,459 3,488,796 
1996 1,353 6,306 84,993 2,480 3,550,748 
1997 1,228 5,771 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 
1998 1,326 6,206 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 
1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 
2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 
2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 
2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 
2004 1,531 7,464 108,091 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1,568 7,700 111,695 3,036 4,296,957 
2006 1,586 7,813 115,463 3,072 4,371,957 
2007 1,558 8,068 119,477 3,121 4,451,957 
2008 1,092 8,331 123,459 3,170 4,530,979 
2009 1,092 8,616 127,521 3,221 4,609,035 

2010 1,092 8,849 130,980 3,271 4,686,707 
2011 1,092 9,031 133,674 3,321 4,764,184 
2012 1,092 9,215 136,387 3,371 4,841,299 
2013 1,092 9,420 139,429 3,421 4,918,337 
2014 1,092 9,641 142,692 3,471 4,995,720 

•• Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 
incremental conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 

••• Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
••••• GWH Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Actual NEL include the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (8) on schedule 3.3. 
•••••• Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20) 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

1995 16,172 435 15,737 0 465 260 406 195 15,301 
1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 525 339 422 297 15,117 
1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 582 440 435 343 15,596 
1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 628 526 458 385 16,811 
1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 673 592 452 420 16,490 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 719 645 467 451 16,622 
2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 737 697 488 481 17,529 
2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 770 755 489 517 17,960 
2003 19,668 253 19,415 0 781 799 577 554 18,310 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 782 828 580 569 19,183 

2005 20,614 264 20,351 0 788 87 592 40 19,108 
2006 21,178 266 20,912 0 796 128 603 55 19,596 
2007 21,769 269 21,500 0 807 170 615 67 20,111 
2008 22,306 197 22,109 0 820 214 627 79 20,566 
2009 22,884 197 22,687 0 836 261 639 90 21,058 

2010 23,424 197 23,227 0 853 310 650 102 21,510 
2011 23,964 197 23,767 0 871 361 662 112 21,958 
2012 24,516 197 24,319 0 891 413 674 123 22,416 
2013 25,059 197 24,862 0 912 467 686 133 22,861 
2014 25,633 197 25,436 0 936 523 698 143 23,333 

Historical Values (1995 • 2004): 

Col. (2) • Col. (4) are actual values for historical summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand . 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) for 1995 through 2003 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). Col.(5)- Col.(9) for year 2004 are "estimated actuals" and are August values . 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL 'Net Firm Demand' if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula:Col. (1 0) = Col.(2) - Col.(6) • Col.(8) . 

Projected Values (2005 • 2014): 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and the 
conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2004 starting point for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand' which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9) . 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

1995/96 1B,096 69B 17,39B 0 512 266 406 B9 17,17B 
1996/97 16,490 626 15,B64 0 57B 311 417 139 15,495 
1997/9B 13,060 239 12,B21 0 641 369 426 151 11,993 
1998/99 16,B02 149 16,653 0 692 404 446 164 15,664 
1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 741 434 438 176 15,B7B 

2000/01 1B,199 150 1B,049 0 791 459 44B 1B3 16,960 
2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 B11 500 457 196 16,329 
2002103 20,190 246 19,944 0 847 546 453 206 1B,B90 
2003/04 14,752 211 14,541 0 B57 570 532 230 13,363 
2004/05 1B,10B 225 17,884 0 B64 38 539 2B 16,705 

2005/06 21,336 252 21,083 0 B71 60 545 35 19,B25 
2006/07 21,B9B 255 21,644 0 BB1 B2 552 40 20,344 
2007/0B 22,369 1B2 22,1B7 0 B94 105 559 44 20,76B 
2008/09 22,916 1B2 22,734 0 910 130 566 4B 21,262 
2009/10 23,466 1B2 23,284 0 92B 156 573 52 21,75B 

2010/11 24,035 1B2 23,B53 0 947 183 579 57 22,270 
2011/12 24,60B 1B2 24,426 0 968 210 586 61 22,7B3 
2012113 25,197 1B2 25,015 0 990 238 593 66 23,309 
2013/14 25,79B 1B2 25,616 0 1,014 266 600 72 23,846 

Historical Values (1995/96 - 2004/05): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for histOiical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col.(9) for 1995/96 through 2003/04 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 19BB and are annual (12-month) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (B), which also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 
CommerciaVIndustrial Demand Reduction (CDR).Col.(5)- Col.(9) for year 2004/05 are "estimated actuals" and are January values. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (6)- Col. (B). 

Projected Values (2005/06- 2013/14): 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) - Col.(9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and 
the conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2004 starting point for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load - GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Sales for 

Residential Cll Resale Utility Use Net Energy Load 
Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail GWH & Losses For Load Factor!%! 

1995 85.418 777 680 83,981 1.437 6,276 83,961 59.3% 

1996 87,007 971 1,043 85,654 1,353 6,306 84,993 60.2% 

1997 89,243 1,213 1,177 88,015 1,228 5,771 86,853 59.7% 

1998 95,318 1,374 1,282 93,992 1,326 6,206 92,662 59.1% 
1999 94,365 1,542 1,365 93,412 953 5,829 91,458 59.3% 

2000 99,097 1,674 1.434 98,127 970 7,059 95,989 61.4% 

2001 101,739 1,789 1,545 100,768 970 7,222 98,404 59.9% 

2002 107,755 1,917 1,639 106,522 1,233 7,443 104,199 61.9% 

2003 112,160 2,008 1,759 110,648 1,511 7,386 108,393 62.9% 

2004 112,036 2,109 1,836 110,504 1,531 7.464 108,091 59.9% 

2005 111,695 59 17 110,127 1,568 7,700 111,619 61.9% 

2006 115,463 148 45 113,876 1,586 7,813 115,270 62.2% 

2007 119,477 235 61 117,919 1,558 8,068 119,181 62.7% 
2008 123.459 327 70 122,366 1,092 8,331 123,062 63.0% 

2009 127,521 425 80 126,429 1,092 8,616 127,016 63.6% 

2010 130,980 528 90 129,887 1,092 8,849 130,362 63.8% 

2011 133,674 635 101 132,582 1,092 9,031 132,938 63.7% 

2012 136,387 745 111 135,295 1,092 9,215 135,531 63.3% 

2013 139.429 858 123 138,337 1,092 9,420 138.448 63.5% 

2014 142,692 974 134 141,600 1,092 9,641 141,584 63.5% 

Historical Values (1995 -2004): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) =Col. (3) +Col. (4) +Col. (8) . 

Col.(3) & Col.(4) for 1995 through 2003 are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values.Col. (3) and Col. (4)for 2004 are 
"estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWH reductions actually experienced each year . 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) into Retail and Wholesale . 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (8) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) =((Col. (8)'1 000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2005 - 2014): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are extracted from Schedule 2.3, Col. (19) . 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation and are mid-year (6-month) values. The effects of 
conservation implemented prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) , into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (8) NEL projected values shown here llll include the impact of conservation in Col. (3) and Col. (4). Therefore, these NEL values do 

not match those shown on schedule 2.3 because those values do not account for incremental conservation . 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)"1 000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years . 
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Schedule4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
2004 2005* 2006* 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand 
Month MW GWH MW GWH MW 

JAN 13,857 7,646 20,791 8,221 21,336 

FEB 14,752 7,365 17,138 7,591 17,588 

MAR 14,618 7,855 16,170 8,230 16,594 

APR 16,529 8,063 17,161 8,572 17,631 

MAY 18,936 9,138 19,039 9,454 19,560 

JUN 20,250 10,991 19,814 10,401 20,356 

JUL 20,545 10,634 20,193 10,833 20,746 

AUG 19,836 10,594 20,614 11,010 21,178 

SEP 20,531 10,049 20,010 10,717 20,557 

OCT 18,635 9,369 18,618 9,601 19,127 

NOV 17,358 8,495 17,678 8,617 18,144 

DEC 15,871 7,893 18,047 8,447 18,522 

TOTALS 108,091 111,695 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conservation and are consistent with 
values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col (2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's and 

has since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added . 

The timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied 

this process in its 2004 and early 2005 resource planning work . 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource 

needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet 

the determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs 

(i.e., identify competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of 

the competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term 

options . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps-determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs-is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is often referred to 

as a resource adequacy or reliability assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated in this 

first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted loads, but 

also with other information which is used in many of the fundamental steps in resource 

planning. Examples of this new information include: delivered fuel price projections, 

current financial and economic assumptions, and power plant capability and reliability 

assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding three specific resource 

areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) short-term, firm capacity 

purchase additions, and (3) long-term DSM implementation . 

The first of these assumptions is based on FPL's ongoing engineering and construction 

activities to add near-term capacity through various projects. These construction projects 

include the addition of a new combined cycle (CC) unit at Manatee and the conversion of 

two existing CT's at Martin into a new CC unit. Both additions are scheduled to come in

service in mid-2005. The additions were approved by the Florida Public Service 

Commission (FPSC) in November 2002 after comparing them to 134 competing bids that 

were received in response to two Requests for Proposals (RFP's) that solicited bids for 

meeting FPL's 2005/2006 capacity needs. In addition, a new CC unit at FPL's Turkey 

Point site is planned to come in-service in mid-2007. FPL selected this capacity option 

after conducting an RFP during the last part of 2003. The addition was approved by the 

FPSC in June of 2004 and the Governor and Siting Board approved certification of the 

plant location, construction, and operation of the new CC unit in February, 2005 . 

The second of these assumptions involves short-term, firm capacity purchase additions . 

These firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent power 

producers. The total capacity and duration of these purchases have changed somewhat 

from what was presented in last year's Site Plan. These changes include a new firm 

purchase from Reliant's Indian River facility of up to 576 MW from 2006 through 2009, 

with an option to extend the purchase through 2010. In addition, in January 2005 the 
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FPSC approved a five and one half-year firm purchase of 930 MW from the Southern 

Company that was identified as a projected purchase in FPL's prior Site Plan. The annual 

total capacity values for these purchases are presented in Table 1.0.1. These purchased 

capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's recent resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning 

work has used the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals as a "given" in its 

analyses. This was again the case in FPL's most recent planning work, as its new DSM 

Goals that address the years 2005 through 2014, and that were approved by the FPSC in 

August 2004, were taken as a "given". 

The assumptions and much of the other updated information and assumptions are then 

applied in the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing 

of FPL's resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability 

analyses which are typically based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period 

reserve margin of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a 

maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are 

commonly used throughout the utility industry. (FPL's reserve margin criterion increased 

from 15% to 20% starting in mid-2004 due to a voluntary agreement reached among 

FPL, FPC, and TECO, and accepted by the FPSC in FPSC Docket No. 981890-EU.) 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

native load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on 

to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the generation resource adequacy of a generating system. There are a 

number of probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability 

analyses. Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply 
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stated, LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its 

demand (i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources}. In contrast 

to reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 

year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of 

individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER} program currently used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. This information is 

used in the second fundamental step: identifying resource options and resource plans 

that can meet the determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs . 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analysis of new capacity options are carried out to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW} values, projected construction/permitting schedules, 

and operating parameters and costs . 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource plans 

which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans 

are created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL's new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans is 

typically carried out using dynamic programming techniques. For planning purposes, 

only FPL construction options are typically included in these analyses . 
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At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were identified. These resource plans 

were then compared on an economic basis. 

Step 3: Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for comparing the system economics of these resource plans. In its 2004 resource 

planning work, FPL performed much of this work of combining resource options into 

resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) 

computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI). The EGEAS model 

was also used to perform much of the basic economic analyses of the resource plans. 

For various analyses, FPL applied the P-MArea (P-Month) production cost model to 

develop an additional perspective of the production costs for the various resource plans 

developed in the EGEAS model. The P-MArea model is the model used by FPL to 

develop the Fuel Cost Budget and to conduct other production cost-related analyses. 

In 2004, FPL also utilized several other models in its resource planning work. For the 

work carried out for the DSM Goals and DSM Plan dockets, FPL used its CPF model-an 

FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved cost-effectiveness methodology

for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of individual DSM measures/programs and its linear 

programming model for creating and analyzing combinations of DSM options that 

constitute multi-year DSM implementation plans. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases such as existed for FPL's most recent planning work in which the 

DSM contribution was assumed as planned and the only competing options were new 

generating units, and purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans' 

impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue requirements are equivalent. 

Consequently, the competing options and plans were evaluated on a present value 
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system revenue requirement basis that includes the system capital and operating costs of 

the new capacity options. 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2005 through 

2014 are depicted in Table 111.8.1 {the planned DSM additions are shown separately in 

Table III.C.1 ). These capacity additions/changes result from a variety of actions including: 

changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result of plant component 

replacements during major overhauls or by unit conversion from one type of unit to 

another), changes in the amounts of purchased power being delivered under existing 

contracts as per the contract schedules or by entering into new purchase contracts, and 

by projected construction of new generating units . 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions are largely made up of new construction, 

new purchases, and proposed self-build alternatives. The new construction contribution 

is made up of three projects: the conversion of two CT's into a larger CC unit in 2005 at 

FPL's Martin site; the addition of a new CC unit in 2005 at FPL's Manatee site, and the 

addition of a new CC unit in 2007 at FPL's Turkey Point site. FPL has negotiated the 

addition of firm capacity of varying amounts through a purchase power contract with 

Reliant's Indian River facility during the years 2006 through 2009 and with the Southern 

Company during the time period from mid-201 0 through 2015. FPL projects the 

construction of two new CC units at the proposed West County Energy Center site in 

Palm Beach County, one in 2009 and one in 2010, and the proposed addition of two new 

clean coal technology units, one each in 2012 and 2013. The issues surrounding clean 

coal units are discussed in more detail in FPL's recent Report on Clean Coal Generation, 

provided to the Commission in March of 2005 . 

The above capacity additions address the projected resource needs from FPL's reliability 

analyses. For 2008, FPL's projected resource need is relatively small, approximately 470 

MW. For each year from 2009 through 2013, the projected annual resource need is 

significantly larger; in the range of approximately 550 MW to 850 MW each year . 
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Projected Capacitv Chanaes and Reserve Margins for FPL (1J 

Net CaQacitx, Changes (MOO 

Winter~ Summer(3J 

2005 Changes to Existing Purchases <4> (166) (566) 

Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle <6> -- 1,107 
Conversion of Martin #8 CT's to CC <6> 0 787 
Changes to existing Units - 12 

2006 Changes to Existing Purchases <4> (132) (136) 
New Purchases <5> 130 130 
Manatee Unit #3 Combined Cycle <6> 1,197 -
Conversion of Martin #8 CT's to CC <6> 835 -
Changes to existing Units 240 167 

2007 Changes to Existing Purchases <4> -- (935) 
Changes to New Purchases <5> 224 224 

Turkey Point Combined Cyde #5 <6> - 1,144 
Changes to existing Units (1) (1) 

2008 Changes to Existing Purchases <4> (1 ,008) -
Changes to New Purchases <5> 222 222 
Turkey Point Combined Cyde #5 (Sl 1,181 --

2009 Changes to Existing Purchases t41 -- (51) 
Changes to New Purchases <5> (326) (326) 
West County Energy Center #1 Combined Cycle <6> - 1,107 

2010 Changes to Existing Purchases <4> (51) (979) 

Changes to New Purchases <5> (250) 680 
West County Energy Center #1 Combined Cycle <6> 1 '181 --
West County Energy Center #2 Combined Cycle <6> - 1,107 

2011 Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (94) (45) 
Changes to New Purchases <s> 930 --
West County Energy Center #2 Combined Cycle <6> 1,181 -

2012 Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 1 (OJ -- 850 

2013 Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 1 <6> 855 --
Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 2 <6> - 850 

2014 Unsited Clean Coal Unit # 2 101 855 --
TOTALS= 7 003 5,348 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are 
found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 

(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) These are firm capacity purchases with contract that existed on 12131/03. 
See Section 1.8, 1.0 and II I.A. for more details. 

(5) These are firm capacity purchases with contracts executed on/after 1/01/04. 

(6) All new units are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. ConsequenUy, 
they are included in the Summer reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and 
in both the Summer and Winter reserve maroin calculations for subsequent vears. 

Table 111.8.1 
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III.C Other Results of FPL's Recent Planning Work 

FPL's 2004 and early 2005 planning efforts have continued to address two issues that 

were identified in FPL's 2003 Site Plan. Those two issues are: (1) the need to address 

the imbalance between regional load and generating capacity located in southeast 

Florida, and (2) the desire to maintain and enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system . 

1. Southeast Imbalance 

There continues to be an imbalance between regionally installed generation and peak 

load in southeast Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the southeast region 

during peak periods is provided through the transmission system from plants located 

outside the region. Based on the forecast for continued load growth in this region, the 

imbalance between generation and load will increase unless additional generation 

capacity is periodically located within this region or additional transmission delivery 

capability is constructed . 

FPL's prior planning work had concluded that either additional installed capacity in this 

region or transmission capacity capable of delivering additional electricity from outside 

the region would be required to address this imbalance. Delivering additional electricity 

from outside the region increases transmission-related costs and incurs the cost of the 

additional capacity . 

The evaluation conducted as part of FPL's 2003 Request for Proposal (RFP) process met 

FPL's 2007 need by considering all cost components of FPL's next planned generating 

unit (NPGU) and alternative options, including transmission-related costs. The location of 

the NPGU and the locations of proposed units included in the alternative option 

combinations contributed to the transmission-related costs determined in the evaluation . 

The results of the RFP evaluation confirmed that because of the existing imbalance, 

generating units located in the southeast region contribute significantly lower 

transmission-related costs than do those located outside the region . 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from its location, Turkey 

Point Unit # 5, was evaluated as the most cost-effective option to meet FPL's 2007 

capacity need. Adding Turkey Point Unit # 5 will significantly reduce the imbalance 

between generation and load in southeast Florida. However, assuming no other 

resources are added, the imbalance will re-develop to the pre-Turkey Point Unit # 5 
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levels within 3 to 4 years because of the continued load growth of approximately 250-300 

MW per year in this region. Therefore, the re-emergence of the southeast imbalance is 

expected to remain a factor in the calculation of transmission-related costs which are an 

integral part of the evaluation of new capacity additions. This factor has contributed to 

the identification in the Site Plan of two new CC units to be added in 2009 and 2010 at 

the proposed West County Energy Center site in Palm Beach County. The location of 

these proposed capacity additions would continue to mitigate this regional imbalance 

issue. 

2. Fuel Diversity 

FPL has also taken positive steps in 2004 to address the issue of fuel diversity in the FPL 

system. This has been accomplished in three key ways: through purchased power, 

proposed generation capacity additions, and pursuit of long-term Liquefied Natural Gas 

(LNG) supplies delivered to Florida. 

First, FPL successfully negotiated and gained approval for a new purchased power 

agreement with Southern Company for the period 2010 to 2015. This new purchase 

adds 930 MW of capacity, of which 165 MW is coal-fired capacity that adds to system 

diversity. This purchase agreement also has strategic benefits for FPL's customers from 

a resource perspective in that it allows FPL to maintain access to the generation 

capabilities of the SERC region, which currently has a surplus of generation. This access 

allows FPL to purchase generation during certain periods at prices that may be lower 

than those of the generation assets FPL has under contract. Additionally, the time period 

of this purchase provides a bridge to a period where technological enhancements may 

offer cleaner, more efficient, and more diverse capacity alternatives than would be 

available in 2010. 

Second, during 2004 FPL undertook a significant investigation and analysis of the 

benefits and risks of adding clean coal generation to the FPL system. A Report on Clean 

Coal Generation was presented to the Commission summarizing FPL's findings. These 

findings showed that, while there are uncertainties surrounding the costs of clean coal 

generation, significant cost and reliability benefits may be obtained by adding clean coal 

generation. The result is the proposed addition of two new supercritical pulverized coal 

units with advanced emission control technology, one each in 2012 and 2013. These 

clean coal capacity additions will help enhance FPL's fuel diversity by adding 1, 700 MW 

of coal-based generation to the FPL system that would otherwise likely be provided by 
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natural gas-fired units. FPL has initiated the process necessary to pursue the addition of 

these units . 

Finally, FPL is evaluating proposals submitted in response to FPL's RFP requesting 

proposals to bring LNG to the Florida natural gas system under a long-term agreement. 

If cost-effective, LNG supply would add an additional source of natural gas to further 

support FPL's recent combined cycle unit additions . 

In the future FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance fuel diversity in its capacity resource mix, including purchasing power from coal

fired facilities when such power becomes available. FPL also plans to maintain the ability 

to utilize fuel oil at those existing units that have that capability. FPL will continue to 

conduct reviews of technologies that may provide substantial fuel diversity in the future, 

such as nuclear power. Feasible opportunities to develop projects utilizing these 

technologies are currently beyond the planning horizon of this Site Plan . 

111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program designed to assist 

residential customers in understanding how to make their homes more energy-efficient 

through the installation of conservation measures/practices . 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of energy

efficient ceiling insulation and reflective roofs in residential dwellings that utilize whole

house electric air conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and energy 

conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air conditioning duct 

systems and by the repair of these leaks by qualified contractors . 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to purchase 

higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 
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Residential Load Management (On-Call}: This program offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers, in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and construction 

of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak demand and 

energy consumption. 

Residential Low Income Weatherization: This program addresses the needs of low

income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various housing authorities, 

including weatherization agency providers f'NAPS), and non-weatherization agency 

providers (non-WAPS). These incentives are used by the housing authorities to leverage 

their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. 

Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in both new 

and existing commercial/industrial facilities by identifying DSM opportunities and 

providing recommendations to the customer. 

Commercial/Industrial Heating. Ventilating. and Air Conditioning: This program 

encourages the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

systems in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities. 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 

customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not covered 

by other FPL programs. 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand by 

controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or 

capacity shortages, in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program was 

closed to new participants in 2000). 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program, which started in 2002, is 

similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control program mentioned above in continuing 

the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater 
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during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric 

bill credits . 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient building envelope measures, such as roof/ceiling insulation and reflective 

roof coatings for commercial/industrial facilities . 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning units to 

both small non-demand-billed and medium demand-billed commercial/industrial 

customers in exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 

2. Research and Development 

FPL continues to support research and development activities. Historically, FPL has 

performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such activities, 

not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but also through 

individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of technologies that 

build on prior FPL research where applicable and will expand the research to new and 

promising technologies as they emerge . 

Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of technologies 

such as condenser coil cleaner and coating, ultraviolet lights for evaporator coils, Energy 

Recovery Ventilators (ERV), fuel cell demonstrations, C02 ventilation control, two-speed 

air handlers, and duct plenum repair. Many of the technologies examined have resulted 

in enhancements to existing programs or the development of new programs such as 

Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and Business 

On Call. 

Green Power Pricing Research Project 

Under this project, FPL is examining the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable 

energy credits generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered 

technologies, biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric 

energy, and/or other renewable sources. Residential customers who participate are 
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charged higher premiums for purchasing the tradable renewable energy credits 

associated with electric energy generated by these sources. 

Development of the Green Pricing program was completed and filed with the FPSC in 

August 2003. As part of this process, a supply contract was put into place that allows 

FPL to match supply with demand for green energy. Tradable renewable energy credits 

are used to supply the renewable benefits required of this project. The FPSC approved 

the program on December 2, 2003 with program implementation the first quarter of 2004. 

As of year-end 2004, FPL had over 10,000 project participants. 

On Call Incentive Reduction Pilot 

In March 2003, FPL received FPSC approval to perform a pilot for its On Call Program. 

Under the pilot FPL is offering to new participants a residential load control service similar 

to the On Call Program at a reduced incentive level. The offering of this pilot is allowing 

FPL to test its market research data and gauge whether FPL can repackage its current 

residential load control service, minimize customer attrition, achieve current goals for 

residential load control, and, ultimately, change On Call incentive levels without 

damaging FPL system reliability. 

Business Green Energy Research Project 

As mentioned above, FPL currently has a R&D project addressing residential customer 

acceptance of green energy. In an attempt to determine business customer acceptance 

of green pricing rates, FPL is investigating if it is feasible to design and implement a 

Green Energy Program that addresses these customer segments. 
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FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM * 

(At the Meter) 

Goal 
Cumulative 

Year SummerMW 
2005 74.0 
2006 141.7 
2007 211.9 
2008 287.2 
2009 365.9 
2010 447.9 
2011 532.1 
2012 618.8 
2013 707.9 
2014 801.7 

Table 111.0.1 

* Table 111.0.1 reflects FPL's new DSM Goals for 2005-2014 as approved by the Florida Public Service 

Commission in June, 2004. These annual cumulative values assume a 1/1/05 starting point. 

III.E Generation Additions From Independent Power Producers 

As previously mentioned in Section III.A, FPL has a number of new short-term, firm 

capacity purchases that extend through 2009. The capacity additions supplied by these 

purchases are summarized in Table 1.0.1. Many of these purchases are from 

independent power producers . 

Tables 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 present the capacity contributions from cogeneration/small 

power production facilities which are also included in FPL's resource planning work . 
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III.F Transmission Plan 

(1) 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions to proposed transmission facilities and those that must be 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

List of Proposed Power Lines 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Tenninals Tenninals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 
Owners hi(! {To) {From) CKT. Miles Date {Mo/Yrl {kV) {MVAl 

FPL 
FPL 

Collier Orange River #3 54 12/05 230 759 
St. Johns Pringle 23 12/08 230 759 

Table III.F.1 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed and projected capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the capacity additions at FPL's existing Manatee, Martin, Turkey 

Point, and West County Energy Center sites are described below. 

Since the projected capacity additions for 2011 through 2013 are as-yet unsited, no 

transmission facilities information is provided. This information will be provided in future 

Site Plan documents once sites are selected. 
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III.F.1 Transmission Facilities at Manatee Unit# 3 

The work required for the new capacity addition at Manatee with the FPL grid is projected 

to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collectors and main switchyard . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1-560MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine . 

4. Add two breakers in Bay # 6 to connect the collector bus at the Manatee 

switch yard . 

5. Add two breakers in Bay # 5 at the Manatee switchyard to connect the other 

collector bus . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Upgrade 13-230kV circuit breakers to 2 cycle Independent Pole breakers at 

Manatee switchyard . 

8. Upgrade the existing line terminal at Johnson to 3000 Amps . 

9. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Manatee switchyard . 

10. Upgrade existing breaker at Ringling Sub to 3000 amps 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Calusa-Charlotte 230kV transmission line to 1875 Amps. 

2. Upgrade the Johnson-Manatee 230kV transmission line to 3000 Amps. 

3. Upgrade the Manatee-Ringling # 3 230kV transmission line to 3000 Amps. 

4. Upgrade the Charlotte-Fort Myers # 2 230kV transmission line to 1875 Amps. 

Florida Power & Light Company 57 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2005 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-E,  Page 68 of 196

III.F.2 Transmission Facilities at Martin Unit# 8 

The work required for the new capacity addition at Martin (convert the existing two CT's 

to a new four-on-one combined cycle unit) with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing one collector buss with 3 breakers to connect 

the two CT's and one steam turbine. 

2. Add one station service transformer in the existing CT yard. 

3. Add three main step-up transformers (2-225 MVA, 560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine. 

4. Add two breakers in Bay # 3 to connect the collector bus in the main switchyard. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Install phase reactors and string buss in main switchyard to limit fault current. 

7. Add breaker in Bay# 7 for new Indiantown# 2 transmission line. Tap existing 

69kV auto-transformer off east 230kV operating bus. 

8. Add breaker in Bay# 3 at Indiantown Substation for Bridge line. 

9. Create new Bay 4. Add 2 breakers for Indiantown-Martin #2 line at Indiantown 

Substation. 

10. Create new Bay# 1 at Bridge Substation with 2 breakers. Add 2 breakers to 

convert station configuration from ring buss to a breaker and a half scheme. 

11. Construct one string bus to connect the collector and main switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Construct 230kV Martin-Indiantown # 2 transmission line (Completed}. 

2. Construct 230kV Indiantown-Bridge# 2 transmission line (Completed). 

3. Various OHGW replacements due to increased fault current. 

4. Upgrade the Ranch-Homeland 230kV transmission line to 1600 Amps. 
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III.F .3 Transmission Facilities at Turkey Point Unit # 5 

The work required for the new capacity addition at Turkey Point with the FPL grid is 

projected to be as follows: 

II. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine . 

4. Add a new two breaker bay to connect the collector bus at the Turkey Point 

switchyard . 

5. Add a second two breaker bay at the Turkey Point switchyard to connect the 

other collector bus . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Turkey Point switchyard . 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Galloway Tap 230kV transmission line section to 1418 

Amps . 

2. Upgrade the Turkey Point-McGregor-Florida City 230kV transmission line 

section to 1403 Amps . 

3. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Miller 230kV transmission line section to 1356 Amps . 

4. Upgrade the Millar-Killian 230kV transmission line section to 1315 Amps . 
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III.F.4 Transmission Facilities at West County Energy Center Unit# 1 

The work required for the first new capacity addition projected to be added in 2009 at the 

West County Energy Center with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

1. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225 MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine. 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with 3 breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard. 

Connect one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV 

terminal from Bay #3 to new Bay #4. 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand substation and relay vault for two new line terminals at Corbett 230 kV 

switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 

Florida Power & Light Company 60 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2005 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-E,  Page 71 of 196

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

III.F.5 Transmission Facilities at West County Energy Center Unit# 2 

The work required for the second new capacity addition projected to be added in 2010 at 

West County Energy Center with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1 . Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225 MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine . 

4. Add a new bay with 3 breakers at the Corbett 500 kV main switchyard. Connect 

both string busses from the collector yard. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Expand substation and relay vault for two new line terminals at Corbett 500 kV 

switch yard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 
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III.G. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various technologies. 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FESC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities on both a daily and 

annual basis in Florida. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami 

substation in Miami. This 10-Kilowatt (KW) system was placed into operation in 1984. 

(The system was removed in 1990 to make room for substation expansion after the 

testing of this PV installation was completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies 

and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate 

direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. Although this testing has 

ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was installed as a result of FPL's 

recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed on the following page). 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first and only utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate 

the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's Conservation Water 

Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers 

choosing solar water heaters. Before the program was ended (due to the fact that it was 

not cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed 

solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's Passive 

Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's climate. As part 

of this program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints 
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for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, this program 

was popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The 

program was eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy 

Building Code (Code). This revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home 

Program. The revision incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive 

design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation . 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application . 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in 

another, potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not require all of its 

customers to bear PV's high cost, but allows customers who are interested in facilitating 

the use of renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this 

approach allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund that 

FPL used to make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and 

delivered PV-generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is 

available, the PV-generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel

generated electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially discussed with 

the FPSC in 1994. FPL's efforts to implement this approach were then formally 

presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received approval 

from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL began the effort in 1998 and received 

approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000) . 

FPL purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin Plant site . 

Florida Power & Light Company 63 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2005 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-E,  Page 74 of 196

FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 was the 

Green Energy Project. The objectives of this Project were to: determine customer interest 

in an on-going renewable energy program, determine their price responsiveness and 

views on the different renewable technologies, and identify potential renewable energy 

supply sources that would meet the forecasted customer demand for this type of product. 

FPL both conducted customer research and issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in 

2001 to solicit proposals to potentially supply energy only (MWH) from new renewable 

sources. This Project formed the basis for FPL's existing Green Power Pricing Research 

Project , and then led to FPL's Business Green Energy Research Project, that are 

discussed in Section 111.0.2. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 was FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and 

Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives were to: increase the public 

awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this 

technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to 

better understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks (as well as the total annual energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess 

the homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. This project was 

completed in 2003. 

Finally, FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available energy 

have been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables 1.8.1 and 

1.8.2). 

III.H FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. In the early 

1980's FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel 

mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from the St. Johns River 

Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal resources were added with the 
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partial acquisition (76%} of Scherer Unit# 4 in 1989. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke 

was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend in recent years has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas that is 

used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient and 

cost-effective combined cycle generating units. This planning document shows a slowing 

of that trend as FPL recognizes that adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, 

in the long term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. FPL does project the addition 

of new gas-fired units in 2009 and 2010, which is a necessity given the longer lead times 

associated with the addition of coal-fired generation. 

FPL's future resource planning work will remain focused on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would maintain or enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel 

diversity-enhancing alternatives may include: the purchase of power from new coal

based facilities, obtaining access to diversified sources of natural gas such as LNG, and 

preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units. The evaluation of the 

feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be an 

ongoing part of future planning cycles . 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this 

"fuel mix" through 2014 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is 

presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL's long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum 

products will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil 

supply is projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and seismic 

information will reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both recoveries from 

existing fields and new discoveries. However, the rate of increase in non-OPEC supply is 

projected to be slower than that of petroleum demand, resulting in an increase in OPEC's 

market share throughout the planning horizon. As OPEC gains market share, prices for 

crude oil and petroleum products are projected to increase . 
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FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow 

throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements for electric 

generation. Domestic natural gas production will slowly decline as new and improved 

drilling technology and seismic information and resulting new finds will only reduce the 

projected rate of decline in the overall domestic resource base. The rate of decline in 

domestic natural gas production is projected to be more than offset by the anticipated 

increase in U.S. imports from Canada during the next decade, with the development of 

the MacKenzie Delta region, and the continued increase in re-gasified Liquefied Natural 

Gas (LNG) imports over the planning horizon. Further enhancement in domestic supply 

is assumed with the development and delivery of the proven natural gas reserves on the 

North Slope of Alaska sometime in the next decade. 

As demand for natural gas in Florida grows, it is anticipated that the Gulfstream pipeline 

will fill existing capacity, and along with the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline 

system, expand beyond current capacity to meet the growing requirements of the State of 

Florida. When coupled with the potential for re-gasified LNG (natural gas) imports 

directly into Florida, there should be sufficient natural gas deliverability for FPL's 

customers and the State of Florida's continued needs. 

FPL issued an RFP in August 2004 for between 400,000 and 600,000 MMBTU/day of re

gasified LNG supplies, for a minimum term of fifteen (15) years and a maximum term of 

twenty-five (25) years, with a start date between January 1, 2007 through December 31, 

2010. FPL is in the process of evaluating the proposals received in the RFP process and 

has set a target date of June 1, 2005 for completion of Definitive Agreements subject to a 

few external approvals. Although this RFP is not in response to a specific need for 

natural gas supplies, the potential completion of the transaction contemplated by the RFP 

would diversify and supplement FPL's natural gas supplies from the Gulf of Mexico 

region. 

FPL's coal price forecast assumes an ample supply of domestic coal, and the availability 

of imported coal, to meet a gradual but steady increase in U.S. demand in the electric 

generation sector over the planning horizon. The coal price forecast for FPL's existing 

coal plants at SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the existing mine

mouth and transportation contracts until expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, 

to meet generation requirements. FPL's petroleum coke price forecast assumes that the 
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petroleum industry will continue to add cokers in the U.S., as well as in the Caribbean 

Basin, in order to maximize refinery production of light products. This trend will continue 

to result in sufficient availability of petroleum coke, at delivered prices significantly below 

delivered coal prices, to support a gradual, but steady growth in the demand for 

petroleum coke in the U.S. electric utility industry . 

In order to support the proposed coal requirements in the 2012 and 2013 time period, 

FPL is currently exploring the opportunities for a competitive coal and petroleum coke 

delivery system. This effort includes the opportunity for competing rail service from 

Central Appalachia to Florida, a waterborne receiving facility on both the east and west 

coast of Florida, and competing rail service from these potential ports to the solid fuel 

site. A highly competitive coal and petroleum coke delivery network is essential to 

ensure both the lowest cost fuel supply to FPL's customers . 
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ScheduleS 
Fuel Requirements 

Actual21 

F!!!!! R!!l!!lr!!!!!!!!!l! !1!!!1! ~ 2004 2005 2m!!! 2l!9Z 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 257 252 245 254 246 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,402 3,319 3,397 3,455 3,597 

(3) Resirual (F06} Total 1,000 BBL 32,103 31,250 29,627 33,005 22,926 

(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 32,103 31,250 29,827 33,005 22,926 

(5) Distillate (F02} Total 1,000 BBL 565 406 118 310 282 

(6) cc 1,000 BBL 36 86 95 183 211 

(7) CT 1,000 BBL 529 321 23 127 71 

(8) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 0 0 0 0 

(9) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 292,993 311,057 309,932 353,657 411,984 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 50,862 51,792 16,506 23,594 22,918 

(11) cc 1,000 MCF 229,681 252,692 286,056 323,989 385,511 

(12) CT 1,000 MCF 12,450 6,573 7,370 6,075 3,554 

1/ Reflects fuel requirements for FPL only. 

21 Source: A Schedules. 
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1/ 

Forecasted 
ill!!§ ~ ~ 2ill 

260 255 254 259 

3,523 3,670 3,430 3,670 

22,702 22,373 20,586 22,087 
22,702 22,373 20,586 22,087 

247 322 519 519 
195 260 235 248 
52 61 284 271 
0 0 0 0 

426,120 459,117 507,204 532,877 
23,063 22,956 19,926 21,728 
402,359 434,867 486,602 510,224 

698 1,294 675 926 

Zill 2013 

256 254 

4,852 7,503 

21,289 19,735 

21,289 19,735 

826 894 

226 183 

601 711 

0 0 

528,845 511,465 

20,911 20,478 

506,404 489,241 

1,530 1,766 

~ 

259 

8,404 

21,941 

21,941 

890 

193 

698 

0 

503,230 

21,836 

479,163 

2,230 

.. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t 

• • • • • t 

• • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2005 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-E,  Page 79 of 196

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

Actual1/ Forecasted 

E~rmt ~Qyra! ll!!!li ~ ~ 2005 2006 Zlm 2008 2009 ruJ! 221.1 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 10,387 10,258 10,855 11,403 10,902 11,437 10,946 10,065 8,633 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 23,524 23,013 21,935 22,804 22,008 23,279 22,884 22,809 23,212 

(3) Coal GWH 6,625 6,315 6,676 6,569 6,700 6,688 6,892 6,536 6,891 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GWH 20,305 19,709 20,445 18,922 15,220 14,939 14,895 13,782 14,816 
(5) Steam GWH 20,305 19,709 20,445 18,922 15,220 14,939 14,895 13,782 14,816 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 248 200 75 170 168 161 202 274 275 
(7) Steam GWH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(B) cc GWH 21 57 67 124 144 133 178 160 169 
(9) CT GWH 226 143 8 46 25 28 24 114 107 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 37,707 40,970 43,097 48,145 56,914 59,024 63,847 71,258 74,836 
(11) Steam GWH 4,905 4,918 1,408 2,103 2,034 2,054 2,043 1,774 1,935 
(12) cc GWH 31,718 35,490 41,251 45,711 54,686 56,915 61,725 69,441 72,845 
(13) CT GWH 1,084 562 438 331 194 56 80 42 57 

(14) Other 31 GWH 9,597 7,625 8,478 7,211 7,229 7,490 7,304 5,590 4,226 

Net Energy For Load 41 GWH 108,393 108,091 111,561 115,224 119,141 123,018 126,970 130,313 132,889 

1/ Source: A Schedules 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy pun:hases from SJRPP and the Southem Companies. 
31 Represents a forecst of energy expected to be pun:hased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of Economy and other Power Sales. 
41 Net Energy For Load is also shov.n In Column 8 on Schedule 3.3. 
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2012 ill} 2014 

8,932 8,544 8,635 

22,950 22,810 23,212 

10,469 17,486 20,117 

14,263 13,228 14,699 
14,263 13,228 14,699 

392 402 402 
0 0 0 

154 125 132 

238 277 271 

74,342 71,980 70,627 
1,864 1,836 1,954 

72,385 70,036 68,539 
93 108 134 

4,131 3,945 3,837 

135,479 138,396 141,529 
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• • • • • Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type • • Actual Forecasted 

Energy Source ll!!!ll Z!m ~ ~ 2!!!!:!! 2007 2008 2009 ru.Q 2ll1 2ill 2013 2ill • (1) Annual Energy % 9.6 9.5 9.7 9.9 9.2 9.3 8.6 7.7 6.5 6.6 6.2 
Interchange 21 

6.1 • 
(2) Nuclear % 2t.7 21.3 t9.7 t9.8 18.5 18.9 tB.O 17.5 17.5 16.9 16.5 16.4 • 
(3) Coal % 6.1 5.8 6.0 5.7 5.6 5.4 5.4 5.0 5.2 7.7 12.6 14.2 • 
(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 18.7 18.2 t8.3 16.4 12.8 12.1 11.7 10.6 11.1 10.5 9.6 10.4 • (5) Steam % 18.7 18.2 18.3 16.4 12.8 12.1 11.7 10.6 11.1 10.5 9.6 10.4 • (6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 
(7) Steam ,, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.3 • 0.0 

(B) cc % 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
(9) CT % 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 

0.1 • 0.2 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 34.8 37.9 38.6 41.8 47.8 48.0 50.3 54.7 56.3 54.9 52.0 
(11) Steam % 4.5 4.5 1.3 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.3 

(12) cc % 29.3 32.8 37.0 39.7 45.9 46.3 48.6 53.3 54.8 53.4 50.6 

(13) CT % 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

49.9 • 1.4 

48.4 • 0.1 

(14) Other 31 % 8.9 7.1 7.6 6.3 6.1 6.1 5.8 4.3 3.2 3.0 2.9 2.7 • 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 • 1/ Source: A Schedules. 

21 The projecled ligures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. I 
31 Represents a forecast of energy expecled to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. 
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(1) 

Ym 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 

Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 31 Peak Margin Before 

Capacity Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

Ml'\1. Ml'\1. Ml'\1. Ml'\1. Ml'\1. Ml'\1. MW MW Ml'\1. %of Peak 

20,846 2,247 0 874 23,967 20,614 1,506 19,108 4,859 25.4 

21,012 2,377 0 738 24,127 21,178 1,583 19,595 4,532 23.1 

22,155 1,666 0 738 24,559 21,769 1,659 20,110 4,449 22.1 

22,155 1,888 0 738 24,781 22,306 1,740 20,566 4,215 20.5 

23,262 1,562 0 687 25,511 22,884 1,825 21,059 4,452 21.1 

24,369 1,311 0 640 26,320 23,424 1,914 21,510 4,810 22.4 

24,369 1,311 0 595 26,275 23,964 2,006 21,958 4,317 19.7 

25,219 1,311 0 595 27,125 24,516 2,100 22,416 4,709 21.0 

26,069 1,311 0 595 27,975 25,059 2,198 22,861 5,114 22.4 

26,069 1,311 0 595 27,975 25,633 2,299 23,334 4,641 19.9 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 61 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 4,859 25.4 

0 4,532 23.1 

0 4.449 22.1 

0 4,215 20.5 

0 4,452 21.1 

0 4,810 22.4 

0 4,317 19.7 

0 4,709 21.0 

0 5,114 22.4 

0 4,641 19.9 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year indicated. All values are Summer net MW. The value shown for FPL's unit capability for the Summer of 2005 

is an updated projection from the value used in FPL's 2004 analyses. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5) . 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast without DSM . 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112004-on for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based . 

5I Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

~ 

2004/05 

2005/06 

2006/07 

2007/08 

2008/09 

2009/10 

2010/11 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 
Capability Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

20,158 2,329 0 870 23,357 20,791 1,469 19,322 4,035 20.9 
22,429 2,459 0 738 25,626 21,336 1,511 19,825 5,801 29.3 
22,428 2,683 0 738 25,849 21,898 1,555 20,344 5,505 27.1 

23,609 1,897 0 738 26,244 22,369 1,602 20,768 5,476 26.4 
23,609 1,571 0 738 25,918 22,916 1,653 21,263 4,655 21.9 

24,790 1,321 0 687 26,798 23,466 1,708 21,758 5,040 23.2 
25,971 1,320 0 595 27,886 24,035 1,766 22,270 5,616 25.2 
25,971 1,320 0 595 27,886 24,608 1,825 22,783 5,103 22.4 
26,826 1,320 0 595 28,741 25,197 1,887 23,310 5,431 23.3 
27,681 1,320 0 595 29,596 25,798 1,952 23,846 5,750 24.1 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 
Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 
MW MW %of Peak 

0 4,035 20.9 
0 5,801 29.3 

0 5,505 27.1 

0 5,476 26.4 

0 4,655 21.9 

0 5,040 23.2 

0 5,616 25.2 

0 5,103 22.4 

0 5,431 23.3 

0 5,750 24.1 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which are forecast 
to occur during January of the "second" year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Coi.(S). 
31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast without DSM. 
41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112004-on for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 
51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance = Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Plan1 Name 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

2005 
Martin Combustion Turtline 

Martin Combustion Turtline 

Martin CC Conv91Sion 

Sanford 

Sanford 

Manatee 

2006 
Cape Canaveral 

Fort Myefs 

Fort Myers 

Fort Myers 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Martin CC Conversion 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Pt Everglades 

Pt Everglades 

Pt Everglades 

Pt Everglades 

Riviera 

Sanford 

Sanford 

Scherer 

St. John's River Power Park 

Turkey Point 

2007 
Pt Everglades 

Turkey Point CC 

2008 
Turkey Point CC 

Page 1 ri2 

ScheduleS 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(2) 

Unit 

No. 

8A 

8B 

8 

4 

5 

3 

(3) 

Location 

Martin County 

Martin County 

Martin County 

Volusia County 

Volusia County 

Manatee County 

1 Brevard County 

3 tee County 

2 Lee County 

CT Lee County 

Manatee County 

2 Manatee County 

3 Manatee County 

8 Martin County 

2 Martin County 

3 Martin County 

4 Martin County 

1 City of Hollywood 

2 City of Hollywood 

3 City of Hollywood 

4 City of Hollywood 

3 City of Riviera Beach 
4 Volusia County 

5 

4 

2 

3 
5 

Volusia County 

Monroe, GA 
Duval County 

Mami Dade County 

City of Hollywood 

Mami Dade County 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Fuel 

Unit 

Fuel 

Transport 

Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. 

Canst 

Start 

Mo.Nr. 

CT 

CT 

cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 

ST 

CT 

cc 
CT 
ST 

ST 

cc 
cc 
ST 

cc 
cc 
ST 

ST 

ST 

ST 

ST 

cc 
cc 
BIT 

BIT 

ST 

ST 

cc 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

F06 

NG 

NG 

F02 

F06 

F06 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

F06 

F06 

F06 

F06 

F06 

NG 
NG 

F02 

F02 

No 

No 

No 

No 

NG 

F02 
F02 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

F06 

No 

No 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 
NG 

No 

No 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 
PL 

PL 

PL Jun-99 

PL Jun-99 

No Jun-03 

No Unknown 

No Unknown 

No Jun-03 

WA PL Unknown 

PL PL Unknown 

PL PL Unknown 

WA No Unknown 

WA No Unknown 

WA No Unknown 

PL No Jun-03 

PL No Jun-03 

PL PL Unknown 

PL No Unkn<l'Ml 

PL No Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL Unkn<l'Ml 

PL No Unkn<l'Ml 

PL No Unkn<l'Ml 
BIT No RR No Unknown 

BIT Pet Coke RR WA Unknown 
F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

F06 

NG 

NG 

F02 

WA PL Unknown 

PL PL Jan-05 

(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Comm. Expected Gen. Max. -=..;.N.;.;e;;..t Capa==bi~lity"---
ln-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Mo.Nr. Mo.Nr. I<YV MN """ 

Jun-01 121112004 187,500 

Jun-01 12/112004 187,500 

Jun-05 Unkn<l'Ml 1,223,000 

Jun-05 Unkn<l'Ml 1,168,900 
Jun-05 Unkn<l'Ml 1,168,900 
Jun-05 Unkn<l'Ml 

2005 Changes/Additions Total: 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-05 

Jun-05 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-06 

Jun-05 

Jun-05 

Jun-06 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unknown 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unkn<l'Ml 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

402,050 

375,700 

1,n5,390 

744,120 

863,300 

863,300 
1,223,000 

1,223,000 

934,500 

612,000 

612,000 

247,n5 

247,n5 

402,050 

402,050 

310,420 

1,168,900 

1,168,900 

680,368 
Jun-06 Unknown 135,918 
Jul-06 Unknown 402,050 

2006 Changes/Additions Total: 

Jun-07 Unknown 402,050 

(160) 

(160) 

1,107 

3 

9 
1,107 

0 1,808 

12 13 

5 8 
15 

16 

26 26 

11 11 

1,197 

835 

1 

6 

6 

6 

B 

2 5 
12 15 

9 9 
43 

43 3 

24 19 

18 22 
9 

2,272 187 

(1) (1) 
Jun-07 Unknown 1,223,000 1,144 

2007 Changes/Additions Total: --(~1)~- 1,143 

5 Miami Dade County CC NG F02 PL PL Jan-05 Jun-07 Unknown 1,223,000 1,181 --=--
2008 Changes/Additions Total: --:1~,1~81=-- o 

(15) 

Status 

OT 
OT 
v 

OT 
OT 
v 

OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
v 
v 

OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 

OT 
p 

p 
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ScheduleS 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel 
Fuel Transport Cons!. Comm. Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 

Plant Name 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

2009 
West County Combined Cycle 

2010 
West County Combined Cycle 
West County Combined Cycle 

2011 
West County Combined Cycle 

2012 
Unsited Clean Coal Unit 

2013 
Unsited Clean Coal Un~ 
Unsited Clean Coal Unit 

2014 
Unsited Clean Coal Unit 

Unit 
No. 

1 
2 

2 

1 
2 

2 

Unit 
Location Type Pri. 

Palm Beacl1 County CC NG 

Palm Beacl1 County cc NG 
Palm Beach County cc NG 

Palm Beach County cc NG 

Unknov.n cc NG 

Unknov.n cc NG 

Unknov.n cc NG 

Unknov.n cc NG 

Slart In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter 
Alt. Pri. Alt. Wo.Nr. Wo.Nr. Wo.Nr. KW MW 

F02 PL PL Jan-{)7 Jun-{)9 Unknov.n Unknov.n 

2008 Changes/Additions Total: 0 

F02 PL PL Jan-{)7 Jun-{)9 Unknov.n Unknov.n 1,181 
F02 PL PL Jan-{)8 Jun-10 Unknov.n Unknov.n 

2010 Changes/Additions Total: 1,181 

F02 PL PL Jan-{)8 Jun-10 Unknov.n Unknov.n 1,181 

2011 Changes/Additions Total: 1,181 

F02 PL PL Jan-10 Jun-12 Unknov.n Unknov.n 

2012 Changes/Additions Total: 0 

F02 PL PL Jan-10 Jun-12 Unknov.n Unknov.n 855 
F02 PL PL Jan-11 Jun-13 Unknov.n Unknov.n 

2013 Changes/Additions Total: 855 

F02 PL PL Jan-11 Jun-13 Unknov.n Unknov.n 855 

2013 Changes/Additions Total: 855 

Note 1: The Winter Tolal MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Tolal MW value consists of all generation additions 
and changes achieved by June. All other MW will be picked up in the foll.,.,.,;ng year. 

Note 2: Capacity addtionstcihanges shov.n for 2004 reflect changestaddiUons from values shov.n in Schedule 1. 
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Page 1 of7 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cycle Unit# 8 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

787 MW Incremental (1107 MW Total) 
835 MW Incremental (1197 MW Total) 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data* 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 

2003 
2005 

11,300 

v 

Certified 

Permitted 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NO, Combustors, SCR, 
0.05% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under Construction >= 50% Complete) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 84% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
584 

9.09 
0.037 

1.5397 

* Values represent an operational combined cycle unit after the conversion is completed. 
** $/kW values are based on Summer incremental capacity . 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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Page 2 of 7 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Manatee Combined Cycle Unit# 3 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,197 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2003 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2005 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 9,500 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(10) Certification Status: Certified 

Natural Gas 
None 

Natural Gas, Dry Low NO. Combustors, SCR 

Cooling Pond 

Acres 

(Under Construction>= 50% Complete) 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2001 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2001 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 77% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,850 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
499 

12.96 
0.037 

1.5397 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 3 of7 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit# 5 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2005 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2007 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 11,000 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: Certified 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: Certified 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,*" 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2007 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2007 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

Under Construction, less than or equal to 50% complete 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Base OperationYear) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
507 

10.06 
0.13 

1.5699 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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Page4of7 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 1 

(2) Capacity* 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data**,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
571 

12.25 
0.08 

1.6010 

• Output based on typical4x1 plant similar to Martin/Manatee/Turkey Point 4x1 plants. 
** $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
••• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration, and gas expansion costs are not included. 
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Page 5 of? 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity* 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,107 MW 
1,181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

2008 
2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data-.*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 94% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
561 

12.63 
0.08 

1.6013 

* Output based on a typical4x1 plant similar to Martin/Manatee/Turkey Point 4 x 1 plants . 
** $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
*** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection, transmission integration, and gas expansion costs are not included. 
(Note: Costs shown are based on stand-alone construction; i.e. no synergies with Unit# 1.) 
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Schedule9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Clean Coal Unit # 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

850 MW 
855 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Super Critical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2008 
2012 

Coal 
N/A 

Page 6 of7 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low No,. Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 3,000 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2012 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2012$/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
*• Fixed O&M cost indudes capital replacement. 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric Static Precipatator 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

6.0% 
4.25% 

90% 
Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 

8,600 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
2,355 

38.50 
1.37 

1.6727 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Transmission interconnection and transmission integration costs are not induded. 
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Schedule9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Clean Coal Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

850 MW 
855 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Super Critical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2008 
2013 

Coal 
N/A 

Page 7 of? 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low No. Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 3,000 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,"* 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (In-Service Year $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M {$/kW -Yr.): (2013 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost indudes capital replacement. 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric Static Precipatator 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

6.0% 
4.25% 

90% 
Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 

8,600 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
1,732 

28.86 
1.39 

1.6731 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection and transmission integration costs are not induded . 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Martin Combustion Turbine Conversion to Combined Cycle Unit# 8 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Indiantown - Martin #2 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

12.9 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 1/5/04 
End date: Complete 

$11,700,000 

Martin 230kV and Indiantown 

None 

Bridge- Indiantown #2 

FPL Owned 

10.0 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: 3/15/04 
End date: Complete 

$8,900,000 

Indiantown and Bridge 

None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Manatee Combined Cycle Unit# 3 

The new Manatee CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit# 5 

The new Turkey Point CC unit does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 1 

The proposed new West County Energy Center CC Unit# 1 does not require any "new" 
transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center 2 Combined Cycle Unit# 2 

The proposed new West County Energy Center CC Unit # 2 does not require any "new" 
transmission lines. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a 

number of distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species . 

Population growth in its service area is continuing, which heightens competition for 

air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the increased demand 

for generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, 

residents and tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has 

an expectation that large corporations such as FPL will conduct their business in 

an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. Many outside organizations have heralded its 

environmental leadership. In 2004 FPL Group earned a first place ranking among 

U.S. power companies, and second globally, in a report from the World Wildlife 

Fund for voluntary commitments to limit C02 emissions. This commitment was 

made to support initiatives to better manage utility impacts on global warming 

through use of greenhouse gas emission reductions and improvements in energy 

efficiency. The report stated that this was "primarily due to the company's 

leadership in developing wind energy and their commitment to dramatically 

improve their efficiency''. FPL was also recently ranked first out of 28 major 

electric utilities surveyed in an environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, 

an independent advisory group. In recognition of its success in executing a 

strategy to become a clean energy provider harnessing primarily clean and 

renewable fuels while also boosting shareholder value, FPL Group, Inc. was 

named in June 2003 as the winner of the Edison Award, the electric power 

industry's highest honor by the Edison Electric Institute . 

FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for 

its stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding its Turkey Point Plant. FPL won the 

Council for Sustainable Florida's award for its sea turtle conservation and 

education programs at its St. Lucie Plant. In 2001, FPL was awarded the 2001 

Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid Waste 

Association of North America. FPL received the 2001 Program Champion Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The Florida 
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Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for Ecosystem 

Protection" for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at its Fort Myers and 

Sanford Plants. Finally, FPL has been recognized by numerous federal and state 

agencies for its innovative endangered species programs which include such 

species as manatees, crocodiles, and sea turtles. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the 

Company's position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental 

values into all aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for 

new environmental initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental 

statement further establishes a long-term direction of environmental initiatives 

throughout the Company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an 

environmentally responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light 

Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental 

laws, regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral 

part of the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our 

facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take 

appropriate actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an 

environmental management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the 

organization's environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is 

an Environmental Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components 
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include: executive management support and commitment, written environmental 

policies and procedures, delineation of organizational responsibilities and 

individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for environmental 

compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action when 

non-compliance occurs), environmental incidenVemergency response, 

environmental risk assessmenVmanagement, environmental regulatory 

development and tracking, and environmental management information systems . 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed 

to evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as 

well as with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to 

corporate management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental 

assurance is the environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a 

management tool comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective 

evaluation of the performance of the organization and of the specific management 

systems and equipment designed to protect the environment. The environmental 

audit's primary objectives are to: facilitate management control of environmental 

practices and assess compliance with existing environmental regulatory 

requirements and Company policies . 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 

2004 environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1 . 

Table IV.E.1 

(All numbers are approximations.) 
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IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified preferred 

and potential sites for future generation additions. These preferred and potential 

sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies four preferred sites in this Site Plan: the existing Martin plant site, 

the existing Manatee plant site, the existing Turkey Point plant site, and the West 

County Energy Center which is adjacent to the existing FPL Corbett substation in 

Palm Beach County. Three of these four sites are the locations for capacity 

additions that FPL is committed to make during the 2005-2007 period. The fourth 

site is the projected location for capacity additions FPL is proposing to make in 

2009 and 2010. 

The capacity additions at the Martin, Manatee, and Turkey Point sites have been 

approved by the FPSC. The Martin and Manatee capacity additions will come in

service in mid-2005 and the Turkey Point capacity addition will come in-service in 

mid-2007. The discussion of capacity additions at the West County Energy Center 

represent FPL's current projection of how it will meet its capacity needs for 2009 

and 2010. 

The four preferred sites are discussed below. 

Preferred Site# 1: Manatee Plant, Manatee County 

The site is located in unincorporated north central Manatee County approximately 

2.5 miles south of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line. It is 5 miles east of 

Parrish, Florida and is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 

miles east of Interstate 75 (1-75). State Road (SR) 62 is about 0.5 miles south of 

the site. Saffold Road marks the eastern boundary of the site. 

FPL's Manatee Plant occupies a portion of the approximately 9,500 acre Manatee 

Site which is wholly owned by FPL. The site includes a 4,000 acre cooling pond 

including the dike area. The existing approximately 1,590 MW (Summer) of 

generating capacity is made up of two steam units (Units # 1 and # 2) which have 
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been in-service since 1976 and 1977 respectively. These units burn both fuel oil 

{residual) with a maximum sulfur content of 1 percent and natural gas. Natural gas 

may be fired singly or in combination with fuel oil. A recent agreement between 

FPL and Gulfstream Natural Gas Systems {Gulfstream), and the nearby Florida 

Gas Transmission {FGT) system, provides two natural gas sources for these units. 

Additional generating capacity is being added to the site for operation beginning in 

2005 to meet projected FPL system capacity needs. One unit consisting of four 

new combustion turbines {CT's), four new heat recovery steam generators 

{HRSG's), and a new steam turbine generator are scheduled for in-service 

operation beginning in June 2005. The four new CT's, HRSG's, and steam turbine 

will ultimately be operating in combined cycle {CC) configuration. This new CC 

unit will add 1,1 07 MW {Summer) and 1,197 MW {Winter) capability to the site . 

This new CC Unit will be designated as Manatee Unit # 3 . 

Unit# 3 is located west of the existing generating Units# 1 and# 2. The location 

of the new combined cycle Unit# 3 at the Manatee Plant site and the selection of 

the highly efficient combined cycle technology {firing natural gas) will maximize the 

beneficial use of the site while minimizing environmental and land use impacts 

otherwise associated with the development of a new generating plant of this 

capacity. The Manatee site has been previously listed as a preferred or potential 

site in FPL Site Plans and continues to be a potential site for future capacity 

additions, if needed in the future . 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed 

Facilities Layout 

A map indicating the Manatee plant site showing the general layout of the 

facilities and a map indicating the land use of the site are found at the end of 

this chapter . 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 4,000 acre cooling pond. Manatee 

Units# 1 and# 2 will not be affected by the addition of Unit# 3. The area for 

Unit # 3 is expected to comprise approximately 73 acres. The site and 

surrounding land uses are almost exclusively agriculture with the exception of 

the Willow Shores residential area located northwest of the Manatee Plant site. 

Individual homes are located in the larger of two out parcels within the 

Manatee Plant site along SR 62 at the northeast corner of the site. The vast 

majority of the Manatee Plant site was re-designated from Agricultural/Rural to 

Major Public/Semi Public (1) (P/SP) land use category by the Manatee County 

Commission on November 19, 2002 with the approval of Ordinance 02-13. 

Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in the P/SP category in 

accordance with the Manatee County Local Government Comprehensive Plan 

and Land Development Regulation Act, Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes 

(FS). 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

There are no incorporated areas within 5 miles of the Manatee Plant 

site. Unincorporated communities in the area include Willow, located 

about 2 miles north of the Manatee Plant; Parrish, located about 5 

miles southwest of the plant; and, in Hillsborough County, Sundance, 

located 3 miles northwest of the plant; Sun City Center, located 7 

miles north of the plant; and Wimauma, located 8 miles northeast of 

the plant. 

The Manatee Plant site includes areas of improved pasture with 

forested land southeast of the project area. This forested area is 

comprised of flat woods and oak habitat. The western side of the 

Manatee Plant site is currently used for agriculture. There are also 

wetlands to the southeast containing wet pine flat woods mixed with 

dry pine flat woods. There will not be any disturbance of existing 

wetlands associated with this project. 
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2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of the new Unit # 3 at the site is not 

expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. The 

majority of the site is cleared, grassed, and periodically mowed. The 

project area has been significantly altered by the construction and 

operation of the existing plant facilities, and, as a result, wildlife 

utilization of this area is minimal. Common wading birds utilizing the 

plant site outside of the project area include the great blue heron, little 

blue heron, great egret, snowy egret, and the white ibis. Typical 

mammals found in the habitats surrounding the project area are 

common bobcat, raccoon, deer, feral hog, opossum, armadillo, skunk, 

and gray squirrel. Avian species observed in the vicinity of the project 

include bald eagles, a variety of songbirds, red-shouldered hawks, and 

marsh hawks . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

There are no county, State or Federal designated areas located within 

one mile of the plant site. The construction and operation of Manatee 

Unit # 3 is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, 

recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands that are 

associated with the Little Manatee River within a 5-mile radius of the 

project site. These lands include: Little Manatee River State 

Recreation Area, Little Manatee River State Canoe Trail, Florida Gulf 

Coast Railroad Museum, Cockroach Bay Aquatic Preserve, Critical 

Manatee Habitat, South Hillsborough Wildlife Corridor, Hillsborough 

County Environmental Lands Acquisition and Protection Program 

Parcels, and Save Our River-Little Manatee River . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Manatee Unit # 3 consists of the addition of four new combustion turbines, four 

HRSG's, and one new steam turbine generator in combined cycle mode in a 

4x1 configuration. Manatee Unit # 3 is scheduled to begin operation in mid-

2005. Natural gas, delivered via pipeline, will be the sole fuel for this unit. 

Mitigation aspects of Manatee Unit # 3 include: the capture and reuse of plant 

process water and rainwater, the use of combustion technology that is very 

efficient and low in air pollutant emissions, plus pollution control technology 

{dry-low NOx burners and selected catalytic reduction equipment). 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

As mentioned above, the Local Government Future Land Use Plan is 

consistent with the existing Designated uses of the Manatee Plant Site as 

major portions of the site are designated as Major Public/Semi Public (1) -

PIPS/. Electric generating plants are specifically allowed in this land use 

category. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Manatee plant site was selected due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. The availability of a natural gas pipeline 

was also a major factor in the selection of the Manatee site for the new 4x1 CC 

unit. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does not 

exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. 

i. Water Resources 

The available surface water source is the Little Manatee River which supplies 

makeup water for the 4,000-acre cooling pond. Plant process and service 

water requirements are currently supplied by the cooling pond. There are three 

wells in the Floridan Aquifer that are reserved for standby purposes. 
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j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Manatee County has three physiographic provinces: the Gulf Coast Lowlands, 

the DeSoto Plains, and the Polk Upland. The Manatee Plant is situated on the 

boundary of the DeSoto Plains and the Gulf Coast Lowland provinces. The 

geology underlying the Manatee Plant consists of unconsolidated sediments 

comprised of sand, clay silt, marl shell, limestone, and phosphorite (terrace 

deposits) from the Pleistocene age to recent. Undifferentiated deposits 

comprised of sand and clay are generally described to be less than 25 feet 

thick. Underlying the differentiated materials are the Miocene Hawthorn 

Formation, the Tampa Member, the Suwanee Limestone of the Oligocene age, 

the Ocala Limestone of the Eocene Age, the Avon Park Formation, the 

Oldsmar Formation of the Eocene age, and the Cedar Key Formation of the 

Paleocene age . 

The major hydro-geologic units that exist in the vicinity of the site include, in 

descending order: the surficial aquifer system, the intermediate aquifer system, 

and the Upper Floridan aquifer. The surficial aquifer system is generally 

unconfined in Manatee County and consists of Quaternary deposits of 

predominately marine and non-marine quartz sand, clayey sand, shell, shelly 

marl, phosphorite, and occasional stringersmarl and limestone. In the vicinity 

of the site the surficial sediments are approximately 25 feet thick. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water for industrial processing is 

estimated to be 150 gallons per minute (gpm) and provides plant process and 

service water. FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these 

uses. Water quantities for other uses such as irrigation and potable water are 

estimated to be approximately 5 gpm. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Manatee Unit # 3 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as its source of 

cooling water. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system; any 

makeup water is provided from the Little Manatee River to replace net 

evaporation and seepage losses from the pond. These makeup needs are 
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within the existing agreement between FPL and the Southwest Florida Water 

Management District (SWFWMD). There are three wells currently on reserve 

(stand-by) that are in the Floridan Aquifer. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Available water including non-contact storm water, treated industrial 

wastewater, treated sanitary wastewater, and recovered service water are 

captured and returned to the cooling pond. Storm water from the equipment 

areas is also treated and returned to the cooling pond. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The Manatee Plant utilizes a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and a 

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to assist in the 

control of inadvertent release of pollutants. Storm water runoff is collected and 

routed to detention ponds. Construction activities are managed so that 

equipment maintenance and fueling are performed in designated areas so 

that, in the event of a spill or release of any contaminant, impacts to any 

surface water or the cooling pond are minimized. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by fuel delivery services and facilities for residual, 

low sulfur (1 percent) fuel oil and, most recently, natural gas as an alternate 

fuel for existing Units# 1 and # 2. The Unit# 3 addition will be fueled solely by 

natural gas that could be supplied by either Gulfstream or FGT as previously 

discussed. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The addition of natural gas as a permitted fuel for existing Units# 1 and# 2 is 

expected to lower overall emissions during periods when natural gas, instead 

of fuel oil, is used. In addition, a NOx reduction technology, re-burn, has been 

approved for installation on Units # 1 and # 2 and are being installed. 
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The use of natural gas and combustion controls will minimize air emissions 

from Unit # 3 and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting 

standards. Using natural gas minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02}, 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls 

similarly minimize the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). These design alternatives 

constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and 

energy impacts. The design of Manatee Unit # 3 incorporates features that will 

make it one of the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of 

Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different 

from the current levels at the existing plant. Similar natural gas-fired facilities 

in Broward and Martin Counties have been constructed and operated without 

exceeding allowable noise levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for Manatee Unit # 3 with the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on February 20, 2002 

and received approval and Site Certification by the Governor and Cabinet in 

April 2003. FPL acquired all permits needed and commenced construction in 

May 2003. Modifications to operating permits will be pursued as necessary . 

Preferred Site # 2: Martin Plant. Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 

miles east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin 

County, Florida. The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast 

Railway (FEC) and the adjacent South Florida Water Management District 
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(SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee 

Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 and the adjacent CSX Railroad. The 

Martin site was identified in 1987 as a preferred location for development of coal 

gasification/combined cycle electric generation facilities and subsequent FPL Site 

Plans have continued to identify this site as a preferred site. 

The existing 2,900 (approximate) MW (Summer) of generating capacity at FPL's 

Martin site occupies a portion of the approximately 11 ,300 acres that are wholly 

owned by FPL. The generating capacity is made up of two steam units (Units # 1 

and # 2), plus two combined cycle units (Units# 3 and# 4), and two combustion 

turbine units (Units # Sa and # 8b) that are being converted to combined cycle 

through the construction of two additional combustion turbines (Units # 8c and # 

8d), four Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSG's), and a steam turbine. The 

new combined cycle unit will be named Martin Unit # 8. The site includes a 6,800 

acre cooling pond (6,500 acres of water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and 

approximately 300 acres for the existing power plant units and related facilities. 

Martin Unit # 8 is scheduled to be in-service in mid-2005 and will add 

approximately 790 MW of capacity. The Martin site has been previously approved 

for the development of solid fuel generating units and has also been listed as a 

preferred or potential site in previous FPL Site Plans for combined cycle and 

simple cycle generation options. The Martin site continues to be a potential option 

for additional generating units when needed in the future. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities 

Layout 

A USGS map of the Martin plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing 

power plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of 

the power plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a scattering of 

small wetlands. To the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre area 

which has been set aside as a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland 

forest on the West Side of the reservoir that is named the Barley Barber 

Swamp. The Barley Barber Swap encompasses 400 acres and is preserved 

as a natural area. There is also a 1 0-kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility 

at the south end of this site . 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

As noted above, the Barley Barber Swamp is located on the site . 

There is also a 1 ,200-acre mitigation area in the northern area of the 

site where wetlands and uplands have been preserved. Along the 

south and west sides of the cooling pond is an area where the 

vegetation has been maintained in its natural state in order to serve 

as a wildlife corridor. There are pine flat woods and small-scattered 

wetlands to the east of the plant. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of a new unit at the site is not expected to 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. There are two 

active Bald Eagle (Ha/iaeetus /eucocepha/us: Federal- and State

listed as Threatened) nests that have been on the site for many 

years. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) database notes a 

record of Eastern Indigo Snakes (Drymachon cora/is coupert, which 

are Federal- and State-listed as threatened) in the Barley Barber 

Swamp. A number of other Bald Eagle nests and sightings of Eastern 

Indigo Snakes are reported by the FNAI database within a two-mile 

radius of the site. Infrequent sightings of Florida Panther have been 

made in the vicinity of the site area. 
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council lists the "FPL 

Preserve", including the Barley Barber Swamp, as a Significant 

Regional Facility. Natural communities such as uplands and wetlands 

are also generically listed as Resources of Regional Significance. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Martin Unit # 8 consists of the addition of two new CT's, four new HRSG's, 

and a new steam turbine to the two existing CT's, resulting in a 4x1 

configuration combined cycle unit. This unit is scheduled to be in-service in 

mid-2005. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this 

unit (with light oil serving as a backup fuel}. Natural gas-fired facilities are 

among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available. 

Mitigation aspects of Martin Unit # 8 include the capture and reuse of plant 

process water and rainwater, plus the use of cooling towers. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities". 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily "Agricultural". There are 

also limited areas of "Agricultural Ranchette", "Industrial", and a small 

"Commercial" area designation. To the southeast of the property, fronting on 

the St. Lucie Canal, is an area designated for "Public Conservation". 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The Martin plant site has been selected due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental 

sensitivity or other environmental issues. 
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i. Water Resources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling 

pond which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground 

water resource is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of 

potable and service water. Both of these sources will be used . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Martin site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary 

rock strata. The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous 

and metamorphic rocks about which little is known due to their great depth . 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks 

and deposits that are primarily marine bin origin. Below a depth of about 400 

feet these rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet 

the deposits are largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The deepest formation 

in Martin County on which significant published data are available is the 

Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating 

the underlying Lake City formation. The published information on the 

sediments comprising the formations below the Avon Park Limestone in 

western Martin County is based on projections from deep wells in 

Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated additional quantity of water required for industrial processing is 

130 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and service 

water. FPL operates on-site water treatment systems for each of these uses . 

Cooling water for Unit # 8 will be cycled through the addition of cooling towers . 

Makeup water for the pond is taken from the St. Lucie canal. The current 

makeup water quantity to the cooling pond (approximately 4,800 gpm) is 

expected to be adequate for the operation of Unit # 8. Water quantities needed 

for other uses such as irrigation and potable water are estimated to be 

approximately 5 gpm . 
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I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Martin Unit # 8 will utilize the existing on-site cooling pond as the source of 

cooling water for the cooling towers and as a heat sink for the dissipation of 

cooling water heat. The cooling towers will also act as a heat sink for the Unit 

# 8 process water. The cooling pond operates as a "closed cycle" system in 

which heated water from the generating units loses its heat as it is circulated 

within the pond and back around to the plant intake. Water is also collected in 

a seepage ditch surrounding the cooling pond and is then pumped back into 

the cooling pond. Makeup water to the pond is withdrawn from the St. Lucie 

canal as needed to replace net evaporation and seepage losses from the 

pond. Such needs will comply with the existing agreement between FPL and 

the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) regarding allocation of 

cooling water to the pond and with SFWMD's regulations for consumptive 

water use. 

The existing water treatment system at the plant, which provides treated water 

for use in the Unit # 1 and # 2 boilers, as well as for the HRSG's associated 

with Units # 3 and # 4, will be used to provide treated water for Unit# 8. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The entire plant site captures and reuses process water whenever feasible and 

manages storm water in such a manner so as to recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling tower and cooling 

pond. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there are none at 

this facility. Industrial discharges will be minimized by treating and recycling 

equipment wash water, boiler blowdown water, and equipment area runoff. 

Storm water runoff is collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a 

storm water management system. Design elements have been included to 

capture suspended sediments. Facility permits mandate various sampling and 

testing activities that provide indications of any pollutant discharges. The 

facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 
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Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities including the 

installation of a new pipeline. Gulfstream has constructed the new pipeline 

which provides an alternative fuel supply to the existing Florida Gas 

Transmission natural gas pipeline. The site is also served by an oil pipeline 

that serves the existing steam boilers. Distillate is received by truck and stored 

in above-ground storage tanks. An additional above-ground storage tank was 

constructed to serve the backup distillate fuel needs of Unit # 8 . 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

FPL's Unit # 8 is subject to "New Source Review" under Federal and State 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. This review requires 

these units to meet New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and that Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT) be selected to control emissions of 

those pollutants emitted in excess of applicable PSD significant emission 

rates. The primary purpose of BACT analysis is to minimize the allowable 

increases in air pollutants taking into account energy, environmental, and 

economic impacts. This process provides for the potential for future economic 

growth without significantly degrading air quality . 

The use of natural gas as the primary fuel, plus combustion controls, will 

minimize air emissions from Unit # 8 and ensure compliance with applicable 

emission limiting standards. Using natural gas minimizes emissions of sulfur 

dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates . 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of carbon monoxide and 

volatile organic compounds. NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). These 

design alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, 

environmental, and energy impacts. The design of Unit # 8 incorporates 

features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest power plants in 

the State of Florida . 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise emissions from the project are not anticipated to be significantly different 

from the current levels at the existing plant. Similar natural gas-fired facilities in 

Broward and Martin Counties have been constructed and operated without 

exceeding allowable noise levels 

r. Status of Applications 

An SCA was filed in December 1989 for the construction and operation of the 

Martin Coal Gasification/Combined Cycle project under the Florida Electrical 

Power Plant Siting Act. In order to convert the two CT's from simple cycle to 

(4X1) CC configuration (Unit # 8), a modification to the Site Certification was 

required. FPL filed the SCA modification on February 1, 2002 with the FDEP. 

Approval and Site Certification was issued by the Governor and Cabinet in 

April 2003. FPL acquired all construction permits and commenced construction 

in May 2003. Modifications to operating permits will be pursued as necessary. 

Preferred Site# 3: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 

miles south of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and 

is geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm 

Drive. Public access to the plant site is limited due to the nuclear units located 

there. The land surrounding the site is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer 

zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units and two conventional boiler, 

fossil units, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintain.ed natural wildlife area, and 

wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

Units# 1 and# 2 are fossil fuel generating plants with approximate generating 

capacity of 400 MW each. Unit # 1 was completed in 1967 and Unit# 2 in 

1968. Turkey Point also has five diesel peaking units that in total produce 

approximately 12 MW. These units are primarily used to provide emergency 

power, but occasionally run during the Summer to provide power during peak 

load demands. 
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The location of the new Turkey Point Unit # 5, a "4x1" combined cycle 

electrical generating unit, is within the existing FPL Turkey Point facility 

property. The location for Unit# 5 is adjacent to the existing fossil Units# 1 

and # 2, and includes the existing parking lot and storage areas immediately 

northwest of Units # 1 and # 2 as well as mangrove wetlands north of the 

facility. 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed 

Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site, plus a map of the general layout 

of the proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this 

chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a self-contained cooling canal system 

that supplies water to condense steam used by the existing units' turbine 

generators. The canal system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five 

miles long, 200 feet wide, and four feet deep. The remaining developed area of 

the site is where the two fossil steam generating units and 5 diesel generators 

are located. South of, and adjacent to, the fossil plant are the two nuclear 

generating units. Further to the south, wetlands have been set aside as part of 

the Everglades Mitigation Bank in an effort to restore these areas to historical 

plant communities and hydrological function . 
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e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is undeveloped dwarf red mangrove swamp, 

tidally inundated with waters from Biscayne Bay. Along with the 

dominant red mangroves, buttonwood is a common canopy 

component, along with occasional white mangrove. Only a few 

individual black mangroves were observed within the Site. Biscayne 

Bay is a shallow, subtropical bay supporting sea grasses, sponges, 

coral reefs, and a variety of marine life. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction and operation of Unit# 5 is not expected to adversely 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. Listed species 

known to occur in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could 

potentially utilize the site include the peregrine falcon (Falco 

peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), American crocodile 

(Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), roseate 

spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron 

(Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American 

oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern (Sterna antillarum), 

brown pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis), the white ibis (Eudocimus 

albus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle 

nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, 

endangered American Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, 

primarily in and around the southern end of the cooling canals which 

lie south of the project area. The entire site is considered crocodile 

habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site for 

foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a program for the 

conservation and enhancement of the American crocodile. A project

specific crocodile management plan has been developed for 

construction of Unit # 5. 
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National 

Park, the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the 

Everglades National Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the 

site is included within the Biscayne National Park, comprised of 

several miles of shoreline north of the Turkey Point facility extending 

offshore approximately 12 nautical miles. Biscayne National Park 

contains 180,000 acres, approximately 95% of which is open water 

interspersed with over 40 keys. The Biscayne National Park 

headquarters is located approximately 2 miles north of the Turkey 

Point plant, adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront 

Park, which contains a marina and day use recreational facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Turkey Point Unit # 5 will consist of four new CT's, four new HRSG's, and a 

new steam turbine, resulting in a 4x1 configuration CC unit. This unit is 

scheduled to be in-service in mid-2007. Natural gas delivered via the existing 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit (with ultra low sulfur light oil 

serving as a backup fuel). Natural gas-fired facilities are among the cleanest, 

most efficient technologies currently available . 

Mitigation aspects of Turkey Point Unit # 5 related to unavoidable wetland 

impacts of construction include; on-site hydrologic improvements to enhance 

existing wetlands, restoration and preservation of areas overgrown with exotic 

plant species, creation of an on-site lagoon, transfer of some mangrove 

dominated lands to South Florida Water Management District and Biscayne 

National Park, and also the purchase of mitigation credits from the EMB which 

is in the same drainage basin. The capture and reuse of plant process water 

and rainwater, plus the use of cooling towers will minimize thermal discharges 

to the cooling canals . 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 

"Industrial, Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated 

GU - "Interim District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU 

-"Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sites have 

been considered as potentially suitable sites for new or repowered generation. 

The Turkey Point plant site has been selected as a preferred site due to 

consideration of various factors including system load, an imbalance in the 

south Florida region between load and generating capacity, and economics. 

Environmental issues are an important factor at this site. However, the other 

deciding factors outweigh them. FPL will minimize environmental impacts and 

mitigate where impacts are unavoidable. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point Plant is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the existing plant's turbine 

generators. Although the canal system provides sufficient cooling water for the 

existing units, there is insufficient cooling capacity for the new unit. Sufficient 

cooling water for the new unit can be obtained from the Floridan Aquifer that 

lies beneath the plant site and lies deep beneath the surficial Biscayne 

Aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer contains an ample supple of water which will be 

acceptable quality and quantity for plant cooling water needs. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Turkey Point site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of 

sedimentary rock strata. The strata that extends to approximately 500 feet 

forms the Biscayne Aquifer. The basement complex in this area consists of 

Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks about which little is known due to 

their great depth. 
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Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks 

and deposits that are primarily of marine origin. Below a depth of about 400 

feet these rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet 

the deposits are largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The Tamiami formation 

is named for deposits composed principally of white cream-colored calcareous 

sandstone, sandy limestone, and beds and pockets of quartz sand. In the 

Turkey Point area, the Key Largo limestone is present. 

The Floridan Aquifer, located approximately 1,1 00 feet below the land surface, 

is a confined aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer system is composed entirely of 

carbonate rocks, except for minor evaporates. The water in the carbonate rock 

aquifer is more highly mineralized. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The additional quantity of water for industrial processing is estimated to be 150 

gallons per minute (gpm) for plant process and service water. Water for this 

type of use would be supplied by an existing county water system. FPL will 

construct a dedicated water treatment facility specifically for Unit # 5. Cooling 

water for new Unit # 5 will be processed through cooling towers. FPL proposes 

to use water from the Floridan Aquifer as the source of make-up water used by 

the cooling towers. The estimated makeup water quantity to the cooling 

towers is approximately 9,600 gpm . 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Unit # 5 will utilize cooling towers for the dissipation of heat from the cooling 

water. The Floridan Aquifer will supply the makeup water for the cooling 

towers. A dedicated new water treatment system will be constructed at the 

site to serve Unit # 5 . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and 

equipment area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water 

consumption. FPL anticipates this site will be designed and classified as a 

wastewater zero discharge site following the completion of Unit # 5 . 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges for the existing Turkey Point units are dissipated 

using the existing once-through cooling water system and the cooling canal 

system. Unit # 5 cooling water will be processed through a cooling tower 

which will dissipate the heat prior to discharge to the cooling canal system. 

Non-point source discharges are collected and reused. Treating and recycling 

equipment wash water, boiler blow-down, and equipment area runoff helps to 

minimize industrial discharges. Storm water runoff is collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design 

elements have been included to capture suspended sediments. Various 

facility permits mandate various sampling and testing activities which provide 

indication of any pollutant discharges. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 

Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. There is 

currently a pipeline that supplies natural gas to the facility. The facility also 

has oil capabilities through on-site storage tanks and accessibility to barge 

deliveries. Unit # 5 will utilize the existing natural gas pipeline with the addition 

of compression system(s). A dedicated above-ground storage tank for the 

ultra-low sulfur distillate backup fuel will also be added. Supply of ultra low 

sulfur distillate fuel for the new tanks will be made by use of truck deliveries. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra low sulfur distillate as fuels, plus combustion 

controls, will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance 

with applicable emission limiting standards. Using natural gas and ultra low 

sulfur distillate as fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate 

matter and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will 

limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When 
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firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx 

combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations 

when using the ultra low sulfur distillate as backup fuel. These design 

alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, 

and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and 

energy impacts. Taken together, the design of Turkey Point Unit # 5 will 

incorporate features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation 

of the new unit will also be within allowable levels. Similar natural gas-fired 

facilities in Broward and Martin counties have been constructed and operated 

without exceeding allowable noise levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

The Governor and Cabinet approved certification of the plant on February 7, 

2005. Following this certification, the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

(PSD) air permit and the Dredge and Fill permits were granted by the 

respective reviewing agencies. Construction will commence in the Spring 2005 

with an anticipated in-service date of mid-2007 . 

Preferred Site # 4: West County Energy Center, Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing FPL Corbett Substation 

property in unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a preferred site for 

the addition of new generating capacity. The preferred site was evaluated for 

the addition of a new combined cycle natural gas power plant project with ultra 

low sulfur distillate as a backup fuel. The existing site is an area accessible to 

both natural gas and electrical transmission through existing structures or 

through additional lateral connections. The proposed facility would use natural 

gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art combustion controls . 
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a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities 

Layout 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center site, plus a map of the 

general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the 

end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is currently inactive but was previously dedicated to 

industrial and agricultural use. The site has been excavated, back-filled, and 

totally re-graded to an elevation approximately 1 0 ft. above surrounding land 

surface. No structures are present on the site and vegetation is virtually non

existent. 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the plant site has been significantly altered by the 

construction and operation of a limestone mine where vegetation had 

been cleared and removed. Most of the remaining site property has 

been previously altered through development for agricultural use and 

rock mining. The surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane 

agriculture and limestone mining. The FPL Corbett substation is 

located north of the site. The Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National 

Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the site. 
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2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization 

of the property is minimal as a result of the mining activities. Common 

wading birds can be observed on areas adjacent to and occasionally 

within the property. The property is adjacent to areas that have been 

identified as potential habitat for wood stork . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a gas-fired combined cycle 

generating facility at the site is not expected to have any adverse 

impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands 

including the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge 

which lies south of the proposed location. It is not anticipated that 

construction will result in wetland impacts under federal, state or local 

agency permitting criteria . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The current design option is to construct two new 1,1 00 MW (approximate) 

units each consisting of four new CT's, four new HRSG's, and a new steam 

turbine. The site has sufficient capacity to construct an additional 1,100 MW 

unit in the future if needed. The first and second units are planned to be 

placed into service in mid-2009 and mid-201 0, respectively. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra low sulfur 

distillate serving as a backup fuel. 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land 

Development Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special 

Agricultural District. The site has been granted conditional use for electrical 

power facilities under a General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria and Process 

The site has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various 

factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental 

sensitivity or other environmental issues. This site is considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

The existing adjacent surface water canal, reservoir, and available ground 

water resources are potential sources for potable and service water for the 

proposed units. Use of water from the upper and/or lower Floridan Aquifer is 

also considered a feasible alternative as potential backup sources of water for 

operation of the proposed units. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. 

The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and 

metamorphic rocks about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks 

and deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 

feet these rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet 

the deposits are largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. 

The deepest formation in Palm Beach County on which significant published 

data are available is the Eocene Age Avon Park. Limited information is 
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available from wells penetrating the underlying Oldsmar formation. The 

published information on the sediments comprising the formations below the 

Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells in Okeechobee, 

St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for industrial processing is 300 

gallons per day (gpd) for uses such as process water and service water . 

Approximately 25 million gallons per day (mgd) in total of cooling water for the 

two proposed units would be cycled through the addition of cooling towers . 

Water quantities needed for other uses such as irrigation and potable water 

are estimated to be approximately 5 gpm . 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The proposed units will use available surface or ground water as the source of 

service water and makeup water for the cooling towers. Potable water needs 

will be met through the use of the surficial aquifer . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only for potable 

water. The plant site will capture and reuse process water whenever feasible 

and manage stormwater in such a manner so as to recharge the surficial 

aquifer . 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Blow down 

from the cooling towers will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan 

Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be none 

at this facility. Industrial discharges will be minimized by treating and recycling 

equipment wash water, boiler blowdown water, and equipment area runoff . 

Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the surficial aquifer 

via a storm water management system. Design elements will be included to 

capture suspended sediments. The facility will employ a Best Management 
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Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is not located near an existing natural gas transmission pipeline that is 

capable of providing a sufficient quantity of gas. Upgrades of existing pipelines 

and/or lateral connections to other pipelines will be necessary for supply of 

natural gas. Ultra low sulfur distillate would be received by truck and stored in 

above-ground storage tanks to serve as backup fuel for the new units. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra low sulfur distillate as fuels, plus combustion 

controls, will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance 

with applicable emission limiting standards. Using natural gas and ultra low 

sulfur distillate as fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate 

matter and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will 

limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When 

firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx 

combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations 

when using ultra low sulfur distillate as backup fuel. These design alternatives 

constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and 

energy impacts. Taken together, the design of the West County Energy 

Center units will incorporate features that will make them among the most 

efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by construction of the units at the site is 

expected to be below current noise levels for the residents nearest the site . 

Noise from the operation of the new units will be within allowable levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

An SCA will be filed in 2005 for the construction and operation of the West 

County Energy Center project under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act. A PSD permit application and an underground injection control permit 

application will also be submitted to the FDEP at the same time . 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Seven (7) sites are identified as "Potential Sites" for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity needs. 1 

These sites have been identified as Potential Sites due to considerations of 

location to FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and 

transmission facilities. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and 

technologies . 

Each of these potential sites offer advantages and disadvantages relative to 

engineering considerations and/or costs associated with the construction and 

operation of feasible technologies. In addition, each potential site has different 

characteristics that could require further definition and attention. For discussion 

purposes, it was assumed that natural gas-fired technologies would be the likely 

capacity additions at the Potential Sites unless otherwise indicated . 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all of these sites, assuming 

measures can be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental 

1 
As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites 

for future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites . 
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concerns that may arise. No significant environmental constraints are currently 

known for any of these 7 sites. The Potential Sites briefly discussed below are 

presented in alphabetical order. At this time FPL considers each site to be equally 

viable. 

Potential Site # 1: Andvtown Substation , Broward County 

FPL has identified the FPL Andytown Substation property in western 

unincorporated Broward County as a potential site for the addition of new 

generating capacity. Current facilities on-site include an electric substation. The 

existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission 

through existing structures or through additional lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the potential site has been included at the end of this 

chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land uses for the site are designated as industrial or agricultural use. The 

site identification process included screening of potential sites to determine 

potential wetland impacts and impacts to endangered or threatened species. 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are adjacent to the site. FPL would expect to 

mitigate any impacts from construction of a power plant at this site. 

Construction and operation of a new facility on this site is not expected to 

adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Surface water sources are not available at the site. Groundwater from the 

shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water have been identified as 

potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has been identified as a potential 

cooling water source. It has been estimated that sufficient water is available 

for generation technologies that might be considered for the site. 
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Potential Site# 2: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This potential site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in 

unincorporated Brevard County. The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a 

mile away. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway (US 1 ). A rail line is 

located near the plant. The existing facility consists of two 400 MW (approximate} 

steam boiler type generating units . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral property site is found at the end of this 

chapter . 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to 

industrial use with surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine 

forest. The land adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial and 

residential use. There are no significant environmental features on the site . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

It is expected that industrial cooling water needs could be met using the 

current 550,000 gpm once-through cooling water quantity. For industrial 

process water, FPL would use existing on-site wells or local gray water. It has 

been estimated that sufficient water is available for generation technologies 

that might be considered at the site . 

Potential Site # 3: Desoto County Site 

This site is an undeveloped site located on a 13,500 acre property in 

unincorporated Desoto County. The site is adjacent to portions of the Peace 

River. There are no current facilities on the site. The City of Arcadia is located 

southwest of the Desoto site . 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the potnetialsite is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to agricultural use (sod farming, 

cattle grazing, and truck crops}. Developed portions of the adjacent properties 

are primarily agricultural (sod farms, citrus groves, and cattle grazing}. 

Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub with some hardwoods and a few 

isolated wetlands. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The primary water source would either be groundwater from the upper and lower 

Floridan Aquifer or if available and practicable, a local source of gray water. Other 

facility water uses may include irrigation, potable use, etc., which could be supplied 

from shallower wells using the surficial aquifer. It has been estimated that sufficient 

water is available for generation technologies that might be considered for the site. 

Potential Site # 4: Fort Myers Plant Site, Lee County 

This potential site is located on FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property. 

Located on the site is one 1 ,400 MW (approximate} combined cycle unit, Unit# 

2, and 12 gas turbines each with a capacity of approximately 54 MW. Two 

additional simple cycle peaking units have been recently completed at the site 

in 2003. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding 

grassy and landscaped areas. Much of the site has recently been used for 

direct construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial 

and retail to the east of the property, and some residential areas located 

toward the west. Mixed scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east 

and further south . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the Sandstone Aquifer. It has been estimated that 

sufficient water is available for generation technologies that might be 

considered for the site . 

Potential Site # 5: Port Everglades Plant. Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port 

Everglades, Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 

84 and Interstate 595. A rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant 

consists of four steam boiler generating units: two 200 MW (approximate) and two 

400 MW (approximate) sized units. The four steam boilers are capable of firing 

residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination of both. The site also is home to 

twelve simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 MW (approximate) each . 

The GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made up of 24 GT's at the 

Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades site. The GT's are 

capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the Port Everglades plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port 

facilities and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light 

commercial. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL expects to use the existing municipal water supply for industrial process 

and makeup water. Cooling water would be drawn from the Intra-Coastal 

Waterway and cooling towers would be constructed. It has been estimated that 

sufficient water is available for generation technologies that might be 

considered for the site. 

Potential Site# 6: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm 

Beach County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and 

barge access is available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility 

currently houses two operational 300 MW (approximate) steam boiler 

generating units and one retired 50 MW generating unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities 

with some open, maintained grass areas. There is a small manatee viewing 

area on the site, which is operated seasonally by FPL. Adjacent land uses 

include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. The site is located on the Intra

Coastal Waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet. 
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d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The existing municipal water supply would be used for industrial processing 

water and FPL would continue to use Lake Worth as a source of water for 

once-through cooling water. It has been estimated that sufficient water is 

available for generation technologies that might be considered for the site . 

Potential Site # 7: Southwest St. Lucie County Site 

This site is an undeveloped site located in the southwest corner of St. Lucie 

County. A rail line, a natural gas pipeline, and electrical transmission lines are 

located near the site. The site is considered as suitable for the construction 

and operation of electrical generating facilities using a variety of technologies 

utilizing solid, liquid, or natural gas fuels. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Southwest St. Lucie County site is found at the end of 

this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to agricultural use. Most of the site 

is currently in use for agricultural purposes. Developed portions of the 

adjacent properties are primarily agricultural (cattle grazing). Undeveloped 

portions include mixed scrub with some hardwoods and some wetlands . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Nearby surface water are available for use at this site. Additional water 

sources include groundwater from the shallow aquifer, the deeper Floridan 

Aquifer, or if available and practicable, a local source of gray water. It has 

been estimated that sufficient water is available for generation technologies 

that might be considered for the site . 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Manatee 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items . 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items" . 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints. 

External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal 

with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance which is available to the FPL system and the amount and 

price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated 

both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The 

amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected 

transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of available 

assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an 

additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the peak load 

months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical values 

and projections from production costing models . 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that may not adversely impact such limitations. The internal 

transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting new units 

at different locations, and by, evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location 

combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. Both site- and system

related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or groups 

of options . 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's transmission plans are 

presented in Section III.E. 

Discussion Item# 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure 

or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses 

the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system. 
2 

No sensitivity case analyses based on different load forecasts were carried out during FPL's 

most recent planning work. This is due to the fact that the construction options projected for 

the earliest need years of 2009 and 2010 are combustion turbine-based combined cycle (CC) 

technology. If higher-than-projected loads begin to appear, the combustion turbine 

components of the CC options could be placed in service early in simple cycle mode. FPL 

believed that this fact qualitatively enables it to be able to address higher-than-projected 

loads. If lower-than-projected loads appear, these additions can be delayed. 

2 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are identical. In such cases {as in FPL's current resource planning work), FPL evaluates options on the simpler- to 
-calculate {but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices . 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price forecast 

are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

FPL also conducted an analysis of the comparative economics of a plan that included coal

fired generation compared to an all gas-fired plan. In this study FPL utilized high, low, and 

expected or "most likely" fuel cost forecasts to explore the relative system fuel cost 

differences between a clean coal plan and a plan that included all gas-fired generation 

additions. This approach allowed FPL to examine the relative economics of these two 

different types of plans with fuel cost forecasts that varied the price difference between coal 

and natural gas. The results of the analyses using these different fuel cost values for coal

fired and gas-fired options is detailed in FPL's Report on Clean Coal Generation, presented 

to the Commission on March 10, 2005. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon . 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used three fuel forecasts in 

the comparative economic analysis of clean coal generation. FPL held the coal prices 

constant, based on the most likely coal price forecast, and developed three natural gas price 

forecasts (high, low, and expected}. The low gas price sensitivity, when compared to the coal 

price forecast, results in an essentially fixed differential between natural gas prices and coal 

prices . 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output 

ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally 

consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered 

in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options 

FPL projects to add over the planning horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's most recent resource planning work were a 

45% debt and 55% equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 7.1 %, and an equity 

return of 12.0%. These assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 9.8% 

and an after-tax discount rate of 8.57%. FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to 

varying financial assumptions. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). However, in its most recent planning work, FPL utilized both a levelized system 

average rate perspective for its DSM Goals and DSM Plan work and the equivalent present 
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value of system revenue requirements perspective when evaluating options that did not result 

in changes to system DSM levels. (As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both 

the electricity rate perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue 

requirement perspective are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing 

plans.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria . 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a 

maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

planning criteria established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its 

Planning Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Planning Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www.nerc.com) . 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://floasis.siemens-asp.com/OASIS/FPUINFO.HTM) . 

The normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level {kVl Vmin {e.u.} Vmax {e.u.} 

69,115,138 0.95 1.05 

230 0.95 1.06 

500 0.95 1.07 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may determine it prudent to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers and the probability of 
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an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors would influence the decision in such 

cases. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. Finally, FPL is careful to claim only program savings for the average life of the 

installed efficiency measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load 

management, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is 

functioning correctly. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

Among the strategic or non-price factors FPL typically considers when choosing between 

resource options are the following: (1) fuel diversity; (2) technology risk; (3) environmental 

risk and (4) site feasibility. 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs. 

natural gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative 

pipeline suppliers for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase 

diversity in fuel source and/or supply would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable. 
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Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts. Technologies regarded 

as more acceptable from an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize 

environmental impacts through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls (e.g. clean 

coal technologies versus conventional pulverized coal) . 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, elements of FPL's capacity additions include the 

construction of new generating capacity at three existing sites: Martin, Manatee, and Turkey 

Point. These three generation construction projects were selected after evaluating competing 

bids received in response to three Request for Proposals (RFP's) issued by FPL in mid-2001, 

mid-2002, and mid-2003 respectively. The decision to construct new combined cycle units at 

FPL's existing Martin and Manatee sites was subsequently approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission (FPSC) in late 2002. The FPSC approved FPL's decision to construct 

the new combined cycle unit at FPL's existing Turkey Point site in June 2004 . 

FPL plans to meet its 2008 need with a new short-term purchase agreement from Reliant's 

Indian River facility. In addition, a 2010-2015 purchase agreement with Southern Company 

was acquired and has been approved by the FPSC in January 2005 . 

The construction capacity additions projected in this document for 2009 and beyond will be 

conducted in a manner consistent with the Commissions Bid Rule through a Request for 

Proposal (RFP) process. Specifically, FPL intends to publish an RFP in the Summer of 2005 

to solicit competitive proposals for comparison to its Next Planned Generating Unit(s) for the 

capacity need required in the years 2009-2011. In addition, FPL plans to publish a Clean 
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Coal RFP on or before August 2006 for the capacity need required in the years 2012-2014. It 

is anticipated that since this Clean Coal RFP is being initiated with a lead time that will 

support the longer construction schedule of a clean coal plant, this RFP would be restricted to 

proposals that provide fuel diversity comparable to that of a large coal-fired facility. 

Identification of self-build options for 2009 and beyond in FPL's Site Plan is not an indication 

that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may conduct. The identification of future 

capacity units is required of FPL and represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's 

best, most cost-effective self-build options at this time. FPL reserves the right to refine its 

planning analyses and to identify other self-build options. Such refined analyses have the 

potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which might not require an RFP. If an 

RFP is issued for supply-side resources, FPL reserves the right to choose the best alternative 

for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item# 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52- 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for 

any new or upgraded line. 

FPL plans to construct a new transmission line (by December 2005) that is presently being 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52-403.536, F.S.). The new line will 

connect FPL's Orange River Substation to FPL's Collier Substation (as shown on Table 

III.F.1 ). The certification process for this new line should be completed by the summer of 

2004. The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Collier and Lee County areas in a reliable and effective manner. Additionally, FPL has 

identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2008) that requires 

certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52-403.536, F.S.). The new line will 

connect FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's proposed Pringle Substation (also shown on 

Table III.F.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to 

the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented 

in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code 

(FAC) . 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2005 and 

that were on-going in the first quarter of 2006. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2006--2015 time frame . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten-year time horizon, and is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in 

nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part 

of the Florida site certification process, or through other proceedings and filings . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system . 
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Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's IRP process and outlines FPL's projected resource additions, 

especially new power plants, as determined in FPL's IRP work in 2005 and early 2006. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations 

for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional specific information 

that is to be included in a Site Plan filing. 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type BIT 

cc 
CT 

GT 

IC 

NP 

NPGU 

SCPC 

ST 

Fuel Type UR 

BIT 

F02 

F06 

LNG 

NG 

No 

Pet 

Fuel Transportation No 

PL 

RR 

TK 

WA 

Unit/Site Status OT 

p 

RP 

T 

u 

v 
Other P.U. 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 

Definition 

Bituminous Coal 

Combined Cycle 

Combustion Turbine 

Gas Turbine 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Next Planned Generating Unit 

Supercritical Pulverized Coal 

Steam Unit 

Uranium 

Bituminous Coal 

1#1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Liquified Natural Gas 

Natural Gas 

None 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Pipeline 

Railroad 

Truck 

Water 

Other 

Planned Unit 

Proposed for repowering 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Per Unit 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2006 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

addresses FPL's plans to increase its electric generation capability as part of its efforts to meet its 

projected incremental resource needs for the 2006-2015 time period . 

In response to strong population growth, FPL's total generation capability is required to increase 

significantly during the 2006-2015 time period as shown in Table ES.1. The table reflects FPL's 

planned changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.), scheduled changes in 

the delivered amounts of purchased power, and the planned additions of new generating units . 

Although not explicitly shown in this table, FPL's demand side management (DSM) resources are 

included. These resources incorporate the approved DSM Goals (that are assumed to be 

implemented on schedule) and additional DSM (identified in late 2005/early 2006) scheduled to 

be implemented in 2006 through 2008. 

During the summer of 2005, FPL experienced a season with a significant number of peak 

demand events, several of which exceeded the forecasted peak demand for the year. Further 

investigation and review identified that population growth above that forecasted was the primary 

driver for this increased peak demand. In November of 2005, FPL issued an updated forecast 

incorporating these changes. The updated load forecast resulted in earlier and greater resource 

needs, with the first year of resource need moving forward to 2006 from 2009 (as had been 

identified in the 2005 Site Plan). In response to this emergent need, FPL is implementing 

additional cost-effective DSM and securing new near-term firm power purchases. It is expected 

that the combination of these new power purchases and additional DSM will effectively meet the 

incremental capacity need in 2006 and 2007, and will significantly reduce FPL's 2008 resource 

needs. FPL's remaining 2008 resource needs will be met by either additional near-term 

purchases, capacity increases to FPL's existing units, by the construction of one unsited new 

combustion turbine (CT) or some combination of all of these alternatives . 
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In 2007, FPL will be adding a new (1, 144 Summer MW) combined cycle (CC) unit at its existing 

Turkey Point plant site. This unit was selected as the best option after comparison to other FPL 

construction alternatives and outside proposals received in response to an RFP that FPL issued 

in August 2003. This capacity addition was approved by the Florida Public Service Commission 

(FPSC) on June 18, 2004. FPL's application for certification under the Florida Electric Power 

Plant Siting Act was approved by the Governor and Siting Board on February 7, 2005. 

FPL currently projects to meet its 2009 and 2010 capacity needs with the addition of two highly 

efficient 1 ,219 Summer MW CC units identified as West County Energy Center Units #1 and #2 

(West County Units #1 and # 2). The first of these units is scheduled to come in service in June 

2009 and the second is scheduled to come in service in June 2010. These units were selected 

after comparing them to bids received in response to an RFP issued by FPL in September 2005 

that requested bids for firm capacity in the 2009-2011 time frame. The addition of these units, 

which is needed to maintain system reliability, was shown to be more than $750 million (CPVRR) 

more cost-effective than other alternatives received in response to the RFP. The units will 

effectively address the pressing need for generation located in southeast Florida to meet regional 

growth. As a result of their location, these units help to reduce transmission losses for the entire 

system. Additionally, using state of the art technology, these units will significantly increase the 

overall generation efficiency of the system which will result in using less fuel to produce each 

megawatt hour of electricity. FPL recently has filed a petition for a Determination of Need for 

these two units. A decision from the FPSC is expected before the end of 2006. 

The addition of West County Units #1 and #2 will meet FPL's 2009 and 2010 capacity needs; 

however as a result of the updated load forecast, a resource need for 2011 will remain. FPL will 

seek to address this 2011 need with additional cost-effective DSM, power purchases, capacity 

increases to FPL's existing units, construction of new CTs or a combination of these resources. 

For purpose of this planning document, FPL projects the construction of two unsited CTs. 
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FPL plans to meet the need in years 2012 and 2013 with two new supercritical pulverized coal 

(SCPC) units. These units are scheduled to be in service by June 2012 and June 2013, 

respectively. A site for these two co-located, advanced coal units has not yet been selected; 

however, FPL is investigating suitable locations that will be identified in an addendum to this Site 

Plan, expected by June 1, 2006. These planned increases in electric generation capability will 

allow FPL to continue to maintain system reliability and integrity at a reasonable cost, and to 

increase fuel diversity.1 

FPL is currently examining a variety of options to meet the remaining portion of the 2014 and 

2015 need including: additional DSM, new/extended purchases and capacity enhancements to 

existing FPL units. Also under consideration is the construction of CT's or smaller CC units that 

could be designed to facilitate a conversion to coal gasification operation. For purposes of this 

planning document, FPL projects the construction of one additional unsited CT in 2014, one 

additional unsited CT in 2015, and one unsited 2x1 CC in 2015; any of which could be converted 

to coal gasification when the technology is shown to meet reliability and cost-effectiveness 

standards. The amount of capacity needed and the technologies that would ultimately be chosen 

to meet the need for these years will be based on FPL's ongoing review of technology, 

environmental requirements, regulation and economic factors and will not be restricted to a single 

technology . 

FPL's ongoing planning efforts remain influenced by two recurrent issues. Those two issues are: 

1) maintaining an appropriate balance between load and generating capacity located in 

Southeast Florida; and 2) maintaining and enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system. The 

addition of West County Units #1 and #2 will help maintain a balance of generation located within 

reasonable proximity to the increasing load in the Southeast area, as well as contribute to the 

overall system reliability. The significant weather events of 2004 and 2005 have underscored the 

1 Repowering of existing FPL sites remains an alternative to new construction and FPL will continue to examine this, and 
other options including solid fuel options . 
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value of a balanced fuel supply as it impacts both fuel supply reliability and system fuel costs. 

FPL continues to actively pursue advanced technology coal generation as the most certain 

alternative to measurably increase fuel diversity within the Site Plan planning horizon. FPL also 

has begun the steps to investigate the next generation of nuclear generation facilities. FPL is 

involved in several industry consortiums and has held extensive discussions with the leaders in 

the design, construction and operation segments of the nuclear industry to obtain an updated 

view of the issues surrounding adding nuclear generation in Florida. Many uncertainties remain 

at this early stage. However, while the feasible horizon for new nuclear generation is beyond the 

planning horizon of this Site Plan, FPL is actively pursuing the possibility of new nuclear 

generation. 
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Table ES.1: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL (1l 

Projected Capacity Changes and ResetVe Margins for FPL 111 
Net Capacity Ch11nqes fMW} FPL Reserve Margin f%1 

Winter~ Summer~ Winter Summer 

2006 Changes to Existing QF Purchases 1' 1 (132) (136) 25.9% 
Changes to existing Units 205 142 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 151 147 440 

2007 Turkey Point Unit #5 161 1,144 24.2% 
Changes to existing Units 70 77 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 1' 1 73 (412) 

2008 Changes to existing Units 4 12 26.6% 
Turkey Point Unit #5 161 1,181 
Unsited Combustion Turbine 161 160 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 151 (252) 

2009 Changes to ExisUng QF Purchases 141 (51) 23.6% 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 151 (326) (105) 
West County Unit #1 161 1,219 
Unsited Combustion Turbine 161 181 

2010 West County Unit #1 161 1,335 25.0% 
Changes to Existing QF Purchases 141 (51) (47) 
West County Unit #2 161 1,219 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 1' 1 (461) (683) 

2011 West County Unit #2 161 1,335 28.5% 
Unsited 2x0 Simple Cycle CT 161 320 
Changes to ExisUng QF Purchases 141 (92) (45) 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 151 (1) 

2012 Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 1 161171 850 27.9% 
Unsited 2x0 Simple Cycle CT 161 362 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 1' 1 (158) 
Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 1 161 (1! 855 2013 28.6% 
Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 2 161171 850 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases 151 (180) 

2014 SupercriUcal Pulverized Coal Unit# 2 161171 855 29.9% 
Unsited 1x 0 Simple Cycle CT 161 160 

2015 Unsited 1x 0 Simple Cycle CT 161 181 27.3% 
Unsited 1x 0 Simple Cycle CT 161 160 
Unsited 2x1 Combined Cycle 161 553 
TOTALS• 5,289 5,669 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 
(3) Summer values ere values for August of year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with Cogan & Small Power Producers. See Table 1.8.1 for more details. 
(5) These are firm capacity purchases from Non-OF facilities. See Tables 1.0.1 and Table 1.0.2 for more details . 
(6) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they ere included in the Summer 

21.3% 

21.4% 

20.9% 

20.3% 

21.3% 

19.7%1' 11"1 

19.7%(11 (f) 

reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 
(7) FPL is currently in the process of selecting a site(s) for these advanced technology coal units. FPL expects to announce the 

selected site(s) by June 2006. 
(8) FPL reserve margin values are shown to include what is committed or firmly planned. FPL will continue to pursue the most 

cost effective altematives available to meet the tihen forecasted need with a 20% reserve margin, such as OSM resources 
that may be added in intervening years or additional purchases. 

(9) FPL will continue to pursue development of technologies, such as SCPC or IGCC to meet the needs in these later years. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.5 million people. FPL served an average of 4,318,739 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2005. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased power . 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, FL. The current 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, eleven combined 

cycle units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty eight combustion gas turbines, one simple 

cycle combustion turbine, and five diesel units. The location of these units is shown on 

Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1 . 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,470 circuit miles of transmission lines . 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 542 substations in Florida . 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities . 

Florida Power & Light Company 13 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 24 of 192

Location/ 
Map Key 

A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 

Number 
Plant Name of Units 

Turkey Point 4 2,171 
St. Lucie • 2 1,553 
Manatee 3 2,727 
Fort Myers 2 1,767 
Cutler 2 170 
Lauderdale 2 859 
Port Everglades 4 1,200 
Riviera 2 556 
Martin 5 3,649 
Cape Canaveral 2 798 
Sanford 3 2,042 
Putnam 2 494 
SJRPP ** 2 232 
Scherer*** 1 639 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 
Internal Combustion Turbines 5 12 

FPL Generation = 89 20,777 

* Represents FPL's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear. 100% unit 1, 
85% unit 2; SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 

** SJRPP = St. John's River Power Pari<. 
••• The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map 

j;;,,;,J Non-FPL Territory 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2005) 

Florida Power & Light Company 14 

• I 
I 
I 

• I 

• I 

• • I 

• I 
I 

• • I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • 41 

• I 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

• • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 25 of 192• I 

I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2005) 

Number Summer 
Unit T~e/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW 

Combined-Cycle 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 859 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Gas 899 
Martin lndiantown,FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,107 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 1,904 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 494 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,441 
Manatee Parrish,FL 1 Gas 1,107 
Total Combined Cycle 11 7,811 

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers* Fort Myers, FL Gas/Oil 326 
Total Combustion Turbines 326 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,386 
St. Lucie** Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,553 
Total Nuclear 4 2,939 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP ** Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 232 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 639 
Total Coal Steam 3 871 

Oil/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 2 Oil/Gas 798 
Cutler Miami, FL 2 Gas 170 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,620 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,643 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 Oil/Gas 1,200 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 Oil/Gas 556 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 138 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Oil/Gas 785 
Total Oil/Gas Steam 17 6,910 

Gas Turblnes(GD/Diesels(ICl 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 840 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 420 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648 
Turkey Point (IC) Florida City, FL 5 Oil 12 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 53 1,920 

Total Units: 89 
Total Net Generating Capability: 20,777 

Each unit consists of two combustion turbines totaling approximately 300 MW. 
Represents FPL's ownership share: St. Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 

Florida Power & Light Company 15 
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Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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I.B Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases From Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five cogeneration/small power production facilities to 

purchase firm capacity and energy. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

Purchased power remains an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL has a Unit 

Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 381 MW, of coal

fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern) through May, 2010. In January 

2005, the Commission approved a new firm purchase contract with Southern that will 

result in FPL receiving 930 MW from June 2010 through the end of 2015. This capacity 

will be supplied by Southern from a mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. (FPL also has ownership 

interest in these units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's installed capacity 

shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1.) 

Other Purchases: 

FPL has other firm capacity purchase contracts through 2009 with a variety of Non-OF 

suppliers. These purchases are generally near-term in nature. Table 1.8.1 presents the 

Summer and Table 1.8.2 represents the Winter MW resulting from all firm purchased 

power contracts discussed above through the year 2015. 
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Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

I Purchases from QF"s· 
(Cogeneration/ Small Power 
Production Facilities) Start Date End Oat 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
1. Broward South 04/01/91 08/01/09 50.6 50.6 50.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31126 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward South 01/01/97 12131/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

2. Broward North 04/01/92 12131/10 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31126 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01/01/97 12131126 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

3. Cedar Bav Generating Co. 01/25194 12131/24 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 
4. Indiantown Coaen. LP 12/22195 12/01/25 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 
5. Palm Beach SWA 04/01/92 03/31/10 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

QF Purchases Sub Total = 738 738 738 687 640 595 595 595 595 595 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 
Start Date End Date 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

1. UPS from Southem Co. 07/20/88 05/31/10 931 931 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2. UPS Replacement 06101/10 12131/15 0 0 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 930 
3. SJRPP 04/02/82 10131/15 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 

Utility Purchases Sub Total = 1312 1312 1312 1312 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 

Ill. Other Purchases: 
Start Date End Date 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

1. Oleander/Constellation 1 06/01/02 05/31/05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2. Progress Enerov Ventures/Desoto 06/01/02 05/31/05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3. Reliant/Pasco/Shadv Hills 02/28102 02/28107 474 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4. Reliant/Indian River 01/01/06 12/31/09 130 354 576 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4a. Reliant/Indian River_LAddl. Trans.] 05/01106 12/31/09 346 222 0 326 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5. Progress Energ~ Ventures/Desoto Put ootion 06101/05 05131/07 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6. Oleander/Southern Co Put ootion_l_ 06/01/05 05/31/07 156 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sa. Oleander (l:xtension 06101/07 05/31/12 0 158 158 158 158 158 0 0 0 0 
7. Williams 03101/06 12/31/09 56 106 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8. Progress Energy Ventures 04/01/06 03131/09 55 105 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Purchases Sub Total= 1357 945 945 840 158 158 0 0 0 0 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Summer Purchases Total MW = 3407 2995 2995 2839 2109 2064 1906 1906 1906 1906 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

I Purchases from QF's · 
(Cogeneration/ Small Power 
Production Facilities) Start Date End Dat 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
1. Broward South 04101191 08101109 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 0 0 0 

BrowardSouth 01101193 12131126 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
BrowardSouth 011a1195 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
BrowardSouth 011a1197 12/31126 a.6 a.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

2. Broward North 041a1/92 1213111a 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 0 0 
Broward North 01101193 12131126 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
Broward North a1101195 12131126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01101197 12131126 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

3. Cedar Bav GeneratinQ Co. 01125194 12131/24 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 
4. Indiantown Cooen. LP 12122195 12101125 330.0 330.a 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 
5. Palm Beacl1 SWA 04/01192 03/31110 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 a a 

QF SubTotal • 738 738 738 738 687 595 595 

11. Purchases from Utilities: 
Start Date End Date 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

1. UPS from Southern Co. 07120/88 05131110 931 931 931 931 931 0 0 
2. UPS Replacement 06101110 12131115 0 0 0 0 0 930 930 
3. SJRPP 04102/82 10131115 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 

Utility Purchases Sub Total = 1321 1321 1321 1321 1321 1320 1320 

Ill. Other Purchases: 

Start Date End Oat 2006 2007 20a8 2009 2010 2011 2012 
1. Oleander/Constellation 1 06101/02 05131/05 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 
2. Progress Energy Ventures/Desoto 06101102 05131/05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3. Reliant/Pasco/Sha<!Y_Hills a2128/02 02128/07 474 474 0 0 a 0 0 
4. RelianUindian River 01101/06 12131109 130 354 576 250 0 0 0 
4a. RelianUindian River_l_Addl. Trans. 05/01/06 12131109 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5. Progress Energy Ventures/Desoto (Put option) 06101105 05131107 362 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6. Oleander/Southern Co Put option 06101105 05131107 180 180 0 0 0 0 0 
6a. Oleander Extension 06101107 05131/12 0 0 180 180 180 180 180 
7. Williams 03101/06 12131/09 0 106 106 106 0 0 0 
8. PrDQress Energy Ventures 04101/06 03131/09 0 105 105 105 0 0 0 

Other Purchases Sub Total= 1146 1219 967 641 180 180 180 
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I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2005 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 

2005 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPL in 2005 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagassee 2/80 3,351 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 11,327 

Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagassee/W ood 11/95 275,971 

Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Gas 7/98 17,745 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By-Product 2/94 7,340 

Elliot Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 120 

I.D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL's DSM activities continue what has been FPL's practice since 1978 of encouraging 

cost-effective conservation and load management. FPL's DSM efforts through 2005 have 

resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 3,519 MW at the 

generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 33,981 GWH at the generator. 

FPL's new DSM Goals for the 2005-2014 timeframe were approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission (Commission) on August 9, 2004. FPL's DSM Plan (with which FPL 

will meet the approved DSM Goals) was approved by the Commission on February 9, 

2005 except for the BuildSmart and Residential Conservation Services programs. These 

two programs received Commission approval on January 10, 2006. 

Due to the changes in FPL's resource needs resulting from FPL's updated (November 

2005) load forecast previously mentioned in the Executive Summary, FPL is currently 

planning a number of modifications to its existing DSM programs that will result in 

additional DSM MW reduction capability above what was projected in the approved DSM 
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Plan. FPL will seek approval of these program modifications during the second quarter of 

2006. To-date, FPL has developed a projection for additional cost-effective DSM that can 

be implemented in 2006 through 2008. The schedule for new generation additions 

presented in this document are based on the implementation of these additional DSM 

MW through 2008. FPL will continue to analyze the potential for additional cost-effective 

DSM for 2009-on in its ongoing resource planning work in 2006. 
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• • Page 1 of3 

t Schedule 1 

t Existing Generating Facilities 

t As of December 31, 2005 

t 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen. Max. Net Cae!!bili~ 11 • Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plant Name ~ ~ ~ Pri. M. Pri. M. !.!R ~ ~ t<:W t.ffl Mti. • Cape Canaveral Brevard County 

• 19124SI36F ~ 806 ~ 

t 1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unkr>oiM1 Apr~ Unknown 402,050 403 399 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unkr>oiM1 May-89 Unknown 402,050 403 399 

• Miami Dade County Cutler • 2715SSI40E ~ 1l2 1lQ 

~ 5 ST NG No PL No Unkr>oiM1 Nov-54 Unknown 75,000 67 S5 
6 ST NG No PL No Unkr>oiM1 Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 109 105 

• • Fort Myers Lee County 
35/43S/25E ~ ~ &.ill 

• 2 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-<12 Unknown 1,701,890 1,610 1,441 
3A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-<11 Unknown 376,380 380 326 

• 1·12 GT F02 No PL No Unkr>oiM1 May-74 Unknown 744,120 769 648 

• lauderdale BrCM~ard County 

• 
30150SI42E 1 873 968 1,947 ~ 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 526,250 465 430 

• 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unkr>oiM1 Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 464 429 
1-12 GT NG F02 Pl PL Unkr.aMI Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

• 13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unkr>oiM1 Aug-72 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

• Manatee Manatee 

• County UQl..11Q z.ru U21. 
18/33SI20E 

• ST F06 NG WA PL UnknO'M'I Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 817 810 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-n Unknown 863,300 817 810 

• 3 cc NG No PL No UnknO'M'I Jun-<15 Unknown 1,224,510 1,197 1,107 

• • 11 These ratings are peak capability . 

• • • • • • ~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

• 
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Existing Generating Facilities • As of December 31,2005 • (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) • Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial E>cpected Gen.Max. Net Cae!!bili!l11 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer • e!l!nt ~me NQ. ~ Im: Pri. All. ELi.& .!.!H ~ ~ K'ti 1&i MYi 

Mart1n Martin County • 29129SI38E ~ ~ ~ • 1 ST FOS NG PL PL Unknown Dec.ao Unknown 934.500 830 8:28 • 2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-ll1 Unknown 934.500 8:29 815 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 471 449 • 4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 472 450 
8 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 1,224,510 1,197 1,107 • 

Port Everglades City of Hollywood • 23/50SI42E 1,710,384 .J..,E1 1,620 • 1 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Jun-00 Unknown 247,775 220 219 • 2 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Apr~1 Unknown 247,775 220 219 

3 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Jui.Q4 Unknown 402,050 382 377 
4 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Apr~ Unknown 402,050 390 385 • 1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

Putnam Putnam County • 16110SI27E 2!!Q.QQl! 568 ~ • 1 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 262 245 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 286 249 • Rilliera Oty of Rilliera BeaCh • 33142SI43E 620 840 560 556 

3 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Jun~ Unknown 310,420 274 272 • 4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-<>3 Unknown 310,420 286 284 I 
I 

Sanford Volusia County 

I 16119SI30E 2 534 050 z.m ~ 

3 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 142 138 I 4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,1Be,900 1,045 952 
5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,1Be,900 1,045 952 I 

11 These ratings are peak capability. I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • t 
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Page 3 ol3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2005 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
Alt. 

Fuel Fue0 Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Caf:!!bili~ 11 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Ret1rement Nameplate 

~ & ~ Ill!!! Pri. All. fc:. All. 12 ~ ~ i<:'N 

Scherer2J Monroe.GA 

~ 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 

St. Johns River Duval County 
Power Pari< 31 12115128E 

(RPC4} ~ 

1 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 UnknaM'l 135.918 
2 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 135,918 

St. Lucie St. Lucie County 
16/36SI41E 1 573 775 

1 NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 850,000 
2 41 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,775 

Turl<ey Point Miami Dade County 
27157SI40E 2 336138 

1 ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown J>.fx.f.7 Unknown 402.050 
2 ST FOO NG WA PL Unknown Afx-QS Unknown 402,050 
3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 
4 NP UR No TK No UnknaM'l Jur>-73 Unkoown 759,900 
1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec.fJ7 Unknown 12,138 

Total System as of December 31, 2005 = 

11 These ratings are peak capability. 
21 These ratings represent Florida Power & Li!11t Company's share of Scherer Unit No. 4. adjusted lor transm1sson losses. 
3/ The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Park Unit No. 1 and No. 2. exduding 

Jackson.,;ne Electric Authority (JEA) share o1 80%. 

Winter 
~ 

§g.2 

642 

ill 

1:l0 
112 

~ 

853 
726 

2.237 

388 
403 
717 
717 
12 

22,099 

41 Total capability is 8531639 MW. Capabilities shown represnet FPL's share o1 the unit and exdude the Or1ando Utilities Commission (OUC) 
and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA} combined po1ion ol approximately 15%. 
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Summer 
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~ 

639 

~ 

127 
105 

~ 

639 
714 

2,183 

385 
400 
693 
693 
12 

20,777 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 

key input to the models used to develop the Integrated Resource Plan. The following 

pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads . 

The primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, the resulting forecasts are an 

integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic development boards, 

weather assessments from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA), and inputs from FPL's own customer service planning areas. In the area of 

demographics, population trends by county, plus housing characteristics such as housing 

starts, housing size, and vintage of homes are assessed . 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 

information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy 

use. In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household 

characteristics such as ages of members in households, number of members in 

households, and income distributions . 

The projections for the national and Florida economy are obtained from Global Insight. 

Population projections for the counties served by FPL are obtained from the Bureau of 

Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. In addition, FPL 

actively participates with local development councils and universities to obtain their 

assessments of the local economy, specifically in the area of expansion of new 

businesses and retention of the current business base. These inputs are quantified and 

qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for 

electricity . 

Weather is always a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand . 

Weather variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak demand . 

There are two sets of weather variables developed and used in forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to forecast energy sales . 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks . 
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The Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory (Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional energy 

sales. This composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Days 

which are based on starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F, respectively. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profile of temperature are used for the Summer and 

Winter peak models. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2005-2024 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for Load 

(NEL) forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2006-2015 are 

presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric 

models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software package 

MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and Net Energy for Load forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using a regression model which 

contains the real residential price of electricity, real Florida personal income, Cooling and 

Heating Degree-Days as explanatory variables. The price of electricity plays a role in 

explaining electric usage since electricity, like all other goods and services, will be used 

in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its price. To capture economic conditions, 

the model includes Florida's real personal income. The degree of economic prosperity 

can, and does, affect residential electricity sales. The impact of weather is captured by 

the Heating Degree-Days and, two weighted variables for cooling degree days 

accounting for cooling degree days from the previous month are also included as an 

explanatory variable. The degree of economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential 

electricity sales. Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use 

per customer forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. The long-term 

annual model is similar except that Florida real per capita in included as an economic 
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explanatory variable rather than Florida total personal income. Also the annual model 

includes annual cooling degree days . 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. Commercial 

sales are a function of the following variables: Florida's real personal income, commercial 

real price of electricity, two variables for Cooling Degree-Days weighted for previous 

month and current month, and an autoregressive term. The long-term model is similar, 

except annual cooling degree days is used as explanatory weather variable as opposed 

to weighted monthly cooling degree days. In addition the long term model does not 

include an autoregressive term. Florida's real personal income is used to capture the 

economic activity in FPL's service territory. The price of electricity is also included as an 

explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage. Cooling 

Degree-Days are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector . 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. Industrial sales 

are a function of lagged industrial sales, the real price of electricity, Cooling Degree

Days, a dummy variable for outliers, and an autoregressive term. The price of electricity 

is also included as an explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on 

customer usage. The Cooling Degree-Day term is included to capture the weather

sensitive load in the industrial class. The Long term model consists of real price of 

electricity and Florida's manufacturing employment. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

At present, this class consists of sports fields and one government account. The forecast 

for this class is based on historical knowledge of its characteristics. 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by first assuming a constant use 

per customer and then multiplying that value by the number of projected customers. The 

forecast of sales to railroad & railways is based on historical knowledge of its 

characteristics. This class consists of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system . 
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6. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not 

the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their 

own customers. 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

(Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, Florida (City of Key 

West), Miami-Dade County, and the Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA). Sales to 

the Florida Keys are forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted sales to the City 

of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected 

load factor. Miami-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy. Line losses are billed 

to Miami-Dade under a wholesale contract. FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW 

from FPL through October, 2007. 

7. Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. After an 

estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to generate a 

forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 

II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An annual econometric model is developed to produce a net energy for load (NEL) 

forecast. The key inputs to the model are: the real price of electricity, Heating and 

Cooling Degree-Days, Florida Non-Agricultural Employment, and an autoregressive term. 

The monthly model is similar, except the economic variables utilized are Florida's real 

personal income and a dummy variable for February. The first year of the forecast is 

developed from a daily model which consists of similar explanatory variables as monthly 

model except includes variables for weekends and holiday. The forecasts thereafter for 

the following four years are obtained from the short-term monthly model. Forecasts for 

subsequent years are generated using the growth rates from the annual model. 

Once an annual NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the 

results are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the 
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total sales forecast. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted 

to match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2006-2015 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears 

at the end of this chapter . 

II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of a growing 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the peak 

forecast models to capture these behavioral relationships . 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2006-2015 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 . 

System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the price of electricity, Florida real personal income, average 

temperature and a heat buildup weather variable consisting of the sum of the cooling 

degree hours during the peak day and three prior days. The model below is based on 

Summer peak load per customer. The Summer peak load per customer value is 

multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Summer peak . 

System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the square of the minimum temperature 

on the peak day, heating degree hours for the prior day as well as for the morning of the 

winter peak day. In addition, Florida real personal income is a variable used in the 

model. The model below is based on Winter peak load per customer. The Winter peak 

load per customer value is multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Winter 

peak. 
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Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2005-2024 period are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process 

is basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and consists of the following 

actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of 

historical monthly peaks to seasonal peaks (Summer = April-October, Winter 

=November-March.) 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive 

the peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors 

remain unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II.D. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2005-2024 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. These daily load shapes are ranked and used with forecasted monthly peaks, 

NEL, and calendars in developing an hourly forecast. The model allows calibration of 

hourly values where the peak is maintained or where both the peak and minimum load

to-peak ratio is maintained. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rural & Residential 
Average•- Average KWH 

Members per No. of Consumption 

Year Population• Household GWH** Customers Per Customer GWH** 

1996 6,948,951 2.20 41,302 3,152,625 13,101 31,211 

1997 7,105,592 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 

1998 7,249,627 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 
1999 7,412,744 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 

2001 7,754,846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 

2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 

2006 8,638,053 2.21 56,541 3,910,167 14,460 44,236 

2007 8,808,004 2.21 57,995 3,985,164 14,553 46,430 

2008 8,975,540 2.21 60,255 4,060,181 14,840 49,095 

2009 9,138,039 2.21 62,322 4,133,181 15,079 51,195 

2010 9,298,715 2.21 64,299 4,205,546 15,289 53,188 

2011 9,456,660 2.21 65,762 4,275,556 15,381 54,552 

2012 9,609,275 2.21 67,240 4,343,167 15,482 55,995 

2013 9,758,884 2.21 68,811 4,409,366 15,606 57,536 
2014 9,907,794 2.21 70,206 4,475,348 15,687 59,194 
2015 10,056,605 2.21 71,546 4,541,033 15,756 60,887 

• Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
•• Actual energy sales include the Impacts of existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not 

include the impact of incremental conservation. 
••• Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
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(8) (9) 

Commercial 
Average*** Average KWH 

No. of Consumption 

Customers Per Customer 

380,860 81,949 

388,906 84,703 
396,749 87,255 
404,942 87,725 

415,295 89,096 

426,573 88,989 
435,313 91,955 
444,650 93,163 

458,Q53 91,832 
469,973 92,490 

481,993 91,777 

492,462 94,281 
502,802 97,643 
512,943 99,806 

522,916 101,714 

531,830 102,574 

540,464 103,605 

548,937 104,813 
557,395 106,197 
565,826 107,607 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Other 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 
Average*** Average KWH & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Ughting Authorities 

Ym GWH** Customers Per Customer GWH GWH •• GWH 

1996 3,792 14,783 256,511 83 368 577 
1997 3,894 14,761 263,803 85 383 702 
1998 3,951 15,126 261,206 81 373 625 
1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 
2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,875 86 419 67 
2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 
2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 64 
2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 
2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 

2006 3,926 21,315 184,173 96 468 50 

2007 3,904 20,574 189,743 96 485 50 
2008 3,922 19,936 196,711 96 501 50 
2009 3,936 19,421 202,680 96 517 50 
2010 3,945 19,042 207,186 96 534 50 

2011 3,916 18,987 206,259 96 545 50 
2012 3,891 18,842 206,509 96 555 50 
2013 3,862 18,825 205,142 96 566 50 
2014 3,821 18,859 202,607 96 577 50 
2015 3,772 18,936 199,176 96 587 50 

•• Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 
incremental conservation . 

... Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
.... GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col (14) +Col. (15). 
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(16) 

Total•••• 

Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWH .. 

77,334 

79,855 
85,130 

84,676 
87,960 

90,212 
95,523 
99,496 
99,095 
102,296 

105,316 

108,959 

113,918 
118,116 

122,111 

124,920 
127,827 
130,920 

133,942 
136,938 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net•-** Average ••• 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average ... ,. ..... 

Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 
Year GWH GWH GWH •• Customers Customers 

1996 1,353 6,306 84,993 2,460 3,550,748 
1997 1,228 5,771 66,853 2,520 3,615,465 
1998 1,326 6,206 92.662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,846,401 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 

2004 1,531 7,464 108,091 3,029 4,224,509 
2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,156 4,321,895 

2006 1,545 8,104 114,965 3,263 4,416,737 

2007 1,522 8,339 118,820 3,368 4,501,569 
2008 1,066 8,736 123,720 3,472 4,586,391 
2009 1,082 9,013 128,211 3,576 4,669,120 
2010 1,098 9,310 132,519 3,679 4,751,183 

2011 1,098 9,522 135,540 3,750 4,830,124 
2012 1,098 9,742 138,666 3,819 4,906,292 
2013 1,098 9,976 141,993 3,887 4,981,014 
2014 1,098 10,204 145,244 3,955 5,055,556 

2015 1,098 10,430 148,466 4,022 5,129,818 

•• Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 
incremental conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3 . 

... Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
• .... GWH Col. (19) = Col (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). Actual NEL include the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (8) on schedule 3.3 . 
.. .... Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20) 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load Cll Net Firm 

Year Total Wholesale Retail lnterru(2!ible Mana~ent Conservation ManaQement Conservation Demand 

1996 16,064 364 15,700 0 525 339 422 297 15,117 

1997 16,613 380 16,233 0 582 440 435 343 15,596 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 628 526 458 385 16,811 
1999 17,615 169 17,446 673 592 452 420 16,490 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 719 645 467 451 16,622 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 737 697 488 481 17,529 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 770 755 489 517 17,960 

2003 19,668 253 19.415 0 781 799 577 554 18,310 

2004 20,545 258 20,287 783 647 588 578 19,174 

2005 22,361 263 22,098 790 895 600 611 19,465 

2006 21,916 268 21,648 799 87 619 49 20,361 

2007 22,543 271 22,272 926 128 688 79 20,722 
2008 23,179 201 22,978 962 172 724 105 21,216 

2009 23,782 206 23,576 0 984 218 744 122 21,714 

2010 24,375 211 24,164 0 1001 267 756 133 22,218 

2011 24,915 211 24.704 1,020 318 767 144 22,665 

2012 25,474 211 25,263 0 1,040 371 779 154 23,130 

2013 26,079 211 25,888 0 1,062 425 791 164 23,637 

2014 26,642 211 26,431 0 1,066 481 803 174 24,098 

2015 27,263 211 27,052 0 1,095 500 807 178 24,684 

Historical Values (1996 • 2005): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for histoncal summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
ineo<porate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore. Cot (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9)for 1996 through 2005 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-rnonth) values. 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 

Cornmercialllndustrial Demand Reduction (CDR). Col.(5)- Col.(9) for year 2004 are "estimated actuals" and are August values. 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exerosed on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula:Col. (10) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Coi.(B). 

Projected Values (2006 • 2015): 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These 'llllues are projected August 'llllues and the 
conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2004 starting point for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net F1rm Demand" which accounts for all of the inaernental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 

Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

1996197 16,490 626 15,864 0 576 311 417 139 15,495 

1997198 13,060 239 12,821 0 641 369 426 151 11,993 

1998199 16,602 149 16,653 0 692 404 446 164 15,664 

1999100 17,057 142 16,915 0 741 434 436 176 15.676 

2000101 16,199 150 18,049 0 791 459 446 163 16,960 

2001102 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 196 16,329 

2002103 20,190 246 19,944 0 847 546 453 206 18,690 

2003104 14,752 211 14,541 0 857 570 532 2:30 13,363 

2004105 16,108 225 17,883 0 662 583 542 233 16,704 

2005106 19,683 225 19,458 870 600 550 240 17,424 

2006107 22,294 226 22,066 0 964 58 605 20 20,647 

2007108 22,753 231 22,522 0 1,001 85 631 28 21,007 

2008109 23,245 161 23,084 0 1,042 113 656 38 21,395 

2009110 23,714 166 23,546 1,062 139 663 42 21,607 

2010111 24,155 171 23,984 0 1,084 167 669 47 22,188 

2011/12 24,597 171 24,426 0 1,107 194 676 52 22,588 

2012113 25,061 171 24,690 0 1,133 222 683 57 22,967 

2013114 25,561 171 25,390 0 1,160 249 690 62 23,400 

2014115 26,244 171 26,073 0 1,169 275 696 67 24,017 

Historical Values (1996197 • 2005106): 

Col. (2). Col. (4) are actual o;alues for historical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorponate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5) • Col.(9) for 1996197 through 2005106 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) o;alues. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated 1nto Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 

CommerciaVIndustrial Demand Reduction (CDR).Col.(5) • Col.(9) for year 2004105 are "estimated actuals" and are January values. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control o;alues had definitely been e•ercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (8). 

Projected Values (2006107· 2014115): 

Col. (2)- Co1.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak wlo incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) • Col.(9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and 
tile conservation values are based on projections With a 112004 starting point for use witll the 2004 load forecast. 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of tile Incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2) ·Col. (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7) ·Col. (8). Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 
History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load • GWH: Base Case 

(1} (2} (3} (4} (5) (6} (7} (B) (9} 

Sales for 

Residential Cit Resale Utility Use Net Energy Load 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail GWH & Losses For Load Factor(%} 

1996 87,007 971 1,043 85,654 1,353 6,306 84,993 60.2% 

1997 89,243 1,213 1,177 88,015 1,22B 5,771 88,853 59.7'/o 

1998 95,31B 1,374 1,2B2 93,992 1,326 6,206 92,662 59.1% 

1999 94,365 1,542 1,365 93,412 953 5,B29 91,458 59.3% 

2000 99,097 1,674 1,434 98,127 970 7,059 95,989 61.4'/o 

2001 101,739 1,789 1,545 100,758 970 7,222 98,404 59.9% 

2002 107,755 1,917 1,639 106,522 1,233 7,443 104,199 61.9% 

2003 112,160 2,00B 1,759 110,64B 1.511 7,386 108,393 62.9% 

2004 112,031 2,106 1,834 110,500 1,531 7,464 108,091 59.9% 

2005 115,440 2,205 1,934 113,933 1,506 7,498 111,301 58.9% 

2006 114,965 14B 84 113.420 1,545 B,104 114,733 59.9% 

2007 11B,B20 234 153 117,298 1,522 B.339 11B,433 602% 
200B 123.720 325 192 122,654 1,066 B,736 123,203 60.B% 

2009 12B,211 423 217 127,129 1,0B2 9,013 127,571 61.5% 

2010 132,519 526 22B 131,421 1,09B 9,310 131,765 62.1% 

2011 135,540 632 238 134,443 1,09B 9,522 134.670 62.1'/o 

2012 138,666 742 249 137,569 1,098 9,742 137,675 62.0'/o 

2013 141,993 856 260 140,996 1,098 9,976 140,B77 62.2% 

2014 145.244 972 272 144,146 1,098 10,204 144,000 62.2'/o 

2015 14B,466 1,021 27B 147,368 1,09B 10,430 147,167 62.2% 

Historical Values (1996 • 2005): 

Col. (2} represents clenved "Total Net Energy For Load wio DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2} ~Col. (3) +Col. (4} +Col. (B). 

Col.(3} & Col.(4} for 1996 through 2005 are DSM values starling in January 1988 and ane annual (12-month} values.Col. (3} and Col. (4} for 2004 ane 

"estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month} values. The values represent the total GWH reductions adually experienced each year. 

Col. (5} & Col. (6} are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2} into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (9} is calculated using Col. (B) from this page and Col. (2}, "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9} ~((Col. (B)'1000) I ((Col.(2) • B760) 

Projected Values (2006 • 2015): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wio DSM values. The values are extracted from Schedule 2.3, Col. (19). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) ane forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation and are mid-year (6-month} values. The effects of 
conservation implemented prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) ane a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2), into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (B) NEL projected values sh0N11 here dl:! include the impact of conservation in Col. (3) and Col. (4). Therefore, these NEL values do 

not match those shown on schedule 2.3 because those values do not account for incnemental conservation. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2} from this page and Col. (2), "Tatar, from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (2)'1000) I ((Col. (2) • B760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
2005 2006" 2007* 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 18,108 8,062,406 21,792 8,499,714 22,294 8,729,836 

FEB 14,738 7,029,844 17,964 7,723,932 18,378 8,113,972 

MAR 16,747 8,247,459 16,949 6,609,537 17,340 8,778,122 

APR 16,534 8,274,067 18,245 8,997,943 18,767 9,143,792 

MAY 19,303 9,246,124 20,240 9,548,023 20,820 10,064,433 

JUN 20,388 10,390,767 21,064 10,713,354 21,668 11,055,940 

JUL 21,611 11,519,030 21,468 10,887.249 22,083 11,512,493 

AUG 22,361 11,869,036 21,916 11,303,053 22,543 11,677,199 

SEP 20,731 11,334,797 21,273 11,072,657 21,882 11,367,714 

OCT 20,176 9,268,267 19,793 9,772,296 20,360 10,202,113 

NOV 16,346 8,283,616 18,471 9,106,983 18,852 9,162.626 

DEC 15,068 7,775,355 18,857 8,730,477 19,245 9,011,423 

TOTALS 111,300,768 114,965,218 118,819,664 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conserv.~tion and are consistent with 
values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col (2) of Schedule 3.3 . 
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CHAPTER Ill 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990's and 

has since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added . 

The timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied 

this process in its 2005 and early 2006 resource planning work . 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource 

needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet 

the determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs 

(i.e., identify competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of 

the competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term 

options . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 

Florida Power & Light Company 45 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 56 of 192

Fundamental 
IRP Steps 

(1) Determine 
the 
magnitude an 
timing of FPL' 
new 
resource 
needs 

d 
s 

. 
(2) Identify 
competing 
resource 
options and 
resource plan 
which can mee 
the determined 
magnitude an 
timing of FPL 
resource need 

s 
t 

d 
's 
s 

(3) Determine 
total system 
economics of 
competing 
options/ 
resource plan 

-

s 

-(4) Finalize 
FPL's 
Integrated 
Resource Pia 
&commit to 
near-term 
options 

n 

I Load forecast update I 
~ 

Updating of data System 
bases reliability 

analyses 

--------- -· ~- --------------
~ 

Feasibility analyses of Packaging of 
individual DSM options f.+ DSM options 

4 Feasibility analyses Identify resource plans 
of new capacity for system economic 

...____ 
options analyses 

--- ------- ------- ~--------
System economic System economic 

analyses of new analyses of competing 
f-

capacity options resource 
plans 

--------------- ----- 1--- ---
Finalize FPL's FPL 
Integrated 

~ 
Commitment 

Resource Plan to near-term 
options 

Start Completion 

Timetable for Process 

(Nonmal time period: approx. 6-7 months) 

Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is often referred to 

as a resource adequacy or reliability assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also 

updated in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding 

forecasted loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental 

steps in resource planning. Examples of this new information include: delivered fuel price 

projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power plant capability and 

reliability assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding three specific 

resource areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) short-term, firm 

capacity purchase additions, and (3) short-term and long-term DSM implementation . 

The first of these assumptions is based on FPL's ongoing engineering and construction 

activities to add near-term capacity. These construction activities involve a new CC unit 

at FPL's Turkey Point site scheduled to come in-service by mid-2007. FPL selected this 

capacity option after conducting an RFP during 2003. The addition was approved by the 

FPSC in June of 2004 and the Governor and Siting Board approved certification of the 

plant location, construction, and operation of the new CC unit in February, 2005 . 

The second of these assumptions involves short-term, firm capacity purchase additions . 

These firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent power 

producers. Several new near-term firm capacity purchases are now projected in this 

year's Site Plan. Details, including the annual total capacity values for these purchases 

are presented in Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. These purchased capacity amounts were 

incorporated in FPL's recent resource planning work . 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning 

work has assumed that the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals is 

achieved per plan in its analyses. This was again the case in FPL's most recent planning 

work, as its new DSM Goals that address the years 2005 through 2014, and that were 

approved by the FPSC in August 2004, are assumed to be achieved per plan . 
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FPL realized significant load growth in 2005. When this growth was reviewed it was 

determined that population growth beyond that forecast was responsible for the change. 

As a result, the load forecast was updated in November 2005. At that time, the amount 

and timing of cost-effective DSM was reviewed resulting in the identification of an 

additional 309 MW of Summer demand reduction capability. This additional DSM 

capability can be implemented with additional program signups through 2008, plus 

modifications to existing programs. These additional MW of DSM were also accounted for 

prior to making projections of new construction additions that are discussed in this 

document. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information, are then applied in the first 

fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource 

needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are 

typically based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 

20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

native load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on 

to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the generation resource adequacy of a generating system. There are a 

number of probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability 

analyses. Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply 

stated, LOLP is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its 

demand (i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast 

to reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each 
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year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of 

individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program currently used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Following the 

significantly higher loads experienced during the summer of 2005, FPL's peak load 

forecast was revised upwards in November 2005 as discussed in Chapter II. 

Consequently, FPL's projected capacity needs have both accelerated and increased in 

magnitude. Information regarding the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is 

used in the second fundamental step: identifying resource options and resource plans 

that can meet the determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs . 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analysis of new capacity options are conducted to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, 

and operating parameters and costs . 

The individual new capacity options are then "packaged" into different resource plans 

which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans 

are created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL's new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans is 

typically carried out using dynamic programming techniques . 
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At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs were identified. These resource plans 

were then compared on an economic basis to determine FPL's most cost-effective self 

build alternative. 

In 2005, FPL issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) seeking proposals for firm capacity 

additions in 2009-2011. FPL received five such proposals in response to this solicitation 

(one proposal was subsequently withdrawn by its bidder). These options were also 

analyzed in FPL's resource planning work as alternatives to FPL's most cost-effective 

self build alternative. 

Step 3: Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for comparing the system economics of these resource plans. In its 2005 resource 

planning work, FPL performed much of this work of combining resource options into 

resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) 

computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI). The EGEAS model 

was also used to perform much of the basic economic analyses of the resource plans. 

For various analyses, including the analyses of proposals received in response to FPL's 

RFP, FPL also applied the P-MArea production cost model to develop a more detailed 

perspective of the production costs for the various resource plans developed in the 

EGEAS model. The P-MArea model is the model used by FPL to develop the Fuel Cost 

Budget and to conduct other production cost-related analyses including the detailed 

economic analysis of RFP proposals. 

In 2005, FPL also utilized several other models in its resource planning work. For DSM 

analyses, FPL used its DSM cost-effectiveness model; an FPL spreadsheet model 

utilizing the FPSC's approved methodology for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of 

individual DSM measures/programs, and its non-linear programming model for analyzing 

the potential for lowering system peak loads through additional load management 

capacity. 
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The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases such as existed for much of FPL's most recent planning work in which 

the OSM contribution was assumed as a given and the only competing options were new 

generating units and purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans' 

impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue requirements are equivalent. 

Consequently, the competing options and plans were evaluated on a cumulative present 

value system revenue requirement basis that includes the system capital and operating 

costs of the new capacity options and existing FPL units. 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2006 through 

2015 are depicted in Table 111.8.1 (the planned OSM additions are shown separately in 

Tables 111.0.1 and 111.0.2). These capacity additions/changes result from a variety of 

actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result of 

plant component replacements during major overhauls), changes in the amounts of 

purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules 

or by entering into new purchase contracts, implementation of additional cost-effective 

OSM, and by projected construction of new generating units . 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions are largely made up of committed new 

construction, new purchases, and proposed self-build alternatives. (The additional OSM 

MW are not presented in this table but have been accounted for prior to making these 

new capacity option projections.) The new construction contribution includes the addition 

of a new CC unit in 2007 at FPL's Turkey Point site and the planned addition of new CC 

units in 2009 and 2010 at the West County Energy Center site. FPL is also projecting 

additional firm capacity power purchase contributions for the 2006 through 2009 time 

period. These purchases, combined with the Turkey Point and West County Energy 

Center construction projects (plus the additional cost-effective OSM MW), address FPL's 
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resource needs for 2006 through 2010 with the exception of 2008. The 2008 need is 

partially addressed by these resource additions. 

FPL anticipates addressing its remaining 2008 need with additional purchases/leases, 

enhancements to its existing units, and/or the construction of one CT. For purposes of 

this planning document, FPL projects the construction of one unsited CT. 

FPL's resource need for 2011 will be addressed with additional cost-effective DSM, 

power purchases, capacity increases to FPL's existing units, or by construction of new 

CTs. For purposes of this planning document, FPL projects the construction of two 

unsited CT's. 

FPL projects the construction of two new advanced technology coal units; one each in 

2012 and 2013. These two units will use supercritical pulverized combustion technology 

in concert with an advanced emissions control suite to meet FPL's resource needs for 

2012 and 2013 and greatly enhance FPL's fuel diversity. The amount of capacity needed 

and the technologies that would ultimately be chosen to meet the need for these years 

will be based on FPL's ongoing review of technology, environmental requirements, 

regulation and economic factors and will not be restricted to a single technology. 

For addressing its 2014 and 2015 resource needs in this planning document, FPL 

projects the construction of one unsited CT in 2014, one unsited CT in 2015, and one 

unsited 2x1 CC any of which could be converted to coal gasification once the technology 

is able to meet reliability and cost-effectiveness standards. 
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Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL (1) 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 
Net Cspacltv Changes fMW) 

Winter ~ Summer (3J trJ 

2006 Changes to Existing QF Purchases <•> (132) (136) 
Changes to existing Units 205 142 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases <•> 147 440 

2007 Turkey Point Combined Cycle #5 <5> 1,144 
Changes to existing Units 70 77 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases <•> 73 (412) 

2008 Changes to existing Units 4 12 
Turkey Point Unit #5 <6> 1,181 
Unsited Combustion Tur'cine <6l 160 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases <5> (252) 

2009 Changes to Existing QF Purchases <
4
> (51) 

Changes to Non-QF Purchases <•> (326) (105) 
West County Unit #1 <6> 1,219 
Unsited Combustion Tur'cine <6> 181 

2010 West County Unit #1 <51 
1,335 

Changes to Existing QF Purchases <
4
> (51) (47) 

West County Unit #2 <•> 1,219 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases <5> (461) (683) 

2011 West County Unit #2 <6> 1,335 
Unsited 2x0 Simple Cycle CT <5> 320 
Changes to Existing QF Purchases <

4
> (92) (45) 

Changes to Non-QF Purchases <5> (1) 
2012 Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 1 <•> <7

> 850 
Unsited 2x0 Simple Cycle cr<6> 362 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases<•> (158) 

2013 Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 1 <•> <7
> 855 

Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit # 2 <•> i'l 850 
Changes to Non-QF Purchases <5> (180) 

2014 Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 2 <8> <7> 855 
Unsited 1 x 0 Simple Cycle CT <6> <9> 160 

2015 Unsiled 1x 0 Simple Cycle CT <6> <9> 181 
Unsiled 1x 0 Simple Cycle CT <5> <9> 160 
Unsiled 2x1 Combined Cycle i8l <9l 553 
TOTALS= 5,289 5,669 

(1) Add~ional information about these resu~ing reserve margins and capac~y changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown . 
(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with Cogen & Small Power Producers. See Table 1.8.1 for more details . 
(5) These are firm capaCity purchases from Non-OF facil~ies. See Tables 1.0.1 and Table 1.0.2 for more details. 
(6) All new un~ add~ions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included in the Summer 

reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 
(7) FPL is currently in the process of selecting a sile(s) for these advanced technology coal units. FPL expects to announce the 

selected site(s) by June 2006 . 
(8) FPL reserve margin values are shown to include what is committed or firmly planned. FPL will continue to pursue the most 

cost effective alternatives available to meet the then forecasted need with a 20% reserve margin, such as DSM resources 
that may be added in intervening years or additional purchases. 

(9) FPL will continue to pursue development of technologies, such as SCPC or IGCC to meet the needs in these later years . 
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III.C Issues Impacting FPL's Recent Planning Work 

FPL's 2005 and early 2006 planning efforts have continued to address two issues that 

were identified in previous Site Plans as being items of on-going importance. Those two 

issues are: (1) the need to address the imbalance between regional load and generating 

capacity located in southeast Florida, and (2) the desire to maintain and enhance a 

balanced fuel supply in the FPL system. 

1. Southeast Imbalance 

There currently is an imbalance between regionally installed generation and peak load in 

southeast Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the southeast Florida region 

during peak periods is provided through the transmission system from plants located 

outside the region. Based on the forecast for continued load growth in this region, the 

imbalance between generation and load is projected to increase unless additional 

generation capacity is periodically located within this region. 

FPL's prior planning work concluded that either additional installed capacity in this region 

or transmission capacity capable of delivering additional electricity from outside the 

region would be required to address this imbalance. Delivering additional electricity from 

outside the region incurs both increased transmission-related costs (system integration 

equipment, losses, and impact to operating costs) and the costs of additional capacity 

that would be built outside of the region. The evaluation conducted as part of FPL's 

Request for Proposals (RFP) process determines the most cost-effective means to meet 

FPL's needs by considering all cost components of FPL's next planned generating unit 

(NPGU) and alternative options, including transmission-related costs. The locations of the 

NPGU, and the locations of proposed units included in the alternative option 

combinations, contribute to the transmission-related costs determined in the evaluation. 

The results of the RFP evaluations confirm that because of the existing imbalance, 

generating units located in the southeast Florida region contribute significantly lower 

transmission-related costs than do those located outside the region. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, 

Turkey Point Unit #5 and West County Units #1 and #2 were evaluated as the most cost

effective options to meet FPL's 2007 and 2009-2010 capacity needs, respectively. 

Adding Turkey Point Unit #5 will significantly reduce the imbalance between generation 

and load in southeast Florida. However, assuming no other resources are added, the 
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imbalance is projected to re-develop within several years because of the continued load 

growth of approximately 250-300 MW per year in this region. Therefore, the southeast 

Florida imbalance is a recurring factor in the calculation of transmission-related costs 

which are an integral part of the evaluation of new capacity additions. This was again the 

case in FPL's 2005 RFP, which resulted in the identification of West County Units #1 and 

#2 as the most cost effective alternatives to meet the need of a growing system. The RFP 

analysis showed that the West County units offered significantly lower transmission 

related costs in comparison to other proposals evaluated. Based on the current load 

forecast and system resources the combined effect of the Turkey Point Unit #5 and the 

West County Units #1 and #2 unit additions (assuming an affirmative Determination of 

Need is granted for West County Units #1 and #2) would substantially mitigate the 

imbalance issue until near the end of the ten year planning horizon addressed in this Site 

Plan . 

2. Balanced Fuel Supply . 

FPL also has taken positive steps in 2005 to address the issue of fuel diversity in the FPL 

system on a number of fronts. Once a resource need is established, and after accounting 

for all reasonably available, cost-effective DSM alternatives, FPL recognizes that there 

are many resource options that can contribute to fuel diversity. The following discusses 

the key activities FPL has undertaken to develop resources that are not reliant on oil or 

natural gas as the primary fuels . 

In March 2005, FPL presented its analysis of the benefits and risks of adding advanced 

technology coal generation to the FPL System. The Report on Clean Coal Generation 

(Coal Study) was presented to the FPSC summarizing FPL's findings. Based on the 

assumptions at the time these findings showed that, while there are uncertainties 

surrounding the costs of coal-fueled generation, significant cost and fuel reliability 

benefits may be obtained by adding advanced technology coal generation. During 2005, 

FPL and its customers were subjected to a volatile natural gas and oil commodity market. 

The long-term future price expectation for these fuels has risen, increasing the value 

offered by advanced technology coal generation above that documented in the Coal 

Study. Understandably, FPL maintains its pursuit of two new supercritical pulverized coal 

units with advanced emission control technology, one each in 2012 and 2013 . 

In September 2005, FPL issued a two-part RFP. Part I solicited proposals to address 

FPL's 2009-2011 capacity needs and this solicitation was open to all fuel-types and 
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technologies. These proposals were received on November 9, 2005. Only natural gas

fired generation or utility system-based capacity was offered in response to Part I of the 

RFP. Part II of the RFP identified that FPL plans to request proposals in 2006 limited to 

fuel diverse generation alternatives for its 2012-2014 capacity needs. FPL held a meeting 

in December 2005 with interested parties to identify issues of concern and encourage 

market interest in the process. As part of its development efforts in 2005, FPL attempted 

but was unsuccessful in its petition for a zoning variance in St. Lucie County to 

accommodate a selected site for an advanced technology coal plant. Because of the 

significant economic and reliability benefits offered by advanced technology coal 

generation, FPL continues to actively pursue other sites for advanced technology coal 

plant and will make every effort to bring two units into service in 2012 and 2013, 

respectively. 

During early 2005, FPL completed an RFP for Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) supply by 

concluding that no proposal offered economic benefits that warranted entering into a 

long-term supply arrangement necessary to support such a facility. FPL's view remains 

that LNG can be an effective means to add fuel supply diversity to FPL, and the company 

will continue to investigate the feasibility of such projects in the coming years. 

FPL has maintained an interest in pursuing Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle 

(IGCC) technology. In the past year, FPL has worked with the industry's leading IGCC 

developers to explore creative means that might bring this technology to FPL's 

customers. This effort is focused on resolving reliability and cost uncertainty and 

demonstrating that addition of the technology will benefit our customers. FPL's planned 

capacity for 2014 and 2015 in this Site Plan are such that they could support an IGCC 

technology alternative, should these areas of uncertainty be resolved by 2008. 

During 2005 and early 2006, 9 major US utilities have announced an intent to pursue new 

nuclear generation facilities. FPL has begun the process to review the prospect for new 

nuclear generation and the advisability of initiating significant financial commitments in 

the face of schedule, cost and regulator uncertainties. FPL believes that being an active 

participant in this process is necessary in order to preserve new nuclear generation as a 

viable alternative in maintaining a balanced fuel supply. Therefore, FPL will be taking the 

necessary steps in the near future to preserve new nuclear generation as an option for 

enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system. 
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FPL also has been involved in activities in 2005 to investigate adding or maintaining 

renewable resources as a part of its generation supply. These activities include 

discussions with existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements . 

Additionally, FPL is actively investigating a site for a demonstration wind generation 

project on the East coast of Florida. The project is estimated to be in the 10 MW range 

and may be on-line as early as 2007. FPL maintains its interest in new and developing 

technologies, such as solar photovoltaic and ocean current turbine technology. FPL 

supports pilot projects in solar photovoltaic technology throughout its system helping to 

provide platforms to refine the technology and reduce its cost. The common outlook for 

renewable technologies is that they may become more cost-effective over the next ten 

years and may be feasible additions to provide some diversity to the system fuel supply . 

FPL shares, with others, the objective of fostering the development and operation of 

additional cost-effective renewable sources of generation. Based upon available 

information, however, FPL does not believe that renewable resources are likely to 

contribute more than a modest amount to satisfying the annual electric load growth in 

FPL's territory . 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance fuel diversity in its capacity resource mix including purchasing power from coal

fired facilities when such power becomes available. FPL also plans to maintain the ability 

to utilize fuel oil at those existing units that have that capability, although price factors 

currently limit the expected use of these facilities . 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. Currently Approved Programs and Goals: 

FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program designed to assist 

residential customers in understanding how to make their homes more energy-efficient 

through the installation of conservation measures/practices. 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of energy

efficient ceiling insulation and reflective roofs in residential dwellings that utilize whole

house electric air conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and energy 

conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air conditioning duct 

systems and by the repair of these leaks by qualified contractors. 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to purchase 

higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On-Call): This program offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers, in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and construction 

of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak demand and 

energy consumption. 

Residential Low Income Weatherization: This program addresses the needs of low

income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various housing authorities, 

including weatherization agency providers (WAPS), and non-weatherization agency 

providers (non-WAPS). These incentives are used by the housing authorities to leverage 

their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. 
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Business Enemy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in both new 

and existing commercial/industrial facilities by identifying DSM opportunities and 

providing recommendations to the customer . 

Commercial/Industrial Heating. Ventilating, and Air Conditioning: This program 

encourages the use of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

systems in commercial/industrial facilities . 

Commercial/Industrial Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient lighting measures in commercial/industrial facilities . 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages commercial/industrial 

customers to implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not covered 

by other FPL programs . 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand by 

controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or 

capacity shortages, in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program was 

closed to new participants in 2000) . 

Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction: This program, which started in 2002, is 

similar to the Commercial/Industrial Load Control program mentioned above in continuing 

the objective to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater 

during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric 

bill credits . 

Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of 

energy-efficient building envelope measures, such as roof/ceiling insulation and reflective 

roof coatings for commercial/industrial facilities . 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning units to 

both small non-demand-billed and medium demand-billed commercial/industrial 

customers in exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 
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FPL's approved DSM Goals for summer MW reduction from these programs are 

presented in Table 111.0.1. 

Goal 
Cumulative 

Year Summer MW 
2005 74 
2006 142 
2007 212 
2008 287 
2009 366 
2010 448 
2011 532 
2012 619 
2013 708 
2014 802 

Table 111.0.1: FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM (At the Meter) 

Table 111.0.1 reflects FPL's DSM Goals for 2005-2014 as approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission in June, 2004. These annual cumulative values assume a 1/1/05 

starting point. 

2. Research and Development 

FPL continues to support research and development activities. Historically, FPL has 

performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such activities, 

not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but also through 

individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of technologies that 

build on prior FPL research where applicable and will expand the research to new and 

promising technologies as they emerge. 

Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of technologies 

such as condenser coil cleaner and coating, ultraviolet lights for evaporator coils, Energy 

Recovery Ventilators (ERV}, fuel cell demonstrations, C02 ventilation control, two-speed 

air handlers, and duct plenum repair. Many of the technologies examined have resulted 

in enhancements to existing programs or the development of new programs such as 
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Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and Business 

On Call. 

Green Power Pricing Research Prolect 

Under this project, FPL is examining the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable 

energy credits generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered 

technologies, biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric 

energy, and/or other renewable sources. Residential customers who participate are 

charged higher premiums for purchasing the tradable renewable energy credits 

associated with electric energy generated by these sources . 

Development of the Green Pricing program was completed and filed with the FPSC in 

August 2003. As part of this process, a supply contract was put into place that allows 

FPL to match supply with demand for green energy. Tradable renewable energy credits 

are used to supply the renewable benefits required of this project. The FPSC approved 

the program on December 2, 2003 with program implementation the first quarter of 2004 . 

As of year-end 2005, FPL had over 23,000 project participants . 

On Call Incentive Reduction Pilot 

In March 2003, FPL received FPSC approval to perform a pilot for its On Call Program . 

Under the pilot FPL is offering to new participants a residential load control service similar 

to the On Call Program at a reduced incentive level. The offering of this pilot is allowing 

FPL to test its market research data and gauge whether FPL can repackage its current 

residential load control service, minimize customer attrition, achieve current goals for 

residential load control, and, ultimately, change On Call incentive levels without 

damaging FPL system reliability . 

Business Green Energy Research Project 
As mentioned above, FPL currently has a R&D project addressing residential customer 

acceptance of green energy. In an attempt to determine business customer acceptance 

of green pricing rates, FPL is investigating if it is feasible to design and implement a 

Green Energy Program that addresses these customer segments . 

3. Additional DSM Contributions 

FPL's updated load forecast previously discussed in Chapter II, and the corresponding 

acceleration and growth in FPL's projected resource needs previously discussed in this 

chapter, will enable FPL to cost-effectively implement additional DSM above what is 
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projected in FPL's approved DSM Plan. FPL will petition the FPSC starting in the second 

quarter of 2006 for approval of modifications to a number of its existing DSM programs 

that will enable FPL to achieve additional cost-effective DSM MW. The projected 

additional peak load reduction impacts of these DSM program modifications, which 

includes both new program measures and increased program signups, is presented in 

Table 111.0.2 

Additional 
SummerMW 

Year @Generator 
2006 39 
2007 229 
2008 289 
2009 309 

Table 111.0.2: FPL's Additional Summer MW of DSM 

FPL's analyses of these additional DSM contributions has focused to-date on addressing 

FPL's near-term (2006-2008) capacity needs. Program implementation that occurs 

between the summer of 2008 and the end of 2008 are shown as a "carryover" impact to 

the summer of 2009. On-going analyses will continue to examine the potential for 

additional cost-effective DSM contributions for subsequent years 2009-on. 
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III.E Transmission Plan 

(1) 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents certain of 

FPL's proposed future additions of 230 kV and 500 kV bulk transmission lines including 

those corresponding to proposed generating facilities and those that must be certified 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (&) (7) 
Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Tenninals Tenninals Length In ..Service Voltage Capacity 
Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Miles Date (Mo/Yr) (kV) (MVA) 

FPL Collier<1l Orange River #3 54 Dec-06 230 759 
FPL St. Johns Pringle 26 Dec-08 230 759 
FPL Manatee BobWhite 30 Dec-11 230 1190 
FPL Eve Sweatt 25 Jun-12 230 759 

(1) Final order certifying the corridor was issued on July 19 of 2004 . 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed and projected capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the committed capacity additions at FPL's existing Turkey Point 

plant and for the projected capacity additions at the West County Energy Center site 

areas are described below . 

Since the projected capacity additions for 2008, and for 2011 through 2015, are as-yet 

unsited, or their transmission facility needs can only be determined after sites for earlier 

units are determined, no transmission facilities information is provided for these units. 

This information will be provided in the 2006 Site Plan Addendum for the 2012 and 2013 

advanced technology coal projects when sites have been selected . 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Unit #5 

The work required to connect the new capacity addition at Turkey Point in 2007 with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard. 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine. 

4. Add a new two breaker bay to connect the collector bus at the Turkey Point 

switch yard. 

5. Add a second two breaker bay at the Turkey Point switchyard to connect the 

other collector bus. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Turkey Point switchyard. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Galloway Tap 230kV transmission line section to 1418 

Amps. 

2. Upgrade the Turkey Point-McGregor-Florida City 230kV transmission line 

section to 1403 Amps. 

3. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Miller 230kV transmission line section to 1356 Amps. 

4. Upgrade the Miller-Killian 230kV transmission line section to 1315 Amps. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for West County Unit #1 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center Unit #1 projected to be added 

in 2009 with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to 

connect the four CT's and one steam turbine . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard 

to Corbett 230 kV Substation . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225 MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT 

and one for the steam turbine . 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with 3 breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard . 

Connect one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV 

terminal from Bay #3 to new Bay #4 . 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3 . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for West County Unit #2 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center Unit #2 projected to be added 
in 2010 with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to 

connect the three CT's, and one ST. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard 

to Corbett 500kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA) one for each CT, 

and one for the ST. 

4. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and relocate Martin #2 500 kV line from Bay 

2S to Bay 2N. Install one West County 500 kv string bus into Bay 2S. 

5. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and second West County 500 kV string bus 

into Bay 1S. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 

Florida Power & Light Company 66 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 41 

• • • • t 
41 
41 

• t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
• 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 77 of 192

~ 

• • • • • I 

• • • • • • I 

• • • • • I 

• • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various technologies . 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970's in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities on both a daily and 

annual basis in Florida. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami 

substation in Miami. This 10-Kifowatt (I<YV) system was placed into operation in 1984 . 

(The system was removed in 1990 to make room for substation expansion after the 

testing of this PV installation was completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies 

and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate 

direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. Although this testing has 

ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was installed as a result of FPL's 

recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed on the following page) . 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first and only utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate 

the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's Conservation Water 

Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers 

choosing solar water heaters. Before the program was ended (due to the fact that it was 

not cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed 

solar water heaters . 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program. FPL's Passive 

Home Program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's climate. As part 

of this program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints 
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for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, this program 

was popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation. The 

program was eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy 

Building Code (Code). This revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home 

Program. The revision incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive 

design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application. 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in 

another, potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not require all of its 

customers to bear PV's high cost, but allows customers who are interested in facilitating 

the use of renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this 

approach allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund that 

FPL used to make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and 

delivered PV-generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is 

available, the PV-generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel

generated electricity. 

FPL's basic approach, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially discussed with 

the FPSC in 1994. FPL's efforts to implement this approach were then formally presented 

to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received approval from the 

FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL began the effort in 1998 and received approximately 

$89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000). FPL purchased 

the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin Plant site. 
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FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 was the 

Green Energy Project. The objectives of this Project were to: determine customer interest 

in an on-going renewable energy program, determine their price responsiveness and 

views on the different renewable technologies, and identify potential renewable energy 

supply sources that would meet the forecasted customer demand for this type of product. 

FPL both conducted customer research and issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in 

2001 to solicit proposals to potentially supply energy only (MWH) from new renewable 

sources. This Project formed the basis for FPL's existing Green Power Pricing Research 

Project, and then led to FPL's Business Green Energy Research Project, that are 

discussed in Section 111.0.2. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 was FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and 

Education Project. This demonstration project's objectives were to: increase the public 

awareness of roof tile PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this 

technology and its impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to 

better understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks (as well as the total annual energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess 

the homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. This project was 

completed in 2003 . 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, waste 

wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available energy have 

been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables 1.8.1,1.8.2, and 

Table I.C.1 ) . 

Additionally, FPL is actively investigating a site for a demonstration wind generation 

project on the East Coast of Florida. The project is estimated to be in the 10 MW range 

and may be on-line as early as 2007. FPL also maintains an interest in other developing 

renewable technologies such as ocean current turbine technology . 
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III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980's, FPL relied primarily on a combination of oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. In the early 

1980's FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel 

mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from the St. Johns River 

Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal resources were added with the 

partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit #4 in 1989. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke 

was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend in recent years has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas that is 

used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient and 

cost-effective combined cycle generating units. This planning document shows a slowing 

of that trend as FPL's plans have realized the benefits of efficient gas-fired generation but 

also recognize that adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long term, 

create an unbalanced generation portfolio. FPL projects the addition of a new gas-fired 

unit in 2007 at Turkey Point and new gas-fired units at West County in 2009 and 2010. 

These units will provide highly efficient generation that will benefit the entire FPL system 

by reducing transmission related costs, mitigate the load to generation imbalance in the 

southeast portion of the system and dramatically improve the overall system generation 

efficiency. FPL plans to compliment these additions with tw"o advanced technology coal 

units in 2012 and 2013, respectively. The addition of coal-fueled generation will provide 

fuel supply diversity and assist in stabilizing fuel cost volatility through diversification. 

FPL's future resource planning work will remain focused on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would maintain or enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel 

diversity-enhancing alternatives may include: the purchase of power from new coal

based facilities, obtaining access to diversified sources of natural gas such as LNG, and 

preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units. The evaluation of the 

feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be an 

ongoing part of future planning cycles. 
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FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this 

"fuel mix" through 2015 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is 

presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

FPL's long-term oil price forecast assumes that worldwide demand for petroleum 

products will grow moderately throughout the planning horizon. Non-OPEC crude oil 

supply is projected to increase as new and improved drilling technology and seismic 

information will reduce the cost of producing crude oil and increase both recoveries from 

existing fields and new discoveries. However, the rate of increase in non-OPEC supply is 

projected to be slower than that of petroleum demand, resulting in an increase in OPEC's 

market share throughout the planning horizon. As OPEC gains market share, prices for 

crude oil and petroleum products are projected to increase. 

FPL's natural gas price forecast assumes that domestic demand for natural gas will grow 

throughout the planning horizon, primarily due to increased requirements for electric 

generation. Domestic natural gas production will slowly decline as new and improved 

drilling technology and seismic information and resulting new finds will only reduce the 

projected rate of decline in the overall domestic resource base. The rate of decline in 

domestic natural gas production is projected to be offset by the anticipated increase in 

U.S. imports from Canada during the next decade, with the development of the 

MacKenzie Delta region, and the continued increase in re-gasified Liquefied Natural Gas 

(LNG) imports over the planning horizon. Further enhancement in domestic supply is 

assumed with the development and delivery of the proven natural gas reserves on the 

North Slope of Alaska sometime in the next decade. 

As demand for natural gas in Florida grows, it is anticipated that the Gulfstream pipeline 

will fill existing capacity, and along with the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline 

system, expand beyond current capacity to meet the growing requirements of the State of 

Florida. When coupled with the new Cypress Pipeline from the Elba Island, Georgia LNG 

Re-gasification Terminal to FGT and the potential for a additional re-gasified LNG 

Terminal, there is expected to be sufficient natural gas supply for FPL's customers and 

the State of Florida's continued needs. 

Florida Power & Light Company 71 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 82 of 192

FPL's coal price forecast assumes an ample supply of domestic coal, and the availability 

of imported coal, to meet a gradual but steady increase in U.S. demand in the electric 

generation sector over the planning horizon. The coal price forecast for FPL's existing 

coal plants at SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the existing mine

mouth and transportation contracts until expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, 

to meet generation requirements. FPL's petroleum coke price forecast assumes that the 

petroleum industry will continue to add coke production facilities in the U.S., as well as in 

the Caribbean Basin, in order to maximize refinery production of light products. This 

trend will continue to result in sufficient availability of petroleum coke, at delivered prices 

significantly below delivered coal prices, to support a gradual, but steady growth in the 

demand for petroleum coke in the U.S. electric utility industry. 

In order to support the proposed coal requirements in the 2012 and 2013 time period, 

FPL is currently exploring the opportunities for a competitive coal and petroleum coke 

delivery system. This effort includes the opportunity for competing rail service from 

Central Appalachia to Florida, a waterborne receiving facility on both the east and west 

coasts of Florida, and competing rail service from these potential ports to the solid fuel 

site. A highly competitive coal and petroleum coke delivery network is essential to 

ensure both the lowest cost and most reliable fuel supply to FPL's customers. 
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Fuel B!gyl[!!!!!nta YD!l! 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 

(2) Coal 1,000TON 

(3) Residual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 

(4) Steam 1,000BBL 

(5) Distillate (F02}- Total 1,000 BBL 

(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 

(7) cc 1.000 BBL 

(B) CT 1,000 BBL 

(9) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 

(11) cc 1,000MCF 

(12) CT 1,000MCF 

1/ RefleCts fuel requirements for FPL only . 

21 Source: A Schedules . 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Actual2/ 

~ .1!21 

252 235 

3,319 3,098 

31,250 30,217 

31,250 30,217 

406 344 

B6 0 

321 194 

0 150 

311.057 345,851 

51,792 44,167 

252,692 296,076 

6,573 5,608 

Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 11 

2008 .zggz ~ 

264 254 269 

3,563 3,751 4,086 

22,292 21,358 18,188 

22,292 21,358 18,188 

37 20 53 

0 0 0 

35 12 43 

2 8 10 

390,582 417,682 452,403 

28,713 28,922 26,501 

361,019 387.877 424,440 

B50 882 1,462 

73 

Forecasted 

~ ~ a211 ~ ~ ~ 2015 

265 264 288 265 264 268 265 

4,044 3,757 4,041 5,194 7,665 8,528 8,770 

9,484 5,841 6,188 4,957 4,037 4,022 3,480 

9,484 5,841 6,188 4,957 4,037 4,022 3,480 

10 15 13 0 6 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 15 13 0 6 0 0 

537,775 602,318 626,362 625,398 610,206 608,704 636,225 

66,298 79,330 71,405 58,759 88,380 56,227 53,792 

470.259 521,024 547,784 555,975 526,485 533,778 556,639 

1,217 1,965 7,173 10,664 15,341 18,699 25,795 
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Schedule 1.1 
Energy Soun:es 

Actual v Forecasted 
Enetav §5!!.!n:es !.1nH! ~ 211!!1 2001 .z!!2Z 2!!!1§ ~ Zl!1!! 21!1.1 2012 2!!11 .2!!H mil 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 10,258 10,221 10,938 11,103 11,286 11,268 9,844 8,556 8,545 8,539 8,400 8,085 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 23,013 21,406 24,025 23,198 24,537 24,111 24,042 24,467 24,192 24,043 24,467 24,121 

(3) Coal GWH 6,315 5,765 6,710 7,052 7,627 7,610 7,117 7.603 11,208 18,167 20,743 21,174 

(4) Residuai(F06) ·Total GWH 19,709 19,069 14,628 14,016 11,907 6,340 3,921 4,153 3,333 2,717 2,703 2,341 

(5) Steam GWH 19,709 19,069 14,628 14,016 11,907 6,340 3,921 4,153 3,333 2,717 2,703 2,341 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 200 186 26 13 38 4 6 5 0 2 0 0 
(7) Steam GWH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) cc GWH 57 123 25 9 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(9) CT GWH 143 63 4 5 4 6 5 0 2 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 40,970 47,114 52,913 57,082 61,810 72,458 81,700 85,553 85,784 82,889 83,160 86,847 
(11) Steam GWH 4,918 4,253 2,784 2,603 2,563 6,510 7,793 7,024 5,778 6,726 5,524 5,284 
(12) cc GWH 35,490 42,422 50,052 54,202 59,112 65,838 73,735 77,854 78,984 74,696 75,843 79,085 
(13) CT GWH 562 439 77 77 135 111 172 676 1,023 1,466 1,793 2,478 

{14) Other 31 GWH 7,625 7,541 5,494 5,968 5,998 5,781 5,136 4,334 4,613 4,520 4,528 4,599 

Net Energy For Load 4/ GWH 108,091 111,301 114,733 118,433 123,203 127,571 131,765 134,670 137,675 140,877 144,000 147,167 

1/ Source: A Schedules 
21 The projected ftgures are based o" estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Compan1es. 

31 Represents a forecst of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net Of Economy and other Power Sales. 
4/ Net Energy For Load is also shown in Column 8 on Schedule 3.3. 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type 

Actual" Forecasted 
Enerav Source .!.!.!!!l! 2004 ~ 2006 2007 m!!§ ~ ml! .m1 

(1) Amual Energy % 9.5 9.2 9.5 9.4 9.2 8.8 7.5 6.4 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 21.3 \9.2 20.9 19.6 19.9 18.9 18.2 18.2 

(3) Coal % 5.8 5.2 5.8 6.0 6.2 6.0 5.4 5.6 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 16.2 17.1 12.7 11.6 9.7 5.0 3.0 3.1 
(5) Steam % 182 17.1 12.7 11.8 9.7 5.0 3.0 3.1 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.2 0.2 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(B) cc % 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(9) CT % 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 37.9 42.3 46.1 48.2 50.2 56.8 62.0 63.5 
(11) Steam % 4.5 3.8 2.4 2.4 2.1 5.1 5.9 5.2 
(12) cc % 32.8 38.1 43.6 45.8 48.0 516 56.0 57.6 
(13) CT % 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 

(14) Other 31 % 7.1 6.6 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.5 3.9 32 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Scl'ledules. 
21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies . 
31 Represents a forecast ol energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilrties, Independent PCM~er Producers, etc . 
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Jill 2013 ~ ~ 

6.2 6.1 5.8 5.5 

17.6 17.1 17.0 16.4 

8.1 12.9 14.4 14.4 

2.4 1.9 1.9 1.6 
2.4 1.9 1.9 1.6 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

62.3 58.6 57.7 59.0 
4.2 4.6 3.8 3.6 
57.4 53.0 52.7 53.7 
0.7 1.0 1.2 1.7 

3.4 3.2 3.1 3.1 
100 100 100 100 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 86 of 192

(1) 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 
2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 

Installed 1/Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 

Capacity Import Export QF Available 21 Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

20,919 2,669 0 738 24,326 21,916 1,555 20,361 3,965 19.5 

22,139 2,257 0 738 25,134 22,543 1,821 20,722 4,412 21.3 

22,311 2,257 0 738 25,306 23,179 1,963 21,216 4,090 19.3 

23,530 2,152 0 687 26,369 23,782 2,068 21,714 4,655 21.4 

24,749 1,469 0 640 26,858 24,375 2,158 22,217 4,641 20.9 

25,069 1,469 0 595 27,133 24,915 2,250 22,665 4,468 19.7 

25,919 1,311 0 595 27,825 25,474 2,344 23,130 4,695 20.3 

26,769 1,311 0 595 28,675 26,079 2,442 23,637 5,038 21.3 

26,929 1,311 0 595 28,835 26,642 2,544 24,098 4,737 19.7 
27,642 1,311 0 595 29,548 27,263 2,579 24,684 4,864 19.7 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 

t.fv'IJ MW %of Peak 

0 3,965 19.5 

0 4,412 21.3 

0 4,090 19.3 

0 4,655 21.4 

0 4,641 20.9 

0 4,468 19.7 

0 4,695 20.3 

0 5,038 21.3 

0 4,737 19.7 

0 4,864 19.7 

11 Capacity addHions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year indicated. All values are Summer net MW. The value shown for FPL's unH capability for the Summer of 2006 

is an updated projection from the value used in FPL's 2005 analyses. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the Most Likely forecast without DSM. 

41 The DSM MW sha.vn represent cumulative load management capabiiHy plus incremental conservation from 112005-on for use with the 2005 load forecast 

They are not included in total addHional resources but reduce the peak load upon v.tlich Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

5I Margin ("II>) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin ("II>) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Ym 

2005/0S 

2006107 

2007108 

2008109 

2009110 

2010111 

2011112 

2012/13 

2013114 

2014115 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 
Installed 1/ Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 3/ Peak Margin Before 
Capability Import Export QF Available 2/ Demand DSM 4/ Demand Maintenance 5/ 

MW '&!i. '&!i. MW MW '&!i. MW MW MW %of P!!ak 

22,304 2,467 0 738 25,509 21,792 1,535 20,257 5,252 25.9 

22,373 2,540 0 738 25,651 22,294 1,647 20,647 5,004 24.2 

23,558 2,288 0 738 26,584 22,753 1,746 21,007 5,577 26.5 
23,739 1,962 0 738 26,439 23,245 1,850 21,395 5,044 23.6 
25,074 1,501 0 687 27,262 23,714 1,907 21,807 5,455 25.0 

26,409 1,500 0 595 28,504 24,155 1,967 22,188 6,316 28.5 

26,771 1,500 0 595 28,866 24,597 2,029 22,568 6,298 27.9 
27,626 1,320 0 595 29,541 25,061 2,094 22,967 6,574 28.6 

28,481 1,320 0 595 30,396 25,561 2,161 23,400 6,996 29.9 

28,662 1,320 0 595 30,577 26,244 2,227 24,017 6,560 27.3 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 6/ 

MW J!JYi... % of P!!a!l 

0 5,252 25.9 

0 5,004 24.2 

0 5,577 26.5 

0 5,044 23.6 

0 5,455 25.0 

0 6,316 28.5 

0 6,298 27.9 

0 6,574 28.6 

0 6,996 29.9 

0 6,560 27.3 

11 Capacity adcfijions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which are forecast 

to occur during January of the "sacond" year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacijy Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Coi.(S) . 

31 These forecasted values reftect the Most Likely forecast without DSM. 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative loed management capabilijy plus incremental conservation from 112005-on for use with the 20051oad forecast. 

They are not included in total addijional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

5I Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col (9) 

6/ Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule B 
Planned And Prospective Generating Flldllty Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel 

Tr.nsport Cor!tt. Comm. Expected Gen. Mu. Net Capabiity 
Unit Unit Stlrt ln-&ervi<;e Reti'ernent Nameplate -::'Mnt':":'.,..==":Sum::-'-... m-er-

Fuel 

l'lant Name No. Location Type Pri. M. ~. Alt. Mo./Yr. MoJYr. Mo./Yr. KW WMJ ~ ~ 
1APD~~nnffiON~~~CH~ANGES~~--------~~--~~~~--~~~~------~~~~~--~------~--~--~~--~----

Cape Caneve111l 

Cape Canaveral 

Cutl"' 
CuDer 

Ft Myer> 

Ft Myert 

Ft Myer~ 

Manatee 
Manatee 

Martin 

Martin -PI Everglades 

PI Everglades 

PIE~aclel 

Brevard County 

Brevard County 
Miami Dade County 

Miami Dade County 

Lee County 

3A & B Lee County 

1-12 Lee County 

Manatee COU"'ty 

Manatee COU"'ty 

Martin County 

MartinCOL1'1ty 

t.lar11nC~ 

C<lyofH~ 

C<ty of Hollywood 

City of Hollywood 

Plmam Caun1!j 

City of RMera Beach 

Vokaia County 

Vokaia County 

ST F06 

ST F06 

ST NG 

ST NG 

CC NG 

CT NG 

GT F02 
ST F06 

ST F06 

ST F06 

CC NG 

CC NG 

ST F06 

ST F06 

ST F06 

CC NG 

ST F06 

CC NG 

CC NG 

NG 

NG 

No 

No 
No 

F02 
No 

NG 

NG 

NG 

No 
No 
NG 

NG 

NG 

FOl 
NG 

No 

No 

WA PL. UnknOY«< 

WA PL UnknOY«< 

j:)L No UnknOY«< 

j:)L No UntnOY«< 

~ No Unkn-
~L PL Unl<n_, 

PL No Unl<n_, 

WA PL Unknown 
WA PL Unknown 

PL. Pl. Unknown 

PL No Unknown 

PL. No Unknown 

WA Pl. Unknown 

WA Pl. UnknCI\IIIfl 

WA PL Unlcn

PL WA Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

PL. No Unknown 

PL No Unkn-

...,-ll& 

...,-ll& ....,_,. 

...,-<16 

...,-<16 

.Jun-<16 

.,U,-<16 

.IJn-<l6 
Jun-<16 

Jun-<16 

Jun-<16 
Jun-<16 
Jun-<16 

Jun-ll& 

Jun-ll& 
Jun-<16 

Jun-<16 
Jun-<16 

Jun-<16 

Un

Unknown 

Un.,.,_ 

Unkno-ftn 

Unknowl 

Unknowl 

unmo
Un.._ 

Unknowl 

Unknowl 

unmo
Unkno-ftn 

UMkno'M'I 

UntnOW'I 

Unl<nowl 

Unklll>..., 

Unknown 

Unknown 

UnknOY«l 

402,050 

402,050 

74,500 

161,500 

1,775,390 

375,700 

74<4,120 

863,300 

863,300 

9:14,500 

612,000 

612,000 

247,775 

402,050 

402,050 

290,004 

310,420 

1,1N,900 

1.188,900 

(5) 

7 
3 

33 

16 

(6) 

(7) 

24 

24 

12 

14 

10 

10 

(5) 

3 

33 

(6) 

(7) 

6 

22 

22 
(7) 

12 

14 

OT 
OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 
OT 
OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 
OT 

l'utnam 

RiviefB 

s.,ford 
s.,ford 
SJRP~ DuvaiCounty BIT BIT PstCoke R.R. WA Unknown Jun-06 Unknown 136,918 11!. 22 OT 

Turkey Point Miami Cede County ST F06 NG WA Pl. Unknown Jun-06 Unknown 402.050 22 1 3 OT 

Pt e .... gJades 

Manatee 

ManatH 

Martin 
Scherer 

Turkey PoF!t CC 

Cape Canaveral 
PI Everglades 

Unsrtecl1x0 Simple Cycle CT 

Turkey Point CC 

2009 

C<ty of Hollywood 

ManatH County 

ManatH County 

Ahrtin County 

Monroe, GA 

Miami Oade County 

Brevard County 

City of Hollywood 

Un
Mami Cede County 

Un-

ST 

ST 

ST 

ST 

BIT 

cc 

ST 

ST 

CT 

cc 

F06 

FOB 
FOB 
FOB 
BIT 
NG 

F06 

F06 

NG 

NG 

CT NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

No 

F02 

NG 
NG 

F02 
F02 

WA Pl. Unknown 

WA PL Unkn_, 

WA PL Unkn_, 

PL ~ UnknO';IIII"' 

RR. No UnknO';IIII"' 

Pl PL Jan-* 

WA PL. UnknorM"' 

WA PL UnknorM"' 

Pl. PL. Jan-07 

PL PL Jon-05 

F02 ~ PL. Jan-o7 

2008 Changes/Additions Tatal: ---mi"""""" --,.-2-

Jun-07 UntnOW'I 402.050 

..1&'"-07 UntnOW'I 863,300 
Jun-07 UnknO'Ml 863,300 

15 

16 

15 

16 

Jun-07 UnllnOOM1 934,500 7 19 

Jun-07 Unknow'l 680,3e8 24 1 i 
Jun~7 Unl<nowl 1.223,000 1,14<4 

2007 Changes/Additions Teal:~ --;:;;--

Jun-!18 Unltno..., 402.050 

Jun-08 LJnknown 24 7,775 

.kln-08 Unknown UnknOW'I 160 

.kln-07 LIN;nown 1.223.000 1,181 
2008 Changes/Additions Total: """"1,1ii"" --1-72--

Jun-08 Unlc.nown UnknO'M'I 181 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 
u 

OT 

OT 
p 

u 

p \Jno~ed 1:t<> Simple Cyde CT 

West County Combined Cyde Palm Beecl'l County CC NG F02 Pl. PL. Jan-07 Jun..Q9 Unknown UnknO'M'I 1 ,219 P 

2009 Changes/Additions Tatal: --,-.-, - """'1,i1i"""" 

Nate 1~ The WW'Iter Total~ valUe conais'l& of all ;enerabon addibons and c:hanges IIChie"W"ed by January. The Summer T~l PtftN value consists of al generation additions 
and changes achieve-d by June. AI other PtftN will be picked up in the tDIO'Mng year. 

No1e 2: Changes shown indude different ratings th11n ahawn in Schedule 1 due 5ote/y to ambient temperature c:onsisten 'llllttl"'those i"l FPL 's pea II: load forecast to maintain consistency 
i"l Reserve Margin ealeull:tion.. 

Florida Power & Light Company 78 

' • • • • • • 4 

• • • • 41 

• • • • • t • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
' • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 89 of 192

~ 

I 
I 

• • I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • • • I 

• • • • • I 

• • • • • • • I 

• • 

Page 2 of 2 

-·· ,._,nod And l'rl>spociiH --. Fecllty Addltlon1 And Chlngoo 
(1) (2) (J) !•l (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (1 0) (11) (12) (13) (H) (15) 

Fuel 
--~Fuei;;:.. __ .;.Tran;;;,;;•;:;port;;;;. Conel Comm. Expected Gen. Mu. -=:,;Net::,:.::C:::•:::••::bi;;:'li!y~=-

Unit Unit Stan k'I-Service Retirement Nameplate 'Ninter Summer 
~~~~~PH~~~~mf•~----~N~o·--~L~~~tioo~--~T~~~~~·~·-~~~·-;~~·~·~An~.~M~o~~~r~.-~M~o~.~~r~.-~Mo~~~'·--~~~--~MW~-~-~-ADDfTlONSI CHANC!ES 

me 
Wes1 County Comb<led Cycle 
Wes1 County Comb<led Cycle 

m1 
West County Combined Cycle 
Unsitecl 2:1!:0 Simp'e Cyde CT 

~ 

121! 

zot• 

ZDtl 

Uno~ed 2x0 Simple Cyde CT 
Superaitical Putverized Coal 

Supercrfticol l'lherized Coal 
Superc:riticlll ~eriZed Coal 

Supercrttic.ol l'lherized Coal 
Un&ited 1ltil Si~e Cycle CT 

Unorted 1ltil Simple Cycle CT 
Un&ited txO Simple Cycle CT 
IJMite<l2x1 Combined Cycle 

Palm Beach CCUI!)' CC NG 
P"'m Beach CCUity CC NG 

P~m Beach County CC NG 
Unknown CT NG 

Unknown 
rv.• 

TliA' 
TliA' 

TliA' 
Unknov.n 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 

CT NG 
SIT BIT 

SIT BIT 
BIT BIT 

SIT BIT 
CT NG 

CT NG 
CT NG 
CC NG 

F02 Pl. PL Jan-07 
F02 1'\. 1'\. Jen-08 

F02 
F02 

Pl. Pl. Jan-oa 
Pl. Pl. Jan-10 

F02 PL ~ Jan-10 
No RR No Jan-08 

No RR No Jan-08 
No RR No Jan-.08 

No RR No JaM)B 
F02 ~ PL Jan-13 

F02 PL PL Jan-13 
F02 1'\. PL Jao-14 
F02 PL PL Jan-13 

Jun-09 Unknow't Untn0¥1n 1,335 P 
Jun·10 llnknOV\In Untnti'M'I 1,219 P 

2010 Cllon9MI-Itlon1 T-: """'T,iii""" """T,i;; 

Jun-10 Unknown Unkrl0¥1n 1,335 
J~.n-11 Unkrlown Untn0¥1n 320 

2011 Cllon9M/-. T-: --r,ur- ---m--

JLI"'-11 Unknown Uni;rl0¥.1"1 362 P 
JLI"'·12 Unknown Unk:rl0¥.1"1 850 P 

2012 Cllon9M/-Itlonl T-: ____,- -u;--

JL.I"'-12 Unkno\1111'1 Unknown 855 P 
.hl'l-1 3 Llnkno\1111'1 Unknown 850 P 

2013 Chongeo/-1 T-: -ur- -u;--

JLil-13 lklknown Unkn"""' 855 P 
Jc.r1-14 Unknown Unknown 160 P 

201• Clllnges/--T-: -ur- ---uo-

Jun-U· Unknown Unk:J'Iown 181 P 
.J.Jn-15 Unknown Unknown 160 P 
.Ain-15 Unknown Unknown 553 P 

ZDtl Cllon9M/Addltlonl T-: --,-.,-- --m-
Note 1: The WYinter Total tNV value conlilta of 11 generation addiUons and ,.,nanQH ad'lteved by January. The SUmmer Total MN value consisls of al get'1eration addftions 

and ctlenges achieved by .hwie. All o«tter MW'MIJ be picked up in the tolowtngyear. 

Note 2: Chenves ~include cifferent ratings than 1hown in Schedule 1 l:iJe solely to arnbtent temperatlse conaisten wi1h those in FPL 's peak load forecast to maintain consistency 
in Reeerve Margll c:aJculation. 

1· FPL is curren'lty in the process of selecting 1 sfte(t) for these advanced teehnoiogy coal units. FPL expects to amounce the sMcted site(&) by June 2006 . 
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Page1of10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

( 1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit# 5 

(2} Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,144 M/11 
1,181 M/11 

(3} Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2005 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2007 

(5} Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6} Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7} Cooling Method: 

(8} Total Site Area: 11,000 

(9} Construction Status: u 

(10} Certification Status: Certified 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Certified 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2007 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2007 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2007 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

Under Construction, less than or equal to 50% complete 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Base Operation Year) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
507 

10.06 
0.13 

1.5699 

... Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

160 MW 
181 MW 

Combustion Turbine 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2008 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 2 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No. Burners, Natural Gas 0.0015% S . 

Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 392 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2008 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2008 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2008 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Air Coolers 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.0% 
1.0% 
97% 

Approx. 10% (First Year Operation) 
10,400 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
522 

8.72 
0.81 

1.8084 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection and transmission integration costs are not included . 
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Page 3 of 10 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,219 MW 
b. Winter 1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

220 

p 

p 

p 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2009 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
565 

11.65 
0.138 

1.5834 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 4 of 10 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity * 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Distillate 

(6} Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Tower 

(8} Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

220 

p 

p 

p 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data-,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2010 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 94% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
519 

10.11 
0.138 

1.5873 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 

(Note: Costs shown are based on the constuction of Unit 1 first.) 
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Schedule 9 
§tatus RePOrt and Soeciflcat!ons of Proposed Generatina Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 2x0 Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

320 WoJ 
362 WoJ 

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2010 
b. Commercialln-seiVice date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 5 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Burners, Natural Gas 0.0015% S. Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: Uknown 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2011 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2011 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
- Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

and Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.0% 
1.0% 
97% 

Approx. 10% (First Year Operation) 
10,400 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
562 

9.35 
0.97 

1.6397 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Gas expansion,transmission interconnection, transmission integration costs are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Soeclflcatlons of Proposed Generating Facilities 

( 1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

850 MW 
855 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Supercritical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

2008 
2012 

Coal 
N/A 

Page 6 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low No. Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric 
Static Precipatator 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 3,000 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2012 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2012 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2012$/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

4.0% 
4.0% 
92% 

Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 
8,600 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
2,355 

38.07 
1.384 

1.6616 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Transmission interconnection and transmission integration costs are not included . 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

850 MW 
855 MW 

Supercritical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Coal 
b. Alternate Fuel N/A 

Page 7 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low Nox Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric 
Static Precipatator 

(7) Cooling Method: Cooling Tower 

(8) Total Site Area: 3,000 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

p 

p 

p 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2013 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

4.0% 
4.0% 
92% 

Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 
8,600 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
1,732 

28.60 
1.43 

1.6616 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Transmission interconnection and transmission integration costs are not included. 
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Page 8 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 1x0 Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 160 MW 
b. Winter 181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2013 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Distillate 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No. Burners, Natural Gas 0.0015% S. Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data·,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2014 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

and Water Injection on Distillate 

Air Coolers 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.0% 
1.0% 
97% 

Approx. 15% (First Year Operation) 
10,400 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
689 

10.11 
1.05 

1.7323 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only . 
Gas expansion, transmission interconnection, transmission integration costs are not included . 
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Page 9 of 10 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 1x0 Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 160 MW 
b. Winter 181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2014 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2015 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Altemate Fuel Distillate 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No,. Burners, Natural Gas 0.0015% S. Distillate 

and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Air Coolers 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

p 

p 

p 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2015 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2015 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2015 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
**Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.0% 
1.0% 
97% 

Approx. 15% (First Year Operation) 
10,400 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
710 

10.37 
1.10 

1.7252 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Gas expansion, transmission interconnection, transmission integration costs are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Sceclflcations of Proposed Generatina Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 2x1 Combined Cycle 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Capacity 
a. Summer 553 MW 
b. Winter 610 MW 

Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2013 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2015 

Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Page 10 of 10 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 0.0015% S. Distillate 
and Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower (7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 11 ,300 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POE): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

P (Planned) 

2.0% 
1.0% 
97% 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Approx. 70% (First Year Operation) 

6,835 Btu/kWh 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data·.
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2015 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2015 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2015 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

25 years 
1,218 

11.71 
0.17 

1.5900 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes escalation and AFUDC only. 
Gas expansion, transmission interconnection, transmission integration costs are not included. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit #5 

The new Turkey Point CC unit that is scheduled to come in-service in 2007 does not require any 
"new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Unsited Combustion Turbine in 2008 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit #1 

The proposed new West County Energy Center Unit #1 that is projected to come in-service in 
2009 does not require any "new" transmission lines. 

Florida Power & Light Company 92 

• • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
411 

411 

I 
411 

I 
411 

I 
411 

I 
411 

I .. 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 103 of 192

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit #2 

The proposed new West County Energy Center Unit #2 that is projected to come in-service in 
2010 does not require any "new" transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Two Unsited Combustion Turbine Units in 2011 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for these units. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit #1 in 2012 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Supercritical Pulverized Coal Unit #2 in 2013 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission lines 

Unsited Combustion Turbine in 2014 

No projection of a new transmission Hne(s) can be made until a site is setected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Unsited Combustion Turbine in 2015 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Unsited Combined Cycle Unit in 2015 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth 

in our service area is continuing, which heightens competition for air, land, and water 

resources that are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, transmission, 

and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want unspoiled 

natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large corporations such 

as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among utilities for our 

commitment to the environment. Our environmental leadership has been heralded by 

many outside organizations. In 2004 FPL Group earned a first place ranking among U.S . 

power companies and second globally in a report from the World Wildlife Fund for 

voluntary commitments to limit C02 emissions. This commitment was made to support 

initiatives to better manage utility impacts on climate change through use of greenhouse 

gas emission reductions and improvements in energy efficiency. The report stated that 

this was "primarily due to the company's leadership in developing wind energy and their 

commitment to dramatically improve their efficiency". As a further demonstration of FPL's 

efforts in sustainability the EPA and the Department of Energy awarded FPL for its 

Sunshine Energy Program which allows customers to choose environmentally friendly 

electricity produced from biomass, wind and solar sources. FPL was also recently 

awarded its fourth number one rating of major electric utilities surveyed in an 

environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, an independent advisory group. In 

recognition of its success in executing a strategy to become a clean energy provider 

harnessing primarily clean and renewable fuels while also boosting shareholder value, 

FPL Group, Inc. was named in June 2003 as the winner of the Edison Award, the electric 

power industry's highest honor by the Edison Electric Institute . 

FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for our 

stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding our Turkey Point Plant. FPL won the Council 

for Sustainable Florida's award for our sea turtle conservation and education programs at 

our St. Lucie Plant. In 2001, FPL was awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution 

Prevention Award from the Solid Waste Association of North America. FPL received the 

2001 Program Champion Award from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise 
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Program. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for 

Ecosystem Protection" for our emission-reducing "repowering" projects at our Fort Myers 

and Sanford Plants. Finally, FPL has been recognized by numerous federal and state 

agencies for our innovative endangered species programs which include such species as 

manatees, crocodiles, and sea turtles. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define the 

Company's position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values 

into all aspects of the Company's activities and serves as a framework for new 

environmental initiatives throughout the Company. The FPL environmental statement 

further establishes a long-term direction of environmental initiatives throughout the 

Company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an 

environmentally responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light 

Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 
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management support and commitment, written environmental policies and procedures, 

delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of 

appropriate resources for environmental compliance management (which includes 

reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident/emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, 

environmental regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management 

information systems . 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Company policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 

performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to: 

facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with 

existing environmental regulatory requirements and Company policies . 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2005 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1 . 

Table IV.E.1: 2005 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

(All numbers are approximations.) 
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IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified two preferred and 

eight potential sites for future generation additions. Preferred sites are those locations 

where FPL has conducted significant reviews and taken action to site generation. 

Potential sites are those sites that have attributes that support the siting of generation 

and are under consideration as a location for future generation. Some of these sites are 

currently in use as existing generation sites and some are not. The identification of a 

"Potential" site does not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision to pursue 

generation (or generation expansion in the case of an existing generation site) at that 

location, nor does this designation indicate that the size or technology of generator has 

been determined. These preferred and potential sites are discussed in separate sections 

below. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies two preferred sites in this Site Plan: the existing Turkey Point plant site, 

and the West County Energy Center adjacent to the existing Corbett FPL substation. 

The Turkey Point site is the location for a capacity addition that FPL is committed to 

make in mid - 2007. The West County Energy Center site is the projected location for 

capacity additions FPL is proposing to make in 2009 and 2010. 

The capacity addition at the Turkey Point site has been approved by the FPSC. FPL has 

petitioned the FPSC for approval of the West County Energy Center additions. A decision 

is expected by the FPSC later this year. 

The two preferred sites are discussed below. 

Preferred Site # 1: Turkey Point Plant. Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south 

of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically 

located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the 

plant site is limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site 

Florida Power & Light Company 106 

• I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 

• t 

• • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2006 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-F, Page 117 of 192

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

• ~ 
t 

• ~ 
~ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units 

and two conventional boiler, fossil units, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural 

wildlife area, and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank 

(EMB). 

Units #1 and #2 are fossil fuel generating plants with approximate generating capacity of 

400 MW each. Unit #1 was completed in 1967 and Unit #2 in 1968. Units #3 and #4 are 

nuclear generating units with approximate generating capacity of 700 MW each. Unit #3 

was completed in 1972 and Unit #4 in 1973. Turkey Point also has five diesel peaking 

units that in total produce approximately 12 MW. These units are primarily used to 

provide emergency power, but occasionally run during the Summer to provide power 

during peak load demands . 

The Site for the new Turkey Point Unit #5, a "4-on-1" combined cycle electrical 

generating unit, is within the existing FPL Turkey Point facility property, located on 

Biscayne Bay in Miami-Dade County, Florida. The Site is adjacent to the existing fossil 

Units #1 and #2, and includes the existing parking lot and storage areas immediately 

northwest of Units #1 and #2 as well as mangrove wetlands north of the facility . 

a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site, plus a map of the general layout of the 

proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the existing units' turbine generators. The 

canal system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide 

and approximately four feet deep. The remaining developed area of the site is where the 

two fossil steam generating units and 5 diesel generators are located. South of and 

adjacent to the fossil plant are the two nuclear generating units. Further to the south, 
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wetlands have been set aside as part of the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB) in an 

effort to restore these areas to historical plant communities and hydrological function. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the Site was undeveloped dwarf red mangrove swamp, tidally 

inundated with waters from Biscayne Bay. Along with the dominant red 

mangroves, buttonwood is a common canopy component, along with 

occasional white mangrove. Only a few individual black mangroves were 

observed within the Site. Biscayne Bay is a shallow, subtropical bay 

supporting seagrasses, sponges, coral reefs, and a variety of marine life. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction and operation of Unit #5 is not expected to adversely affect 

any rare, endangered, or threatened species. Listed species known to occur 

in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the Site 

include the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria 

americana), American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus 

(Rivulus marmoratus), roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus 

guarauna), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), 

American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern (Sterna 

antillarum), brown pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis), the white ibis (Eudocimus 

albus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are 

known to exist in the vicinity of the Site. The federally listed, endangered 

American Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around 

the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the proposed 

project area. The entire site is considered crocodile habitat due to the 

mobility of the species and use of the site for foraging, traversing and 

basking. FPL manages a program for the conservation and enhancement of 

the American crocodile. A project-specific crocodile management plan has 

been developed for construction of Unit #5. 
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the Site include Biscayne National Park, 

the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades 

National Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the Site is included 

within the Biscayne National Park, comprised of several miles of shoreline 

north of the Turkey Point facility extending offshore approximately 12 nautical 

miles. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, approximately 95% 

of which is open water interspersed with over 40 keys. The Biscayne 

National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles north of the 

Turkey Point plant, adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront 

Park, which contains a marina and day use recreational facilities . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Additional generating capacity is being added to the site for operation beginning in 

2007 to meet projected FPL system capacity needs. The new generating unit will 

consist of four new CT's and four new HRSG's and a new steam turbine that will 

comprise Turkey Point Unit #5. Natural gas delivered via the existing pipeline is the 

primary fuel type for this unit (with ultra low sulfur light oil serving as a backup fuel). 

Natural gas-fired facilities are among the cleanest, most efficient technologies 

currently available . 

Mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts related to construction of Unit #5 includes: 

on-site hydrologic improvements to enhance existing wetlands, restoration and 

preservation of areas overgrown with exotic plant species, creation of an on-site 

lagoon, transfer of some mangrove dominated lands to South Florida Water 

Management District and Biscayne National Park, and also the purchase of mitigation 

credits from the EMS, which is in the same drainage basin. The capture and reuse of 

plant process water and rainwater, plus the use of a cooling tower will minimize 

thermal discharges to the cooling canals. The facility already encompasses several 

preserved areas where wildlife is abundant. 
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g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU- "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU- "Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered as potentially suitable sites for new or repowered generation. The Turkey 

Point plant has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various 

factors including system load, an imbalance in the South Florida region between load 

and generating capacity, and economics. Environmental issues are an important 

factor at this site. However, the other deciding factors outweigh them. FPL will 

minimize environmental impacts and mitigate where impacts are unavoidable. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point Plant is the self-contained cooling canal system that supplies 

water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal system 

consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide and 

approximately four feet deep. The system performs the same function as a giant 

radiator. The water is circulated through the 153-mile maze of canals in a two-day 

journey, ending at the plant's intake pumps. During the slow journey down the canals, 

the water cools as much as 15 degrees 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Turkey Point site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock 

strata. The strata that extends to approximately 500 feet forms the Biscayne aquifer. 

The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily of marine origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The Tamiami formation is named for deposits 
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composed principally of white cream-colored calcareous sandstone, sandy limestone, 

and beds and pockets of quartz sand. In the Turkey Point area, the Key Largo 

limestone is present. 

The Floridan Aquifer, located approximately 1,100 feet below the land surface, is a 

confined aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer system is composed entirely of carbonate 

rocks, except for minor evaporates. The water in the carbonate rock aquifer is more 

highly mineralized . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various 

The additional quantity of water for industrial processing is estimated to be 150 

gallons per minute (gpm) for plant process and service water. Water for this type of 

use would be supplied by an existing county water system. The current plant water 

treatment system, which provides treated water for use in Units #1 and #2 boilers, 

would be expanded. Cooling water for new Unit #5 will be processed through a 

cooling tower. FPL will use approximately 14 million gallons per day (mgd) of water 

from the Floridan Aquifer as the source of makeup water used by the cooling tower . 

I. Water Supplv Sources and Type 

This additional capacity at the site will utilize the cooling tower for the dissipation of 

heat from the cooling water. The existing water treatment system at the plant, which 

provides treated water for use in the Unit #1 and #2 boilers will be expanded to 

provide treated water for new Unit. The Floridan Aquifer will supply the makeup 

cooling water . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

A plan to treat and recycle equipment wash water, boiler blowdown, and equipment 

area runoff for use as service water would reduce ground water consumption. FPL 

anticipates this site will be designed and classified as a wastewater zero discharge 

site following the completion of the expansion project. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing once through cooling 

water system and the cooling canal system. Unit #5 cooling water will be processed 

through a cooling tower which will dissipate the heat prior to discharge to the cooling 

canal system. Non-point source discharges are collected and reused. Treating and 

recycling equipment wash water, boiler blow-down, and equipment area runoff helps 

to minimize industrial discharges. Storm water runoff is collected and used to 

recharge the surficial aquifer via a stormwater management system. Design 

elements have been included to capture suspended sediments. Various facility 

permits mandate various sampling and testing activities, which provide indication of 

any pollutant discharges. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. There is currently a 

pipeline that supplies natural gas to the facility. The facility also has oil capabilities 

through on-site storage tanks and accessibility to barge deliveries. The additional 

capacity will utilize the existing pipeline with the addition of compression system(s). 

An above ground storage tank for the ultra-low sulfur light oil backup fuel will be 

added. The backup fuel for Unit #5 will be delivered to the site by truck. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from this 

unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using clean 

fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (502), particulate matter and other fuel

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during operations when using the ultra-low sulfur light oil as backup fuel. These 
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design alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of Turkey Point Unit #5 will 

incorporate features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest power 

plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be below current noise 

levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the new unit will 

also be within allowable levels. Similar natural gas-fired facilities in Broward and 

Martin counties have been constructed and operated without exceeding allowable 

noise levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for the Turkey Point Plant Unit #5 

with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on November 14, 

2003, and received Site Certification by the Governor and Cabinet in February 2005 . 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a federal Dredge and Fill permit in 

February 2005. FDEP issued the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air 

permit in February 2005. FPL acquired all permits and authorizations needed, and 

commenced construction in spring 2005 with an anticipated, in-service date of mid 

2007 . 

Preferred Site # 2: West County Energy Center, Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a preferred site for the addition of 

new generating capacity. The preferred site was selected for the addition of a new 

greenfield combined cycle natural gas power plant project with ultra-low sulfur oil as a 

backup fuel. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical 

transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral connections . 

The proposed facility would use clean burning natural gas as the primary fuel and 

state-of-the-art combustion controls . 
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a. and b. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map and Proposed Facilities Layout 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center site, plus a map of the general 

layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site, are found at the end of this 

chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is currently inactive but was previously dedicated to industrial 

and agricultural use. The site has been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded 

to an elevation approximately 10 ft. above surrounding land surface. No structures 

are present on the site and vegetation is virtually non-existent. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant site has been significantly altered by the construction and 

operation of a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and 

removed. The surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane agriculture 

and limestone mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of 

the site. The Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is 

located to the south of the proposed site. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to affect 

any rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the 

property is minimal as a result of the mining activities. Common wading birds 

can be observed on areas adjacent to and occasionally within the property. 

The property is adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential 

habitat for wood stork. 
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a gas-fired combined cycle generating 

facility at the proposed location is not expected to have any adverse impacts 

on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands including the 

Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge which lies south of 

the proposed location. It is not anticipated that construction will result in 

wetland impacts under federal, state or local agency permitting criteria . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to construct two new 1,200 MW (approximate) units each 

consisting of three new CT's and three new HRSG's and a new steam turbine . 

These units are scheduled to be in-service in mid-2009 and 2010. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil 

serving as a backup fuel. Natural gas-fired facilities are available nearby and are 

among the cleanest, most efficient technologies currently available . 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map . 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 
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h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a preferred site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. This site is considered permittable. 

i. Water Resources 

The existing adjacent surface water canals and available ground water resources are 

potential sources for potable and service water for the proposed units. Adjacent to 

the site, hydro storage water conservation areas may be created through 

development of the site as a limestone mine. Use of water from the upper and/or 

lower Floridan Aquifer is also considered a feasible alternative as potential backup 

sources of water for operation of the proposed units. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks 

about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating the underlying 

Oldsmar formation. The published information on the sediments comprising the 

formations below the Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells 

in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for industrial processing for both units is 

approximately 450 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water. Approximately 20 million gallons per day (mgd) in total of cooling 
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water for the two proposed units would be cycled through the addition of cooling 

towers. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable water are estimated 

to be approximately 35,000 gallons per day (gpd). 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The proposed units will use available surface or ground water as the source of 

cooling water for the cooling towers. The cooling towers will also act as a heat sink 

for the facility process water. Such needs for cooling and process water will comply 

with the existing South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) regulations for 

consumptive water use. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only for potable water. 

Water will be obtained from the Floridan Aquifer as a source of cooling water as a 

backup supply. In addition, the entire plant site will capture and reuse process water 

whenever feasible and manage stormwater in such a manner as to recharge the 

surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Blow down from the 

cooling towers will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan Aquifer. Non-point 

source discharges are not an issue since there will be none at this facility. Industrial 

discharges will be minimized by treating and recycling equipment wash water, boiler 

blowdown water, and equipment area runoff. Storm water runoff will be collected and 

used to recharge the surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design 

elements will be included to capture suspended sediments. The facility will employ a 

Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is not located near an existing natural gas transmission pipeline that is 

capable of providing a sufficient quantity of gas. Upgrades of existing pipelines 

and/or lateral connections to other pipelines will be necessary for supply of natural 
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gas. Ultra-low sulfur distillate fuel oil would be received by truck and stored in above

ground storage tanks to serve as backup fuel for the new units. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of clean fuels and combustion controls will minimize air emissions from 

these units and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. 

Using clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter and 

other fuel bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation 

of nitrogen oxides (NO.), and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NO. emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NO. combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NO. emissions 

during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light oil as backup fuel. These design 

alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of the West County Energy Center units will 

incorporate features that will make them among the most efficient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) for the construction and operation of the West 

County Energy Center project under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was 

filed on April 14, 2005. A Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit 

application and an Underground Injection Control permit application were also 

submitted to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) at the same 

time. FDEP issued a Class I Underground Injection Control Exploratory Well permit 

on January 11, 2006. A petition for approval of a Determination of Need for both 

West County Energy Center units was filed with the FPSC on March 13, 2006. A 

Draft PSD Air Permit was issued by FDEP on March 1, 2006. 
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IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Eight (8) sites are currently identified as "Potential Sites" for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity needs? These sites have been identified as Potential 

Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or 

accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are suitable for different 

capacity levels and technologies. 

Each of these potential sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering and/or 

costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In addition, 

each potential site has different characteristics that will require further definition and 

attention. For the purpose of estimating water requirements for each site, it was 

assumed that either one dual-fuel (natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion 

turbine or a natural gas-fired combined cycle unit would be constructed at the Potential 

Sites. A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute (gpm) for 

both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling). A combined cycle unit would 

require approximately 150 gpm for service and process water and approximately 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for all of these sites, assuming 

measures can be taken to mitigate any particular site-specific environmental concerns 

that may arise. No significant environmental constraints are currently known for any of 

these eight sites. The Potential Sites briefly discussed below are presented in 

alphabetical order. At this time FPL considers each site to be equally viable. 

Potential Site # 1: Andvtown Substation, Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity. Current facilities 

on-site include an electric substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both 

natural gas and electrical transmission through existing structures or through additional 

lateral connections. 

2 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans. FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land uses for the potential site were designated as industrial or agricultural use. 

The site identification process included screening to determine potential wetland 

impacts and impacts to endangered or threatened species. Extensive low-quality 

wetlands are adjacent to the potential site. FPL would expect to mitigate any impacts 

from construction of a power plant at this site. Construction and operation of a new 

facility on this site is not expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or 

threatened species. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Surface water sources are not available at the potential site. Groundwater from the 

shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water have been identified as potential water 

sources. The Floridan Aquifer has been identified as a potential cooling water source. 

We believe these sources would provide sufficient water for either simple cycle or 

combined cycle generation. 

Potential Site# 2: Cape Canaveral Plant. Brevard County 

This site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated Brevard 

County. The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct 

access to a four-lane highway (US 1 ). A rail line is located near the plant. The existing 

facility consists of two 400 MW (approximate) steam boiler type generating units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

This site is located on the Indian River. The land is primarily dedicated to industrial 

use with surrounding grassy areas and a few acres of remnant pine forest. The land 
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adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial and residential use. There are 

no significant environmental features on the site . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

FPL would use existing on-site wells or local gray water. and the existing 

once-through cooling water system. We believe these sources would provide 

sufficient water for either simple cycle or combined cycle generation . 

Potential Site # 3: Desoto County Greenfield Site 

This site is a "Greenfield" undeveloped site located on a 13,500 acre property in 

unincorporated Desoto County. The site is adjacent to portions of the Peace River. 

There are no current facilities on the site. The City of Arcadia is located southwest of 

the Desoto site . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to agricultural use (sod farming, cattle 

grazing, and truck crops). Developed portions of the adjacent properties are primarily 

agricultural (sod farms, citrus groves and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions 

include mixed scrub with some hardwoods and a few isolated wetlands. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The primary sources for water would either be groundwater from the upper and lower 

Floridan Aquifer or if available and practicable, a local source of gray water. We 

believe these sources would provide sufficient water for either simple cycle or 

combined cycle generation. 
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Potential Site # 4: Fort Myers Plant Site. Lee County 

This site is located on FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property. The existing 

facilities on the site include one 1,440 MW (approximate) combined cycle unit, 12 gas 

turbines, each with an approximate capacity of 54 MW, and 2 combustion turbines, 

each with an approximate capacity of 160 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survev (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy 

and landscaped areas. Much of the site has recently been used for direct 

construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial and retail to 

the east of the property, and some residential areas located toward the west. Mixed 

scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east and further south. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer. We believe these sources would 

provide sufficient water for either simple cycle or combined cycle generation. 

Potential Site # 5: Lauderdale Plant, Broward County 

The Lauderdale site is located in Eastern Broward County approximately 5 miles inland 

from Dania Beach and less than 2 miles west of Ft. Lauderdale International Airport. The 

site is bounded on the south by Dania Cutoff Canal, the east by SW 30th Avenue, and the 

North by 1-595. 

The existing 1 ,680 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Lauderdale site occupies a 

portion of the approximately 210 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of two combined cycle units (Units #4 and #5). The site also is home 

to 24 simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 MW (approximate) each. The 

GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made up of 24 GT's at the 
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Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades site. The GT's are 

capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. The site is considered as suitable for 

the construction and operation of simple cycle peaking utilizing liquid or natural gas fuels. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The existing power plant facilities are located on approximately 130 acres. The 

existing site has been in use since the 1920's and is adjacent to a county resource 

recovery project. To the north of the power plant is an area of mixed uplands with a 

scattering of small wetlands . 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply could be used for industrial 

process and makeup water. We believe these sources would provide sufficient water 

for either simple cycle or combined cycle generation . 

Potential Site # 6: Martin Plant, Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida . 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) and the 

adjacent South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south 

by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 

and the adjacent CSX Railroad . 

The existing 3,700 MW (Summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site occupies a 

portion of the approximately 11 ,300 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of two steam units (Units #1 and #2), plus three combined cycle 

units (Units #3, #4, and #8). The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 acres of 

water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres for the existing 

power plant units and related facilities . 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map for the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. To the east of the power 

plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a scattering of small wetlands. To 

the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre area which has been set aside as 

a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland forest on the West Side of the 

reservoir that is named the Barley Barber Swamp. The Barley Barber Swap 

encompasses 400 acres and is preserved as a natural area. There is also a 10-

kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility at the south end of this site. 

d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground water resource 

is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of potable and service water. 

Both of these sources are available for use with any potential site expansion. We 

believe these sources would provide sufficient water for either simple cycle or 

combined cycle generation. 

Potential Site# 7: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port Everglades, 

Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 84 and Interstate 

595. A rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler 

generating units: two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) sized units. 

The four steam boilers are capable of firing residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination 

of both. The site also is home to twelve simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 

MW (approximate) each. The GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made 

up of 24 GT's at the Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades 

site. The GT's are capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

d. and e. Water Resources and Supply Sources 

Cooling water could be drawn from the Intra-coastal Waterway. We believe this 

source would provide sufficient water for either simple cycle or combined cycle 

generation. 

Potential Site# 8: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm Beach 

County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access 

is available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two 

operational 300 MW (approximate) steam boiler generating units and one retired 50 

MW generating unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. and c. Land Uses and Environmental Features 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities with 

some open, maintained grass areas. Adjacent land uses include port facilities and 

associated industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential 

development. The site is located on the Intra-coastal Waterway near the Lake Worth 

Inlet. 
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d. and e. Water Quantities and Supply Sources 

The existing municipal water supply could be used for industrial processing water. 

Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the existing once-through cooling 

water system. For once-through cooling water, FPL would continue to use Lake 

Worth as a source of water. We believe these sources would provide sufficient water 

for either simple cycle or combined cycle generation. 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Advanced Technology Coal-Fired Generating Options 

As previously discussed, FPL is in the process of analyzing the feasibility of advanced 

technology coal-fired generating options. FPL believes that the earliest such an option 

could be permitted and constructed is 2012. FPL's plans to pursue advanced technology 

coal-fired generation was set forth in its 2005 Request for Proposals (RFP) document 

issued in September 2005. Part I of the RFP solicited proposals for 2009-2011 that led to 

FPL's plans to construct the two West County Energy Center units. Part II of the RFP 

describes FPL's plans to solicit only those proposals that will add to a balanced fuel 

supply in meeting FPL's 2012-2014 capacity needs. That solicitation is scheduled for 

later this year. 

At the time this Site Plan is being prepared, FPL is analyzing potential sites for such 

options. Selection criteria for potential sites have been delineated in FPL's Report on 

Clean Coal Generation (March 2005). It is expected that this selection process will have 

progressed to a point that FPL will be able to share site specific information by June 1, 

2006. An Addendum to the 2006 Site Plan will be developed that provides this 

information when it is available. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Turkey Point 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: West County Energy Center 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints. 

External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal 

with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance which is available to the FPL system and the amount and 

price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated 

both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The 

amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected 

transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of available 

assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an 

additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the peak load 

months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical values 

and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that may not adversely impact such limitations. The internal 

transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting new units 

at different locations, and by, evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location 

combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. Both site- and system

related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or groups 

of options. 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's transmission plans are 

presented in Section III.E. 

Discussion Item# 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure 

or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses 

the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system.2 

During late 2005, the load forecast was revised upward to incorporate the observed increase 

in population growth and resulting increase in system demand. This increased forecast, 

compared to the base forecast used earlier in the year, allowed FPL to bracket a range of 

expected load growth and the corresponding changes to the generation plan. FPL's 

response to the increased load was to address the near term needs (2006 - 2008) with a 

combination of increased DSM, available purchases and securing increased transmission 

capacity for existing purchases. FPL also identified a single CT in 2008 to meet the balance 

of the near term needs. In the event the load forecast is reduced, this CT can be avoided or 

delayed. Should load increase, additional DSM, purchased power or additional self-build 

CT's may be added to maintain the reliability criteria. 

2 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are identical. In such cases (as in most of FPL's current resource planning work), FPL evaluates options on the 
simpler- to -calculate (but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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.. 

Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its base case or "Most Likely" fuel price forecast 

are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

FPL conducted an analysis of the comparative economics of a plan that included coal-fired 

generation compared to an all gas-fired plan. The results of the analysis were presented to 

the Commission in March, 2005. In this study FPL utilized high, low, and expected or "most 

likely" fuel cost forecasts to explore the relative system fuel cost differences between a clean 

coal plan and a plan that included all gas-fired generation additions. This approach allowed 

FPL to examine the relative economics of these two different types of plans with fuel cost 

forecasts that varied the price difference between coal and natural gas. Significant changes 

occurred in long term fuel price forecasts as a result of the events of 2005. Since the natural 

gas - coal price differential has increased compared to the forecast used in the 2005 Clean 

Coal Study, it is expected that the economics for coal versus gas have significantly improved. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oillgas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item #3, FPL used three fuel forecasts in the 

comparative economic analysis of clean coal generation. FPL held the coal prices constant, 

based on the most likely coal price forecast, and developed three natural gas price forecasts 

(high, low, and expected). The low gas price sensitivity, when compared to the coal price 

forecast, results in an essentially fixed differential between natural gas prices and coal prices. 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output 

ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally 

consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered 

in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options 

FPL projects to add over the planning horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's most recent resource planning work were a 

45% debt and 55% equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 6.90%, and an equity 

return of 11.75%. These assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 9.57% 

and an after-tax discount rate of 8.37%. FPL did not test the sensitivity of its resource plan to 

varying financial assumptions. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP} process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach}. However, in its most recent planning work, FPL utilized both a levelized system 

average rate perspective for its DSM Goals and DSM Plan work and the equivalent present 
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value of system revenue requirements perspective when evaluating options that did not result 

in changes to system DSM levels. (As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both 

the electricity rate perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue 

requirement perspective are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing 

plans.) 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a 

maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

planning criteria established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its 

Planning Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Planning Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www.nerc.com) . 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://floasis.siemens-asp.com/OASIS/FPUINFO.HTM) . 

The normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kVl Vmin {e.u.} Vmax (e.u.} 

69, 115, 138 0.95/0.95 1.05/1.07 

230 0.95/0.95 1.06/1.07 

500 0.95/0.95 1.07/1.09 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may determine it prudent to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers and the probability of 

an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors would influence the decision in such 

cases. 
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Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. Finally, FPL is careful to claim only program savings for the average life of the 

installed efficiency measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load 

management, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is 

functioning correctly. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

Among the strategic or non-price factors FPL typically considers when choosing between 

resource options are the following: (1) fuel diversity; (2) technology risk; (3) environmental 

risk and (4) site feasibility. 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs. 

natural gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative 

pipeline suppliers for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase 

diversity in fuel source and/or supply would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts. Technologies regarded 

as more acceptable from an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize 
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environmental impacts through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls (e.g. clean 

coal technologies versus conventional pulverized coal) . 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, elements of FPL's capacity additions include the 

construction of new generating capacity at an existing site: Turkey Point. This generation 

construction project was selected after evaluating competing bids received in response to a 

Request for Proposals (RFP) issued by FPL in mid-2003. The FPSC approved FPL's decision 

to construct the new combined cycle unit at FPL's existing Turkey Point site in June 2004 . 

Similarly, FPL's projected capacity additions in 2009 and 201 0 at the West County Energy 

Center site were selected after comparing these units to four bids received in response to an 

RFP issued in September 2005. FPL has petitioned the FPSC for approval of a Determination 

of Need for these units. A decision is expected before the end of the year . 

The construction capacity additions projected in this document for 2011 and beyond will be 

conducted in a manner consistent with the Commissions Bid Rule . 

Identification of self-build options for 2008 and for 2011 beyond in FPL's Site Plan is not an 

indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may conduct. The identification 

of future capacity units is required of FPL and represents those alternatives that appear to be 

FPL's best, most cost-effective self-build options at this time. FPL reserves the right to refine 

its planning analyses and to identify other self-build options. Such refined analyses have the 

potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which might not require an RFP. If an 
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RFP is issued for supply-side resources, FPL reserves the right to choose the best alternative 

for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 
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Discussion Item# 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52- 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for 

any new or upgraded line. 

FPL plans to construct a new transmission line (by July 2006) that was certified under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52-403.536, F.S.). The new line will connect FPL's 

Orange River Substation to FPL's Collier Substation (as shown on Table III.F.1 ). The final 

order certifying the corridor was issued on July 19 of 2004. The construction of this line is 

necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Collier and Lee County areas in a 

reliable and effective manner. FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line 

(by December 2008) that requires certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The 

new line will connect FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's proposed Pringle Substation (also 

shown on Table III.F.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. FPL has 

identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2011) that requires 

certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee 

Substation to FPL's proposed BobWhite Substation (also shown on Table III.F.1 ). The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Manatee 

and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. Additionally, FPL has identified the 

need for a new 230kV transmission line (by June 2012) that requires certification under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line will connect FPL's future Eve Substation to FPL's 

Sweatt Substation (also shown on Table III.F.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to 

serve existing and future customers in the Okeechobee and St. Lucie areas in a reliable and 

effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and a disclosure of information pertaining to 

the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented 

in accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code 

(FAC) . 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2006 and 

that were on-going in the first quarter of 2007. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2007-2016 time frame . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten-year time horizon, and is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in 

nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part 

of the Florida site certification process, or through other proceedings and filings . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, as determined in FPL's IRP work in 

2006 and early 2007 . 
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Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations 

for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional specific information 

that is to be included in a Site Plan filing. 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type BIT 

cc 
CT 

GT 

IC 

NP 

ST 

Fuel Type UR 

BIT 

F02 

F06 

NG 

No 

Pet 

Fuel Transportation No 

PL 

RR 

TK 

WA 

UniUSite Status OT 

p 

T 

u 
v 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Bituminous Coal 

Combined Cycle 

Combustion Turbine 

Gas Turbine 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Steam Unit 

Uranium 

Bituminous Coal 

#1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Natural Gas 

None 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Pipeline 

Railroad 

Truck 

Water 

Other 

Planned Unit 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2007 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

addresses FPL's plans to increase its electric generation capability (owned or purchased) as part 

of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2007-2016 time period. 

In response to continued strong population growth, FPL's total generation capability is required to 

increase significantly during the 2007-2016 time period as shown in Table ES.1. The table 

reflects FPL's planned changes to existing generation units (due to unit overhauls, etc.), projected 

changes in the delivered amounts of purchased power, and the planned additions of new 

generating units. Although not explicitly shown in this table, FPL's demand side management 

(DSM) resources are included. These resources incorporate the approved DSM Goals (that are 

assumed to be implemented on schedule) and approximately 684 MW of additional DSM that 

FPL projects will be implemented through 2016. This represents approximately 1,486 MW of cost

effective DSM beyond the significant amount of DSM achieved by FPL through 2006. After 

accounting for FPL's 20% reserve margin requirement, these 1,486 MW of additional DSM will 

avoid the need for approximately 1, 780 MW of additional generating capacity that otherwise 

would be needed . 

In 2007, FPL will be adding a new 1,144 MW (Summer) combined cycle (CC) unit, Turkey Point 

Unit #5, at its existing Turkey Point plant site. In 2009, and again in 2010, FPL will be adding one 

1,219 MW (Summer) CC unit in western Palm Beach County. The site is named the West County 

Energy Center (WCEC) and these units are identified as West County Energy Center Units #1 

and #2 (WCEC #1 and # 2). All three of these CC units were approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission (FPSC). The Turkey Point unit was approved by the FPSC in June 2004 and 

the two WCEC units were approved in June 2006. FPL's applications for site certification under 

the Florida Electric Power Plant Siting Act were approved by the Governor and Siting Board in 

February 2005 for the Turkey Point unit and in December 2006 for the WCEC units. The addition 

of these three highly efficient units will meet FPL's capacity needs through 2010 . 

FPL plans to address its capacity needs in years 2013 and 2014 with two new ultra-supercritical 

pulverized coal (USCPC) units. For planning purposes, these units are projected to be in service 

by June 2013 and June 2014, respectively. However, FPL intends to bring these advanced 

technology coal units in service as quickly as possible in order to maintain system fuel diversity 

and reduce system fuel costs. It is likely that the in-service date of the first USCPC unit will occur 

in late 2012 or early 2013 and likewise, that the in-service date of the second USCPC unit will 

likely occur in late 2013 or early 2014. The new units will be located in FPL Glades Power Park 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 
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(FGPP) located in Glades County and are identified as FGPP Units #1 and #2. FPL filed a 

petition with the FPSC for a determination of need for the two FGPP coal units on February 1, 

2007 and a decision is expected from the FPSC by July 2007. 

In addition to the capacity needs to be met by the addition of Turkey Point Unit #5, WCEC Units 

#1 and #2, and FGPP Units #1 and #2, FPL currently projects capacity needs in 2011 (167 MW), 

in 2012 (777 MW), in 2013 (214 MW), in 2015 (323 MW), and in 2016 {1,327 MW). These 

capacity needs will be met by a combination of resources including: additional cost-effective 

DSM, power purchases, enhancements to existing generating units, and new power plant 

construction. 1 At the time this document is filed, no decision is needed regarding how these 

additional capacity needs will be met. FPL will continue to analyze alternatives that could be 

implemented to meet its projected capacity needs as part of its on-going resource planning work 

in 2007 and subsequent years. This future analysis work will take into account a number of 

factors including: the outcome of FPL's petition for need determination and site certification for 

FGPP Units #1 and #2, changes in forecasts of load, fuel costs, and environmental compliance 

costs to the extent reasonably ascertainable, and changes in both supply and demand side 

options. 

For purposes of this planning document, FPL anticipates that the remaining projected capacity 

needs for the years 2011, 2012, and 2013 will be met by short-term firm power purchases of 167 

MW, 800 MW, and 200 MW, respectively. Power purchases of these magnitudes are currently 

projected to be available for these years. FPL also projects, for purposes of this planning 

document, the addition of a new 1,219 MW CC unit similar to the WCEC CC units in 2015. A 

specific site for this potential addition has not yet been determined and the unit is referred to in 

this document as South Florida CC #1. The addition of this unit, or an equivalent amount of 

capacity, would meet FPL's capacity needs in 2015 and 2016. 

FPL's ongoing resource planning efforts will continue to be influenced by two recurrent issues. 

Those two issues are: (1) maintaining fuel diversity in the FPL system; and (2) maintaining a 

balance between load and generating capacity in Southeast Florida. In regard to the first issue, 

the addition of the FGPP Units #1 and #2 coal units will maintain fuel diversity on FPL's system 

by maintaining the contribution of coal generation and limiting the increase in reliance on natural 

gas. FPL is also actively investigating the potential for renewable energy in Florida to contribute 

to system fuel diversity. 

1 Repowering of existing FPL sites remains an alternative to new construction and FPL will continue to examine this 
option. 
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Also in regard to the first issue, FPL is undertaking steps to investigate the next generation of 

nuclear generation facilities. Although the feasible in-service date for new nuclear generation is 

beyond the planning horizon of this Site Plan, FPL is actively pursuing the possibility of new 

nuclear generation. In regard to the second issue, the addition of Turkey Point Unit #5, and 

WCEC Units #1 and #2, will help maintain a balance of generation located in the Southeast area 

with that region's load, and contribute to overall system reliability . 
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Table ES.1: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL (1) 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL r1J 

Net CaeacifY. Changes (MWJ FPL Reserve Marg,in (%! 

Winter~ Summerr:!, Winter Summer 

2007 Turkey Point Unit #5 (5) -- 1,144 26.4% 22.6% 
Changes to Existing Units 16 (2) 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> 657 (387) 

2008 Turkey Point Unit #5 1"1 1 '181 -- 26.5% 20.5% 
Changes to Existing Units 28 27 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> (8361 --

2009 West County Unit #1 \OJ -- 1,219 22.8% 20.9% 
Changes to Existing Units 28 1 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> (326) (482) 

2010 West County Unit #1 1"1 1,335 - 24.3% 22.1% 
West County Unit #2 r5> -- 1,219 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> (512) (405) 

2011 West County Unit #2 \OJ 1,335 - 27.7% 20.0% 
Power Purchase in 2011 167 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> (94) (45) 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases 1'J - (156) 25.5% 20.1% 
Changes to Power Purchase in 2011 - (167) 
Power Purchase in 2012 - 800 

2013 FGPP Unit# 1 101 -- 980 22.6% 19.9% 
Changes to Power Purchase in 2012 -- (800) 
Power Purchase in 2013 -- 200 
Changes to Existing Purchases r4> (180) --

2014 FGPP Unit# 1 101 990 -- 24.9% 21.3% 
FGPP Unit# 2 r5> -- 980 
Changes to Power Purchase in 2013 -- (200) 

2015 FGPP Unit# 2 \OJ 990 - 26.1% 23.7% 
South Florida CC #1 rs> -- 1,219 

2016 South Florida CC #1 r5> 1,335 -- 27.1% 19.6% 
Changes to Existing Purchases \•J (390) (381) 
TOTALS= 5 557 4,931 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 
(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with QF, Utilities and other purchases. See Table I.B.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included in the Summer 

reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.6 million people. FPL served an average of 4,409,563 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2006. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management, and interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL·Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, FL. The current 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear steam units, three coal units, eleven combined 

cycle units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty eight combustion gas turbines, one simple 

cycle combustion turbine, and five diesel units. The location of these units is shown on 

Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,620 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 542 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 
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Location/ 
Map Key 

A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 
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L 
M 

FPL Generating Resources by Location 

Number Summer 
Plant Name of Units MW 

Turkey Point 4 2,174 
St. Lucie • 2 1,553 
Manatee 3 2,742 
Fort Myers 2 1,764 
Cutler 2 205 
Lauderdale 2 872 

Port Everglades 4 1,219 
Riviera 2 565 
Martin 5 3,738 
Cape Canaveral 2 792 
Sanford 3 2,044 
Putnam 2 498 
SJRPP •• 2 250 
Scherer ... 646 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 
lntemal Combustion Turbines 5 12 

FPL Generation = ---s9 20,981 

~:III]] Non-FPL Territory 

• Represents FPL's ownership share: St Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit2: St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

.. SJRPP =St. John's River Power Park 

... The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure LA 1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2006) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2006) 

Number Summer 
Unit T~eei Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW 

Combined-Cycle 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 872 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Gas 956 
Martin lndiantown,FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,104 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 1,906 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 498 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,440 
Manatee Parrish,FL 1 Gas 1,104 
Total Combined Cycle 11 7,879 

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers • Fort Myers. FL Gas/Oil 324 
Total Combustion Turbines 324 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,386 
St. Lucie- Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,553 
Total Nuclear 4 2,939 

Coal Steam 

SJRPP -· Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 250 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 646 
Total Coal Steam 3 896 

Oil/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 2 Oil/Gas 792 
Cutler Miami, FL 2 Gas 205 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,638 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,678 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 Oil/Gas 1,219 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 Oil/Gas 565 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 138 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Oil/Gas 788 
Total Oil/Gas Steam 17 7,023 

Gas Turbines(GT}/Diesels(ICI 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 840 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 420 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648 
Turkey Point (I C) Florida City, FL 5 Oil 12 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 53 1,920 

Total Units: 89 
Total Net Generating Capability: 20,981 

. Each unit consists of two combustion turbines totaling approximately 300 MW. 
Total capability of each unit is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 is 100% and 85% respectively. 
Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

••• Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 
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• Power Plant 
• Transmission Substation 

500kV 
230kV 

(SOU) 

Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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PEF 

CLE 
FKC 
FPL 
FTP 
GVL 
GCS 
HST 
JBH 
JEA 
KEY 
LWU 
NSB 
ouc 
PEF 
SEC 
scs 
STK 
TEC 
VER 

LEGEND 

Clewiston 
Florida Keys Coop 
Florida Power & Light 
Ft. Pierce 
Gainesville 
Green Cove Springs 
Homestead 
Jacksonville Beach 
Jacksonville Electric Authority 
Key West 
Lake Worth 
New Smyrna Beach 
Orlando Utilities Commission 
Progress Energy Florida 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southam Companies 
Starke 
Tampa Electric Company 
Vero Beach 

scs 

c:J Generating System 

0 Non Generating 
System 

Figure I.A.3: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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I.B Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 381 

MW, of coal-fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern). through May, 2010. 

An additional contract with Southern will result in FPL receiving 930 MW from June 201 0 

through the end of 2015. This capacity will be supplied by Southern from a mix of gas

fired and coal-fired units. For planning purposes, FPL is projecting a subsequent 

purchase of the same amount of MW from north of Florida starting in 2016. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. (FPL also has ownership 

interest in these units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's installed capacity 

shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1.) 

Other Purchases: 

FPL has other firm capacity purchase contracts through 2009 with a variety of Non-OF 

suppliers. These purchases are generally near-term in nature. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 

present the Summer and Winter MW, respectively, resulting from all firm purchased 

power contracts discussed above through the year 2016 as well as other purchases in 

2011 - 2013 assumed in this document for planning purposes. 
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Table I.B.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary ofFPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

L Purchases from QF's· 

Cogeneration Small Power 
Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

1. Broward South 04101191 08101109 50.6 50.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Broward South 01101193 12131126 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 

3. Broward South 01101195 12131126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

4. Broward South OliO 1197 12131126 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

5. Broward North 04/01/92 12/31/10 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6. Broward North 01101/93 12131/26 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 

7. Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

8.Broward North 01/01197 12131126 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

9. Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 

10. Indiantown CQgen. LP 12122195 12101/25 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 

11. Palm Beach SW A 04/01/92 03131/10 47.5 47.5 47.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 738 738 687 640 595 595 595 595 595 595 

II Purchases from Utilities: 
Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

I. UPS from Southern Co. 07120188 05/31110 931 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12131/15 0 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 930 930 

3.SJRPP 04102182 10/31/15 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1312 1312 1312 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 930 

m Other Purchases· 
Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

I. Reliantllndian River 01101106 12/31109 354 576 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Indian River (Additional) 05101106 12131/09 222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3. Progress Energy Ventures/Desoto (Put Qlltion) 06101/05 05131107 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. Oleander/Southern Co !Put option) 06/01/05 05/31/07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. Oleander (Extension) 06/01/07 05/31/12 !56 156 156 156 !56 0 0 0 0 0 

6. Williams 03101106 12131109 106 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7. Progress Energv Ventures 04101106 03131/09 105 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8. Other Short-Term Purchases May-Sept of Year Shown 0 0 0 0 167 800 200 0 0 0 

Other Purchases Sub Total 943 943 512 156 323 800 200 0 0 0 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 

Cogeneration Small 
Power Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

I. Broward South 04/01191 08/01/09 50.6 50.6 50.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 

3. Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

4. Broward South 01/01/97 12/31126 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

5. Broward North 04/01/92 12/31110 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 0 0 0 0 0 

6. Broward North 01101193 12/31/26 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 

7. Broward North 01101/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

8.Broward North 01/01197 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

9. Cedar Bav Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 

10. Indiantown Cogen. LP 12/22/95 12/01/25 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 

II. Palm Beach SWA 04/01192 03/31110 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 0 0 0 0 0 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 738 738 738 687 595 595 595 595 595 

II Purchases from Utilities· 
Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

I. UPS from Southern Co. 07/20/88 05/31/10 931 931 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 

2. UPS Reolacement 06/01/10 12/31115 0 0 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 

3. SJRPP 04/02/82 10/31115 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1321 1321 1321 1321 1320 1320 1320 1320 1320 

III Other Purchases· 
Start Date End Date 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

3. Reliant/Pasco/Shady Hills 02/28/02 02/28/07 474 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. Reliant/Indian River 01101106 12/31/09 354 576 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4a. Indian River (Additional) 05/01106 12/31/09 222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. Progress Energy Ventures/Desoto (Put option\ 06/01/05 05/31107 362 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6. Oleander/Southern Co (Put ootion) 06/01/05 05/31/07 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6a. Oleander (Extension) 06/01/07 05/31112 0 180 180 180 180 180 0 0 0 

7. Williams 03101106 12/31/09 106 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8. Progress Energy Ventures 04/01/06 03/31/09 105 105 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9. Other Short-Term Purchases Mav-Seot of Year Shown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Purchases Sub Total 1803 967 641 180 180 180 0 0 0 
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I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2006 

from these facilities . 

Table I.C.1: As Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2006 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPL in 2006 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagassee 2/80 2,455 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 16,329 

Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagassee/Wood 11/95 360,364 

Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Gas 7/98 17,681 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper By-Product 2/94 9,161 

Elliot Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 412 

I.D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective OSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's OSM efforts 

through 2006 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

3,659 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 

38,169 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. Accounting for reserve margin 

requirements, FPL's OSM efforts through 2006 have eliminated the need to construct the 

equivalent approximately 11 new 400 MW generating units . 

Table 1.0.1 presents FPL's approved OSM Goals for Summer MW reduction. These OSM 

Goals are over and above the significant levels of OSM implementation FPL achieved 

before the year 2005. FPL's current OSM Plan was approved by the Commission in 2004 

and was designed to achieve the OSM Goals for the 2005-2014 time periods . 

In addition, FPL recently received approval from the Commission to modify 8 existing 

OSM programs and to introduce two new OSM programs. These additional efforts will 

result in a projected increase of 564 Summer MW at the generator of additional OSM 

beyond FPL's OSM Goals by 2015 as is also presented in Table 1.0.1. The table shows 
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that when these additional 564 MW of DSM are added to the 802 MW of DSM Goals at 

the generator from 2006 - 2015, FPL is adding 1,366 MW at the generator of cost

effective DSM by 2015. 

For planning purposes, FPL is also assuming a continuation of DSM implementation in 

2016 and projects the addition of approximately 120 MW of incremental DSM in that year 

so that through 2016 FPL currently projects 1 ,486 MW of cost-effective DSM beyond the 

significant amount of DSM achieved by FPL through 2006. 

Florida Power & Light Company 20 
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Table 1.0.1. : FPL's DSM Goals and Additional DSM: 2006-2015 (Summer MW) 

Notes: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
= (1) /(1-0.0923) =(3) +(4) 

DSM Goals DSM Goals DSM Goals Additional DSM 2006- 2015 
2005-2015 2005-2015 2006-2015 2008-2015 Total Projected 

SummerMW SummerMW SummerMW SummerMW SummerMW 
at Meter at Generator at Generator at Generator at Generator 

Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

--- ------ ----- ---
2005 74.0 82 
2006 141.7 156 75 39 114 
2007 211.9 233 152 229 381 
2008 287.2 316 235 289 524 
2009 365.9 403 322 334 656 
2010 447.9 493 412 372 784 
2011 532.1 586 505 413 918 
2012 618.8 682 600 456 1,056 
2013 707.9 780 698 501 1,199 
2014 801.7 883 802 548 1,350 
2015 801.7 883 802 564 1,366 

(1) The Commission-approved DSM Goals address 2005-2014 and represent DSM MW at the meter. 

(2) The DSM Summer MW at the Generator are approximate values based on a 9.23% line loss factor. 

(3) These values represent DSM Goals values from 2006 through 2015 and omit the 2005 Goals values. 

(4) The values shown above for 2006 through 2008 were originally presented in FPL's 2006 Ten Year Site 
Plan in Table 111.0.2 on page 62. Those values represented the additional DSM MW contribution 
through 2008 at the time the Site Plan was filed. The 2009 - on values represent a current projection of 
additional DSM due to FPSC approval in mid-2006 of modifications to existing FPL DSM programs and 
of new DSM programs. 
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Existing Generating Facilities • As of December 31, 2006 • (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) • Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen. Max. Net caeabilitl1/ 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport. Days ln.Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer • ~ No. Location I¥2e. E.ri &11. E.ri Alt. !..!.§!! Month/Year Month/Year 'rWV MW MW 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County • 19/24S/36F ~ 796 792 • ST F06 NG WA PL Unkncvm Apr~S Unkncvm 402,050 398 396 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unkncvm May~9 Unkncvm 402,050 398 396 

Cutler Miami Dade County • 27/55S/40E 236 500 ZQZ ~ • 5 ST NG No PL No Unkncvm Nov-54 Unkncvm 75,000 69 68 • 6 ST NG No PL No Unknovm Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 138 137 

Fort Myers Lee County • 35/43S/25E ~ ~ ~ • 2 cc NG No PL No Unkncvm Jun-02 Unkncvm 1,701,890 1,599 1,440 • 3A& B CT NG F02 PL PL Unkncvm Jun-01 Unkncvm 376,380 372 324 

1-12 GT F02 No PL No Unkncvm May-74 Unkncvm 744,120 769 64B • Lauderdale Broward County • 30/50S/42E 1 873 968 ~ 1..ill. 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unkncvm May-93 Unkna.vn 526,250 464 436 • 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unkncvm Jun-93 Unkncvm 526,250 464 436 • 1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unkncvm Aug-70 Unkncvm 410,734 509 420 

13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unkncvm Aug-72 Unkncvm 410,734 509 420 • Manatee Manatee • County 
18/33S/20E ~ ~ z.ill • 1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unkncvm Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 831 819 • 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unkncvm Dec-77 Unkncvm 863,300 831 819 

3 cc NG No PL No Unkncvm Jun-05 Unkncvm 1,224,510 1,197 1,104 • • 1/ These ratings are peak capability. • • • • • • • • • • • Florida Power & Light Company 22 • • • 
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Schedule 1 

• • Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2006 

• (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

• Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen. Max. Net C!!f!abilit~ 1/ 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

• Plant Name .!:iQ. ~ hll§ fri Alt. Pri. Alt. !ill ~ ~ l2!Y MW MW 

• Martin Martin County 

29/29S/38E ~ .MM ~ 

• ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Dec.ao Unknown 934,500 844 839 

2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun.a1 Unknown 934,500 844 839 

• 3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 503 478 

4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 503 478 

t cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-01 Unknown 1,224,510 1,180 1,104 

• Port Everglades City of Hollywood 
231505/42E ~ 1,736 1,639 

t 1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 247,775 222 220 

t 2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 247,775 222 220 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 389 387 

t 4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 394 392 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

t 
Putnam Putnam County 

t 16/105/27E .§!l.Q.QQ§ 566 ~ 

t cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 283 249 

cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 283 249 

t 
Riviera City of Riviera Beach 

t 33/425143E 620 840 ill 565 

t 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 280 277 

4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 291 288 

t 
t 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/195/30E ~ U21 ~ 

t 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 140 138 

4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,188,900 1,067 958 

t 5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,188,900 1,057 948 

t 1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t Florida Power & Light Company 23 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2006 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen. Max. Net caeabilit~ 11 

Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Plant Name No. Location ~ Pri. Alt. Pri. A~. lli!l Month/Year Month/Year ~ MW M'ill 

Scherer2/ Monroe, GA 
680 368 §§Z ~ 

4 BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 652 646 

St. Johns River Duval County 
Power Pari< 31 12/15/28E 

(RPC4) 271 836 250 250 

1 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,918 125 125 
2 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 135,918 125 125 

St. Lucie Sl Lucie County 
16/36S/41E 1 573 775 ~ ~ 

NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 850,000 790 777 
41 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,775 790 777 

Tur1<eyPoint M1ami Dade County 
27157S/40E 2 336 138 2,238 2,188 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr~7 Unknown 402,050 398 396 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 394 392 

NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 760,000 717 693 

4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 759,900 717 693 

1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec~? Unknown 12,138 12 12 

Total System as of December 31, 2006 = 22,278 20,981 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

2/ These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Companys share of Scherer Unit No. 4, adjustec for transmission losses. 

3/ The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Pari< Unit No. 1 and No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%. 

4/ Total capability of each unit is 853/839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 is 100% and 85% respectively. Capabilities shown represent 

FPL's share of capacity from each of the units (approx. 92.5'") and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power 

Agency (FMPA) combinec portion of approximately 7.44776'" per unit. 

Florida Power & Light Company 24 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2007 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-G, Page 35 of 198

t 

• • • • • • • t 

• t 
t 
t 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. These forecasts are a 

key input to the models used to develop FPL's Integrated Resource Plan. The following 

pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads . 

The primary drivers to develop these forecasts are demographic trends, weather, 

economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, the resulting forecasts are an 

integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local economic development boards, 

weather assessments from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA), and inputs from FPL's own customer service planning areas. In the area of 

demographics, population trends by county, plus housing characteristics such as housing 

starts, housing size, and vintage of homes are assessed . 

Forecasts for electric usage in the residential and commercial classes include end-use 

information such as appliance saturation studies, efficiencies, and intensity of energy 

use. In addition to these inputs, residential forecasts also make use of household 

characteristics such as ages of members in households, number of members in 

households, and income distributions . 

The projections for the national and Florida economy are obtained from Global Insight. 

Population projections for the counties served by FPL are obtained from the Bureau of 

Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. In addition, FPL 

actively participates with local development councils and universities to obtain their 

assessments of the local economy, specifically in the area of expansion of new 

businesses and retention of the current business base. These inputs are quantified and 

qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for 

electricity . 

Weather is always a key factor that affects the company's sales and peak demand . 

Weather variables are used in the forecasting models for energy sales and peak demand . 

There are two sets of weather variables developed and used in forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to forecast energy sales . 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks . 
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The Cooling and Heating Degree-Days are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory (Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained) weighted by regional energy 

sales. This composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Days 

which are based, respectively, on starting point temperatures of 65°F and an additional 

cooling degree variable based on a temperature of 75°F degrees. Similarly, composite 

temperature and hourly profile of temperature are used for the Summer and Winter peak 

models. 

II.A. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2006-2025 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for Load 

(NEL) forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2007-2016 are 

presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric 

models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software package 

MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and Net Energy for Load forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using a regression model 

which contains the real residential price of electricity, real Florida personal income, 

Cooling and Heating Degree-Days as explanatory variables, as well as a dummy 

variable for hurricanes and other outliers. The price of electricity plays a role in 

explaining electric usage since electricity, like all other goods and services, will be 

used in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its price. To capture economic 

conditions, the model includes Florida's Real Personal Income. The degree of 

economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential electricity sales. The impact of 

weather is captured by the Heating Degree-Days and Cooling Degree-Days. 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer 

forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. 
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2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Real Gross Domestic 

Product, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Days, as well as dummy 

variables for hurricanes and outliers. The price of electricity is also included as an 

explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage . 

Cooling Degree-Days are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial 

sector . 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales were forecasted using a linear multiple regression model. The linear 

multiple regression model utilizes the following variables: Gross Domestic Product, 

Cooling Degree-Days, and several dummy variables for outliers, hurricanes, and 

months. The Cooling Degree-Day term is used to capture the weather-sensitive load 

in the industrial class. 

4. Other Public Authority Sales 

The sales for other public authority sales are developed using an econometric model 

with Cooling Degree-Days and several dummy variables for outliers . 

5. Street & Highway Sales and Railroad & Railways Sales 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed using an econometric model 

with Real Domestic Gross Product as the primary driver and several variables for 

outliers. Similarly the forecast of sales to railroad & railways is developed using an 

econometric model with the Florida population as the primary driver and several 

monthly dummy variables to capture seasonality. This class consists solely of the 

Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system . 

6. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

cooperatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers . 

Currently, there are four customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative (Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, 
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Florida (City of Key West), Miami-Dade County, and the Florida Municipal Power 

Agency (FMPAf Sales to the Florida Keys are forecasted using a regression model. 

Forecasted sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their 

contract demand and expected load factor. Miami-Dade County sells 60 MW to 

Progress Energy. Line losses are billed to Miami-Dade under a wholesale contract. 

FMPA has contracted for delivery of 75 MW from FPL through October, 2007. 

7. Total Sales 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

After an estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to 

generate a forecast of annual Net Energy for Load (NEL). 

II.B. Net Energy for Load 

An econometric model is developed to produce a net energy for load (NEL) forecast. The 

key inputs to the model are: the real price of electricity, Heating and Cooling Degree

Days, and Florida Real Personal Income. 

Once the NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the results 

are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the total 

sales forecast. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted to 

match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2007- 2016 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears 

at the end of this chapter. 

II.C. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system load has been a function of a growing 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the peak 

forecast models to capture these behavioral relationships. 

2 At the time this document is being prepared, FPL is in discussion with Lee County Electric Co-Operative (Lee County) 
regarding potential wholesale service by FPL to Lee County. If such an agreement is reached, FPL will list the agreement 
and incorporate its impacts in future Site Plans. 
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The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2007-2016 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7 .2. 

System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric regression model. This 

econometric model utilizes the following explanatory variables: total average customers, 

the real price of electricity, Florida Real Personal Income, average temperature on peak 

day, and a heat buildup weather factor consisting of the sum of the Cooling Degree -

Hours during the peak day and three prior days . 

System Winter Peak 

The Winter peak forecast is developed using the same econometric regression 

methodology as is used for Summer peak forecasts. The Winter peak model is a per 

customer model which contains the following explanatory variables: the square of the 

minimum temperature on the peak day and Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day as 

well as for the morning of the Winter peak day. The model also includes an economic 

variable: Florida Real Personal Income . 

Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks for the 2006-2025 period are forecasted to provide information for the 

scheduling of maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process 

is basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and consists of the following 

actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to seasonal peaks (Summer =April-October, Winter = November

March.) 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period . 
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II.D. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2006-2025 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rural & Residential 
Members Average 3/ Average KWH 

per No. of Consumption 
Year Eoeulation 1/ HousebQI9 ~ Qustomers Per Customer GWH2/ 

1997 7,105,592 2.21 41,849 3,209,298 13,040 32,942 

1998 7,249,627 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 

1999 7,412,744 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 

2001 7,754,846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 
2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 

2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,201 13,970 44,487 

2007 8,802,732 2.21 56,487 3,990,266 14,156 46,626 

2008 8,989,254 2.21 58,895 4,074,544 14,454 49,044 

2009 9,177,066 2.21 60,744 4,160,072 14,602 51,011 

2010 9,361,268 2.21 62,719 4,244,343 14,777 52,956 

2011 9,539,356 2.20 64,719 4,326,923 14,957 54,899 

2012 9,711,719 2.20 66,691 4,407,802 15,130 56,709 

2013 9,880,048 2.20 68,288 4,487,318 15,218 58,145 

2014 10,044,669 2.20 70,136 4,564,281 15,366 59,857 

2015 10,207,278 2.20 72,023 4,639,626 15,523 61,679 

2016 10,368,782 2.20 74,025 4,713,544 15,705 63,627 

1/ Population represents only the area served by FPL . 
21 Actual energy sales include the impacts of existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not 

include the impact of incremental conservation . 

31 Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
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(B) (9) 

Commercial 
Average 3/ Average KWH 

No. of Consumption 
Cus!omers Per Customer 

388,906 84,703 
396,749 87,255 

404,942 87,725 
415,295 89,096 
426,573 88,989 
435,313 91,955 

444,650 93,163 
458,053 91,832 

469,973 92,490 
478,930 92,889 

485,886 95,960 
494,614 99,156 
503,762 101,260 
511,556 103,519 

518,549 105,870 
524,700 108,080 
530,966 109,509 

537,801 111,299 
545,099 113,152 

552,946 115,068 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Other 
Industrial Railroads Street& Sales to 
Average 3/ Average KWH & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 

Year ~ Customers Per Customer .G)l:ll:L ~ ~ 

1997 3,894 14,761 263,803 85 383 702 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,206 81 373 625 

1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 

2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,875 86 419 67 

2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 

2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 64 

2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 

2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 

2006 4,036 21,216 190,232 94 422 49 

2007 3,956 18,706 211,476 100 456 49 

2008 3,965 18,002 220,269 102 465 49 

2009 3,992 16,420 243,111 104 475 49 

2010 4,024 15,971 251,964 106 483 49 

2011 4,056 15,672 258,807 108 492 49 

2012 4,088 15,672 260,827 110 500 49 

2013 4,121 15,266 269,963 112 509 49 

2014 4,153 15,146 274,210 113 519 49 

2015 4,188 15,090 277,503 115 529 49 

2016 4,224 15,089 279,911 117 540 49 

21 Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 

incremental conservation. 
31 Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

41 GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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(16) 

Total41 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 

GWH 

79,855 

85,130 

84,676 

87,960 

90,212 

95,523 

99,496 

99,095 

102,296 

103,659 

107,673 

112,519 

116,375 

120,337 

124,322 

128,147 

131,224 

134,827 

138,583 

142,582 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net 5/ Average 31 
Sales for Use& Energy No. of Total Average 31,6/ 

Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWH ID:Y!:l mYl!ll Customers Customers 

1997 1,228 5,771 86,853 2,520 3,615,485 

1998 1,326 6,206 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 

2004 1,531 7,464 108,091 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,157 4,321,896 

2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,216 4,409,563 

2007 1,477 8,401 117,551 3,311 4,498,169 

2008 1,004 8,501 122,024 3,402 4,590,561 

2009 1,019 8,877 126,270 3,495 4,683,749 

2010 1,034 9,128 130,499 3,589 4,775,460 

2011 1,034 9,410 134,766 3,687 4,864,831 

2012 1,034 9,857 139,038 3,783 4,951,957 

2013 1,034 10,121 142,379 3,876 5,037,427 

2014 1,034 10,396 146,257 3,971 5,121,200 

2015 1,034 10,675 150,291 4,063 5,203,878 

2016 1,034 10,940 154,556 4,154 5,285,732 

21 Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 

incremental conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 

3/ Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

5/ GWH Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Actual NEL include the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (8) on schedule 3.3. 

61 Total Col. (21) =Col. (5) +Col. (B) +Col. (1 1) +Col. (20). 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (e) (9) 

Res. load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conser~ at ion 

1997 16,613 3eo 16,233 5e2 440 435 343 
1998 17,e97 426 17,471 0 62e 526 458 385 
1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 673 592 452 420 

2000 17,eoe 161 17,647 0 719 645 467 451 

2001 1e,754 169 18,ses 0 737 697 488 4e1 

2002 19,219 261 1e,958 770 755 489 517 
2003 19,66e 253 19,415 781 799 577 554 
2004 20,545 258 20,2e7 7e3 647 see 57e 

2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 790 e95 600 611 

2006 21,819 256 21,563 809 94e 635 640 

2007 22,259 230 22,029 0 932 85 701 50 

2008 22,770 155 22,615 966 129 738 75 
2009 23,435 155 23,280 0 997 174 760 103 

2010 24,003 155 23,e48 0 1016 221 776 133 

2011 24,612 155 24,457 1037 270 791 166 

2012 25,115 155 24,960 1,059 322 e06 201 

2013 25,590 110 25,4eO 1,0e3 375 e22 236 

2014 26,100 110 25,990 1,110 430 e37 274 

2015 26,772 110 26,662 0 1,139 4e6 e52 312 

2016 27,410 110 27,300 0 1,175 505 e64 347 

Historical Values (1997- 2006): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for historical summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) for 1997 through 2006 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOG) and 

Commercial /Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). Coi.(S) • Col.(9) for year 2004 are "estimated actuals" and are August values. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definrtely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Col.(8). 

Projected Values (2007 - 2016): 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

15,596 

16,811 
16,490 
16,622 

17,529 

17,960 
1e,310 
19,174 

20,971 

1e,787 

20,491 

20,e62 
21,401 

21,e57 

22,34e 

22,727 

23,074 

23,449 

23,982 

24,499 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects cif conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and the 
conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2006 starting point for use with the 2006 load forecast. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all cif the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2) ·Col. (5) ·Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 

Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1997198 13,060 239 12,821 0 641 369 426 151 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 692 404 446 164 

1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 741 434 438 176 

2000101 18,199 150 18,049 0 791 459 448 183 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 196 

2002103 20,190 248 19,944 647 548 453 206 

2003/04 14,752 211 14,541 0 857 570 532 230 

2004105 18,108 225 17,883 0 882 583 542 233 

2005106 19,683 225 19,458 0 870 600 550 240 

2006107 16,815 223 16,592 894 620 577 249 

2007108 22,627 230 22,397 902 27 618 

2008/09 23,115 155 22,960 0 935 54 644 17 

2009110 23,587 155 23,432 0 972 82 670 27 

2010/11 24,047 155 23,892 0 989 109 678 38 

2011112 24,498 155 24,343 0 1,009 137 666 51 

2012113 24,952 155 24,797 0 1,030 166 694 65 

2013114 25,416 155 25,261 0 1,052 194 702 79 

2014115 26,048 110 25,938 0 1,077 224 711 95 

2015116 26,692 110 26,582 0 1,105 253 719 112 

2016117 27,342 110 27,232 0 1,131 280 726 127 

Historical Values (1997- 2006): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for historical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 

incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col.(9) for 1996/97 through 2005106 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values . 

Note thai the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 

CommerciaVIndustrial Demand Reduction (CDR).Coi.(S)- Col.(9) for year 2004105 are "estimated actuats" and are January values. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Cot. (1 0) is 

derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (6)- Col. (8). 

Projected Values (2007/08- 2015116): 

(10) 

Net Firm 

Demand 

11,993 

15,664 

15,878 
16,960 

16,329 

18,890 

13,363 

16,704 

18,263 

15,344 

21,072 

21,466 
21,837 

22,233 

22,615 

22,998 

23,388 

23,942 

24,504 

25,078 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/a incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 

prior to 2004 are incorporated into the toad forecast. 

Col. (5)- Col.(9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and 

the conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2004 starting point for use with the 2004 load forecast. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 

History and Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load • GWH: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Sales far 

Residential C/1 Resale Utility Use Net Energy Load 

Year Total Conservation Conservation Retail GWH & Losses For Load Factor!%! 

1997 89,243 1,213 1.177 88.015 1,228 5,771 86,853 59.7% 

1998 95.318 1,374 1,282 93,992 1,326 6,206 92,662 59.1% 

1999 94,365 1,542 1,365 93,412 953 5,829 91,458 59.3% 

2000 99.097 1.674 1,434 98,127 970 7,059 95,989 61.5% 

2001 101,739 1,789 1,545 100,768 970 7,222 98,404 59.9% 

2002 107,755 1,917 1,639 106,522 1,233 7,443 104,199 61.9% 

2003 112.160 2,008 1,759 110,646 1,511 7,366 106,393 62.9% 
2004 112,031 2,106 1,634 110,500 1,531 7,464 106,091 60.1% 

2005 115,440 2,205 1,934 113,934 1,506 7,496 111,301 56.8% 

2006 117,490 2,312 2,041 115,921 1,569 7,909 113,137 59.2% 

2007 117.551 162 134 116,074 1,477 6,401 117,255 60.3% 

2006 122,024 253 176 121,021 1,004 6,501 121,596 61.2% 
2009 126,270 343 220 125,251 1,019 6,677 125,707 61.3% 

2010 130,499 437 26B 129,465 1,034 9,126 129,794 62.1% 

2011 134,766 535 319 133,732 1,034 9,410 133,912 62.5% 

2012 139,036 637 372 135,005 1,034 9,657 136,029 63.2% 

2013 142,379 742 429 141,345 1,034 10,121 141,208 63.3% 

2014 146,257 850 48B 145,223 1,034 10,396 144,916 64.0% 

2015 150,291 959 546 149,256 1,034 10,675 146,765 64.1% 

2016 154,556 963 550 153,522 1,034 10,940 153,Q42 64.4% 

Historical Values (1997 • 2006): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM'. The values are calculated using the form.Jia: Col. (2) = Col. (3) + Col. (4) + Col. (8). 

Col.(3) & Col.(4) for 1997 through 2006 ana DSM values starting in January 1966 and are annual (12-month) values.Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2006 are 
'estimated actuels' and are also annual (12-monlh) values. The values represent the total GWH reductions actually experienced each year. 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2) into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (8) from this page and Col. (2), 'Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the fonmula: Col. (9) =((Col. (6)"1000) I ((Co/.(2) • 8760) 

Projected Values (2007 • 2016): 

Col. (2) represents Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are extracted from Schedule 2.3, Col. (19). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation and are mid-year (6-month) values. The effects of 
conservation implemented prior to 2006 are incorporated into the load fonacast. 

Col. (5) & Col. (6) are a breakdown of Net Energy For Load in Col (2), into Retail and Wholesale. 

Col. (8) NEL projected values shown here!W indude the impact of conservation in Col. (3) and Col. (4). Therefore, these NEL values do 
not match those shown on schedule 2.3 because those values do not account for incremental conservation. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), 'Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (2)'1000) I ((Col. (2) • 6760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

201)3 2007* 2008* 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

MQ!llh MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 14,800 8,059 22,247 8,439 22,627 8,811 

FEB 19,683 7,473 18,338 7,615 18,652 8,240 

MAR 16,946 8,179 17,303 8,757 17,599 9,042 

APR 18,975 9,296 18,531 9,212 18,956 9,533 

MAY 19,321 9,458 20,558 9,692 21,030 10,033 

JUN 21,123 11,031 21,395 11,221 21,886 11,568 

JUL 21,493 10,690 21,805 11,192 22,305 11,592 

AUG 21,819 11,634 22,259 11,819 22,770 12,251 

SEP 20,560 10,926 21,607 11,633 22,103 11,981 

OCT 19,440 9,746 20,104 10,024 20,565 10,369 

NOV 17,260 8,382 18,748 9,106 19,152 9,519 

DEC 15,798 8,263 19,139 8,839 19,552 9,086 

TOTALS 113,137 117,551 122,024 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conservation and are consistent with 

values shown in Col. (19) or Schedule 2.3 and Col (2) of Schedule 3.3 . 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990s and has 

since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added. 

The timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied 

this process in its 2006 and early 2007 resource planning work. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource 

needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., 

identify competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Determine the economics for the total utility system with each of 

the competing options and resource plans; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term 

options . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 
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Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is often referred to as 

a reliability, or resource adequacy, assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted loads, 

but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in resource 

planning. Examples of this new information include: delivered fuel price projections, 

current financial and economic assumptions, and power plant capability and reliability 

assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding three specific resource areas: 

(1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) firm capacity power purchases, and (3) 

DSM implementation . 

The first of these assumptions is based on FPL's ongoing engineering and construction 

activities to add near-term capacity. These construction activities include three new 

combined cycle (CC) units: one at FPL's Turkey Point site scheduled to come in-service 

by mid-2007 and two at FPL's West County Energy Center (WCEC) site scheduled to 

come in-service by mid-2009 and mid-2010 respectively. FPL selected these CC options 

after conducting separate Request for Proposals (RFP) solicitations and evaluating the 

options received in response to the RFPs. These additions were subsequently approved 

by the FPSC and the Governor and Siting Board . 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. These firm 

capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent power producers . 

Details, including the annual total capacity values for these purchases are presented in 

Tables I.B.1 and I.B.2. These purchased capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's 

recent resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work 

has assumed that the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals will be achieved 

per plan. This was again the case in FPL's most recent planning work as its new DSM 
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Goals that address the years 2005 through 2014, and that were approved by the FPSC in 

August 2004, are assumed to be achieved per plan. 

In addition, FPL recently received approval from the Commission to modify 8 existing DSM 

programs and to introduce two new DSM programs. These efforts will result in a projected 

increase of 564 Summer MW at the generator of additional DSM and curtailable beyond 

FPL's DSM Goals by 2015. In addition, FPL is also assuming a continuation of DSM 

implementation in 2016 and projects the additions of approximately 120 MW of 

incremental DSM in that year so that through 2016 FPL currently projects 1,486 MW of 

cost-effective DSM beyond the significant amount of DSM achieved by FPL through 2006. 

These additional MW of DSM were also accounted for prior to making projections of new 

resource needs. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information, are then applied in the first 

fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource 

needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are 

typically based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 

20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

native load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on to 

run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the generation resource adequacy of a generating system. There are a 

number of probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. 

Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, LOLP 
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is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a 

measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve 

margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while 

taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual 

generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Information regarding 

the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs . 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analyses of new capacity options are conducted to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, and 

operating parameters and costs. In similar analyses, feasibility analyses of new DSM 

options and/or continued growth in existing DSM options, are conducted . 

The individual new resource options emerging from these feasibility options are then 

typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are designed to meet the system 

reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created by combining individual 

resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. 

The creation of these competing resource plans is frequently carried out using dynamic 

programming techniques . 
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At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of different 

combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and timing 

necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Determining the Total System Economics: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for comparing the system economics of these resource plans. In its 2006 resource 

planning work, FPL performed some of this work of combining resource options into 

resource plans using the EGEAS (Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System) 

computer model from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI). The EGEAS model 

was also used to perform basic economic analyses of resource plans. For various 

analyses, including the analyses of the advanced technology coal option, FPL utilized the 

P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet to develop a more detailed 

perspective of costs for the various resource plans developed to analyze the advanced 

technology coal option. The P-MArea model is the model used by FPL to develop the Fuel 

Cost Budget and to conduct other production cost-related analyses. 

In 2006, FPL also utilized several other models in its resource planning work. For DSM 

analyses, FPL used its DSM cost-effectiveness model; an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing 

the FPSC's approved methodology for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of individual DSM 

measures/programs, and its non-linear programming model for analyzing the potential for 

lowering system peak loads through additional load management capacity. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans 

is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing FPL's 

leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases in which the DSM contribution was assumed as a given and the only 

competing options were new generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of 

competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue 

requirements are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and plans were 

evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue requirement (CPVRR) basis. 
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Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the following section . 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2007 through 2016 

are depicted in Table 111.8.1 (the planned DSM additions through 2015 were shown 

previously in Table 1.0.1 ). These capacity additions/changes result from a variety of 

actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result of 

plant component replacements during major overhauls), changes in the amounts of 

purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules 

or by entering into new purchase contracts, and by projected construction of new 

generating units. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions are largely made up of committed new 

construction, new purchases, and proposed self-build alternatives. (The additional DSM 

MW are not presented in this table but have been accounted for prior to making these new 

capacity option projections.) FPL included its previously committed generation 

construction projects in its 2006 reliability assessment. These committed construction 

projects are the new 1,144 MW combined cycle (CC) unit at FPL's existing Turkey Point 

plant site (Turkey Point Unit #5) that will be placed into service in mid-2007, the new 1,219 

MW CC unit at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) that is scheduled to be placed 

into service in mid-2009 (WCEC Unit #1 ), and a second 1,219 MW CC unit at WCEC 

(WCEC Unit #2) that is scheduled to be placed into service in mid-201 0 . 

FPL also projects the construction of two new advanced technology coal units; one each 

by 2013 and 2014 at FPL's Glades Power Park (FGPP) site in Glades County. These two 

units will use ultra-supercritical pulverized coal (USCPC) technology in concert with 

advanced emissions controls to address FPL's resource needs for 2013 and 2014 and to 

maintain fuel diversity on FPL's system. FPL filed for FPSC approval of these two 

advanced technology coal units on February 1, 2007. The FPSC is expected to render its 

decision by July 2007 . 
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These additions of the Turkey Point, WCEC, and FGPP units will meet a significant portion 

of FPL's projected resource needs through 2016 and will maintain fuel diversity on FPL's 

system. After accounting for these capacity additions, FPL projects a remaining small (167 

MW) resource need in 2011 and more significant resource needs in 2012 (777 MW), 2013 

(214 MW), 2015 (323 MW), and 2016 (1,327). No decisions are currently needed in regard 

to how FPL will meet those needs and FPL will consider additional cost-effective DSM, 

power purchases, enhancements to FPL's existing units, and new generation construction 

as options with which to meet those needs. 

For purposes of this planning document, FPL projects short-term firm capacity purchases 

of 167 MW in 2011, 800 MW in 2012, and 200 MW in 2013 to meet the remaining capacity 

needs in those years. Also projected is the addition of a new 1 ,219 MW unsited CC unit 

(labeled as "South Florida CC") similar to the WCEC CC units in 2015 to meet the 

remaining capacity need in 2015 and 2016. 
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Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL (1) 

Projected CatJacitv Chanqes for FPL " 1 

Net CaQ.aci!Y_ Changes (i'!M2 
Winter~ Summer~ 

2007 Turkey Point Unit #5 15
> --- 1,144 

Changes to Existing Units 16 (2) 
Changes to Existing Purchases 

14
' 657 (387} 

2008 Turkey Point Unit #5 101 1,181 -
Changes to Existing Units 28 27 

Changes to Existing Purchases 14
' (836) --

2009 West County Unit #1 101 - 1,219 
Changes to Existing Units 28 1 
Changes to Existing Purchases 14

' (326) (482) 

2010 West County Unit #1 '"' 1,335 --
West County Unit #2 1

5
> - 1,219 

Changes to Existing Purchases 1'' (512) (405) 

2011 West County Unit #2 101 1,335 --
Power Purchase in 2011 167 
Changes to Existing Purchases 14

' (94) (45) 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases,., - (156) 
Changes to Power Purchase in 2011 -- (167) 
Power Purchase in 2012 --- 800 

2013 FGPP Unit# 1 1' 1 - 980 

Changes to Power Purchase in 2012 - (800) 

Power Purchase in 2013 - 200 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (180) --

2014 FGPP Unit# 1 101 990 --
FGPP Unit# 2 15

' - 980 

Changes to Power Purchase in 2013 - (200) 

2015 FGPP Unit# 2 1
"

1 990 --
South Florida CC #1 1

5
> -- 1,219 

2016 South Florida CC #1 1 > 1,335 --
Changes to Existing Purchases 14

' (390) (381) 

TOTALS= 5 557 4 931 
(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & B respectively . 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 
(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown . 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracls with QF, Utilities and other purchases. See Table I. B. 1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service In June of the year shown. Consequently, they are Included In the Summer 

reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years . 
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III.C Issues Impacting FPL's Recent Planning Work 

FPL's 2006 and early 2007 planning efforts have continued to address two issues that 

were identified in previous Site Plans as being items of on-going importance. Those two 

issues are: (1) the need to maintain fuel diversity in the FPL system and (2) the need to 

address the imbalance between regional load and generating capacity located in 

Southeast Florida. 

1. System Fuel Diversity 

FPL's plans to add the two advanced technology coal FGPP units by 2013 and 2014, 

respectively, is a key and integral part of FPL's plan to maintain fuel diversity on FPL's 

system. After these coal units come on-line, the role of natural gas in FPL's projected fuel 

mix will be no greater than 61% through 2016. 

FPL has also begun the process to review the prospect for new nuclear generation and 

the advisability of initiating significant financial commitments in the face of schedule, cost, 

and regulatory uncertainties to do so. FPL will be taking necessary and appropriate steps 

in the near future to preserve new nuclear generation as an option for the latter half of the 

next decade in order to maintain and enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system. 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of 

discussions with existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements. 

In addition, and as a direct result of FPL's Sunshine Energy® Program, photovoltaic 

installations are being made. These include a 250 kw photovoltaic site in Sarasota County 

as well other smaller installations throughout FPL's service territory. Additionally, FPL is 

actively investigating a site for a demonstration wind generation project in the 10 MW 

range. 

FPL maintains its interest in new and developing technologies, such as solar photovoltaic, 

solar thermal, and ocean current turbine technology. It is possible that renewable 

technologies may become more cost-effective over the next ten years and may be feasible 

additions to provide some diversity to the system fuel supply. FPL shares, with others, the 

objective of fostering the development and operation of additional cost-effective renewable 

sources of generation. Based upon available information, however, FPL does not believe 
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that renewable resources are likely to contribute more than a modest amount to satisfying 

the annual electric load growth in FPL's territory. 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance fuel diversity in its capacity resource mix including purchasing power from coal

fired facilities when such power becomes available. FPL also plans to maintain the ability 

to utilize fuel oil at those existing units that have that capability, although cost factors 

currently limit the expected use of these facilities. 

2. Southeast Florida Imbalance 

There currently is an imbalance between regionally installed generation and peak load in 

Southeast Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the Southeast Florida region 

during peak periods is provided through the transmission system from plants located 

outside the region. Based on the forecast for continued load growth in this region, the 

imbalance between generation and load is projected to increase unless additional 

generation capacity is periodically located within this region . 

FPL's prior planning work concluded that either additional installed capacity in this region, 

or transmission capacity capable of delivering additional electricity from outside the region, 

would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, Turkey 

Point Unit #5 and WCEC Units #1 and #2 were evaluated as the most cost-effective 

options to meet FPL's 2007 and 2009-2010 capacity needs, respectively. Adding Turkey 

Point Unit #5 and WCEC Units #1 and #2 will significantly reduce the imbalance between 

generation and load in Southeast Florida. Furthermore, the addition of the proposed FGPP 

units will also help address this imbalance by the addition of new transmission lines 

connecting Southeast Florida and the FGPP units . 

Together these unit additions will help address the imbalance for at least much of the 

2007-2016 reporting period addressed in this document. However, the Southeast Florida 

imbalance will remain a consideration in FPL's on-going resource planning work . 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

1. Currently Approved Programs and Goals: 

FPL's currently approved DSM programs are summarized as follows: 

Residential Conservation Service: This is an energy audit program designed to assist 

residential customers in understanding how to make their homes more energy-efficient 

through the installation of conservation measures/practices. 

Residential Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of energy

efficient ceiling insulation, reflective roofs, and roof membranes in residential dwellings 

that utilize whole-house electric air conditioning. 

Duct System Testing and Repair: This program encourages demand and energy 

conservation through the identification of air leaks in whole-house air conditioning duct 

systems and by the repair of these leaks by qualified contractors. 

Residential Air Conditioning: This is a program to encourage customers to purchase 

higher efficiency central cooling and heating equipment. 

Residential Load Management (On-Call): This program offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for monthly electric 

bill credits. 

New Construction (BuildSmart): This program encourages the design and construction 

of energy-efficient homes that cost-effectively reduce coincident peak demand and energy 

consumption. 

Residential Low Income Weatherization: This program addresses the needs of low

income housing retrofits by providing monetary incentives to various housing authorities, 

including weatherization agency providers (WAPS}, non-weatherization agency providers 

(non-WAPS), and other providers approved by FPL. The incentives are used by these 

providers to leverage their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes 

they are retrofitting. 
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Business Energy Evaluation: This program encourages energy efficiency in both new 

and existing businesses by identifying DSM opportunities and providing recommendations 

to business customers. 

Business Heating, Ventilating and Air Conditioning: This program encourages the use 

of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems for business 

customers . 

Business Efficient Lighting: This program encourages the installation of energy-efficient 

lighting measures for business customers . 

Business Custom Incentive: This program encourages business customers to 

implement unique energy conservation measures or projects not covered by other FPL 

programs . 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control: This program reduces peak demand by controlling 

customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity 

shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program was closed to new 

participants in 2000) . 

Commercial Demand Reduction: This program, which started in 2002, is similar to the 

Commercial/Industrial Load Control program mentioned above in continuing the objective 

to reduce peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods 

of extreme demand or capacity shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 

Business Building Envelope: This program encourages the installation of energy

efficient building envelope measures, such as roof/ceiling insulation, reflective roof 

coatings, and window treatments for business customers . 

Business On Call: This program offers load control of central air conditioning units to 

both small non-demand-billed and medium demand-billed business customers in 

exchange for monthly electric bill credits . 
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Business Water Heating: This program encourages the installation of energy-efficient 

water heating equipment such as heat pump water heaters and heat recovery units for 

business customers. 

Business Refrigeration: This program encourages the installation of qualifying controls 

and equipment that reduce electric strip heater usage in refrigeration equipment for 

business customers. 

FPL's approved DSM Goals for Summer MW reduction from these programs are 

presented in Table 111.0.1. 

Goal 
Cumulative 

Year SummerMW 
2005 74 
2006 142 
2007 212 
2008 287 
2009 366 
2010 448 
2011 532 
2012 619 
2013 708 
2014 802 

Table 111.0.1: FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM (At the Meter) 

Table 111.0.1 reflects FPL's DSM Goals for 2005--2014 as approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission in June, 2004. These annual cumulative values assume a 1/1/05 

starting point. 

2. Research and Development 

FPL continues to support research and development activities. Historically, FPL has 

performed extensive DSM research and development. FPL will continue such activities, 

not only through its Conservation Research and Development program, but also through 

individual research projects. These efforts will examine a wide variety of technologies that 

build on prior FPL research where applicable and will expand the research to new and 

promising technologies as they emerge. 
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Conservation Research and Development Program 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development Program is designed to evaluate 

emerging conservation technologies to determine which are worthy of pursuing for 

program development and approval. FPL has researched a wide variety of technologies 

such as condenser coil cleaner and coating, ultraviolet lights for evaporator coils, Energy 

Recovery Ventilators (ERV), fuel cell demonstrations, C02 ventilation control, two-speed 

air handlers, and duct plenum repair. Many of the technologies examined have resulted in 

enhancements to existing programs or the development of new programs such as 

Residential New Construction, Commercial/Industrial Building Envelope, and Business On 

Call. 

On Call Incentive Reduction Pilot 

In March 2003, FPL received FPSC approval to perform a pilot for its On Call Program . 

Under the pilot FPL is offering to new participants a residential load control service similar 

to the On Call Program at a reduced incentive level. The offering of this pilot is allowing 

FPL to test its market research data and gauge whether FPL can repackage its current 

residential load control service, minimize customer attrition, achieve current goals for 

residential load control, and, ultimately, change On Call incentive levels without damaging 

FPL system reliability . 

3. Additional DSM Contributions 

Since FPL's current DSM Goals were established, FPL has continued to evaluate the 

potential for additional cost-effective DSM. Increases in FPL's forecasted peak growth, 

and the corresponding increase in projected resource needs, has resulted in FPL 

increasing its projection of cost-effective DSM by 564 MW at the generator from 2006-

2015, and by another 120 MW at the generator in 2016. Therefore, FPL projects the 

implementation of an additional 684 MW at the generator of cost-effective DSM beyond 

FPL's DSM Goals . 
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IJJ.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (MoNr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 

FPL St. Johns (l) Pringle 26 Dec-08 230 759 

FPL Manatee BobWhite 30 Dec-11 230 1190 

Grove Area 
FPL Sweatt 25 Jun-12 230 759 

(TBD) 

(1) Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006. 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed and projected capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the committed capacity additions at the Turkey Point and the 

WCEC sites, plus for the projected capacity additions at the FGPP site, are described on 

the following pages. Because the projected combined cycle capacity addition for 2015 is 

as-yet unsited, no transmission facilities information is provided for this unit. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Unit #5 

The work required to connect Turkey Point Unit #5 in 2007 with the FPL grid is projected 

to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 5 breakers to connect 

the four combustion turbines (CTs) and one steam turbine (ST) . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard . 

3. Add five main step-up transformers (4-225 MVA, 1-560 MVA), one for each CT and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add a new two breaker bay to connect the collector bus at the Turkey Point 

switch yard . 

5. Add a second two breaker bay at the Turkey Point switchyard to connect the other 

collector bus. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Expand site and relay vault for two new line terminals at Turkey Point switchyard . 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Galloway Tap 230kV transmission line section to 1430 

Amps. 

2. Upgrade the Turkey Point-McGregor-Florida City 230kV transmission line section to 

1495 Amps . 

3. Upgrade the Turkey Point-Miller 230kV transmission line section to 1430 Amps . 

4. Upgrade the Millar-Killian 230kV transmission line section to 1430 Amps . 
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lll.E.2 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit #1 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit #1 in 2009 with 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to connect 

the three CTs and one ST. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with 3 breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard. Connect 

one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV terminal from Bay 

#3 to new Bay #4. 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Corbett Sub- Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Sub- Replace five (5) 138 kV breakers 

Midway Sub- Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

Levee Sub- Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

Dade Sub - Replace two (2) 138 kV breakers 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 

Florida Power & Light Company 60 

w 

• • • • • • t 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

• • • • • • • • • t 
t 

• 41 

• 41 

• • • • 4 
t 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2007 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-G, Page 71 of 198

., 
• • • • • t 
t 
t 

• t 

• • • • I 

• • • • • • I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • t 
• 

III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit #2 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit #2 in 2010 with 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to connect 

the three CTs, and one ST . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 500kV Substation . 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA) one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and relocate Martin #2 500 kV line from Bay 2S to 

Bay 2N. Install one West County 500 kv string bus into Bay 2S . 

5. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and second West County 500 kV string bus into 

Bay 1S . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Dade Sub - Replace one ( 1) 138 kV breaker 

Levee Sub- Replace four (4) 230 kV breakers 

Midway Sub- Replace three (3) 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Sub- Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time . 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for FGPP Unit #1 

The work required to connect FGPP Unit #1 by 2013 with the FPL grid is projected to be 

as follows: 

II. Substation: 

1. Build new 500kV switchyard containing two bays with six breakers to connect the 

steam turbine and startup transformer. 

2. Add two main step-up transformers (660 MVA each). 

3. Build a new switching station with two 500kV bays, one 230kV bay, seven 500kV 

breakers and three 230kV breakers. 

4. Add one 500/230kV, 750 MVA autotransformer bank. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Build two 25 mile 500kV transmission lines connecting the switchyard to the switching 

station. 

2. Build an additional 48 miles of 500kV transmission line to loop the existing Andytown

Orange River 500kV line into the new switching station. 

3. Build an additional one mile of 230 kV transmission line to loop the Alva-Corbett 230 

kV line into the new switching station. 
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III.E.S Transmission Facilities for FGPP Unit #2 

The work required to connect FGPP Unit #2 by 2014 with the FPL grid is projected to be 

as follows: 

Ill. Substation: 

1. Build new 500kV bay at the existing switchyard with 2 additional breakers to connect 

the coal unit and add a bus breaker to connect to connect the startup transformer. 

2. Add two main step-up transformers (660 MVA each). 

3. Build a new 500 kV bay at the existing switching station with two additional breakers to 

connect the new Levee 500 kV line 

4. Andytown Substation - Remove the existing Levee #2 500 kV line terminal 

equipment 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Build an additional 74 miles of 500kV transmission line from the new switching station 

to Andytown 500kV station and disconnect the existing Andytown-Levee #2 500kV line 

from Andytown and connect to the new switching station. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various technologies. 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in demonstrating 

the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a daily 

and annual basis. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami substation 

in Miami. This 1 0-Kilowatt (kW) system was placed into operation in 1984. (The system 

was removed in 1990 to make room for substation expansion after the testing of this PV 

installation was completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL Martin 

Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV technologies and to 

identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to accommodate direct 

current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. Although this testing has ended, 

the site is now the home for PV capacity which was installed as a result of FPL's recent 

Green Pricing effort (which is discussed below). 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL initiated 

the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate the 

implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's Conservation Water Heating 

Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers choosing 

solar water heaters. Before the program was ended (due to the fact that it was no longer 

projected to be cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to approximately 48,000 customers 

who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980's, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate information 

about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's 

climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created complete 

construction blueprints for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. 

These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its 
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existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award for 

innovation. The program was eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida Model 

Energy Building Code (Code). This revision was brought about in part by FPL's Passive 

Home Program. The revision incorporated into the Code one of the most significant 

passive design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation . 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly 

power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed 

results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test may be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the significant 

percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer satisfaction issues 

remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this particular solar 

application . 

More recently, FPL has analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, 

potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach does not require all of its customers to 

bear PV's high cost, but allows customers who are interested in facilitating the use of 

renewable energy the means to do so. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach 

allowed customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund that FPL used to 

make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and delivered PV

generated electricity directly into the FPL grid. Thus, when sunlight is available, the PV

generated electricity displaces an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated electricity . 

FPL's basic approach for this program, which has been termed Green Pricing, was initially 

discussed with the FPSC in 1994. FPL's efforts to implement this approach were then 

formally presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received 

approval from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL began the effort in 1998 and received 

approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded the goal of $70,000). 

FPL purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin Plant site . 

FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 was 

FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and Education Project. This demonstration 

project's objectives were to: increase the public awareness of roof tile PV technologies, 

provide data to determine the durability of this technology and its impact on FPL's electric 

system, collect demand and energy data to better understand the coincidence between 

PV roof tile system output and FPL's system peaks (as well as the total annual energy 
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capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess the homeowner's financial benefits and 

costs of PV roof tile systems. This project was completed in 2003. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 was the Green Energy Project. The objectives of this 

Project were to: determine customer interest in an on-going renewable energy program, 

determine their price responsiveness and views on the different renewable technologies, 

and identify potential renewable energy supply sources that would meet the forecasted 

customer demand for this type of product. FPL conducted both customer research and 

issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in 2001 to solicit proposals to potentially supply 

energy only from new renewable sources. This Project formed the basis for FPL's Green 

Power Pricing Research Project, and then led to FPL's Business Green Energy Research 

Project. 

Both the Green Power Pricing Research Project and the Business Green Energy 

Research Project examined the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable energy credits 

generated from new renewable resources including solar-powered technologies, biomass 

energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric energy, and/or other 

renewable sources. Customers who participate are charged higher premiums for 

purchasing the tradable renewable energy credits associated with electric energy 

generated by these sources. 

Development of the Green Pricing Research Project was completed and filed with the 

FPSC in August 2003. As part of this process, a supply contract was put into place that 

allows FPL to match supply with demand for green energy. Tradable renewable energy 

credits are used to supply the renewable benefits required of this project. The FPSC 

approved the program on December 2, 2003 with program implementation during the first 

quarter of 2004. The project was marketed to customers as FPL's Sunshine Energy® 

program. As part of the project, FPL made a commitment that 150 kW of solar capacity 

would be put in place for every 10,000 program participants. The Business Green Energy 

Research Project focused on determining the interest and needs for business customers 

in this area. In 2006 FPL petitioned the FPSC for approval to make the Green Pricing 

Research Project a permanent program and expand eligibility to business customers. 

This approval was granted in the fourth quarter of 2006. 

As of the end of 2006, FPL had 28,742 participants in the program. FPL has selected 

Rothenbach Park in Sarasota as the location to develop its first PV facility as a direct 

result of FPL's Sunshine Energy® renewable program. The 250 kilowatt FPL Solar Array 
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at Rothenbach Park will be the largest solar facility in the state of Florida and one of the 

largest in the southeast. 

The solar array will be mounted on the ground and will be visible from the road. The solar 

facility will be built with 1 ,200 photovoltaic solar panels and will be more than 28,000 

square feet, about half the size of a football field. Each panel will be about 31 inches wide 

and 63 inches long. Construction on the new solar facility is scheduled to be completed in 

Summer 2007. FPL is currently investigating locations for additional solar sites when the 

next 150 kW PV commitment level in the Sunshine Energy® program is reached . 

Several additional solar initiatives are currently under development. A residential 

community in the Naples/Ft Myers area is building 90 homes with 2 kW solar PV units on 

each home. A 2 kW demonstration site at the Miami Science Museum will be completed 

by 1st quarter 2007. In connection with SunSmart Schools, 2 kW PV systems are being 

installed in 4 schools by the end of March 2007. This activity is a continuation of previous 

FPL activities involving PV installations at schools. In 2003 as part of the State of Florida's 

PV for Schools program, FPL worked with three schools to install 4.8 kW PV systems . 

These schools were: 

A.D. Henderson Elementary & Middle School in Boca Raton 

Harlee Middle School in Bradenton 

Florida Gulf Coast University in Ft. Myers 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, waste 

wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available energy have 

been purchased by FPL from these developers. (Please refer to Tables I.B.1, I.B.2, and 

Table I.C.1 ). With recent legislative initiatives and new FPSC rules, FPL is seeing a 

renewed interest in the development of additional renewable energy projects and is 

actively working with developers on a number of potential projects . 

Additionally, FPL is actively investigating a site for a demonstration wind generation 

project in Florida. FPL has conducted a survey of wind resources and is considering 

potential sites in both the Canaveral and Sarasota areas. The project size is estimated to 

be in the 10 MW range. FPL is also an active supporter of the recently established Center 

for Ocean Energy Engineering at Florida Atlantic University which aims to study the 

potential for ocean current energy conversion. 

Florida Power & Light Company 67 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2007 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-G, Page 78 of 198

FPL has been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry trends, 

discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the end of 

2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton Exchange 

Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end-uses while 

evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative readiness of the 

PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in partnership with 

customers and included 5 locations. The research projects were useful to FPL in 

identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the current commercial 

viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the progress of these technologies 

and conduct additional field evaluations as significant developments in the fuel cell 

technologies occur. 

In support of Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, Interconnection of Small 

Photovoltaic Systems, FPL works with customers to interconnect customer-owned PV 

systems. Through February 2007, 29 residential customer systems and 2 business 

customer systems have been interconnected. The total connect kW from these 31 

systems is 108 kW. The residential customer average capacity per installation is 3.38 kW 

and the business customer average capacity per installation is 5.15 kW. 
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III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. In 

the early 1980s FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first added to 

the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from the St. Johns 

River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal resources were added with the 

partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit #4 in 1989. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke was 

added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend since the early 1990's has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas 

that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient 

and cost-effective combined cycle generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to FPL's 

customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long term, create 

an unbalanced generation portfolio. FPL will add a new gas-fired CC unit in 2007 at 

Turkey Point and two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center in 2009 

and 2010. These CC units will provide highly efficient generation that will benefit the 

entire FPL system by reducing transmission-related costs, mitigate the load-to-generation 

imbalance in Southeast Florida, and dramatically improve the overall system generation 

efficiency. However, FPL plans to complement these additions with two advanced 

technology coal units by 2013 and 2014, respectively. The addition of coal-fueled 

generation will maintain fuel supply diversity and assist in stabilizing fuel cost volatility 

through diversification. 

FPL's future resource planning work will remain focused on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would maintain and/or enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel 

diverse alternatives may include: the purchase of power from new coal-based facilities, 

obtaining access to diversified sources of natural gas such as liquefied natural gas (LNG), 

preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, and in the longer term, 

increased utilization of nuclear energy options. The evaluation of the feasibility and cost

effectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be an ongoing part of future 

planning cycles. 
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FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this 

"fuel mix" through 2016 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is 

presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. Fuel Price Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between fuels, are 

major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future generating capacity needs. 

FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary forecasts. 

a) Fuel Price Forecast Methodology 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke prices, 

are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and uncontrollable 

drivers that influence the short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, coal, and petroleum 

coke. These drivers include: (1) current and projected worldwide demand for crude oil and 

petroleum products; (2) current and projected worldwide refinery capacity/production; (3) 

expected worldwide economic growth, in particular in China and the other Pacific Rim 

countries; (4) Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production and the 

availability of spare OPEC production capacity and the assumed growth in spare OPEC 

production capacity; (5) non-OPEC production and expected growth in non-OPEC 

production; (6) the geopolitics of the Middle East, West Africa, the Former Soviet Union, 

Venezuela, etc., as well as, the uncertainty and impact upon worldwide energy 

consumption related to U. S. and worldwide environmental legislation, politics, etc.; (7) 

current and projected North American natural gas demand; (8) current and projected 

U.S., Canadian, and Mexican natural gas production; (9) the worldwide supply and 

demand for LNG; and (10) the growth in solid fuel generation on a U. S. and worldwide 

basis. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow clearly 

underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid fuel (coal and 

petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of long-term price 

outcomes. In this light, FPL developed Low, Medium, and High price forecasts for oil, 

natural gas, and solid fuel, and a Shocked Medium (Shocked) price forecast for oil and 

natural gas which were used in the analyses of the FGPP advanced technology coal units. 
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FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For oil and 

natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the following 

methodology: (1) for 2006 through 2008, the methodology used the October 3, 2006 

forward curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur heavy 

oil, and Henry Hub natural gas commodity prices; (2) for the next two years (2009 and 

201 0), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the October 3, 2006 forward curve and monthly 

projections from The PIRA Energy Group; (3) for the 2011 through 2020 period, FPL used 

the annual projections from The PIRA Energy Group, and (4) for the period beyond 2020, 

recognizing that prices cannot increase indefinitely and that significantly high prices have 

created, and will continue to create, technological and economic opportunities for 

commodity substitution in the energy markets, FPL applied the annual rate of increase in 

the delivered price of solid fuel to the commodity cost of oil and natural gas. In addition to 

the development of oil and natural gas commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also 

were prepared for oil and natural gas transportation costs. The addition of commodity and 

transportation forecasts resulted in delivered price forecasts . 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum coke 

prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following approach: (1) the 

price forecasts for Central Appalachian coal (CAPP), South American coal, and petroleum 

coke were provided by JD Energy; (2) the marine transportation rates from the loading 

port for coal and petroleum coke to an import terminal were also provided by JD Energy; 

(3) the Terminal Throughput Fee was based on a range of offers from comparable 

facilities throughout the Southeast U.S.; (4) the rail transportation rates from CAPP and 

from the import terminal facility to FGPP were based on the proposed rail transportation 

rates as of October 3, 2006. In order to achieve the maximum fuel supply diversity and 

delivery flexibility for FPL's customers, FPL assumed that the delivered price of solid fuel 

to the FGPP units would be a mix of 40% Central Appalachian coal, 40% South American 

coal, and 20% petroleum coke. The coal price forecast for FPL's existing coal plants at 

SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the existing mine-mouth and 

transportation contracts until expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet 

generation requirements . 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based upon the historical relationship of prices realized by 

FPL's customers compared to the average for the 2000 through 2005 time frame. FPL 

developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty which exists within each 
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commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts reflect a range of reasonable 

forecast outcomes. 

The development of the Shocked Medium (Shocked) price forecast was based on the 

same methodology as the Low and High price forecasts described above. The shock was 

applied only to the oil and natural gas prices through 2016. In 2017, FPL averaged the 

Medium price forecast with the Shocked price forecast. From 2018 forward, all commodity 

prices are the same as in the Medium price forecast. FPL developed the Shocked price 

forecast as a sensitivity to show the impact of what a significant price increase in oil and 

natural gas could have on the evaluation of the FGPP advanced technology coal units. 

FPL's four long-term oil, natural gas, coal, and petroleum coke price forecasts are 

reasonable and necessary for the analyses of the FGPP units. FPL's set of four fuel price 

forecasts bound the projected range of future forecast outcomes based on the actual 

range of prices realized by FPL's customers during the 2000 through 2005 period. During 

this period of time, all commodities showed significant variability, including periods of low 

and high prices, and periods of low and high price differentials between commodities, on 

both a domestic and worldwide basis. 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 11 

Actual 21 Forecasted 

Fuel Reguirements Units 2005 2006 2007 2008 ~ 2010 lQ.1! ~ 2013 ~ ~ ~ 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 235 258 254 273 269 268 273 270 268 273 269 269 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,098 3,367 4,034 3,668 3,986 3,686 3,972 3,606 5,454 6,259 9,400 9,428 

(3) Residual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 30,217 15,297 21,471 19,313 10,650 9,151 10,350 13,460 11,505 9,396 6,722 9,462 

(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 30,217 15,297 21,471 19,313 10,650 9,151 10,350 13,460 11,505 9,396 6,722 9,462 

(5) Distillate (F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 344 40 0 4 210 1,627 2,289 2,753 2,535 1,691 1,057 1,949 

(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 194 19 0 210 1796 2265 2753 2525 1889 1056 1947 

(B) CT 1,000 BBL 150 21 0 4 0 26 4 0 10 2 2 

(9) Natural Gas -Total 1,000 MCF 345,651 437,700 407,219 436,913 516,463 552,586 565,385 583,631 564,021 562,206 587,673 621,167 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 44,167 91,555 23,656 24,583 32,439 36,604 25,072 36,944 34,937 28,602 27,663 30,606 

(11) cc 1,000 MCF 296,076 341,229 380,475 410,978 480,782 514,915 539,599 544,474 548,261 532,856 559,390 568,753 

(12) CT 1,000 MCF 5,606 4,916 2,686 3,352 3,242 867 714 2,213 623 549 601 1,606 

1/ Reflects fuel requirements for FPL only. 

21 Source: A Schedules . 

Note: As discussed on the preceding pages, FPL utilized four fuel cost forecasts in its 2006 and early 2007 resource planning work. The projected values shown on 

this form are based on one of these forecasts. For simplidty's sake, FPL is providing only one set of projected values in this document. 
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Schedule 6.1 

Energy Sources 

Actual" Forecasted 

Enerm! Sources Y.!!!!! 2005 2006 ~ 2008 2009 2010 2011 wz ~ 2014 ~ ~ 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 10,221 10,440 11,285 11,294 11,267 10,967 10,768 10,815 10,783 10,784 10,388 7,677 

Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 21,406 23,533 22,754 24,455 24,110 24,042 24,467 24,192 24,043 24,467 24,121 24,114 

(3) Coal GWH 5,765 6,168 7,610 6,953 7,530 7,011 7,504 7,223 11,685 19,793 23,014 23,084 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GWH 19,069 9,586 14,328 12,890 7,081 6,071 6,852 8,909 7,612 6,214 4,445 6,269 

(5) Steam GWH 19,069 9,586 14,328 12,890 7,081 6,071 6,852 8,909 7,612 6,214 4,445 6,269 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 186 26 0 164 1,401 1,782 2,181 1,975 1,471 820 1,558 

(7) Steam GWH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(B) cc GWH 123 9 0 0 164 1,393 1,781 2,181 1,971 1,470 820 1,558 

(9) CT GWH 63 17 0 0 8 1 0 3 1 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 47,114 56,985 55,578 60,042 70,337 75,578 78,058 79,917 80,135 77,424 81,208 85,757 

(11) Steam GWH 4,253 8,689 2,322 2,398 3,133 3,546 2,406 3,559 3,369 2,776 2,676 2,948 

(12) cc GWH 42,422 47,871 52,941 57,281 66,850 71,953 75,585 76,152 76,690 74,596 78,476 82,640 
(13) CT GWH 439 424 315 363 354 79 67 206 77 51 57 169 

(14) Other 3/ GWH 7,541 6,399 5,995 6,390 5,781 5,430 5,335 5,802 5,946 6,105 6,296 6,096 

Net Energy For Load 4/ GWH 111,301 113,137 117,551 122,024 126,270 130,499 134,766 139,038 142,379 146,257 150,291 154,556 

1/ Source: A Schedules 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 

3/ Represents a forecst of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of Economy and other Power Sales. 

41 Net Energy For Load is also shown in Schedule 2.3. 

Note: As discussed on the preceding pages, FPL utilized four fuel cost forecasts in its 2006 and early 2007 resource planning worll. The projected values shown on 

this fonm are based on one of these forecasts. For simplidty's sake, FPL is providing only one set of projected values in this document. 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources% by Fuel Type 

Actual 11 Forecasted 
Energ~ Source Units 2005 2006 ~ 2008 ~ 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

(1) Annual Energy % 9.2 9.2 9.6 9.3 8.9 8.4 8.0 7.8 7.6 7.4 6.9 5.0 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 19.2 20.8 19.4 20.0 19.1 18.4 18.2 17.4 16.9 16.7 16.0 15.6 

(3) Coal % 5.2 5.5 6.5 5.7 6.0 5.4 5.6 5.2 8.3 13.5 15.3 14.9 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 17.1 8.5 12.2 10.6 5.6 4.7 5.1 6.4 5.3 4.2 3.0 4.1 

(5) Steam % 17.1 8.5 12.2 10.6 5.6 4.7 5.1 6.4 5.3 4.2 3.0 4.1 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.0 0.5 1.0 

(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(8) cc % 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.0 0.5 1.0 

(9) CT % 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 42.3 50.4 47.3 49.2 55.7 57.9 57.9 57.5 56.3 52.9 54.0 55.5 

(11) Steam % 3.8 7.7 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.7 1.8 2.6 2.4 1.9 1.8 1.9 

(12) cc % 38.1 42.3 45.0 46.9 52.9 55.1 56.1 54.8 53.9 51.0 52.2 53.5 
(13) CT % 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 

(14) Other 3/ % 6.8 5.7 5.1 5.2 4.6 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.9 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 
31 Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc. 

Note: As discussed on the preceding pages, FPL utilized four fuel cost forecasts in its 2006 and early 2007 resource planning work. The projected values shown on 

this form are based on one of these forecasts. For simplicity's sake, FPL is providing only one set of projected values in this document. 
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(1) 

Year 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Summer Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 
31 

Peak Margin Before 

Capacity Import Export QF Available 21 
Demand DSM 

41 
Demand Maintenance 51 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW M'l:J.. %of Peak 

22,123 2,255 0 738 25,116 22,259 1,768 20,491 4,625 23 
22,150 2,255 0 738 25,143 22,770 1,908 20,862 4,281 21 
23,370 1,824 0 687 25,881 23,435 2,034 21,401 4,480 21 

24,589 1,467 0 640 26,696 24,003 2,146 21,857 4,839 22 
24,589 1,634 0 595 26,818 24,612 2,264 22,348 4.470 20 

24,589 2,111 0 595 27,295 25,115 2,388 22,727 4,568 20 

25,569 1,511 0 595 27,675 25,590 2,516 23,074 4,601 20 
26,549 1,311 0 595 28,455 26,100 2,651 23,449 5,006 21 

27,768 1,311 0 595 29,674 26,772 2,790 23,982 5,692 24 
27,768 930 0 595 29,293 27,410 2,910 24,500 4,793 20 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 01 

MY:!. MY:L %of Peak 

0 4,625 22.6 

0 4,281 20.5 

0 4.480 20.9 

0 4,839 22.1 

0 4,470 20.0 

0 4,568 20.1 

0 4,601 19.9 

0 5,006 21.3 

0 5,692 23.7 

0 4,793 19.6 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted 

to occur during August of the year indicated. All values are Summer net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available" Col.(2) + Co1.(3)- Col.(4) + Coi.(S). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the 2006 load forecast without DSM. 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112006-on for use with the 2006 load forecast. 

They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

51 Margin ('A>) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

Y!lru 

2006/07 

2007/08 

2008/09 

2009/10 

2010/11 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

2015/16 

(2) (3) (4} 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak u Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 
21 

Demand DSM 
41 

Demand Maintenance 51 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

22,294 3,124 0 738 26,156 22,247 1,555 20,692 5,464 26.4 

23,503 2,288 0 738 26,529 22,627 1,649 20,978 5,551 26.5 

23,531 1,962 0 738 26,231 23,115 1,750 21,365 4,866 22.8 

24,866 1,501 0 687 27,054 23,587 1,814 21,773 5,281 24.3 

26,201 1,500 0 595 28,296 24,047 1,883 22,164 6,132 27.7 

26,201 1,500 0 595 28,296 24,498 1,954 22,544 5,752 25.5 

26,201 1,320 0 595 28,116 24,952 2,028 22,924 5,192 22.6 

27,191 1,320 0 595 29,106 25,416 2,106 23,310 5,796 24.9 

28,181 1,320 0 595 30,096 26,048 2,188 23,860 6,236 26.1 

29,516 930 0 595 31,041 26,692 2,264 24,428 6,613 27.1 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 61 

M:!.:!.. M'1:L %of Peak 

0 5,464 26.4 

0 5,551 26.5 

0 4,866 22.8 

0 5,281 24.3 

0 6,132 27.7 

0 5,752 25.5 

0 5,192 22.6 

0 5,796 24.9 

0 6,236 26.1 

0 6,613 27.1 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which are forecast 

to occur during January of the "second" year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

31 These forecasted values reflect the 2006 load forecast without DSM 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 1/2006-on for use with the 20061oad forecast. 

They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin calculations are based. 

51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 

61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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ScheduleS 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (6) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel 

__ ,!;;Fu~el:!,_ _ _.l!Tra~n:!!s~po~rt:._ Const Comm. Expected Gen. Max. __ N!!e"1,::C:~•p~ab~i!:!:lity'--
Unit Unit Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

~~~~~PI;on~1~N;•m;•~---~N~o~·--~Lo~~~ti~on~-~T~~e~P~n·-~~~~P~n~··_:AA~.--=M~o.~N~r·--~M~o~.N~r~.--~M~o~ft~r~·----~~~-~MW~---M_w ____ s_~_ru_s 
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

Cape Can21veral 

Cape Canaveral 

Cutler 

Cutler 

FL Myers 

Ft Myers 

Lauderdale 

Lauderdale 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Brevard County ST 

Brevard County ST 

Miami Dade County ST 

Miami Dade County ST 

Lee County CC 

Lee County CT 

Broward County CC 

Broward County CC 

City of Hollywood ST 

City of HoiiY'HOod ST 

City of Hollywood ST 

City of Hollywood ST 

City of Riviera Beach ST 

City of Riviera Beach ST 

Manatee County ST 

Manatee County ST 

Foe 
Foe 
NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

Foe 
Foe 
Foe 
Foe 
Foe 
Foe 
Foe 
Foe 

NG 

NG 

No 
No 
No 

F02 

F02 
F02 
NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

WA PL UnknO'M'I 

WA Pl. UnknO'N"' 

PL No Unkno'Ml 

PL. No UnknO'N"' 

PL. No Unkno'M'I 

PL. PL Unkno'M'I 

PL. Pl. Unkno'M"' 

Pl. PL UnknO'M'I 

WA PL. Unknown 

WA PL. Unkno'M'I 

WA Pl. Unkno'M'I 

WA Pl. Unkno'Ml 

WA PL Unkno'M'I 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

WA PL. Unknown 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Jun-07 

Unkno'M"' 

Unknown 

Unlcnown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unkno'M"' 

UnknO'N"' 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unkno'M"' 

Unknown 

UnknO'Nn 

Unkno'M"' 

UnknO'M'I 

UnknO'M'I 

Unkn......, 

-402,050 

402,050 
75,000 

161,500 

1,701,890 

376,380 

526,250 

526,250 

247,n5 

247,n5 

402,050 

402,050 

310,420 

310,420 

863,300 

863,300 

Manatee County 

Martin County 

Martin County 

M21rtinCounty 

M21rtinCounty 

Martin County 

Putnam County 

Putnam County 

Volusia County 

Volusia County 

Volusla County 

Duval County 

Duval County 

CC NG No PL. No Unkno'M'I Jun-07 UnknO'Nn 1,22-4,510 

ST F06 NG PL. PL. UnknO'MI Jun-07 Unkno'M"' 93-4,500 

ST F06 NG PL. PL UnknO'MI Jun-07 Unkno'M'I 93-4,500 

CC NG No PL. No UnknD'N'1 Jun-07 UnknO'M"' 612,000 

CC NG No PL. No Unknown Jun-07 UnknO'M'I 612,000 

CC NG F02 PL. PL UnknOYI'I"' Jun-07 UnknO'M'I 1 ,22-4,510 

CC NG F02 PL. WA Unknown Jun-07 Unkno'M"' 290,004 

CC NG F02 PL. WA UnknOYI'I"' Jun-07 UnknO'M'I 290,004 

ST F06 NG WA PL. UnknOYI'I"' Jun-07 Unkno'M"' 156,250 

CC NG No PL. No Unknown Jun-07 UnknO'Nn 1,188,900 

CC NG No PL. No Unknown Jun-07 Unkno'M"' 1,188,900 

BIT BIT Pet RR. WA UnknO'M'I Jun-07 Unknown 135,918 

BIT BIT Pe1 RR WA UnknOYI'I"' Jun-07 UnknO'M"' 135,918 

5 

(2) 

(29) 

11 

6 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

7 
6 

(2) 

(5) 

7 

(4) 

(5) 

(20) 

(19) 

25 

3 

3 

2 
(6) 

(2) 

3 

(3) 

(32) 

2 

(8) 

(8) 

(1) 
(1) 

3 

(1) 

(4) 

10 
(1) 

(6) 

(18) 

(17) 

11 

14 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

Riverie 

Riverla 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Putnam 

Putnam 

Sanford 

Sanford 

Sanford 

SJRPP 
SJRPP 
Scherer Monroe, GA BIT BIT No RR No UnknOYI'I"' Jun-07 UnknO'M"' 680,368 14 12 OT 

Turkey Point 

Turkey Point 
Turkey Point CC 

Miami Dade County ST F06 NG WA Pl. UnknOYIII1 Jun-07 UnknO'M"' -402,050 OT 

Miami Dade County ST F06 NG WA PL UnknOYifl Jun-07 Unknown -402,050 OT 

Miami Dade County CC NG F02 PL. PL Jan-05 Jun-07 UnknOYI'I"' 1,223,000 1,144 V 

Cape Canaveral 

Cape Canaveral 

Cutler 

Cutler 

Martin 

Martin 

Riviera 

Scherer 

Turkey Point 

Turkey Point CC 

Brevard County ST F06 

Brevard County ST F06 

Miami Dade County ST NG 

Miami Dade County ST NG 

Martin County CC 

Martin County CC 

City of Riviera Beach ST 

Monroe, GA BIT 

Miami Dade County ST 

Miami Dade County CC 

NG 

NG 

Foe 
BIT 
Foe 
NG 

2007 Changes/Additions Total:---,-.--~ 

NG WA PL. UnknOYI'I"' Apr-65 UnknoY«l -402,050 (1) 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 

3 

21 
11 

11 
(3) 

NG WA PL. UnknoV«'' May-69 Unknown -402,050 

No PL No UnknoV«'' Nov-54 Unknown 75,000 

No PL No UnknOYI'I"' Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 21 
12 
12 

(2) 

No 
No 
NG 

No 
NG 

F02 

PL. No Unknown 

PL No Unknown 

WA PL Unknown 

RR. No Unknown 

WA PL. UnknO'M'I 

Pl. PL. Jan-05 

Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 

Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 

Mar-63 UnknOYI'I"' 310,420 

Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 (10) (10) 

Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 (6) (4) 
Jun-07 Unknown 1,223,000 1,181 

2008 Changes/Additions Total:~ ---2-7---

Note 1: The Winter Total MVV value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions 

and changes achieved by June . .All other MVV will be picked up in the follo'Ning year. 

Note 2; Changes sh<Mfl include different ratings than shown in Schedule 1 due solely to ambient temperature consistent with those in FPl.. 's peak load forecast to maintain consistency 

in Reserve Margin calculation. 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospec;tive Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

{1) {2) (3) {4) {5) (5) (7) (B) {9) {10) {11) (12) (13) {14) {15) 

Fuel 
Fuel Transport CQnst. Comm. Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 

Unit Uni1 __ ;.;.;;;...._....;~;;:;;~ Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate -.,Wi,.,n:.;te,:;r;.:::=:;;s~um""me=r-
-::;QQiiiQi!§LgP~Ia~n~t N~a~mer-----....;N.;;.o·-. __ .;;.Lo;.;ca.;;.ti;.;.o;.;n ___ T;.:Y.:;.pe;.....;;.P;,;;ri·-.-.AJ.;;.t;.......;.P.;;.ri;,;;. _A;.;I.;;.L_;,;;M.;;.oN;.;.;.r·;,;;_..;;Mo-..IY;.;r;,;;. _;,;;M;,;;o;,;.IY;.;;,;;r. __ _.'r'W._ _ _;;M;,;;W;.;_ ___ M_w ___ s_ta_t_us_ 
hODIDONS/ CHANGES 

Cutier 

Port Everglades 

Riviera 

Martin 

Martin 
Martin 

Manatee 
Manatee 

West County Combin&d Cyde 

mQ 
West COunty Combined Cycle 
West County Combined Cycle 

2011 
--West County Combined Cycle 

Glades Po..wr Park 

Glades Po'M!r Park 
Glades Po'M!r Park 

Glades Pov.er Park 
South Flonda 3x1 G CC 

South Florida 3x1 G CC 

Miami Dade County ST NG 

City of Hoii)"M>od ST F06 

City of Riviera Beach ST Foe 

Martin County ST F06 

Martin County 
Martin County 

Manatee County 

Manatee County 

Palm Beach County 

ST 

cc 
ST 

cc 
cc 

F06 

NG 
F06 

NG 

NG 

Palm Beach County CC NG 
Palm Beach County CC NG 

Palm Beach County CC NG 

Glades County 

Glades County 
Glades County 

Glades County 
Unknown 

Unknown 

BIT BIT 

BIT BIT 
BIT BIT 

BIT BIT 
CC NG 

CC NG 

No 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

No 

NG 

No 

FD2 

FD2 
FD2 

F02 

No 

No 
No 

PL No Unknov.n 

WA PL Unk.nOIM1 

WA PL UnknO'M1 

PL PL UnknD'M'l 

PL PL UnknD'M1 

PL No Unk;no~ 

WA PL UnknO'M1 

PL No Unknov.n 

PL PL Jar>-07 

PL PL Jar>-07 
PL PL Jan-OB 

PL PL Jan-08 

RR No Jor>-09 

RR No Jar>-09 
RR No Jan·1D 

No RR No Jan·1 0 
F02 PL Pl Jar>-13 

F02 PL PL Jan-13 

Nov·54 

Ju~ 

Jun-62 

Deo-80 

UnknD'M1 75,000 

Unkn"""' 402,050 

Unknowl 310,420 

Unkn"""' 934,500 

Jun-81 UnknD'M1 934,500 

Feb-94 Unknov.n 612,000 

Dec-77 Unknov.n 863,300 

Jur>-05 Unkno""' 1,224,510 

{1) 

Jut>-09 Unkn"""' UnknOWl ----~ 
2009 Changes/Additions Total: 28 1,220 

OT 

DT 

DT 

DT 

OT 

DT 

OT 

OT 

u 

Jun.09 UnknD'M'l UnknDWl 1 ,335 U 
Jur>-10 Unknov.n Unkn""" 1,219 U 

2010 Changes/Additions Total:~ --;:21"9'"" 

Jun.10 Unknown UnknDWl 1,335 U 
2011 Changea/Additions Total:~ --0--

2012 Changes/Additions Total: --0-- ---0--

Jun.13 UnknCMfl UnknO"Ml 980 P 
2013 Changea/Additions Total: --0-- __ 8_8_0-

Jun-13 UnknO'M"' Unknov.n 990 
Jun.14 UnknO'M"' UnknD'M'I 980 

2014 Changes/Addition• Total: __ 9_9_0- __ 9_80 __ 

Jun-14 UnknO'M"' UnknO"Ml 990 
Jun.15 UnknO'M"' Unknov.n 1,219 

2015 Changes/Additions Total: --0-- ---;;m-

Jun.15 Unknown Unknov.n 1,335 p 

2016 Changes/Additions Tolat: -;:335""" --0--

Note 1: The Winter Total JII'N value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation sddtio!'fs 
and changes achieved by June. All other M'Nwill be picked up in the follo-Mng year . 

Note 2: Changes shO'M"' indude different ratings than shown in Schedule 1 due solely to ambient temperature consistent -Mth those in FPL 'speak load forecast to maintain consistency 
in Reserve Margin calculation . 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit# 5 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,144 MW 
1,181 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2005 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2007 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

Page 1 of 6 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 11,000 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(10) Certification Status: Certified 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Certified 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data~,.~ 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2007 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2007 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2007 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

Under Construction, more than 50% complete 

2% 
1% 

97% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Base Operation Year) 

6,835 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
507 

10.06 
0.13 

1.5699 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not f1rm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 

escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 2 of 6 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,219 MW 
b. Winter 1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: u 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: u 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2009 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 97% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
565 

11.65 
0.138 

1.5834 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not finn gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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Page 3 of 6 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity * 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(1 0) Certification Status: u 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: u 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data"*,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2010 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No~ Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complet 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complet 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complet 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 94% (First Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
519 

10.11 
0.138 

1.5873 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 

(Note: Costs shown are based on the constuction of Unit 1 first.) 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: FGPP Unit# 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

980 MW 
990 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Ultra-Supercritical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Coal 
b. Alternate Fuel Up to 20% Petroleum Coke 

Page 4 of6 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low Nox Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric 
Static Precipatator 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 4,900 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2013 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013$/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

5.0% 
3.0% 
92% 

Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 
8,800 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
3,526 

35.61 
1.744 

1.6017 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and 
transmission integration,escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: FGPP Unit# 2 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

980 MW 
990 MW 

(3) Technology Type; Ultra-Supercritical Steam Generator 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Coal 
b. Alternate Fuel Up to 20% Petroleum Coke 

Page 5 of 6 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Low Nox Burners, Over-fired Air, SCR, Baghouse 

Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization, Wet Electric 
Static Precipatator 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 4,900 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2014 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

5.0% 
3.0% 
92% 

Approx. 90% (First Year Operation) 
8,800 Btu/kWh 

40 years 
2,290 

26.42 
1.76 

1.5955 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and 
transmission integration,escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: South Florida (unsited) Combined Cycle #1 

{2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2013 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2015 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 6 of6 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2015 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2015 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2015 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% 
Approx. 97% (First Year Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
746 

11.11 
0.52 

1.543 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and 
transmission integration,escalation, and AFUDC . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Combined Cycle Unit #5 

The new Turkey Point CC unit that is scheduled to come in-service in 2007 does not require any 

"new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit #1 

The new West County Energy Center Unit #1 that is scheduled to come in-service in 2009 does 
not require any "new'' transmission lines . 

Florida Power & Light Company 87 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2007 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-G, Page 98 of 198

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit #2 

The new West County Energy Center Unit #2 that is scheduled to come in-service in 2010 does 
not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

FGPP Unit #1 by 2013 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: New switchyard - New switching station 

(2) Number of Lines: 2 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

(4) Line Length: 25 miles each 

(5) Voltage: 500 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: March 2009 
End date: November 2011 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $200,881,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: New switchyard and new switching station 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Andytown-Orange River- New switching station 

(2) Number of Lines: 2 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

(4) Line Length: 24 miles each 

(5) Voltage: 500 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: March 2009 
End date: November 2011 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $172,566,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: Andytown 500kV, Orange River 500kV and new 
500kV switching station 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

FGPP Unit #2 by 2014 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

New switchyard - Levee 500kV 

FPL Owned & New acquisitions 

74 miles 

500 kV 

Start date: March 2009 
End date: November 2012 

$96,020,000 

Andytown 500kV, Levee 500kV and new 
500kV switching station 

None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Unsited South Florida Combined Cycle Unit in 2015 

No projection of a new transmission line(s) can be made until a site is selected for this unit. 
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Note: 

Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2006 

(1) FPL Existing Units Total matches Total System found on Schedule 1. 
(2) "Renewable Purchases" - Firm are broken down in Schedule 11.2 
(3) "Renewable Purchases" - Non-Firm are broken down in Schedule 11.3 
(4) Net Energy for Load MWH matches Schedule 6.1 
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(1) 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing .E.!BM Renewable Report by Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2006 

_12) (3) (4) 

Gross (MWJ Capabilitv 

(5) 

Renewable Fuel Type Summer{MW) Summer{%) WinteriMWl Winter(%) 

1 Biomass 157.6 100.0% 157.6 100.0% 

2 Landfill Gas 
3 Hydro 
4 Geothermal 
5 Biofuels 
6 Solar 
7 Ocean Energy 
8 Wind 
9 Other 
10 Total 157.6 100.0% 157.6 100.0% 

Note: 
(1) Col (2) matches Row (7) on Schedule 11.1. 
(2) Col (6) total matches Row (7) on Schedule 11.1. 
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(1} 

Schedule 11.3 

Existing NON-FIRM Renewable Report by Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2006 

(2} (3) (4) 

Gross (MW] Capability 

(5) 

Renewable Fuel Type Summer(MW) Summer(%) Winter(MW) Winter(%) 

1 Biomass As Available As Available 
2 Landfill Gas As Available As Available 

3 Hydro 
4 Geothermal 
5 Biofuels 
6 Solar 
7 Ocean Energy 
8 Wind 
9 Other 
10 Total 

Note: 
(1) Col (6) total needs to match Row (8) on Schedule 11.1. 
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Schedule 11.4 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities 
Actuals for the Year 2006 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Facility Unit Gross Net Fuel Self-Service Self-Service 
Name No. MW MW Type MW MWh 

Customer owned PV< 10 kw (est) NIA 0.100 Unk SUN 0.100 70.8 
FPL Martin PV (est) N/A 0.011 0.0 SUN 0.011 14.4 
FPL estimates there are 42,861 solar water heaters in our svstem SUN 
FPL estimates there are 34,358 solar pool heaters in our system SUN 

Notes 
(1) Provide as much data available for facilities/resources "behind the meter" (as data permits). 

(8) 

In-Service 
Date 

2002-2006 

(2) A 'Facility Name' may include an aggregated quantity (i.e., Pool Heaters, Solar-Powered Interstate Call Boxes, Photovoltaic Lighting, etc.). 
(3) Self-Service MW and MWh pertains to power and energy consumed by the entity, whether it be a named facility or aggregated quantity. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth 

in FPL's service area is continuing, which heightens competition for air, land, and water 

resources that are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, transmission, 

and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want unspoiled 

natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large corporations such 

as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among utilities for its 

commitment to the environment. FPL's environmental leadership has been heralded by 

many outside organizations. In 2004, FPL Group earned a first place ranking among U.S . 

power companies and second globally in a report from the World Wildlife Fund for 

voluntary commitments to limit C02 emissions. This commitment was made to support 

initiatives to better manage utility impacts on climate change through use of greenhouse 

gas emission reductions and improvements in energy efficiency. The report stated that 

this was "primarily due to the company's leadership in developing wind energy and their 

commitment to dramatically improve their efficiency". In January 2007, FPL joined with a 

diverse group of U.S. based business market leaders and leading non-governmental 

organizations to form the U.S. Climate Action Partnership (USCAP) in recognition of the 

need for a national policy framework on climate change. USCAP has called upon the 

federal government to formulate mandatory economy-wide policies to reduce C02 

emissions. As a further demonstration of FPL's efforts in sustainability, the EPA and the 

Department of Energy awarded FPL for its Sunshine Energy® program which allows 

customers who choose to participate to pay a premium for their electricity that is used to 

purchase tradable renewable energy credits associated with electric energy generated 

from renewable energy sources. FPL Group, the parent corporation of Florida Power & 

Light was also recently awarded its fourth number one rating of major electric utilities 

surveyed in an environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, an independent 

advisory group. This rating was in recognition of FPL Group's success in executing a 

strategy to become a clean energy provider harnessing primarily clean and renewable 

fuels while also boosting shareholder value. FPL Group was named one of the world's 

most Sustainable Corporations in Global 1 00 and was one of only two utilities to be so 

named in the United States . 
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FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for its 

stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding its Turkey Point Plant. FPL won the Council for 

Sustainable Florida's award for its sea turtle conservation and education programs at its 

St. Lucie Plant. In 2001, FPL was awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution 

Prevention Award from the Solid Waste Association of North America. FPL received the 

2001 Program Champion Award from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise 

Program. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for 

Ecosystem Protection" for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at its Fort Myers 

and Sanford Plants. Finally, FPL has been recognized by numerous federal and state 

agencies for its innovative endangered species programs which include such species as 

manatees, crocodiles, and sea turtles. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define its 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of its activities and serves as a framework for new environmental initiatives 

throughout the company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 
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IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, written environmental policies and procedures, 

delineation of organizational responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of 

appropriate resources for environmental compliance management (which includes 

reporting and corrective action when non-compliance occurs), environmental 

incident/emergency response, environmental risk assessment/management, 

environmental regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management 

information systems . 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with Corporate policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 

performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to 

facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with 

existing environmental regulatory requirements and Company policies . 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2006 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1 . 
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Table IV.E.1: 2006 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

(All numbers are approximations.) 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

20,000 
150,000 
258,000 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified three Preferred 

Sites and eight Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those 

locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and taken action to site 

generation. Potential Sites are those sites that have attributes that support the siting of 

generation and are under consideration as a location for future generation. Some of 

these sites are currently in use as existing generation sites and some are not. The 

identification of a Potential Site does not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision 

to pursue generation (or generation expansion in the case of an existing generation site) 

at that location, nor does this designation indicate that the size or technology of a 

generator has been determined. These Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed 

in separate sections below. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies three Preferred Sites in this Site Plan: the existing Turkey Point plant site, 

the West County Energy Center (WCEC) adjacent to the existing Corbett FPL substation, 

and the FPL Glades Power Park (FGPP) located northwest of the city of Moore Haven in 

Glades County. The Turkey Point site is the location for a capacity addition that FPL will 

make in mid-2007. The West County Energy Center site is the location for capacity 

additions FPL will make in 2009 and 2010. The FGPP site is the projected location for 

advanced technology coal capacity additions by 2013 and 2014. 

The capacity additions at the Turkey Point site and the WCEC site have been approved 

by the FPSC and by the Governor and Siting Board. FPL petitioned the FPSC for 
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approval of the FGPP advanced technology coal units in January 2007. A decision is 

expected by the FPSC by July 2007 . 

The three Preferred Sites are discussed below . 

Preferred Site# 1: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units and two 

conventional boiler, fossil units, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife 

area, and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

Units #1 and #2 are fossil fuel generating plants with approximate generating capacity of 

400 MW each. Unit #1 was completed in 1967 and Unit #2 in 1968. Units #3 and #4 are 

nuclear generating units with approximate generating capacity of 700 MW each. Unit #3 

was completed in 1972 and Unit #4 in 1973. Turkey Point also has five diesel peaking 

units that, in total, produce approximately 12 MW. These units are primarily used to 

provide emergency power, but occasionally run during the Summer to provide power 

during peak load demands . 

The site for the new Turkey Point Unit #5, a "4-on-1" combined cycle electrical generating 

unit, is within the existing FPL Turkey Point facility property. The site is adjacent to the 

existing fossil Units #1 and #2, and includes the existing parking lot and storage areas 

immediately northwest of Units #1 and #2 as well as mangrove wetlands north of the 

facility . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Unit #5 generating facility at the site 

is found at the end of this chapter . 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

A major portion of the site consists of a self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the existing units' turbine generators. The 

canal system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide 

and approximately four feet deep. The remaining developed area of the site is where 

the two fossil steam generating units and 5 diesel generators are located. South of, 

and adjacent to, the fossil plant are the two nuclear generating units. Further to the 

south, wetlands have been set aside as part of the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB) 

in an effort to restore these areas to historical plant communities and hydrological 

function. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site was undeveloped dwarf red mangrove swamp that is 

tidally inundated with waters from Biscayne Bay. Along with the dominant red 

mangroves, buttonwood is a common canopy component, along with occasional 

white mangrove. Only a few individual black mangroves were observed within the 

site. Biscayne Bay is a shallow, subtropical bay supporting seagrasses, sponges, 

coral reefs, and a variety of marine life. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction and operation of Unit #5 is not expected to adversely affect any 

rare, endangered, or threatened species. Listed species known to occur in the 

nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site include the 

peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana}, American 

crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus}, roseate 

spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron (Egretta 

caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher (Haematopus 

palliates), least tern (Sterna antillarum), brown pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis), 

the white ibis (Eudocimus albus}, and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No 

bald eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, 

endangered American Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and 
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around the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the project area. 

The entire site is considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species 

and use of the site for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a 

program for the conservation and enhancement of the American crocodile. A 

project-specific crocodile management plan was developed for construction of 

Unit #5 . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park, comprised of several miles of shoreline north of the 

Turkey Point facility extending offshore approximately 12 nautical miles . 

Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, approximately 95% of which is 

open water interspersed with over 40 keys. The Biscayne National Park 

headquarters is located approximately 2 miles north of the Turkey Point plant and 

is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park which contains 

a marina and day use recreational facilities . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Additional generating capacity is being added to the site for operation beginning in 

mid-2007. The new generating unit will consist of four new combustion turbines (CT) 

and four new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) and a new steam turbine that 

will comprise Turkey Point Unit #5. Natural gas delivered via the existing pipeline is 

the primary fuel type for this unit (with ultra low sulfur light oil serving as a backup 

fuel) . 

Mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts related to construction of Unit #5 includes: 

on-site hydrologic improvements to enhance existing wetlands, restoration and 

preservation of areas overgrown with exotic plant species, creation of an on-site 

lagoon, transfer of some mangrove-dominated lands to South Florida Water 

Management District and Biscayne National Park, and the purchase of mitigation 

credits from the EMB that is in the same drainage basin. The use of a cooling tower 
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will minimize thermal discharges to the cooling canals. The facility already 

encompasses several preserved areas where wildlife is abundant. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU- "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU- "Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

For the past several years, a number of FPL's existing power plant sites have been 

considered as potentially suitable sites for new or repowered generation. The Turkey 

Point plant has been selected as a Preferred site due to consideration of various 

factors including system load, an imbalance in the Southeast Florida region between 

load and generating capacity, and economics. Environmental issues are an important 

factor at this site and FPL will minimize environmental impacts and mitigate where 

impacts are unavoidable. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide, and 

approximately four feet deep. The system performs the same function as a giant 

radiator. The water is circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at 

the plant's intake pumps. During the slow journey down the canals, the water cools 

as much as 15 degrees 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Turkey Point site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock 

strata. The strata that extends to approximately 500 feet forms the Biscayne Aquifer. 

The basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily of marine origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, or clay. The Tamiami formation is named for deposits 

composed principally of white cream-colored calcareous sandstone, sandy limestone, 
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and beds and pockets of quartz sand. In the Turkey Point area, Key Largo limestone 

is present. 

The Floridan Aquifer, located approximately 1,1 00 feet below the land surface, is a 

confined aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer system is composed entirely of carbonate 

rocks except for minor evaporates. The water in the carbonate rock aquifer is more 

highly mineralized. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various 

The additional quantity of water for industrial processing will be approximately 294 

gallons per minute (gpm) for plant process and service water. Water for this type of 

use would be supplied by an existing county water system. A new water treatment 

plant is installed to provide treated water for the new unit. Cooling water for new Unit 

#5 will be processed through a cooling tower. FPL will use approximately 14 million 

gallons per day (mgd) of water from the Floridan Aquifer as the source of makeup 

water used by the cooling tower . 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

This additional capacity at the site will utilize the cooling tower for the dissipation of 

heat from the cooling water. A new water treatment system will be installed to provide 

treated water for Unit #5. The Floridan Aquifer will supply the makeup cooling water . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The plant will implement a Water Conservation Plan including physical features, 

procedures, and employee training to conserve water resources. Features in the 

plant's water systems design will include, when practical: 

Automatic shutoff valves 

Use of flow restrictors 

Use of low volume sanitary facilities 

Low maintenance landscaping design 

An awareness program will be implemented for employees that operate the plant. 

The awareness program will educate employees on water conservation methods, 

techniques, and procedures. Procedures will be reviewed on an annual basis with the 

first review occurring in approximately June 2008, one year after the expected 
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commercial operation date. The Water Conservation Plan will be updated as 

necessary. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing once-through cooling 

water system and the cooling canal system. Unit #5 cooling water will be processed 

through a cooling tower which will dissipate the heat prior to discharge to the cooling 

canal system. Storm water runoff is collected and used to recharge the surficial 

aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements have been included 

to capture suspended sediments. Various facility permits mandate various sampling 

and testing activities that provide indication of any pollutant discharges. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is already serviced by multiple fuel delivery facilities. There is currently a 

pipeline that supplies natural gas to the facility. The facility also has oil capabilities 

through on-site storage tanks and accessibility to barge deliveries. Unit #5 will utilize 

the existing pipeline with the addition of a compression system(s). An aboveground 

storage tank for the ultra-low sulfur light oil backup fuel will be added. The backup 

fuel for Unit #5 will be delivered to the site by truck. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light oil and combustion controls will 

minimize air emissions from this unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02). 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls minimize 

the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the 

formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural 

gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and 

selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce 

NOx emissions during operations when using the ultra-low sulfur light oil as backup 

fuel. These design alternatives constitute the Best Available Control Technology for 

air emissions and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, 

environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of Turkey Point Unit 
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#5 will incorporate features that will make it one of the most efficient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by unit 

construction at the site indicated that construction noise would be below current noise 

levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the new unit will 

also be within allowable levels. Similar natural gas-fired facilities in Broward, 

Manatee, and Martin counties have been constructed and operated without 

exceeding allowable noise levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed the Site Certification Application (SCA) for the Turkey Point Plant Unit #5 

with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on November 14, 

2003, and received Site Certification by the Governor and Cabinet in February 2005 . 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a federal Dredge and Fill permit in 

February 2005. FDEP issued the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air 

permit in February 2005. FPL acquired all permits and authorizations needed, and 

commenced construction in Spring 2005 with an anticipated, in-service date of mid-

2007 . 

Preferred Site# 2: West County Energy Center, Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a Preferred Site for the addition of 

new generating capacity. The site was selected for the addition of a new greenfield 

combined cycle natural gas power plant project with ultra-low sulfur oil as a backup 

fuel. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical 

transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral connections . 

The proposed facility would use natural gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art 

combustion controls . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center (WCEC) plant site is found at the 

end of this chapter . 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the WCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The land on the site is currently inactive but was previously dedicated to industrial 

and agricultural use. The site has been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded 

to an elevation approximately 1 0 ft. above surrounding land surface. No structures 

are present on the site and vegetation is virtually non-existent. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant site has been significantly altered by the construction and operation of 

a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and removed. The 

surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane agriculture and limestone 

mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of the site. The Arthur 

R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the 

proposed site. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to affect any 

rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the property is 

minimal as a result of the mining activities. Common wading birds can be 

observed on areas adjacent to and occasionally within the property. The property 

is adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential habitat for wood stork. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a gas-fired combined cycle generating facility 

at the proposed location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, 

recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands including the Arthur R. 

Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. It is not anticipated that 
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construction will result in wetland impacts under federal, state, or local agency 

permitting criteria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to construct two new 1,200 MW (approximate) units each 

consisting of three new combustion turbines (CT) and three new heat recovery steam 

generators (HRSG) and a new steam turbine. These two new units are scheduled to 

be in-service in mid-2009 and mid-201 0, respectively. Natural gas delivered via 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a 

backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Floridan Aquifer and surface water from the L 1 0/L 12 canal will be 

used for cooling, service, and process water. Water from the surficial aquifer will be 

treated and used for potable water. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks 

about which little is known due to their great depth. 
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Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating the underlying 

Oldsmar formation. The published information on the sediments comprising the 

formations below the Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells 

in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for industrial processing for both units is 

approximately 450 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water. Approximately 15 million gallons per day (mgd) in total of cooling 

water for the two generating units would be cycled through the addition of cooling 

towers. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable water are estimated 

to be approximately 35,000 gallons per day (gpd). 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The generating units will use available surface or ground water as the source of 

cooling water for the cooling towers. The cooling towers will also act as a heat sink 

for the facility process water. Such needs for cooling and process water will comply 

with the existing South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) regulations for 

consumptive water use. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only for potable water. 

Water from the Floridan Aquifer or the L 1 0/L 12 canal will be used for cooling 

purposes and cooling towers will be utilized. In addition, captured stormwater will be 

reused in the cooling tower whenever feasible. Stormwater captured in the 

stormwater ponds will also recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heat will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Blowdown water from the cooling 

towers, along with other wastestreams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the 

Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be 

none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 
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surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements will be 

included to capture suspended sediments. In addition, captured stormwater will be 

reused in the cooling towers whenever feasible The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants . 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is not located near an existing natural gas transmission pipeline that is 

capable of providing a sufficient quantity of gas. Upgrades of existing pipelines 

and/or lateral connections to other pipelines will be made for supply of natural gas . 

Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil would be received by truck and stored in above-ground 

storage tanks to serve as backup fuel for the new units . 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil and combustion controls will 

minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with applicable 

emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide 

(S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls 

similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design 

will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When 

firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be 

used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel 

oil as backup fuel. These design alternatives constitute the Best Available Control 

Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of the 

West County Energy Center units will incorporate features that will make them 

among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) for the construction and operation of the West 

County Energy Center project under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was 
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filed on April 14, 2005 and received Site Certification by the Governor and Cabinet on 

December 26, 2006. Palm Beach County Planning Zoning and Building department 

issued approval for the project on June 28, 2006. FDEP issued a Class I 

Underground Injection Control Exploratory Well permit on January 11, 2006 and a 

Class V Exploratory Well Permit on December 6, 2006. FDEP issued a Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) air permit on January 10, 2007. After acquiring these 

permits and authorizations, FPL initiated construction in February 2007 and 

anticipates an in-service date for the first unit of mid-2009. An application for the final 

Underground Injection Control (UIC) system permit will be submitted once the 

exploratory well construction is completed. 

Preferred Site # 3: FPL Glades Power Park (FGPP), Glades County 

FPL has identified a 4,900 acre property in unincorporated Glades County as a 

Preferred Site for the addition of 1,960 MW of new generating capacity. The site 

boundary is located approximately 2.3 miles northwest of Moore Haven, Florida. The 

Preferred Site was selected for the addition of a new advanced technology coal 

project. The existing site is adjacent to a rail line that can be used for fuel delivery. In 

addition, the facility can be designed to beneficially use excess storm water from the 

region as one of the sources of cooling water. New transmission lines in Glades and 

Hendry Counties, as well as a new substation in Hendry County will be required to 

interconnect the facility to the FPL power grid. The proposed facility would use a 

combination of domestic coal and/or foreign coal with up to 20% petroleum coke. 

The proposed generation process is a highly efficient, ultra-supercritical pulverized 

coal technology. The facility will feature advanced, state-of-the-art pollution control 

equipment to minimize emissions. 

a. U.S. Geological Survev (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the FPL Glades Power Park (FGPP) site is found at the end of this 

chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is comprised of active sugar cane fields, pasture, and undeveloped land . 

Unpaved farm roads and irrigation ditches related to the sugar cane operations are 

also prevalent throughout much of the site. Land uses immediately surrounding the 

site are active sugar cane fields, open pasture, and undeveloped land . 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant will be developed on approximately 4,000 acres of the 4,900 acre site, 

with the balance of the site being preserved. The area to be developed has 

been significantly altered by agricultural activities. Specifically, the natural 

topography, soils, and hydrology has been altered to create an area favorable 

for the production of sugar cane. Natural surface water drainage features have 

been modified through the construction of a network of irrigation ditches. The 

undeveloped portion of the site will be preserved . 

Nicodemus Slough is located to the north of the site. Lake Okeechobee is 

located approximately 1.5 miles east of the site. The Fisheating Creek Wildlife 

Management Area is located approximately 4 miles north of the site . 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to adversely 

affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the 

property is minimal as a result of the agricultural activities. The majority of the site 

is comprised of active sugar cane fields which are unsuitable habitat for most 

species due to the lack of native vegetation and the amount and frequency of 

human disturbance. However, wading birds and alligators do utilize the irrigation 

canals and opportunistic wildlife forage in areas of heavy machinery. Brazilian 

pepper/willow and marsh wetlands within the sugar can fields also provide habitat 

for avian species and common herpetofauna . 
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Three federally listed species have been observed at the site, including the wood 

stork, the crested caracara, and the Everglades snail kite. State-listed species 

observed at the site include the little blue heron, snowy egret, white ibis, tri-color 

heron, wood stork, sand hill crane, and American alligator. The site does not 

provide any critical wildlife habitat. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Construction and operation of the advanced technology coal generating facility at 

the proposed location is not expected to have adverse impacts on parks, 

recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. Construction will impact 

approximately 300 acres of man-made irrigation/drainage ditches and 248 acres 

of low quality wetlands dominated by exotic vegetation. The irrigation/drainage 

ditches are vegetated by nuisance/exotic species of vegetation, receive 

agricultural runoff, and do not provide high quality aquatic habitat for fish and 

wildlife. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to construct two new nominal 980 MW net advanced technology 

coal units with state-of-the-art pollution control equipment. These units are planned to 

be in-service no later than mid-2013 and mid-2014,respectively. Domestic and/or 

imported coal along with up to 20% petroleum coke delivered via rail is the fuel type 

for these units. The extensive array of pollution control equipment will make this one 

of the cleanest coal facilities in the U.S. 

Proposed mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts related to construction of the 

units includes will be accomplished through a combination of onsite freshwater marsh 

and forested wetland creation within the pasture portion of the site and preservation 

of the highest quality marsh, wet prairie, wetland scrub, and mature upland live 

oak/cabbage palm habitat at the site. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

The site is located in unincorporated Glades County and is designated as 

Agricultural/Open on the Glades County Future Land Use Map. 
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The site is located in the Open Use Agriculture (QUA) zoning district. Power plants 

and ancillary facilities are listed as a permitted use in the Glades County Table of 

Zoning District Uses. 

The use of the site for the plant and directly associated facilities is consistent with the 

existing land use plans and zoning ordinances. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including, but not limited to: site size, proximity to rail service, water resources, and 

environmental condition of the site (already disturbed}. 

i. Water Resources 

A number of water sources are available for plant use at this location, including: 

recycled stormwater, Floridan Aquifer water, excess stormwater from the C-

43/Caloosahatchee River, surficial aquifer water, and reclaimed water from the City 

of Moore Haven Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POlW). 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by undifferentiated surficial sands and clays, Calooshatchee and 

Fort Thompson Formations, Tamiami Formation, and the Peace River Formation of 

the Hawthorne Group. Regionally, geologic features that are encountered within 

1,000 feet of the land surface in Glades County include the Avon Park Formation, 

Ocala Group, Suwannee Limestone, Hawthorne Group, Tamiami, Caloosahatchee, 

and Fort Thompson Formations, and undifferentiated surficial sediments. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The total water requirement for the FGPP units is expected to average about 26 

million gallons per day (mgpd) for process water, service water, and cooling water. 

The cooling water for the two proposed units would be cycled through the addition of 

mechanical draft cooling towers. Potable water will be provided by the City of Moore 

Haven and/or surficial aquifer wells. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The proposed units will use recycled stormwater, available surface or ground water, 

and reclaimed water as sources of cooling water for the cooling towers. The cooling 

towers will also act as a heat sink for the facility process water. Such needs for 
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cooling and process water will comply with the existing South Florida Water 

Management District (SFWMD) regulations for consumptive water use. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized since it will only serve small 

water needs (i.e., service water). When available, excess storrnwater will be used 

with the remainder of the water being obtained from the Floridan Aquifer for the 

source of cooling water. In addition, the entire plant site will capture and reuse 

stormwater and process water. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Slowdown water 

from the cooling towers will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan Aquifer. 

Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be none at this facility. 

Industrial discharges will be minimized by treating and recycling equipment wash 

water, boiler blowdown water, and equipment area runoff. Storm water runoff will be 

collected and recycled in plant processes. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Fuel will be transported to the site by rail lines located adjacent to the site. The fuel 

will be transferred on site to a transfer tower where the fuel is unloaded into the 

active and inactive storage areas. The active storage area will maintain sufficient fuel 

for about 7 days of full operation by both units and the inactive storage area will 

maintain sufficient fuel for about 60 days of full operation by both units. The inactive 

storage area will be sealed. 

The plant will produce recyclable byproducts that can be used in cement and 

wallboard manufacturing and other industries {fly ash, bottom ash, and synthetic 

gypsum). It is the intent to market all of these byproducts for beneficial reuse. 

However, as a contingency, the project will include construction of a synthetically 

lined byproduct storage area equipped with a leachate collection system where the 

byproducts can be routed in the event that market conditions do not enable recycling 

of some or all of the byproducts. 

Only small quantities of other solid wastes will be generated by the FGPP units. 

These wastes will be managed in accordance with all local, state, and federal 

regulations. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Svstems 

The use combustion controls and state-of-the-art pollution control equipment will 

minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with applicable 

emission limiting standards. Combustion controls minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NOx). and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and volatile organic compounds. Post-combustion NOx emissions will be controlled 

using selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Emissions of 802 will be controlled using 

wet limestone flue gas desulfurization (FGD). Particulate matter will be controlled 

using a fabric filter (FF). A wet electrostatic precipitator (wet ESP) will be used to 

control fine particulates and sulfuric acid mist. These design alternatives constitute 

the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Further, 

each of these pollution controls will enhance or remove mercury. In addition, sorbent 

injection technology will be used to further enhance mercury removal. Taken 

together, the design of the FGPP units will incorporate features that will make them 

among the most efficient and cleanest coal-fired units in the State of Florida and the 

U.S. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not 

expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site during 

construction or operation of the facility. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) for the construction and operation of the FPL 

Glades Power Park project under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was 

filed on December 22, 2006. A Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit 

application and an Underground Injection Control permit application were submitted 

to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on December 19, 

2006. A petition for approval of a Determination of Need for these units was filed with 

the FPSC on February 1, 2007 and a decision by the FPSC is expected by July 2007. 
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IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Eight (8) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity needs.3 These sites have been identified as Potential 

Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or 

accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are suitable for different 

capacity levels and technologies. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. For the purpose of estimating water requirements for each site, it was 

assumed that either one dual-fuel (natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion 

turbine (CT) or a natural gas-fired combined cycle unit (CC) would be constructed at the 

Potential Sites. A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute 

(gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling). A CC unit would 

require approximately 150 gpm for service and process water and approximately 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

Permits are presently considered to be at least theoretically obtainable for all of these 

sites. No significant environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. 

The Potential Sites briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this 

time FPL considers each site to be equally viable. 

Potential Site# 1: Andvtown Substation. Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity. Current facilities 

on-site include an electric substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both 

natural gas and electrical transmission through existing structures or through additional 

lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

3 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites. 
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b. Land Uses 

The land uses for the potential site were designated as industrial or agricultural use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are adjacent to the site. Construction and operation of 

a new facility on this site would not be expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of gray water have been 

identified as potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has also been identified as 

a potential cooling water source. 

Potential Site# 2: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This site is located on the FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated Brevard 

County. The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct 

access to a four-lane highway (US 1 ). A rail line is located near the plant. The existing 

facility consists of two 400 MW (approximate) steam boiler type generating units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land is primarily dedicated to industrial use; i.e., FPL's existing Cape Canaveral 

power plant Units #1 and #2. It is surrounded by grassy areas and a few acres of 

remnant pine forest. The land adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial 

and residential use. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 
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d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing on-site wells, reclaimed water, public supply water, and the existing once

through cooling water system are potential water supply sources. 

Potential Site# 3: Desoto County Greenfield Site 

This site is a "Greenfield" undeveloped site located on a 13,515 acre property in 

unincorporated Desoto County. The site is adjacent to portions of the Peace River and 

lies on both the east and west sides of US Hwy 17 approximately 3 to 5 miles north of the 

City of Arcadia. There are currently no facilities on the site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to agricultural use (sod farming, cattle 

grazing, and truck crops). 

c. Environmental Features 

Developed portions of the adjacent properties are primarily agricultural (sod farms, 

citrus groves, and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub with 

some hardwoods and a few small isolated wetlands. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the upper and lower Floridan Aquifer, or if available and 

practicable, a local source of gray water are potential water sources. 
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Potential Site # 4: Fort Myers Plant Site, Lee County 

This site is located on FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property. The existing facilities 

on the site include one 1,440 MW (approximate) combined cycle unit, 12 gas turbines, 

each with an approximate capacity of 54 MW, and 2 combustion turbines, each with an 

approximate capacity of 160 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy 

and landscaped areas. Much of the site has been used in recent years for direct plant 

construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial and retail to 

the east of the property, plus some residential areas located toward the west. 

c. Environmental Features 

Mixed scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east and further south. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer. 

Potential Site# 5: Lauderdale Plant. Broward County 

The Lauderdale site is located in Eastern Broward County approximately 5 miles inland 

from Dania Beach and less than 2 miles west of Ft. Lauderdale International Airport. The 

site is bounded on the south by Dania Cutoff Canal, the east by SW 30th Avenue, and the 

North by 1-595. 
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The existing approximately 1, 700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Lauderdale site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 210 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two combined cycle units (Units #4 and #5), and 24 

simple cycle gas turbine (GT) units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing power plant facilities are located on approximately 130 acres. The 

existing site has been in use since the 1920s and is adjacent to a county resource 

recovery project. 

c. Environmental Features 

To the north of the power plant is an area of mixed uplands with a scattering of small 

wetlands. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply are potential water sources. 

Potential Site # 6: Martin Plant, Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida. 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) and the 

adjacent South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south 

by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 

and the adjacent CSX Railroad. 

The existing approximately 3, 700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 11,300 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two steam units (Units #1 and #2), plus three 
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combined cycle units (Units #3, #4, and #8). The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond 

(6,500 acres of water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres 

for the existing power plant units and related facilities . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map for the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres . 

c. Environmental Features 

To the east of the power plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a 

scattering of small wetlands. To the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre 

area which has been set aside as a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland 

forest on the West Side of the reservoir that is named the Barley Barber Swamp. The 

Barley Barber Swap encompasses 400 acres and is preserved as a natural area . 

There is also a 1 0-kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility at the south end of this 

site . 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground water resource 

is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of potable and service water . 

Potential Site# 7: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site in Port Everglades, 

Broward County. The site has convenient access to State Road (SR) 84 and 1- 595 . 

Rail line is located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler 

generating units: two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) sized units . 

The four steam boilers are capable of firing residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination 

Florida Power & Light Company 125 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2007 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-G, Page 136 of 198

of both. The site also is home to twelve simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 

MW (approximate) each. The GT's are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made 

up of 24 GT's at the Lauderdale Plant site and the twelve GTs at the Port Everglades 

site. The GT's are capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

c. Environmental Features 

The shoreline of the intake and discharge canal banks are vegetated with fringing 

mangrove, with some open, maintained grass areas on the side. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply could be used for industrial 

process and makeup water. Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the 

existing one-through cooling water system. We believe these sources would provide 

sufficient water for either simple cycle or combined cycle generation. 

Potential Site # 8: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the FPL Riviera Plant property in Riviera Beach, Palm Beach 

County. The site has direct access to a four-lane highway, US 1, and barge access is 

available. A rail line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two operational 

300 MW (approximate) steam boiler generating units and one retired 50 MW generating 

unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities. Adjacent 

land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. 

c. Environmental Features 

The site is located on the Intra-coastal waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet which 

provides a warm water refugia for manatees during cold winter days. The plant 

property contains some open, maintained grass area . 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

The existing municipal water supply could be used for industrial processing water . 

Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the existing once-through cooling 

water system. For once-through cooling water, FPL could use Lake Worth as a 

source of water. We believe these sources would provide sufficient water for either 

simple cycle or combined cycle generation. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: Turkey Point 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: West County Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: FPL Glades Power Park 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Andytown 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Desoto 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Ft. Myers 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Lauderdale 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Martin 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Pori Everglades 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site: Riviera Plant 
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CHAPTERV 

Other Planning Assumptions & Information 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints. 

External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal 

with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance which is available to the FPL system and the amount and 

price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated 

both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The 

amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected 

transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of available 

assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an 

additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the peak load 

months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical values 

and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that may not adversely impact such limitations. The internal 

transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting new units 

at different locations and by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location 

combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. Both site- and system

related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or groups 

of options. 
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FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission 

facilities to interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Section II I.E. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure 

or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses 

the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system.4 

In its 2006 reserve planning work, FPL utilized an updated load forecast. No sensitivity tests 

to this updated load forecast were utilized. 

4 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are identical. In such cases FPL evaluates options on the simpler - to - calculate (but equivalent) lowest system 
revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter 

Ill of this document. FPL's 2006 resource planning work utilized four different fuel cost 

forecasts (and four different environmental compliance cost forecasts). A detailed discussion 

of these forecasts, and their impacts on the generation expansion plan, are presented in 

FPL's Petition To Determine Need for FPL's Glades Power Park Units #1 and #2 Electrical 

Power Plant filed February 1, 2007. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item #3, FPL used four fuel forecasts in the 

comparative economic analysis of clean coal generation. While these forecasts did not 

represent a constant cost differential between oil/gas and coal, four different costs 

differentials were represented in these forecasts. 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output 

ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally 

consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered 

in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options 

FPL projects to add over the planning horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

The key financial assumptions used in FPL's most recent resource planning work were a 

44.2% debt and 55.8% equity FPL capital structure, projected debt cost of 7.2%, and an 

equity return of 12.3%. These assumptions resulted in a weighted average cost of capital of 

10.05% and an after-tax discount rate of 8.82%. FPL did not test the sensitivity of its 

resource plan to varying financial assumptions. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item #2, both the electricity rate 

perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective are 
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identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans. Therefore, in planning 

work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent cumulative present value of 

revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a 

maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP}. These reliability criteria are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

reliability standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in its 

Reliability Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Reliability Standards are available on the internet 

(http://'NWW.nerc.com). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Transmission Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet 

(http://floasis.siemens-asp.com/OASIS/FPUINFO.HTM}. 

The normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69, 115, 138 

230 

500 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05/1.07 

1.06/1.07 

1.0711.09 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may determine it prudent to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers and the probability of 

an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors, would influence the decision in such 

cases. 
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Discussion Item# 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption is revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. Finally, FPL is careful to claim only program savings for the average life of the 

installed efficiency measure. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load 

management, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is 

functioning correctly. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

Among the strategic factors FPL typically considers when choosing between resource options 

are the following: (1) fuel diversity; (2) technology risk; (3) environmental risk, and (4) site 

feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include both economic and non-economic 

aspects. 

Fuel diversity relates to two concepts, the diversity of sources of fuel (e.g., coal vs. oil vs. 

natural gas), and the diversity of supply for a single fuel source (for example alternative 

pipeline suppliers for natural gas). All other factors being equal, supply options that increase 

diversity in fuel source and/or supply would be favored over those that do not. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from 
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an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize environmental impacts 

through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls (e.g., advanced technology coal 

technologies versus conventional pulverized coal). 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, elements of FPL's capacity additions include the 

construction of new generating capacity at an existing site; Turkey Point and at a new site; 

West County Energy Center. These generation construction projects were selected after 

evaluating competing bids received in response to Requests for Proposals (RFP) issued by 

FPL. The FPSC subsequently approved FPL's decision to construct these new combined 

cycle units in Determination of Need dockets. 

In 2006 FPL sought, and was granted by the FPSC, a waiver from the RFP requirement of 

the Bid Rule in order to seek approval for advanced technology coal generation as early as 

possible. FPL filed its Need petition for two advanced technology coal units with the FPSC on 

February 1 , 2007. 

The construction capacity addition decisions projected in this document for 2015 and beyond 

are expected to be conducted in a manner consistent with the Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board, or units for which FPL is currently seeking approval, in FPL's Site 

Plan is not an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may conduct. The 

identification of future capacity units is required of FPL and represents those alternatives that 

appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective self-build options at this time. FPL reserves the 
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right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other self-build options. Such refined 

analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which might not 

require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for supply-side resources, FPL reserves the right to 

choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build 

option. 

Discussion Item# 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52- 403.536, F. 5.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for 

any new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2008) 

that requires certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line will 

connect FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's proposed Pringle Substation (also 

shown on Table III.E.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing 

and future customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective 

manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2011) 

that requires certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line will 

connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's proposed BobWhite Substation (also 

shown on Table III.E.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing 

and future customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective 

manner. 

(3) Additionally, FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by June 

2012) that requires certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line 

will connect a future FPL substation in the Grove Area (TBD) to FPL's Sweatt 

Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to 

serve existing and future customers in the Okeechobee and St. Lucie areas in a 

reliable and effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and disclosure of information pertaining to the 

utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented in 

accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code 

(F.A.C.) . 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2007 and 

that were on-going in the first quarter of 2008. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2008-2017 time frame . 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten-year time horizon, and is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in 

nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part 

of the Florida site certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the 

appropriate time . 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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early 2008. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as preferred and potential site locations 

for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V - Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is to 

be included in a Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 
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Reference Abbreviation 

Unit Type BIT 

cc 
CT 

GT 

IC 

NP 

ST 

Fuel Type UR 

BIT 

F02 

F06 

NG 

1\lo 

Pet 

Fuel Transportation No 

PL 

RR 

TK 

WA 

Unit/Site Status OT 

p 

T 

u 
v 

Florida Power & Light Company 

FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Definition 

Bituminous Coal 

Combined Cycle 

Combustion Turbine 

Gas Turbine 

Internal Combustion 

Nuclear Power 

Steam Unit 

Uranium 

Bituminous Coal 

#1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

#4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

Natural Gas 

None 

Petroleum Coke 

None 

Pipeline 

Railroad 

Truck 

Water 

Other 

Planned Unit 

Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

3 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2008 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to increase its electric generation capability (owned or purchased) 

as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2008-2017 time 

period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., electric 

generation capability. The supply side additions discussed in this document are resources 

projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's extensive demand side management (DSM) 

additions . 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan contains some similarities to the 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2007 Site Plan, especially for the early years of the ten-year 

period. However, there are also some significant changes in the current resource plan . 

I. Similarities to the Resource Plan Presented in the 2007 Site Plan: 

There are two key similarities in the current resource plan presented in this document compared 

to the resource plan presented in the 2007 Site Plan. One similarity is the addition of new 

generating units in 2009 and 2010. In each of these years, FPL will be adding one 1 ,219 MW 

(Summer) combined cycle (CC) unit in western Palm Beach County. The site for these units is 

named the West County Energy Center (WCEC) and these units are identified as West County 

Energy Center Units 1 and 2 (WCEC 1 and 2). Both of these CC units were approved by the 

Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) in June 2006. FPL's applications for site certification 

for these units under the Florida Electric Power Plant Siting Act were approved by the Governor 

and the Cabinet serving as the Siting Board in December 2006 . 

The other key similarity to the resource plan presented in the 2007 Site Plan is FPL's continuing 

significant efforts to implement cost-effective demand side management (DSM). These efforts 

include meeting FPL's approved DSM Goals through 2014, implementing additional cost-effective 

DSM through 2014 that was identified by FPL after the DSM Goals were established, and a 

projection of continued DSM additions in 2015 through 2017 at an annual implementation rate 

commensurate with that in the years leading up to 2014. These DSM efforts are projected to add 

approximately 1 ,539 MW of cost-effective DSM from August 2006 through August 2017. These 

1,539 MW of additional DSM will avoid the need for approximately 1,847 MW of additional 

generating capacity that otherwise would be needed to continue to meet FPL's 20% reserve 

margin planning criterion. Through these DSM efforts FPL will continue to build upon its industry-
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leading position in both energy efficiency DSM programs and overall DSM achievement, as 

reported annually by the U.S. Department of Energy. 

II. Changes From the Resource Plan Presented in the 2007 Site Plan: 

There are three primary factors that caused FPL to change its resource plan from the one 

presented in the 2007 Site Plan. These three factors, and the changes in the resource plan that 

result from these factors, are briefly described below and are addressed in more detail in 

Chapters II and Ill of this document. 

The first factor that is driving changes in the current resource plan is FPL's new load forecast. 

FPL now projects a lower rate of population growth than forecasted in the 2007 Site Plan for the 

next several years. However, FPL's current load forecast also reflects its plan to serve a portion 

of the load and energy requirements of Lee County Electric Co-Operative (Lee County) starting in 

2010, and to serve the full load and energy requirements of Lee County starting in 2014. FPL's 

current projection of peak loads compared to that presented in the 2007 Site Plan is for lower 

peaks through 2013, but higher peaks for 2014 through 2017. 

Although the timing of growth in peak load has changed, significant growth in both peaks and 

annual energy is still projected through 2017 and this growth will necessitate significant increases 

in generating capacity. In addition, because of the slower growth in peak load projected for the 

earlier years, FPL will have an opportunity to consider upgrades to its existing generating units, 

including the possible repowering of one or more units. 

The second factor is that new advanced coal technology power plants are no longer seen as 

viable options in Florida over the ten-year reporting period for this Site Plan. Concerns over 

greenhouse gas emissions have resulted in advanced technology coal power plants being 

removed from FPL's list of generation options currently under consideration. The primary 

consequence is that the only type of generating unit that can be considered as a large-scale 

resource option to meet the growing needs of FPL's customers in the ten year reporting period is 

a natural gas-fired combined cycle unit. 

The third factor that is driving change in FPL's resource plan is the Executive Orders issued by 

Florida's Governor Crist in July 2007 that, in part, called for a significant reduction in greenhouse 

gas emissions in Florida and for an increase in the amount of energy provided by renewable, 

non-emitting sources. The consequence of this factor is to reinforce FPL's on-going efforts to 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 
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increase the production of electricity from nuclear energy and renewable energy options in the 

future, and to seek to increase the efficiency of its non-nuclear generating units . 

The development of the resource plan presented in this document has taken these three factors, 

and other concerns, into account. As a result, the current resource plan has changed from the 

resource plan presented in the 2007 Site Plan in the following ways: 

Increased Nuclear Generating Capacity: On January 7, 2008, the Florida Public 

Service Commission approved FPL's request to up rate, by 414 MW, the generating 

capacity of FPL's four existing nuclear generating units -Turkey Point Nuclear Units 3 & 

4 and St. Lucie Nuclear Units 1 & 2. The capacity of each unit will increase between 103 

or 104 MW. The in-service dates for the up rates are: December 2011 for St. Lucie 1, May 

2012 for Turkey Point 3, June 2012 for St. Lucie 2, and December 2012 for Turkey Point 

4. In addition, although not specifically presented in this document due to the fact that the 

reporting period ends in 2017, FPL has filed with the FPSC for a Determination of Need 

for two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point power plant site. One of these units 

is projected to come in-service in 2018 and the other is projected to come in-service in 

2020. The FPSC voted to approve the need for these two new nuclear units on March 18, 

2008 and the FPSC is expected to issue the final order by mid-April 2008. Increased 

nuclear capacity is projected to result in economic savings to FPL's customers while 

making significant contributions to both greater system fuel diversity and lower 

greenhouse gas emissions . 

Increased Renewable Energy Contribution: FPL issued a renewable energy-only 

Request for Proposals (RFP) in 2007 and will be issuing another one in April 2008. FPL 

is also directly pursuing renewable energy through several other efforts. FPL's plans 

include building a wind energy generation facility totaling up to approximately 13.8 MW at 

FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear power plant site. The wind energy facility is expected to 

go in-service starting in 2009. In addition, several FPL solar thermal and/or photovoltaic 

(PV) facilities are being evaluated that could go in-service in the 2009- 2012 time frame . 

FPL is also currently assuming, for planning purposes, that contract extensions and/or 

new contracts will be reached with several existing renewable energy suppliers whose 

contracts with FPL are set to expire within this ten-year period. In addition, FPL's 

resource plan reflects its intent to obtain additional capacity and/or energy from the 

Renewable RFP solicitations or its own renewable energy development efforts . 

Florida Power & Light Company 7 
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For purposes of this planning document, FPL is assuming that 269 MW of firm capacity 

from renewable facilities will be added to FPL's system in the ten-year reporting period. It 

is currently assumed that other renewable energy additions will likely be added and that 

these additions would serve FPL's customers as intermittent, as-available energy 

resources, not as resources that provide firm capacity. As actual operating data at 

system peak hours for these renewable energy facilities becomes available, the potential 

of these renewable facilities to provide firm capacity will be better known. Any cost

effective renewable resources that FPL can add to its system will help FPL increase fuel 

diversity and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

2011 Addition of WCEC 3: FPL issued a capacity Request for Proposals (RFP) in 

December 2007 that solicited firm capacity proposals with in-service dates in the June 

2011 to June 2012 time frame. A total of 3 proposals were received in response to the 

RFP. These proposals have been compared to FPL's next planned generating unit, a 

three-on-one combined cycle unit at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) site that is 

identical in technology and size to the WCEC 1 & 2 units. After an evaluation of these 

options by FPL and an Independent Evaluator, the WCEC 3 unit, proposed to be placed 

in-service in June 2011, was selected as the best option for FPL and its customers. FPL 

plans to submit a petition to the FPSC in April 2008 for approval of a Determination of 

Need for WCEC 3. Not only will the addition of WCEC 3 in 2011 result in significant 

economic savings to FPL's customers, its addition in June of 2011 also provides an 

opportunity for FPL to consider repowering one or more of its existing plants. 

In fact, adding WCEC 3 in 2011 is necessary for FPL to have the option of repowering 

one or more of its existing plants by 2013 or 2014 in place of adding new generation at a 

"greenfield" site in that timeframe. Repowering could effectively transform as much as 

approximately 1 ,400 MW of relatively inefficient, existing steam generation into 2,438 MW 

of new, highly efficient, state-of-the-art, environmentally benign advanced combined cycle 

units. It is anticipated that such repowerings would result in economic savings to FPL's 

customers and reduced system emissions, including C02 emissions. As a result, 

repowering these plants by 2013 or 2014 could enable FPL to comply with the 2017 C02 

emission targets proposed in 2007 by Governor Crist. FPL has initiated a thorough 

evaluation of this repowering alternative to determine its costs and quantify its benefits 

relative to those of other alternatives before it can make a decision to proceed with 

repowering. However, because repowering existing plants would initially require removal 

of approximately 1 ,400 MW of existing generating capacity from service in 2011, it is 
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necessary to add WCEC 3 in 2011 to offset the loss of existing capacity and maintain a 

20% reserve margin, thereby preserving the repowering option . 

Finally, for long-term planning purposes, this document shows unsited combined cycle units 

similar in technology and design to those being added at the WCEC site being added to meet 

capacity needs for 2014 through 2017. However, no decision regarding these capacity options 

needs to be made, or has been made, at this time. 1 

As previously mentioned, the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide 

(C02), has become a major factor in FPL's resource planning work. FPL already has a relatively 

low C02 emission rate (C02 tons per MWh generated) compared to other utilities due to its four 

existing nuclear units, the high efficiency of its combined cycle generating units, a number of 

renewable capacity and energy contracts, and its strong on-going DSM efforts. In addition, 

changes in FPL's 2008 resource plan, compared to that presented in its 2007 Site Plan, will result 

in a further lowering of FPL's C02 emission rate. Specifically, the nuclear capacity uprates, the 

addition of new, highly efficient combined cycle units, potential renewable resource additions, and 

significant on-going DSM efforts are projected to not only lower FPL's C02 emission rate, but also 

temporarily lower FPL's total annual C02 emissions . 

However, despite this reduction in FPL's system C02 emission rate, significant load growth driven 

primarily by projected increases in population will cause total annual C02 emissions to increase 

at least until the two proposed new nuclear units at Turkey Point come in-service in 2018 and 

2020, respectively . 

As previously mentioned, FPL's peak load is projected to continue to increase at a still significant 

pace over the ten-year period. At present, FPL projects that it will need 3,625 MW of additional 

capacity through 2017 after the proposed addition of WCEC 3. Consequently, FPL's total 

generation capability is projected to significantly increase during the 2008-2017 time period as 

shown in Table ES.1. The table reflects FPL's current planned changes to existing generation 

units (due to scheduled unit overhauls, etc.), projected changes in the delivered amounts of 

purchased power, assumed capacity increases from certain renewable facilities, the capacity 

uprates of its existing nuclear units, and the planned additions of new generating units. Note that 

this table focuses solely on changes in capacity purchases and generating units. As such, it does 

1 
Repowering at existing FPL sites remains an alternative to construction at new sites and FPL will continue to examine 

this option. In addition, both other generating options and DSM options will continue to be evaluated. FPL will be filing for 
approval of new DSM Goals in 2009 that will address DSM for the time frame of 2010 through 2019 . 

Florida Power & Light Company 9 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 20 of 210

not directly address FPL's significant DSM efforts, but these DSM contributions have been 

incorporated prior to making a projection of new generating unit additions. Likewise, because FPL 

will be projecting the contribution of a number of new renewable resources as non-firm, energy

only resources at least until actual operating data at the facilities' specific sites are available, a 

number of the new renewable resources currently being considered, as discussed above and in 

Chapter Ill, are not included in Table ES.1. 

FPL's ongoing resource planning efforts will continue to be influenced by the three driving factors 

discussed above (i.e., a new load forecast, advanced coal technology no longer being a viable 

option, and the Governor's Executive Orders)and by several other items FPL refers to as system 

concerns. These system concerns include: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL 

system and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern 

Florida. In addition, FPL's resource planning work will seek opportunities to further enhance the 

operating efficiency of its existing generation fleet. 
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Table ES.1: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected Ca{Jacitv Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL ''' 
Net Ca12,acity_ Changes [MW! FPL Reserve Margin (%! 

Winter:=!, Summerr:!, Winter Summer 

2008 Changes to Existing Units 41 14 28.4% 23.0% 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (836) ---

2009 West County Unit #1 1" 1 --- 1,219 25.0% 24.9% 
Changes to Existing Units 28 1 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (326) (431) 

2010 West County Unit #1 101 1,335 --- 25.4% 25.2% 
West County Unit #2 151 --- 1,219 
Extension Renewable Capacity Purchases 98 98 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (559) (455) 

2011 West County Unit #2 '01 1,335 --- 28.9% 27.9% 
West County Unit# 3 151 --- 1,219 
New Renewable Capacity Purchases --- 32 
Extension Renewable Capacity Purchases 45 45 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (46) (45) 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases"' --- (156) 33.3% 26.0% 
West County Unit# 3 151 1,335 ---
New Renewable Capacity Purchases 126 94 
Changes to Existing Nuclear Units 103 310 

2013 Changes to Existing Nuclear Units 311 104 31.5% 24.0% 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (180) ---

2014 Unsited 3 x 1 CC #1 'o' --- 1,219 24.7% 23.8% 
2015 Unsited 3 x 1 CC #1 101 1,335 --- 27.1% 21.1% 

2016 Unsited 3x1 CC # 2 151 --- 1,219 20.2% 22.9% 

Unsited 3x1 CC # 3 151 --- 1,219 

Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (930) (1,311) 

2017 Unsited 3x1 CC # 2 151 1,335 --- 25.9% 20.1% 

Unsited 3x1 CC # 3 151 1,335 ---
Changes to Existing Purchases '41 

(390) ---
TOTALS= 5 495 5 614 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown. 
(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown . 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with QF, Utilities and other purchases. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included in the Summer 

reserve marc in calculation for the in-service vear and in both the Summer and Winter reserve maroin calculations for subsequent vears . 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.7 million people. FPL served an average of 4,496,589 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2007. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power . 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, Florida. The current 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three coal units, twelve combined cycle 

units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty eight combustion gas turbines, one simple cycle 

combustion turbine, and five diesel units. The location of these ninety generating units is 

shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1 . 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,640 circuit miles of transmission lines . 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 573 substations in Florida . 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities . 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

Location/ Number Summer 
Map Key Plant Name ofUnits~ 

A Turkey Point 5 3,318 
B St. Lucie • 2 1,553 
c Manatee 3 2,742 
D Fort Myers 2 1,764 
E Cutler 2 205 
F Lauderdale 2 872 
G Port Everglades 4 1,219 
H Riviera 2 565 
I Martin 5 3,738 
J Cape Canaveral 2 792 
K Sanford 3 2,054 
L Putnam 2 498 
M SJRPP" 2 250 

Scherer"' 1 646 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 
Internal Combustion Turbines 5 12 

FPL Generation = _9_0_ """22,'i'35 

c:::::J Non-FPL Territory 

• Represents FPL's ownership share: St Lucie nuclear: 100% unit 1, 85% unit 2: St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

•• SJRPP = St. John's River Power Park 

••• The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2007) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2007) 

Number Summer 
Unit T~~e/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW 

Combined-Cycle 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 872 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Gas 956 
Martin lndiantown,FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,104 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 1,916 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 498 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,440 
Manatee Parrish,FL 1 Gas 1,104 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas 1,144 
Total Combined Cycle 12 9,033 

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers· Fort Myers, FL Gas/Oil 324 
Total Combustion Turbines 324 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,386 
St. Lucie •• Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,553 
Total Nuclear 4 2,939 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP ••• Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 250 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 646 
Total Coal Steam 3 896 

Oil/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 2 Oil/Gas 792 
Cutler Miami, FL 2 Gas 205 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,638 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,678 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 Oil/Gas 1,219 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 Oil/Gas 565 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 138 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Oil/Gas 788 
Total Oil/Gas Steam 17 7,023 

Gas Turbines(GT)/Diesels(ICl 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 840 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 420 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648 
Turkey Point (IC) Florida City, FL 5 Oil 12 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 53 1,920 

Total Units: 90 
Total Net Generating Capability: 22,135 

The consists of two combustion turbines. 
Total capability of each unit is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 is 100%(853/839) and 85% (714/726) above . 
respectively as shown. Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the 
Or1ando Utilities Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

••• Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 
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• Power Plant 
• Transmission Substation 

500kV 
230kV 

(SOU) 

NOTE: This map is not a complete representation of the FPL's 
Transmission System 

Figure I.A.2 FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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Figure I.A.3: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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1.8 Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 381 

MW, of coal-fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern) through May 2010. 

An additional contract with Southern will result in FPL receiving 930 MW from June 2010 

through the end of December 2015. This capacity will be supplied by Southern from a 

mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. Due to Internal Revenue 

Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from this 

purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will be 

reached at the end of April 2016. (FPL also has ownership interest in these units. The 

ownership amount is reflected in FPL's installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table 

I.A.1, and on Schedule 1.) 

Other Purchases: 

FPL has other firm capacity purchase contracts with a variety of 1\Jon-QF suppliers. These 

purchases are generally near-term in nature. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present the Summer 

and Winter MW, respectively, resulting from all firm purchased power contracts discussed 

above through the year 2017. For planning purposes, FPL assumes an additional 269 

MW of firm capacity will be supplied from renewable energy sources. This firm capacity is 
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expected to be provided through a variety of sources including: contract extensions 

and/or new contracts with existing renewable facilities currently under contract with FPL 

but whose contracts are set to expire in 2009- 2010, proposals received in response to a 

new Renewable RFP that FPL plans to issue in April 2008, and/or FPL's own renewable 

development efforts . 
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Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary ofFPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

I. Purchases from QF's: 
Cogeneration Small Power 
Production Facilities 

I . Broward South 
2. Broward South 
3. Broward South 
4. Broward South 
5. Broward North 
6. Broward North 
7. Broward North 
8.Broward North 
9. Cedar Bay Generating Co. 
I 0. Indiantown Cogen., LP 
II. Palm Beach SW A 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 

I. UPS from Southern Co. 
2. UPS Replacement 
3. SJRPP 

III. Other Purchases: 

I. Reliant/Indian River 
2. Oleander (Extension) 
3. Williams 
4. Progress Energy Ventures 
5. Additional Renewable Firm Capacity 

Contract Contract 
Stan Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

4/1/1991 8/1/2009 • 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 
1/1/1993 12/31/2026 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
1/1/1995 12/31/2026 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
1/1/1997 12/31/2026 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
4/1/1992 12/31/2010 * 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 
1/1/1993 12/31/2026 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
I /1/1995 12/31/2026 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
l/1/1997 12/31/2026 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

I /25/1994 12/31/2024 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 
12/22/1995 12/1/2025 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 
4/1/1992 3/31/2010 * 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 738 738 738 738 738 738 738 738 

Contract Contract 
Stan Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 201 I 2012 2013 2014 2015 

7/2011988 5/31/20 I 0 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6/1/2010 12/31/2015 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 930 
4/2/1982 10/31/2015 38 I 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1312 1312 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311 

Contract Contract 

Stan Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 201 I 2012 2013 2014 2015 

1/1/2006 I 2/31/2009 576 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 
611/2007 5/31/2012 !56 156 156 !56 0 0 0 0 
3/1/2006 I 2/31/2009 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4/1/2006 3/31/2009 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6/1/201 I varies 0 0 0 32 126 126 126 126 

Other Purchases Sub Total 943 512 156 188 126 126 126 126 

* For planning purpose, the contracts for these renewable capacity purchases are a."umed 
to be extended. New contractual arrangement have not yet been developed. 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL 's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration Small 
Power Production Facilities 

I. Broward South 
2. Broward South 
3. Broward South 
4. Broward South 
5. Broward North 
6. Broward North 
7. Broward North 
8.Broward North 
9. Cedar Bay Generating Co. 
I 0. Indiantown Cogen., LP 
I I. Palm Beach SW A 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 

I. UPS from Southern Co. 
2. UPS Replacement 
3. SJRPP 

III. Other Purchases: 

I. RelianUindian River 
2. Oleander (Extension) 
3. Williams 
4. Progress Energy Ventures 
5. Additional Renewable Finn Capacity 

Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

04/01/91 8/1/2009 • 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 
01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
01/01/95 I 2/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
04/01/92 12/31/2010"' 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 
01/01/93 12/31/26 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
01/01/95 I 2/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
01/01/97 I 2/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
OJ /25/94 I 2/31/24 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 
12/22/95 I 2/01/25 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 330.0 
04/01/92 3/31/2010. 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 738 738 738 738 738 738 738 738 

Contract Contract 

Start Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

07/20/88 05/31110 931 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 
06101110 12/31/15 0 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 
04/02/82 04/01/16 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1321 1321 1321 1320 1320 1320 1320 1320 

Contract Contract 

Start Date End Date 2008 2009 2010 201 I 2012 2013 2014 2015 

01/01/06 I 2/3 I /09 576 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 
06/01/07 05/31/12 180 180 180 180 180 0 0 0 
03/0l/06 I 2/3 I /09 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04/01/06 03/31/09 105 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6/1/201 I varies 0 0 0 0 126 126 126 126 

Other Purchases Sub Total 967 641 180 180 306 126 126 126 

* For planning purpose, the contracts for these renewable capacity purchases are assumed 
to be extended. New contractual arrangement have not yet been developed . 
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I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2007 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2007 

Energy (MWH) 

In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPL in 2007 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 19,067 
Elliot Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 297 

US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bag as see 2/80 1,432 

Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagassee/W ood 11/95 265,475 
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2/94 3,415 
Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 20,500 

Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 10/07 48 
Customer Owned PV Various PV Various 60 

I. D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy-efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2007 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 3,958 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 42,301 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2007 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 12 new 400 MW 

generating units. 

Table I.D.1 presents FPL's DSM projections. This projection captures: FPL's DSM Goals 

approved by the Florida Public Service Commission through 2014, additional cost

effective DSM identified by FPL after the DSM Goals were established, and a projection 

of continued DSM implementation for 2015 - 2017 at an implementation rate 

commensurate with the projected annual rate of implementation for the years 

immediately preceding 2014. 
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Table 1.0.1.: FPL's DSM Goals and Additional DSM: 2006-2017 (Summer MW) 

Projected Incremental FPL DSM: 2006 - 2017 

2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 

Incremental DSM MW from 
2006 through 2017 = 

DSM Projected 
by FPL 

(Summer MW 
at Generator) 

ill 

1,491 
1,768 
1,908 
2,034 
2,146 
2,264 
2,388 
2,516 
2,651 
2,790 
2,910 
3,030 

1,539 

Notes: (1) The DSM Summer MW shown are from column (8) in 
Schedule 7.1 and reflect projected DSM signups from 
8/2006 through 8/2020. These values reflect FPL's DSM 
Goals through 2014 plus additional DSM through 2015 
identified as cost-effective after the DSM Goals were 
established. These values also include a projected 
continuation of DSM signups for 2015- 2017 . 
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Schedule 1 • • Existing Generating Facilities • As of December 31, 2007 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (B) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) • Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Ca~abilit~ 1/ • Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plant Name !iQ. J.W1iQD. b:Qa frL. All. frL. Atl. lJ..si M.Qo.tbLYw M.Qo.tbLYw J5.Yj_ Mti M':1i. • Cape Canaveral Brevard County • 19/24S/3BF a!!UQQ Ia2 ~ 

1 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Apr-B5 Unknown 402,050 398 39B • 2 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown May-B9 Unknown 402,050 398 396 • 
Cutler Miami Dade County • 27/55S/40E ~ 2QZ ~ 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 75,000 B9 B8 • B ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 1B1,500 138 137 • 
Fort Myers Lee County • 35/43S/25E ~ 2.lill ZA1.2. • 2 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,775,390 1,599 1,440 

3A & B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-03 Unknown 37B,380 372 324 • 1-12 GT F02 No PL No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 7B9 B48 • Lauderdale Broward County • 30/50S/42E 1...eU..il2ll. 1,94B .!..Z1E. 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 52B,250 4B4 43B • 5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 52B,250 4B4 43B • 1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 509 420 
13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,734 509 420 • 

Manatee Manatee • County 
18/33S/20E ~ ~ Ui2. • 1 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Oct-7B Unknown 8B3,300 831 819 • 2 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 8B3,300 831 819 

3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,197 1,104 • • 1/ These ratings are peak capability. • • • • • • • • • • • 
Florida Power & Light Company 26 • • • 
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Schedule 1 • • Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2007 

• (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

• Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Ca~abilit~ 1/ 

• Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Plant Name NQ. ~ ~ Eri. 8!1. Pri. 8!1. ~ ~ ~ !ili'. MW MW 

• Martin Martin County 

29/29S/38E ~ J..a.Z.4 ;ua.a • 1 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 844 839 

• 2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934,500 844 839 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 503 478 

• 4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 503 478 
8 • cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,180 1,104 

• • Port Everglades City of Hollywood 
23/50S/42E ~ 1n§. 1,639 

• ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 247,775 222 220 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 247,775 222 220 

• 3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 389 387 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 394 392 

• 1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

• Putnam Putnam County 

16/10S/27E ~ ~ ~ • cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 283 249 • 2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 283 249 

• Riviera Crty of Riviera Beach 

• 33/42S/43E ~ ill ~ 

• ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 280 277 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310,420 291 288 

• Sanford Vol usia County • 16/19S/30E ~ 2.2.21. ~ 

• ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 140 138 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,188,860 1,067 958 

• 5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,188,860 1,060 958 

• 1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

• • Martin 8 A and B combustion turbine units went into service on 6/14/2001 and the conversion to Combined Cycle went into service 6/30/2005 . 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2007 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Ca~abilit~ 1/ 
Unit Unit Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

~ ~ ~ ~ .ELL. All .ElL All 1m. M2r!.ttJIYm ~ JS:ti Mil Mil 

Scherer 2/ Monroe, GA 

680 368 652 646 

BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 652 646 

St. Johns River Duval County 

Power Park 3/ 12/15/28E 

(RPC4) ~ ~ ~ 

BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unkno'NTl 135,918 125 125 
~11 ~11 Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unkno'NTl 135,918 125 125 

St. Lucie St. Lucie County 

16/365/41 E ~ J....OI2 ~ 

NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 850,000 853 839 

4/ NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unkno'NTl 723,775 726 714 

Turkey Pomt Miami Dade County 
27/57S/40E ~ M§l ~ 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 398 396 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unkno'NTl Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 394 392 

NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 759,900 717 693 

NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 759,900 717 693 

cc NG No PL No Unkno'NTl May-07 Unknown 1,224,510 1213 1,144 
1-5 IC F02 No TK No Unkno'NTl Dec-67 Unknown 12,138 12 12 

Total System aa of December 31, 2007 = 23,494 22,135 

11 These ratings are peak capability. 

2/ These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit No.4, adjusted for transmission losses. 

3/ The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Park Un1t No. 1 and No.2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electnc Authority (JEA) share of 80%. 

4/ Total capability of each unit is 853/839 Mo/1/. FPL's O'NTlership share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 is 1 00%(8531839) and 85% (714n26) respectively as sho'NTl above. 

FPL's share of the deliverable capacity from each unit Is approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power 

Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

typically developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL and new 

forecasts were developed by FPL in February 2008. These forecasts are a key input to 

the models used to develop FPL's Integrated Resource Plan. The following pages 

describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term forecast: 

sales, I\IEL, and peak loads . 

Consistent with past forecasts, the primary drivers to develop these forecasts are 

demographic trends, weather, economic conditions, and prices of electricity. In addition, 

the resulting forecasts are an integration of economic evaluations, inputs of local 

economic development boards, weather assessments from the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and inputs from FPL's own customer service 

planning areas. In the area of demographics, population trends, plus housing 

characteristics such as housing starts, housing sizes, and vintage of homes, are 

assessed . 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from Global Insight. 

Population projections are obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business 

Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and qualified 

using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity . 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Two 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to forecast energy sales . 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks . 

The Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite 

hourly profile these regional temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. This 

composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours which are 
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based, respectively, on starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F degrees. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profile of temperatures are used for the Summer and 

Winter peak models. 

II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

FPL's current load forecast is significantly changed from the load forecast presented in its 

2007 Site Plan. Two significant factors have been the primary factors in this change in 

the current load forecast compared to the load forecast presented in the 2007 Ten Year 

Site Plan. First, FPL has utilized the November 2007 population projections issued by 

BEBR, which are lower than the projections utilized in the load forecasts presented in the 

2007 Site Plan. Second, Lee County Electric Co-Operative (Lee County) has contracted 

with FPL to serve a portion of its load starting in 2010 and to serve its full load beginning 

in 2014. 

The net effects of these two factors is that FPL's load, compared to the load forecast 

presented in the 2007 Site Plan, is projected to grow at a somewhat slower rate for 2008 

through 2013. Then, due in large part to the fact that FPL will begin serving Lee County's 

full load in 2014, the load is projected to be higher in 2014 through 2017. 

Although the projected growth pattern of FPL's load has changed; somewhat less growth 

in 2008 through 2013, followed by higher growth in 2014 through 2017, the total growth 

projected by FPL for the ten-year reporting period of this document is still significant. 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2008-2026 and are adjusted to match the Net Energy for Load 

(NEL) forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2008-2017 are 

presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric 

models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software package 

MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using a regression model 

which contains the real residential price of electricity, Florida Real Personal Income, 
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Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours as explanatory variables, as well as a dummy 

variable for hurricanes and other outliers. The price of electricity plays a role in 

explaining electric usage since electricity, like all other goods and services, will be 

used in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its price. To capture economic 

conditions, the model includes Florida's Real Personal Income. The degree of 

economic prosperity can, and does, affect residential electricity sales. The impact of 

weather is captured by the Heating Degree-Hours and Cooling Degree-Hours . 

Residential energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer 

forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted . 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using a regression model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida Non-Agricultural 

Employment, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Hours, as well as 

dummy variable for hurricanes. The price of electricity is also included as an 

explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on customer usage . 

Cooling Degree-Hours are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial 

sector . 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales were forecasted using a linear multiple regression model. The linear 

multiple regression model utilizes the following variables: Florida Housing Starts, 

Cooling Degree-Hours, and several dummy variables for outliers, hurricanes, and 

months. The Cooling Degree-Hour term is used to capture the weather-sensitive load 

in the industrial class . 

4. Railroad & Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed using historical usage 

patterns and multiplying these usage levels by the number of forecasted customers . 

The forecast of sales to railroad & railways is developed using an econometric model 

with the Florida population as the primary driver and several monthly dummy 

variables to capture seasonality. This class consists solely of the Miami-Dade 

County's Metrorail system . 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

The sales for other public authority sales are developed using historical usage 

patterns . 
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6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

After an estimate of annual total sales is obtained, an expansion factor is applied to 

generate a forecast of annual NEL. 

7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. 

Currently, there are three customers in this class: the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative (Florida Keys), City Electric System of the Utility Board of Key West, 

Florida (City of Key West), and Miami-Dade County. However, starting in January 

2010, Lee County will also be a customer in this class. 

Sales to the City of Key West are forecasted using a regression model. Forecasted 

sales to the Florida Keys are based on assumptions regarding their contract demand 

and expected load factor. Miami-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy. Line 

losses associated with this sale are billed to Miami-Dade under a wholesale contract. 

Lee County has contracted for FPL to supply a portion of their load beginning in 

January 2010 and for FPL to supply their total load beginning in January 2014 

through December 2033. Forecasted sales to Lee County are based on assumptions 

regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

An econometric model is developed to produce an f\IEL forecast. The key inputs to the 

model are: the real price of electricity, Heating and Cooling Degree-Hours, and Florida 

Real Personal Income. 

Once the NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned methodology, the results 

are then compared for reasonableness to the NEL forecast generated using the total 

sales forecast. The sales by class forecasts previously discussed are then adjusted to 

match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 
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The forecasted NEL values for 2008- 2017 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears 

at the end of this chapter . 

JJ.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of a growing 

customer base, varying weather conditions, continued economic growth, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient heating and cooling appliances. FPL developed the peak 

forecast models to capture these behavioral relationships. In addition, as previously 

discussed, the introduction of the Lee County load beginning in January 2010 is a new 

factor in FPL's 2008 load forecast that is addressed in the forecast models . 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2008-2017 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 . 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric regression model. 

This econometric model utilizes the following explanatory variables: total average 

customers, the real price of electricity, Florida Real Personal Income, average 

temperature on peak day, and a heat buildup weather factor consisting of the sum of 

the Cooling Degree -Hours during the peak day and three prior days . 

2. System Winter Peak 

The Winter peak forecast is developed using the same econometric regression 

methodology as is used for Summer peak forecasts. The Winter peak model is a per 

customer model which contains the following explanatory variables: the square of the 

minimum temperature on the peak day and Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day 

as well as for the morning of the Winter peak day. The model also includes an 

economic variable: Florida Real Personal Income . 

Florida Power & Light Company 35 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 46 of 210

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

Monthly peaks are forecasted to provide information for the scheduling of 

maintenance for power plants and fuel budgeting. The forecasting process is 

basically the same as for the monthly NEL forecast and consists of the following 

actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to seasonal peaks (Summer= April-October, Winter= November

March.) 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II. F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2008-2026 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses sixteen years of historical 

FPL hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 

Florida Power & Light Company 36 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 47 of 210

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rural & Residential 
Members Average 3/ Average KWH 

per No. of Consumption 

Year Pooulation 1/ Household GWH2/ Customers Per Customer GWH2/ 

1998 7,249,627 2.22 45,482 3,266,011 13,926 34,618 

1999 7,412,744 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3,414,002 13,568 37,001 

2001 7,754,846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 

2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 

2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,201 13,970 44,487 

2007 8,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 

2008 8,861,063 2.19 57,243 4,038,555 14,174 47,382 

2009 8,994,454 2.19 59,323 4,101,036 14,465 48,862 

2010 9,151,644 2.19 61,420 4,170,352 14,729 50,568 

2011 9,322,534 2.20 64,016 4,246,852 15,074 52,364 

2012 9,484,655 2.20 66,564 4,320,532 15,407 54,096 

2013 9,635,901 2.19 69,483 4,390,441 15,826 55,638 

2014 9,784,007 2.19 71,587 4,459,223 16,054 57,062 

2015 9,933,270 2.19 73,170 4,528,735 16,157 58,498 

2016 10,087,189 2.19 75,147 4,599,061 16,340 59,963 

2017 10,242,968 2.19 77,121 4,670,181 16,514 61,426 

1/ Population represents only the area served by FPL. Does not include any Wholesale customers . 

2! Actual energy sales include the impacts of existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not 

include the impact of incremental conservation. 

3/ Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values . 
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(8) (9) 

Commercial 
Average 3/ Average KWH 

No. of Consumption 

Customers Per Customer 

396,749 87,255 

404,942 87,725 

415,295 89,096 

426,573 88,989 

435,313 91,955 

444,650 93,163 

458,053 91,832 

469,973 92,490 

478,930 92,889 

493,130 93,121 

499,843 94,794 

511,028 95,615 

521,289 97,006 

531,779 98,469 

541,819 99,841 

551 '197 100,940 

560,814 101,749 

570,634 102,514 

580,654 103,269 

590,870 103,959 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (1 0) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Other 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 
Average 3/ Average KWH & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 

Year GWH2/ Customers Per Customer GWH GWH2/ GWH 

1998 3,951 15,126 261,206 81 373 625 

1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 

2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,875 86 419 67 

2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 

2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 64 

2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 

2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 

2006 4,036 21,216 190,232 94 422 49 

2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 

2008 3,923 14,129 277,667 93 444 52 

2009 3,931 13,245 296,769 93 456 50 

2010 3,940 13,447 292,976 93 468 49 

2011 3,947 14,116 279,616 93 481 48 

2012 3,950 14,857 265,856 93 493 46 

2013 3,952 15,463 255,565 93 506 46 

2014 3,953 15,978 247,423 93 518 46 

2015 3,955 16,389 241,307 93 530 46 

2016 3,955 16,722 236,525 93 543 46 

2017 3,955 16,917 233,767 93 555 46 

2J Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 

incremental conservation. 

3/ Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

4/ GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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(16) 

Total 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 

GWH 4/ 

85,130 

84,676 

87,960 

90,212 

95,523 

99,496 

99,095 

102,296 

103,659 

105,415 

109,137 

112,715 

116,537 

120,948 

125,243 

129,718 

133,260 

136,293 

139,747 

143,196 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net 5/ Average 3/ 
Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average 3/,6/ 

Resale Losses For load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH 2/ Customers Customers 

1998 1,326 6,206 92,662 2,584 3,680,470 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 

2004 1,531 7,464 108,091 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1,506 7,498 111 ,301 3,157 4,321,896 

2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,216 4,409,563 

2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589 

2008 903 8,316 118,357 3,353 4,555,881 

2009 903 8,233 121,852 3,435 4,628,744 

2010 1,871 8,596 127,004 3,515 4,708,603 

2011 2,001 8,913 131,862 3,597 4,796,344 

2012 2,047 9,581 136,871 3,682 4,880,891 

2013 2,089 9,567 141,374 3,770 4,960,871 

2014 5,450 10,042 148,752 3,857 5,039,871 

2015 5,919 10,283 152,495 3,942 5,119,700 

2016 6,098 10,538 156,384 4,028 5,200,465 

2017 6,251 10,799 160,246 4,114 5,282,082 

21 Actual energy sales include existing conservation. Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of 

incremental conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3 . 

3/ Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

51 GWH Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Actual NEL include the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (8) on schedule 3.3 . 

6/ Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20) . 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1998 17,897 426 17,471 0 628 526 458 385 
1999 17,615 169 17,446 0 673 592 452 420 
2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 719 645 467 451 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 737 697 488 481 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 770 755 489 517 
2003 19,668 253 19,415 0 781 799 577 554 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 783 847 588 578 

2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 790 895 600 611 

2006 21,819 256 21,563 0 809 948 635 640 

2007 21,962 261 21,701 0 954 982 715 683 

2008 22,356 162 22,195 0 966 129 738 75 
2009 22,792 162 22,630 0 997 174 760 103 

2010 23,554 361 23,193 0 1016 221 776 133 

2011 24,191 368 23,823 0 1037 270 791 166 

2012 24,837 373 24,463 0 1,059 322 806 201 

2013 25,414 380 25,034 0 1,083 375 822 236 

2014 26,576 1,076 25,500 0 1,110 430 837 274 

2015 27,24t 1,106 26,136 0 1,139 486 852 312 

2016 27,932 1,135 26,797 0 1,164 535 867 345 

2017 28,621 1,165 27,456 0 1,189 583 880 378 

Historical Values (1998 - 2007): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for historical summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5) -Col. (9) for 1997 through 2006 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOG) and 
Commercial /Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). Col.(5) - Col.(9) for year 2004 are "estimated actuals" and are August values. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula:Col. (10) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Col.(8). 

Projected Values (2008- 2017): 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

16,811 
16,490 
16,622 

17,529 

17,960 
18,310 
19,174 

20,971 

18,787 

18,628 

20,448 
20,758 

21,408 

21,927 

22,449 

22,898 

23,925 

24,452 

25,021 

25,591 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected August values and the 
conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2006 starting point for use with the 2006 load forecast. 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (1 0) is derived by using the formula: Col. (1 0) =Col. (2) - Col. (5) -Col. (6) -Col. (7)- Col. (8) -Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation 

1998/99 16,802 149 16,653 0 692 404 446 164 
1999/00 17,057 142 16,915 0 741 434 438 176 
2000/01 18,199 150 18,049 0 791 459 448 183 

2001/02 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 196 

2002/03 20,190 246 19,944 0 847 546 453 206 
2003/04 14,752 211 14,541 0 857 570 532 230 
2004/05 18,108 225 17,883 0 862 583 542 233 

2005/06 19,683 225 19,458 0 870 600 550 240 

2006/07 16,815 223 16,592 0 894 620 577 249 

2007/08 18,055 225 17,830 0 879 644 635 279 

2008/09 22,755 137 22,617 0 935 54 644 17 
2009/10 23,454 138 23,316 0 972 82 670 27 

2010/11 23,971 374 23,597 0 989 109 678 38 

2011/12 24,487 381 24,105 0 1,009 137 686 51 

2012/13 24,976 387 24,588 0 1,030 166 694 65 

2013/14 26,290 394 25,895 0 1,052 194 702 79 

2014/15 26,979 1,226 25,753 0 1,077 224 711 95 

2015/16 27,690 1,260 26,430 0 1,105 253 719 112 

2016/17 28,418 1,296 27,122 0 1,131 280 726 127 

2017/18 29,178 1,332 27,846 0 1,154 305 733 141 

Historical Values (1998 - 2007): 

Col. (2) ·Col. (4) are actual values tor historical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects ot conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand . 

Col. (5) • Co1.(9) for 1996/97 through 2005/06 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. 

Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), wihich also includes Business On Call (BOC) and 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR).Coi.(S)- Co1.(9) for year 2004/05 are "estimated actuals" and are January values . 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (1 0) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (6)- Col. (8) . 

Projected Values {2008 - 2017): 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

15,664 

15,878 
16,960 

16,329 

18,890 
13,363 
16,704 

18,263 

15,344 

15,618 

21,105 
21,704 

22,157 

22,604 

23,022 

24,262 

24,873 

25,502 

26,154 

26,844 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation implemented 
prior to 2004 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5)- Co1.(9) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and 
the conservation values are based on projections with a 1/2004 starting point for use with the 2004 load forecast . 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9) . 
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(1) 

Year 

199S 

1999 
2000 
2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 
2007 

(2) = (5) + 
(3) + (4) 

Total 
Net Energy 
For Load 

without DSM 

95,318 

94,365 
99,097 
101,739 

107,755 

112,160 

112,031 

115,440 

117,490 

118,S94 

Schedule 3.3 
History of Annual Net Energy for Load - GWH: Base Case 

(All values are "'at the generator" value) 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (S) = (5) • 

(6). (7) 

Actual 
Actual Sales for Total Billed 

Residential Cll Net Energy Resale Utility Use Retail Energy 
Conservation Conservation For Load GWH & Losses Sales ~GWH) 

1,374 1,282 92,662 1,326 6,206 85,130 

1,542 1,365 91,45S 953 5,829 84,676 
1,674 1,434 95,989 970 7,059 S7,960 
1,7S9 1,545 9S,404 970 7,222 90,212 

1,917 1,639 104,199 1,233 7,443 95,523 

2,00S 1,759 108,393 1,511 7,3S6 99,496 

2,106 1,S34 10S,091 1,531 7,464 99,095 

2,205 1,934 111,301 1,506 7,498 102,296 

2,312 2,041 113,137 1,569 7,909 103,659 
2,373 2,206 114,315 1,499 7,401 105,415 

Historical Values (1998 - 2007): 

(9) 

Load 

Factor~%1 

59.1% 

59.3% 
61.4% 

59.9% 

61.9% 

62.9% 

59.9% 

56.S% 

59.2% 
59.4% 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) =Col. (3) +Col. (4) +Col. 

Col.(3) & Co1.(4) for 1998 through 2007 are DSM values starting in January 19S8 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2007 

are "estimated actuels" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWH reductions actually experienced each year. 

Col. (5) is the actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 199S • 2007. 

Col. (S) is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) =Col. (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7). 

(5). 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) = ((Col. (5)"1000) I ((Co\.(2) • S760) 

Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWH: Base Case 
(All values are "at the 9enerator"value) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) = (2)- (6) (7) (S) = (2) • (9) 
(3)- (4) (6). (7) 

Forecasted 
Forecasted Net Energy Total Billed 
Net Energy For Load Sales for Retail Energy 

For Load Residential Cll Adjusted for Resale Utility Use Sales (GWH) Load 
Year without DSM Conservation Conservation DSM GWH & Losses without DSM Factor~%1 
200S 11S,357 91 41 11S,225 903 S,316 109,137 
2009 121,S52 1S1 S6 121,5S6 903 S,233 112,715 
2010 127,004 275 133 126,595 1,S71 S,596 116,537 
2011 131,S62 373 184 131,305 2,001 8,913 120,94S 

2012 136,871 475 238 136,158 2,047 9,5S1 125,243 
2013 141,374 580 294 140,500 2,0S9 9,567 129,718 
2014 14S,752 6SS 354 147,710 5,450 10,042 133,260 
2015 152,495 797 413 151,285 5,919 10,283 136,293 
2016 156,3S4 894 510 154,979 6,09S 10,53S 139,747 
2017 160,246 991 608 158,647 6,251 10,799 143,196 

Forecasted Values (2008 - 2017): 

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are extracted from Schedule 2.3, Col. (19). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation and are mid·year (6·month) values. 
The effects of conservation implemented prior to 2006 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) with DSM for years 200S- 2017. 

Col. (8) is the Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (S) = Col. (2) - Col. (6) -Col. (7). 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)"1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Ad'ustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) {3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
2007 2008' 2009' 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 15,619 8,458 22,332 8,579 22,755 9,051 

FEB 16,815 7,476 18,409 7,938 18,757 8,154 

MAR 16,450 8,427 17,369 8,964 17,698 9,216 

APR 17,623 8,775 18,612 9,089 18,974 9,370 

MAY 19,004 9,319 20,648 9,982 21,050 10,292 

JUN 20,560 10,593 21,488 10,763 21,907 11,055 

JUL 21,732 10,979 21,900 11,599 22,326 11,883 

AUG 21,962 11,978 22,356 11,573 22,792 11,911 

SEP 21,808 11,283 21,701 11,529 22,124 11,776 

OCT 19,876 10,293 20,191 10,217 20,585 10,506 

NOV 16,484 8,434 18,853 9,289 19,238 9,518 

DEC 16,043 8,300 19,247 8,833 19,639 9,121 

TOTALS 114,315 118,357 121,852 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conservation and are consistent 
with values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col (2) of Schedule 3.3 . 

Florida Power & Light Company 43 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 54 of 210

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 44 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 55 of 210

-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' • 

CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990s and has 

since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added . 

The timing and type of potential new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied 

this process in its 2007 and early 2008 resource planning work . 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental "steps" to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options . 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps . 
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Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of these four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed. Also determined in this step is 

when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This step is often referred to as 

a reliability, or resource adequacy, assessment for the utility system . 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted loads, 

but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in resource 

planning. Examples of this new information include: delivered fuel price projections, 

current financial and economic assumptions, and power plant capability and reliability 

assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding three specific resource areas: 

(1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) firm capacity power purchases, and (3) 

DSM implementation . 

The first of these assumptions is based on FPL's ongoing engineering and construction 

activities to add near-term capacity. These construction activities include two new 

combined cycle (CC) units at FPL's West County Energy Center (WCEC) site scheduled 

to come in-service by mid-2009 and mid-201 0 respectively. FPL selected these CC units, 

designated as WCEC 1 & 2, after conducting a Request for Proposals (RFP) solicitations 

and evaluating the options received in response to the RFP. The need for these additions 

was approved by the FPSC, and the Governor and Cabinet, acting as the Siting Board, 

approved FPL's Site Certification Application for the units . 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. These firm 

capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent power producers . 

Details, including the annual total capacity values for these purchases are presented in 

Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. These purchased capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's 

recent resource planning work . 

The third of these assumptions involves DSM. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work 

has assumed that the DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals will be achieved 

per plan as has historically been the case. This was again the case in FPL's most recent 

planning work as its new DSM Goals that address the years 2005 through 2014, and that 
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were approved by the FPSC in August 2004, are assumed to be achieved per plan. In 

addition, FPL's resource planning also incorporated a significant amount of additional 

cost-effective DSM through 2014 that FPL identified after FPL's DSM Goals had been set. 

In addition, FPL is also assuming continued DSM implementation in 2015 - 2017 at annual 

implementation rates commensurate with DSM implementation rates projected for the 

years immediately preceding 2014. In total, these projected DSM efforts will result in FPL 

implementing approximately 1 ,539 MW of cost-effective DSM from August 2006 through 

August 2017 beyond the significant amount of DSM previously achieved by FPL. These 

additional MWs of DSM were also accounted for prior to making projections of new 

resource needs. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information, are then applied in the first 

fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource 

needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are 

typically based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 

20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on to 

run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the generation resource adequacy of a generating system. There are a 

number of probabilistic methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. 

Of these, the most widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, LOLP 

is an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a 

measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve 
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margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while 

taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual 

generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages . 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Information regarding 

the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs . 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analyses of new capacity options are conducted to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, and 

operating parameters and costs. In similar analyses, feasibility analyses of new DSM 

options and/or continued growth in existing DSM options are conducted . 

The individual new resource options emerging from these feasibility options are then 

typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are designed to meet the system 

reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created by combining individual 

resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. 

The creation of these competing resource plans is typically carried out using spreadsheet 

and/or dynamic programming techniques . 
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At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of different 

combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and timing 

necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to 

System Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans. In 2007, once the 

resource plans were developed, FPL utilized the P-MArea production cost model and a 

Fixed Cost Spreadsheet to perform the economic analyses. The P-MArea model is the 

model used by FPL to develop the Fuel Cost Budget and to conduct other production cost

related analyses. 

FPL also utilized several other models in the economic evaluation portion of its resource 

planning work. For DSM analyses, FPL used its DSM cost-effectiveness model; an FPL 

spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved methodology for analyzing the cost

effectiveness of individual DSM measures/programs, and its non-linear programming 

model for analyzing the potential for lowering system peak loads through additional load 

management capacity. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans 

is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing FPL's 

leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases in which the DSM contribution was assumed as a given and the only 

competing options were new generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of 

competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue 

requirements are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and plans were 

evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue requirement (CPVRR) basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic terms, such as percentages, etc. rather than 

in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" that 
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include maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, maintaining a regional 

imbalance between load and generating capacity, particularly in Southeastern Florida, and 

moving in the direction of lowering system carbon dioxide (C02) emissions. In conducting 

the evaluations needed to determine which resource options and resource plans are best 

for FPL's system, both the economic and non-economic evaluations are conducted with 

an eye to whether the system concern is positively or negatively impacted by a given 

resource option or resource plan . 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the following section . 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2008 through 2017 

are depicted in Table 111.8.1 (the planned DSM additions through 2017 were shown 

previously in Table I.D.1 ). These capacity additions/changes result from a variety of 

actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result of 

plant component replacements during major overhauls), changes in the amounts of 

purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules 

or by entering into new purchase contracts, increases in generating capacity at FPL's four 

existing nuclear units, and by construction of both committed and proposed new 

generating units . 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions are largely made up of committed new 

construction, new purchases, and proposed self-build alternatives. (The additional DSM 

MW are not presented in this table but have been accounted for prior to making these new 

capacity option projections.) In 2009, the table shows previously committed generation 

additions: the new 1,219 MW CC unit at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) that is 

scheduled to be placed into service in June 2009 (WCEC Unit 1 ), and a second 1 ,219 MW 

CC unit at WCEC (WCEC Unit 2) that is scheduled to be placed into service in June 2010 . 

FPL is also currently assuming, for planning purposes, that contract extensions and/or 

new contracts will be reached with several existing renewable energy suppliers whose 

contracts with FPL are set to expire within this ten-year period. In addition, FPL's resource 
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plan reflects its intent to obtain additional capacity and/or energy from the Renewable RFP 

solicitations or its own renewable energy development efforts. 

For purposes of this planning document, FPL is assuming that 269 MW of firm capacity 

from renewable facilities will be added to FPL's system in the ten-year reporting period. 

This is discussed further in Section III.F. 

In addition, FPL will be adding approximately 414 MW of proposed capacity uprates to 

FPL's four existing nuclear units in the 2011 and 2012 time period. Three uprates are 

projected to come in-service in December 2011, May 2012, and June 2012, respectively. 

Therefore, the 310 MW of capacity from these three units is accounted for in Summer 

reserve margin calculations beginning with the Summer of 2012. The fourth uprate is 

projected to come in-service in December 2012. Therefore, its 104 MW of capacity is 

accounted for in Summer reserve margin calculations beginning with the Summer of 2013. 

Also projected is the proposed addition of a third new 1 ,219 MW unsited CC unit at the 

West County Energy Center site (WCEC 3) similar to the WCEC 1 & 2 units. This 

proposed new unit would have a June 2011 in-service date. 

For purposes of this planning document, FPL also projects the construction of one unsited 

CC in 2014, and two unsited CC in 2016 to meet its remaining capacity needs through 

2017. As an alternative to the 2014 unsited CC unit, FPL is currently evaluating the 

repowering of existing plants that would be completed in 2013 and 2014. The potential 

repowering projects are not shown in the table because FPL is currently analyzing these 

potential additions at the time the 2008 Site Plan is being prepared. 
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Table 1.11.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL (1) 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 111 

Net Capacitv Changes (MW) 

Winter~ Summer 131 

2008 Changes to Existing Units 41 14 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (836) ---

2009 West County Unit #1 101 --- 1,219 
Changes to Existing Units 28 1 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (326) (431) 

2010 West County Unit #1 101 1,335 ---
West County Unit #2 151 --- 1,219 
Extension Renewable Capacity Purchases 98 98 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (559) (455) 

2011 West County Unit #2 101 1,335 ---
West County Unit# 3 151 --- 1,219 
New Renewable Capacity Purchases --- 32 
Extension Renewable Capacity Purchases 45 45 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (46) (45) 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases 141 --- (156) 
West County Unit# 3 151 1,335 ---
New Renewable Capacity Purchases 126 94 
Changes to Existing Nuclear Units 103 310 

2013 Changes to Existing Nuclear Units 311 104 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (180) ---

2014 Unsited 3 x 1 CC #1 101 --- 1,219 
2015 Unsited 3 x 1 CC #1 1" 1 1,335 ---
2016 Unsited 3x1 CC # 2 151 --- 1,219 

Unsited 3x1 CC # 3 151 --- 1,219 
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (930) (1 ,311) 

2017 Unsited 3x1 CC # 2 151 1,335 ---
Unsited 3x1 CC # 3 151 1,335 ---
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (390) ---

f-----
TOTALS= 5 495 5 614 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of year shown . 

(3) Summer values are values for August of year shown. 

(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with QF, Utilities and other purchases. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details . 

(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. Consequently, they are included in the Summer 

reserve margin calculation for the in-service year and in both the Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations for subsequent years . 

III.C Issues Impacting FPL's Resource Planning Work 

FPL's 2007 and early 2008 planning efforts have continued to address two issues, or 

system concerns, that were identified in previous Site Plans as being items of on-going 

importance. Those two system concerns are: (1) the need to maintain fuel diversity in the 

FPL system and (2) the need to address the imbalance between regional load and 

generating capacity located in Southeastern Florida . 

In addition, a third factor affecting resource planning was introduced in 2007: Florida 

Governor Crist's Executive Orders. These Orders addressed a number of issues including 

two of particular interest to electric utilities. The first of these was a goal to provide 20% of 
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the energy produced by electric utilities from renewable, non-emitting sources. The 

second was to move in the direction of significantly reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

by 2017 and in later years. 

1. System Fuel Diversity 

FPL is working to increase system fuel diversity in variety of ways. In 2007, FPL sought 

approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal units to its system. 

These two new units would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 2014. However, due 

to concerns over greenhouse gas emissions, FPL was unable to obtain approval for these 

units. Consequently, FPL does not believe that new advanced technology coal units are 

viable generation options for the ten-year reporting period of this Site Plan. 

FPL also sought approval for increased nuclear generation capacity in 2007 in two filings 

with the FPSC. The first filing was to increase capacity at each of FPL's four existing 

nuclear units by 103 or 104 MW. These capacity "up rates", that in total will add 414 MW to 

the FPL system in the 2011/2012 time period, were approved by the FPSC in January 

2008. The second filing was for approval for FPL to proceed with plans and expenditures 

for two new nuclear units at FPL's existing Turkey Point site. These two new nuclear units 

are projected to add 2,200 to 3,040 MW to FPL's system, with the MW value dependent 

upon the technology eventually selected by FPL. The first of these units is projected to 

come in-service in 2018 (i.e., outside of the ten-year reporting period of this document) 

and the second unit to come in-service in 2020. The FPSC voted to approve the need for 

these two new nuclear units on March 18, 2008 and the FPSC is expected to issue the 

final order approving the units by mid-April 2008. 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of 

discussions with existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements 

that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting period of this document. Another 

activity is to attempt to solicit cost-effective new renewable projects. FPL issued a Request 

for Proposals (RFP) for new renewable energy capacity and energy in 2007 and plans to 

issue another one in April 2008, Other efforts to utilize renewable energy are discussed in 

Section III.F. 
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In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance fuel diversity in its capacity resource mix. FPL also plans to maintain the ability to 

utilize fuel oil at those existing units that have that capability, although cost factors 

currently limit the expected use of these facilities . 

2. Southeastern Florida Imbalance 

In recent years an imbalance had developed between regionally installed generation and 

peak load in Southeastern Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the 

Southeastern Florida region during peak periods was being provided through the 

transmission system from plants located outside the region. FPL's prior planning work 

concluded that either additional installed capacity in this region, or transmission capacity 

capable of delivering additional electricity from outside the region, would be required to 

address this imbalance . 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, three 

recent capacity additions: Turkey Point 5, WCEC Units 1 & 2, were evaluated as the most 

cost-effective options to meet FPL's 2007, 2009, and 2010 capacity needs, respectively . 

Adding these units will significantly reduce the imbalance between generation and load in 

Southeastern Florida . 

In addition, FPL is proposing to add the WCEC 3 unit in 2011, and will be adding the 

already approved plans to increase capacity at FPL's existing two nuclear units at Turkey 

Point in 2011/2012. The result of these committed and proposed generating unit additions 

in Southeastern Florida are expected to address the imbalance for most, if not all, of the 

2008-2017 reporting period addressed in this document. However, the Southeastern 

Florida imbalance will remain a consideration in FPL's on-going resource planning work . 

3. Governor Crist's Executive Orders 

The Executive Orders, particularly the portions directing significant increases in 

renewable, non-emitting energy and decreases in greenhouse gas emissions, are being 

addressed by FPL in a variety of ways. In regard to renewable energy, FPL's efforts to 

procure capacity from renewable energy sources, and to build its own renewable energy 

facilities, is discussed in detail in Section III.F . 

These renewable energy efforts have the potential to help lower greenhouse gas 

emissions. In addition, significant reductions (particularly of carbon dioxide, C02) will be 

accomplished by the approved capacity uprates at FPL's existing nuclear units and the 
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proposed two nuclear units at FPL's existing Turkey Point site. Further reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions are also expected from increasing the overall fuel efficiency of 

FPL's system through the addition of the approved new generating units WCEC 1 & 2, and 

proposed new WCEC 3 unit. FPL will also continue to look for cost-effective ways to 

further improve the efficiency of its system that will lead to even more greenhouse gas 

emission reductions. 

Another important potential strategy that could help achieve these objectives is 

"repowering" one or more of FPL's existing generating plants. The repowering plan 

consists, in part, of replacing an existing steam plant with a heat rate of about 10,000 

Btu/kWh, with a new state-of-the-art advanced combined cycle unit that uses natural gas 

as the primary fuel, with a heat rate of less than 6,600 Btu/kWh. In addition, this new, 

highly efficient, repowered unit would result in a net increase in generating capacity. 

The principal advantage of repowering is that, in addition to providing a net increase in 

generating capacity to meet growing demand, in a manner that is cost-competitive with 

adding a new generating unit, the repowering also converts a significant amount of 

existing, low efficiency, steam generation that utilizes fuel oil as much as, if not more than, 

natural gas, into an equivalent amount of highly efficient, low emission, gas-fueled, 

advanced combined cycle generation and thereby reduces fuel use and air emissions, 

including C02 emissions. As a result, such a repowering strategy could enable FPL to 

economically reduce, by 2017, C02 emissions to the level of C02 emissions in 2000, 

consistent with the 2017 C02 emissions target proposed in 2007 by Governor Crist, while 

still meeting FPL customers' electricity needs. 

Before FPL can take concrete steps aimed at implementing a repowering strategy, it must 

complete a detailed evaluation of all aspects of repowering in order to ensure that its 

implementation would be beneficial to FPL's customers. 

FPL's system C02 emission rate (amount of C02 emitted per MWh of electricity 

generated) is already relatively low due in large part to the overall efficiency of FPL's 

system. The efforts described above have the potential not only to continue the trend of 

steadily lowering FPL's already low C02 emission rate, but also to begin to lower total 

system C02 emissions despite increasing population growth. 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL offers a wide variety of cost-effective DSM programs and a DSM-based renewable 

energy option to its customers. In addition, FPL is actively engaged in DSM research and 

development. These DSM efforts are discussed in the remainder of this section . 

RESIDENTIAL DSM PROGRAMS 

1. Residential Building Envelope: Offers incentives to residential customers to install 

energy efficient roof and ceiling insulation measures. FPL offers a maximum incentive of 

$1,676 per summer kW for ceiling insulation, a maximum incentive of $706 per summer 

kW for reflective roofs, and $1,518 per summer kW for other roofing technologies . 

2. Duct System Testing and Repair: Provides reduced cost duct system testing to identify 

leaks in air conditioning duct systems, and encourages the repair of those leaks by 

qualified contractors. Incentives are offered for duct system repair. The maximum 

incentive is $466 per summer kW reduction . 

3. Residential Air Conditioning: Offers incentives to customers to purchase higher 

efficiency heating, ventilating, and air conditioning equipment with incentive levels at a 

maximum of $1,429 and $1 ,643 per summer kW reduction for straight cooling and heat 

pumps, respectively. The program includes additional incentives for: 1) plenum repair 

measure, with a maximum incentive level of $412 per summer kW reduction; 2) air handler 

units with electronically commutated motors with a maximum incentive of $208 per 

summer kW; and, 3) units properly sized using FPL approved sizing software with a 

maximum incentive of $272 per summer kW . 

4. Residential Load Management COn Call Program): Offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for monthly electric 

bill credits. Direct load control equipment is installed on selected customer end-use 

equipment, allowing FPL to control these customer loads as needed. Qualifying 

equipment (and applicable monthly credits) includes central electric air conditioners ($3.00 

for cycle units, and $9.00 for shed units), central electric heaters ($2.00 for cycle, and 

$4.00 for shed), conventional electric water heaters ($1.50), and swimming pool pumps 

($3.00) . 

5. Residential New Construction (BuildSmart): Encourages the design and construction of 

energy efficient homes by offering education to contractors on energy efficiency 

measures, and providing construction design reviews and home inspections . 
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6. Residential Low Income Weatherization: Combines energy audits and incentives to 

encourage low income housing administrators to retrofit homes with energy efficiency 

measures. The housing authorities include: weatherization agency providers (WAPS), 

non-weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS), and other providers approved by FPL. 

The incentives are used by these providers to leverage their funds to increase the overall 

energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. FPL offers incentives for HVAC 

maintenance ($45), reduced air infiltration measures ($60), and room air conditioning 

replacement ($25). 

7. Residential Conservation Service: Offers a walk-through energy audit, a computer 

generated Class A audit, and a customer-assisted energy audit. For customer-assisted 

energy audits, a mail-in, phone, and Internet audit option may be offered. FPL does not 

apply demand and energy savings from this program towards its DSM Goals. 

BUSINESS DSM PROGRAMS 

1. Business Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning CHVAC): Offers business 

customers financial incentives to upgrade to higher efficiency HVAC equipment that 

exceed the minimum efficiencies mandated by the U.S. Department of Energy. The 

current FPL program includes: 1) a maximum thermal storage incentive up to $898 per 

summer kW reduction; 2) a maximum incentive for chillers up to $99 per summer kW; 3) 

incentives for energy recovery ventilator units with a maximum incentive up to $417 per 

summer kW reduction; 4) incentives for direct expansion (DX) units up to $168 per 

summer kW reduction and up to $498 per summer kW for efficient air conditioning room 

units; 5) a maximum incentive of $627 per summer kW for demand control ventilation 

systems including kitchen hood control; and 6) a maximum incentive of $102 per summer 

kW for electrically commutated motors for air conditioning systems. 

2. Business Efficient Lighting: Offers business customers financial incentives to install 

high efficiency lighting measures at the time of replacement. The FPL current program 

offers an incentive of $0.65 to $2 per lamp on linear fluorescent plus a schedule of 

incentives for other efficient lighting technologies. 

3. Business Building Envelope: Offers financial incentives to business customers to install 

high efficiency building envelope measures such as roof/ceiling insulation and reflective 

roof coatings. The current incentive structure offers incentives for summer kW reductions 

with a maximum incentive of $185 for ceiling insulation, $219 for roof insulation, $579 for 

reflective roofs, and $429 for window treatments. 
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4. Business Custom Incentive: Serves as a "catch-all" program for cost-effective business 

efficiency measures which are not included in other FPL programs. DSM measures must 

reduce or shift at least 25 kW during peak hours, have verifiable demand and energy 

savings, and pass FPL's cost-effectiveness testing . 

5. Business On Call: Offers load control of central air conditioning units to both small non

demand-billed, and medium demand-billed, business customers in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits. FPL offers incentive payments of $2.00 per ton . 

6. Commercial Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR): Reduces peak demand by allowing 

the direct control of customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme 

demand or capacity shortages. Participants contract for a firm demand level which may 

not be exceeded during load control periods. In return, participants receive a monthly 

credit of $4.68 per kW used during a specified controllable rating period, less their 

contracted firm demand. Any kW used in excess of the contracted firm demand level is re

billed at $4.68 per kW, plus a $0.99 penalty charge per kW of excess kW for each month 

of rebilling. Participants must provide a 5-year termination notice to discontinue service 

under this rider . 

7. Business Energy Evaluation: Offers free standard level energy evaluations on-site and 

on-line. More detailed evaluations are available through this audit program with costs 

shared between FPL and the participating customer. Participation in FPL's other business 

DSM programs is promoted through this program . 

8. Commercial/Industrial Load Control: Reduces peak demand by controlling customer 

loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity shortages in 

exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program was closed to new participants in 

2000) . 

9. Business Water Heating: Encourages the installation of energy-efficient heat recovery 

units or heat pump water heaters. A maximum incentive of $881 per summer kW 

reduction is available . 

10. Business Refrigeration: Encourages the installation of controls and equipment to 

reduce the usage of electric strip heat for defrosting purposes. FPL offers a maximum 

incentive of $80 per summer kW reduction . 

11. Cogeneration and Small Power Production: Facilitates FPL compliance with all 

regulatory requirements concerning qualifying facilities and small power producers. One 

role of the program is to assist customers in the evaluation of potential cogeneration 
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projects, including self-generation. FPL does not project demand and energy savings 

from this program towards its DSM Goals. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAM 

Green Power Program (marketed as the Sunshine Energy ® program): A voluntary 

program providing interested residential and business customers with the opportunity to 

support renewable energy development. The program includes a special tariff, under 

which participating customers voluntarily pay a $9.75 monthly premium. In exchange, FPL 

purchases a 1,000 kWh block of tradable renewable energy credits. For every 10,000 

residential customers participating in the program, FPL will cause to be developed 150 kW 

of solar capacity in Florida. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Conservation Research and Development Program (CRD): An umbrella research 

project under which new DSM technologies are analyzed. Several FPL DSM programs 

have emerged from the CAD program, including the business Building Envelope, 

Business On Call, and Residential New Construction programs. The program has also 

resulted in the addition of cost-effective measures to existing programs, such as the 

proposed inclusion of Energy Recovery Ventilators to the Business HVAC Program. FPL 

operates the CAD program based on DSM Plan approval, or for 6 years, whichever occurs 

first, with a spending cap of $2,500,000 for the period. 

Residential Thermostat Load Control Pilot Project: On June 15, 2007 FPL filed a 

petition with the Commission for the Residential Thermostat Load Control Pilot Project. A 

typical barrier to customer acceptance of utility load control programs is reluctance to 

surrender control of heating and air conditioning appliances. Consequently, for an initial 

24-month period, FPL is proposing to evaluate whether the benefits of the existing On-Call 

Program can be expanded through use of a new generation of communication and control 

technologies that put residential customers in charge of decisions that could lower energy 

costs, while allowing customers to override FPL control of their heating and air 

conditioning appliances. The Commission approved FPL's request on August 14, 2007, 

and issued Consummating Order 07-0719 TRF-EG on September 28, 2007. 

DSM SUMMARY: 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 
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through 2007 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

3,958 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 

42,301 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. Accounting for reserve margin 

requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2007 have eliminated the need to construct the 

equivalent approximately 12 new 400 MW generating units . 

III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (MoNr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 

FPL St. Johns 11 Pringle 25 Dec-08 230 759 

FPL Manatee BobWhite 30 Dec-11 230 1190 

1 I Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006. This project will be completed in two phases . 

Phase I consists of 4 miles of new 230kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-

2008. Phase II consists of 21 miles of new 230kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by 

Jun-2011 . 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed and proposed capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the committed capacity additions at the WCEC site; WCEC 1 & 

2, and the proposed capacity addition at the WCEC site, WCEC 3, are described on the 

following pages . 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 1 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 1 in 2009 with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT) and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with 3 breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard. Connect 

one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV terminal from Bay 

#3 to new Bay #4. 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Corbett Sub- Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Sub- Replace five (5) 138 kV breakers 

Midway Sub - Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

Levee Sub- Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

Dade Sub- Replace two (2) 138 kV breakers 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 2 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 2 in 2010 with the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST) . 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 500kV Substation . 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST . 

4. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and relocate Martin #2 500 kV line from Bay 2S to 

Bay 2N. Install one West County 500 kv string bus into Bay 2S . 

5. At Corbett Sub, install one breaker and second West County 500 kV string bus into 

Bay 1S . 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Dade Sub - Replace one (1) 138 kV breaker 

Levee Sub- Replace four (4) 230 kV breakers 

Midway Sub- Replace three (3) 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Sub - Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time . 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 

The work required to connect the proposed West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 in 

2011 with the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to 

connect the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Build new Sugar 230 kV substation on WCEC site. 

3. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard 

to Sugar 230kV Substation. 

4. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT, 

and one for the ST. 

5. At Corbett Sub relocate Germantown 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to Sugar 

Sub. 

6. At Corbett Sub relocate Broward/Yamato 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

7. At Corbett Sub install new Sugar 230 kV line terminal in Bay 2W 

8. At Corbett Sub, install one 5-ohm reactor on the 230 kV side of the 500/230 kV 

autotransformer. 

9. Add relays and other protective equipment Corbett, Sugar, Rainberry, Broward, 

Yamato, and Marlin Subs 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate Germantown 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

2. Relocate Broward/Yamato 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

3. Construct one (1) mile 230 kV 1190 MVA line from Sugar to Corbett 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing 

FPL's renewable energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five 

categories . 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the 

Mississippi. This PV installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation 

for over 15 years and provided valuable information about PV performance 

capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second 

PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in Miami. This 1 0-kilowatt (kW) system was 

placed into operation in 1984. (The system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion after the testing of this PV installation was completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was 

installed as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed below). 

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the program was ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to 

approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate information 
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about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable in Florida's 

climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created complete 

construction blueprints for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. 

These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its 

existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. Department of Energy award 

for innovation. The program was eventually phased out due to a revision of the Florida 

Model Energy Building Code (Code). This revision was brought about in part by FPL's 

Passive Home Program. The revision incorporated into the Code one of the most 

significant passive design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier 

insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the Florida Public Service Commission to 

conduct a research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to 

directly power residential swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed 

with mixed results. Some of the performance problems identified in the test were 

deemed to be solvable, particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the 

high cost of PV, the significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and 

various customer satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance 

and use of this particular solar application. 

FPL then analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, potentially 

much larger way. FPL's basic approach did not require all of its customers to bear 

PV's high cost, but facilitated the use of renewable energy by customers who were 

interested. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach allowed customers to make 

voluntary contributions into a separate fund that FPL used to make PV purchases in 

bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and deliver PV-generated electricity 

directly into the FPL grid, thus displacing an equivalent amount of fossil fuel-generated 

electricity. 

FPL's basic approach for this program, which has been termed Green Pricing, was 

initially discussed with the FPSC in 1994. FPL's efforts to implement this approach 

were then formally presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and 

FPL received approval from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL began the effort in 

1998 and received approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded 

the goal of $70,000). FPL purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's 

Martin Plant site. 
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FPL initiated two new renewable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 was 

FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and Education Project. This 

demonstration project's objectives were to: increase the public awareness of roof tile 

PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this technology and its 

impact on FPL's electric system, collect demand and energy data to better understand 

the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system peaks (as well 

as the total annual energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and assess the 

homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. This project was 

completed in 2003 . 

The second effort initiated in 2000 was the Green Energy Project. The objectives of 

this Project were to: determine customer interest in an on-going renewable energy 

program, determine their price responsiveness and views on the different renewable 

technologies, and identify potential renewable energy supply sources that would meet 

the forecasted customer demand for this type of product. This Project formed the 

basis for FPL's Green Power Pricing Research Project, and then led to FPL's 

Business Green Energy Research Project. 

Both the Green Power Pricing Research Project and the Business Green Energy 

Research Project examined the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable energy 

credits generated from renewable resources including solar-powered technologies, 

biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric energy, 

and/or other renewable sources. Customers who participate are charged a premium 

for purchasing the tradable renewable energy credits associated with electric energy 

generated by these sources . 

Development of the Green Pricing Research Project was completed and filed with the 

FPSC in August 2003. As part of this process, a supply contract was put into place 

that allows FPL to match supply with demand for green energy. Tradable renewable 

energy credits are used to supply the renewable benefits required of this project. The 

FPSC approved the program on December 2, 2003 with program implementation 

during the first quarter of 2004. The project was offered to customers as FPL's 

Sunshine Energy® program. As part of the project, FPL made a commitment that 150 

kW of solar capacity would be put in place for every 10,000 program participants. The 

Business Green Energy Research Project focused on determining the interest and 

needs for business customers in this area. In 2006 FPL petitioned the FPSC for 

approval to make the Green Pricing Research Project a permanent program and 
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expand eligibility to business customers. This approval was granted in the fourth 

quarter of 2006. 

As of the end of 2007, FPL had 36,918 participants in the program. The Rothenbach 

Park solar array in Sarasota was commissioned as the first large scale PV facility as a 

direct result of FPL's Sunshine Energy® renewable program. The 250 kilowatt solar 

array at Rothenbach Park is the largest solar facility in the state of Florida and one of 

the largest in the Southeastern United States. Construction on the new solar facility 

was completed in October 2007. 

Several additional solar initiatives have also been developed through the Sunshine 

Energy program including support for schools. The Sunshine Energy program support 

of installing PV at schools is a continuation of previous FPL renewable activities 

involving schools. In 2003, as part of the State of Florida's PV for Schools program, 

FPL worked with three schools to install 4.8 kW PV systems. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included 5 locations. The research projects were 

useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in the fuel cell technologies occur. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. In support of Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection of Small Photovoltaic Systems, FPL works with customers to 

interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through February 2008, 

approximately 110 customer systems (predominantly residential but with a few 

business systems) have been interconnected. 
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3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available 

energy have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables 1.8.1, 1.8.2, and Table I.C.1 ) . 

FPL is seeking out cost-effective Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) with any and 

all potential renewable energy providers. FPL issued a Renewable Request for 

Proposals (RFP) in 2007 that solicited proposals that offered capacity and/or energy 

from new renewable energy facilities. FPL plans to issue another Renewable Energy 

RFP in April 2008 . 

In regard to certain of the existing contracts that are currently scheduled to end in the 

near-term, and proposals resulting from the RFP process, FPL has assumed that 

some of this firm capacity will be available during the ten-year reporting period of this 

document through extended and/or new contracts. Firm renewable energy capacity 

from these sources, and from the FPL development activities discussed below, are 

assumed for planning purposes to provide 269 MW through this reporting period . 

4) Supply Side Efforts - FPL Facilities: 

FPL is in the process of developing a wind generation project on South Hutchinson 

Island, in St. Lucie County known as the "St. Lucie Wind project" which may consist of 

up to six (6) wind turbine generators (i.e., that do not use water or emit pollutants of 

any kind) capable of generating up to approximately 13.8 MW of wind generation. In 

addition, other wind development efforts are currently underway on Florida's coastline . 

FPL's goal is to start construction on the St. Lucie Wind project in 2008 with 

completion in 2009 . 

FPL is in the process of developing three large scale proposed solar thermal and/or 

photovoltaic generation facilities, with plans to install up to 350 MW of overall solar 

capacity by 2012. All of the solar generation facilities will be constructed within FPL's 

service territory. FPL is in the process of locating sites for these three solar projects . 

The first solar project is being designed to deliver up to 10 MW of solar generation to 

FPL's customers. One potential location for this project is at NASA's Kennedy Space 

Center in Brevard County Florida, where FPL and NASA are actively engaged in 

studies to determine if the Kennedy Space Center property may be feasible. The 

second solar project is being designed to deliver up to 20 MW. The third solar project 
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is being designed for up to 50 MW of solar energy to FPL's customers and the existing 

Martin plant site is being considered as a potential location for the project. FPL is in 

the process of locating and/or finalizing sites for these three solar projects. FPL's goal 

is to start construction on all three solar projects mentioned in 2008 with completion in 

2009/2010. FPL is also in the process of identifying the feasibility of technologies, 

locating sites and potential equipment suppliers for the remaining portion of the 

projected 350 MW of solar generation. 

FPL is currently in the process of evaluation to determine each project's costs, 

impacts to the community and the environment as part of the overall development 

analysis. For those projects it determines to be both technically and economically 

viable, FPL plans to seek approval for the projects and recovery of the associated 

costs from the FPSC. 

For planning purposes, FPL expects that the energy delivered from these proposed 

renewable facilities to be "as available", non-firm energy. This is due to the intermittent 

nature of these renewable resources. Once site-specific operating data has been 

gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will then re-evaluate the actual output 

from each renewable facility to determine what portion, if any, of this output can be 

projected as firm capacity in its resource planning work. 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida Universities to promote development 

of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance as been established with the 

newly formed Center of Excellence in Ocean Energy Technology at Florida Atlantic 

University (FAU), which will focus on the commercialization of ocean current, ocean 

thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as cold water air conditioning) and hydrogen 

technologies. FPL has been taking the lead in assisting FAU with the discussions 

being held with the U.S. Department of the Interior's Minerals Management Service 

Department (MMS). MMS is working to establish the permitting process for ocean 

energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support their 

studies of biomass renewable potential and wind ·studies in the state. In addition, FPL 

has partnered with Florida Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology. 
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FPL has also been in discussion with several private companies on several emerging 

technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, fuel cell 

technology, biomass, biofuels and energy storage . 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. In 

the early 1980s FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first added to 

the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from the St. Johns 

River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal resources were added with the 

partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 in 1989. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke was 

added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP . 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas 

that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient 

and cost-effective combined cycle generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to FPL's 

customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long term, create 

an unbalanced generation portfolio. FPL has committed to add two new gas-fired CC units 

at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) site in 2009 and 2010, and is proposing to add 

a third CC unit at the WCEC site in 2011. These CC units will provide highly efficient 

generation that will benefit the entire FPL system by reducing transmission-related costs, 

mitigate the load-to-generation imbalance in Southeastern Florida, and dramatically 

improve the overall system generation efficiency . 

FPL's future resource planning work will remain focused on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would maintain and/or enhance FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel 

diverse alternatives may include: the purchase of power from renewable energy facilities, 

addition of FPL-owned renewable energy facilities, obtaining access to diversified sources 

of natural gas such as liquefied natural gas (LNG), preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil 

at its existing units, and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously discussed 

in the Executive Summary of this document, new advanced technology coal generating 

units are not considered as viable options in Florida in the ten-year reporting period of this 
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document due to concerns over greenhouse gas emissions.) The evaluation of the 

feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be an 

ongoing part of future planning cycles. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this 

"fuel mix" through 2017 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is 

presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. Fossil Fuel Price Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between fuels, are 

major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future generating capacity needs. 

FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary forecasts. 

a) Fossil Fuel Price Forecast Methodology 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke prices, 

are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and uncontrollable 

drivers that influence the short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, coal, and petroleum 

coke. These drivers include: (1) current and projected worldwide demand for crude oil and 

petroleum products; (2) current and projected worldwide refinery capacity/production; (3) 

expected worldwide economic growth, in particular in China and the other Pacific Rim 

countries; (4) Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production and the 

availability of spare OPEC production capacity and the assumed growth in spare OPEC 

production capacity; (5) non-OPEC production and expected growth in non-OPEC 

production; (6) the geopolitics of the Middle East, West Africa, the Former Soviet Union, 

Venezuela, etc., as well as, the uncertainty and impact upon worldwide energy 

consumption related to U. S. and worldwide environmental legislation, politics, etc.; (7) 

current and projected North American natural gas demand; (8) current and projected 

U.S., Canadian, and Mexican natural gas production; (9) the worldwide supply and 

demand for LNG; and (1 0) the growth in solid fuel generation on a U. S. and worldwide 

basis. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow clearly 

underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid fuel (coal and 

petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of long-term price 

outcomes. In this light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and High price 

forecasts for oil, natural gas, and solid fuel in much of its 2007 and early 2008 resource 

planning work. 
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FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For oil and 

natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the following 

methodology: (1) for 2007 through 2009, the methodology used the July 31 ,2007 forward 

curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur heavy oil, and 

Henry Hub natural gas commodity prices; (2) for the next two years (201 0 and 2011 ), FPL 

used a 50/50 blend of the July 31, 2007 forward curve and projections from The PIRA 

Energy Group; (3) for the 2012 through 2020 period, FPL used the annual projections from 

The PIRA Energy Group, and (4) for the period beyond 2020, FPL used the real rate of 

escalation provided in the Energy Information Administration (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook 

2007 publication. FPL assumed a 2.5% annual rate of escalation to convert real prices to 

nominal prices. In addition to the development of oil and natural gas commodity prices, 

nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and natural gas transportation costs . 

The addition of commodity and transportation forecasts resulted in delivered price 

forecasts . 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum coke 

prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following approach: (1) the 

price forecasts for Central Appalachian coal (CAPP), South American coal, and petroleum 

coke were provided by JD Energy; (2) the marine transportation rates from the loading 

port for coal and petroleum coke to an import terminal were also provided by JD Energy; 

(3) the Terminal Throughput Fee was based on a range of offers from comparable 

facilities throughout the Southeast U.S .. The coal price forecast for FPL's existing coal 

plants at SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the continuation of the existing mine-mouth 

and transportation contracts until expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet 

generation requirements . 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based upon the historical relationship of prices realized by 

FPL's customers compared to the average for the 2000 through 2006 time frame. FPL 

developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty which exists within each 

commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts reflect a range of reasonable 

forecast outcomes . 

3. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to the 

nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and other 

comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel costs . 
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a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be Delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a commercial nuclear 

power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

Step (1) - Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Khazakhstan, and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from the 

ground using techniques such as open pit mine, underground mining, in-situ leaching 

operations, or production as a by-product from other mining operations, such as gold, 

copper or phosphate rocks. The product from this first step is the raw uranium delivered 

as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as yellowcake). 

Step (2) - Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further removes 

any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, which requires 

uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

Step (3) - Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0.711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at an 

atomic mass of 238 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a higher 

percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural uranium does not 

contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases the percentage amount of 

U-235 from 0. 711% to a level specified when designing the reactor core (typically in a 

range from approximately 3% to as high as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is 

enriched uranium in the form of UF6. 

Step (4) - Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is changed 

to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are sealed and bundled 

together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are then delivered to the plant site 

for insertion in a reactor. 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining: There is a significant volatility in the current uranium market. Demand is 

rather stable but inventory sales are a significant source of supply to complement outputs 

from production facilities. To the extent that source of supply can be restricted and 

Florida Power & Light Company 76 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 87 of 210-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

inventories held from the market, price will rise significantly. The following are the current 

major contributors to this uranium price volatility: 

• Hedge funds have been purchasing a significant amount of uranium, reducing 

availability of uranium . 

• The large inventory from DOE is being withheld from the market due to 

political pressure . 

• The Russians have announced that they would not supply down-blended 

weapons material to the U.S. government after 2013, for sales in the U.S . 

market. 

• The U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) has imposed restrictions on the 

import of nuclear fuel from France and Russia . 

However, FPL expects these issues to be addressed within the next few years, returning 

price behavior to be more consistent with market fundamentals. A number of lawsuits 

have determined that DOC is illegally restricting the import of nuclear fuels. FPL expects 

the hedge funds to significantly reduce their activities, once supply starts outpacing 

demand. The high market price has led to significant investment to increase supply of 

uranium . 

FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on inputs from 

various nuclear fuel market expert firms. There is a current shortage of uranium, which 

has pushed the current spot market price up. On the other hand, these higher market 

prices have motivated additional production expected to come on line over the next few 

years, which should bring uranium prices back to a level consistent with market 

fundamentals . 

(2) Conversion: FPL's price forecast considers the construction of new nuclear units . 

Just like for raw uranium, an increase in demand for conversion services would result from 

this need. Insufficient planned production is currently forecast after 2013 to meet the 

higher demand scenario. As with additional raw uranium production, supply will expand 

beyond current level once more firm commitments are made to building new nuclear units . 

(3) Enrichment: With no new production capacity, and if the current restrictions on 

imports of enrichment services from Russia and France continue, the current tight market 

supply for economically produced enrichment services will continue. A high projection of 
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new nuclear unit construction shows a shortage of enrichment services, starting in 2010. 

Fortunately, there are a number of new facilities coming on line in that time frame and the 

current restrictions will be lifted, at least partially if not totally. In addition, as with supply 

for the other steps of the nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible within 

the lead time for constructing new nuclear units. 

(4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated by the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can qualify as 

suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply/demand is expected to 

show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. 

supply and demand. The supply for the U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet 

U.S. demand for the foreseeable future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

The calculations for the nuclear fuel costs are performed consistent with the method 

currently used for FPL's Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of a fuel lease and 

the assumption of refueling outages every 18 months. The costs for each step to fabricate 

the nuclear fuels are added and capitalized to come up with the total costs of the fresh fuel 

to be loaded at each refueling (capitalized acquisition costs). The capitalized acquisition 

cost for each group of fresh fuel assemblies are then amortized over the energy produced 

by each group of fuel assemblies, and carrying costs are also added on the total un

recovered costs to come up with the total fuel costs to be charged to customers. FPL also 

adds 1 mill per kilowatt hour net to reflect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 
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Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

Ac1ual1/ Forecasted 

EntrQll SQ!;!r~~~ l.!.n!1§. ~ ~ ~ ~ illQ gQ.ll W1 2013 ill! ~ ill§ 2017 

(1) Annual Energy GWH 10,440 10,688 11,294 11,267 9,191 6,370 6,435 6,748 6,923 7,070 832 0 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 23,533 21,899 24,455 24,110 22,617 23,376 25,150 27,276 27,751 27,353 27,355 27,751 

(3) Coal GWH 6,168 6,856 6,953 7,530 7,011 7,504 7,223 7,201 7,202 7,198 7,222 7,195 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GWH 9,586 9,651 5,740 4,030 4,018 1,094 1,221 1,634 1,290 1,803 1,316 1,186 

(5) Steam GWH 9,586 9,651 5,740 4,030 4,018 1,094 1,221 1,634 1,290 1,803 1,316 1,186 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GWH 26 27 0 11 1,172 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
(7) Steam GWH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(B) cc GWH 9 6.7 0 1,171 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
(9) CT GWH 17 20 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 56,985 59,300 63,415 68,568 76,891 86,832 88,901 90,421 97,355 100,621 111,387 115,379 
(11) Steam GWH 8,689 6,205 8,059 3,208 3,114 2,853 2,954 3,239 3,631 3,231 3,677 3,188 
(12) cc GWH 47,871 52,717 55,343 65,337 73,754 83,979 85,948 87,180 93,711 97,320 107,619 112,055 
(13) CT GWH 424 378 13 22 24 0 0 1 13 70 91 136 

(14) Other 3/ GWH 6,399 5,893 6,500 6,337 6,103 6,687 7,940 8,094 8,232 8,450 8,272 8,736 

--------------------------------------------
Net Energy For Load 41 GWH 113,137 114,315 118,357 121,852 127,004 131,862 136,871 141,374 148,752 152,495 156,384 160,246 

1/ Source: A Schedules 
2} The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 

3/ Represents a forecst of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of Economy and other Power Sales. 

4/ Net Energy For Load is also shown in Schedule 2.3. 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources% by Fuel Type 

Actual 1/ Forecasted 

Energy Source .!J.!li1i ~ £Q.QZ ~ ~ WQ gQ!1 2012 2.Qll 2014 

(1) Annual Energy % 9.2 9.3 9.5 9.2 7.2 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.7 

Interchange 2J 

(2) Nuclear % 20.8 19.2 20.7 19.8 17.8 17.7 18.4 19.3 18.7 

(3) Coal % 5.5 6.0 5.9 6.2 5.5 5.7 5.3 5.1 4.8 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 8.5 8.4 4.8 3.3 3.2 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.9 

(5) Steam % 8.5 8.4 4.8 3.3 3.2 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.9 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(B) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 50.4 51.9 53.6 56.3 60.5 65.9 65.0 64.0 65.4 

(11) Steam % 7.7 5.4 6.8 2.6 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.4 

(12) cc % 42.3 46.1 46.8 53.6 58.1 63.7 62.8 61.7 63.0 

(13) CT % 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(14) Other 3/ % 5.7 5.2 5.5 5.2 4.8 5.1 5.8 5.7 5.5 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 
2J The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases trom SJRPP and the Southern Companies . 
3/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, etc . 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Firm Firm 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm 

Capacity Import Export OF 
Year MW MW MW M.YY. 

2008 22,149 2,255 0 738 
2009 23,369 1,824 0 738 
2010 24,588 1,467 0 738 
2011 25,807 1,499 0 738 
2012 26,117 1,437 0 738 

2013 26,221 1,437 0 738 
2014 27,440 1,437 0 738 
2015 27,440 1,437 0 738 
2016 29,878 126 0 738 
2017 29,878 126 0 738 

Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(6) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) 

Firm 
Total Total Summer Reserve 

Capacity Peak 31 
Peak Margin Before 

Available 21 
Demand DSM 41 

Demand Maintenance 51 

MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

25,142 22,356 1,908 20,448 4,694 23.0 

25,931 22,792 2,034 20,758 5,173 24.9 

26,793 23,554 2,146 21,408 5,385 25.2 

28,044 24,191 2,264 21,927 6,117 27.9 
28,292 24,837 2,388 22,449 5,843 26.0 

28,396 25,414 2,516 22,898 5,498 24.0 

29,615 26,576 2,651 23,925 5,690 23.8 
29,615 27,241 2,790 24,451 5,164 21.1 

30,742 27,932 2,910 25,022 5,720 22.9 

30,742 28,621 3,030 25,591 5,151 20.1 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 61 

MW MW %of Peak 

0 4,694 23.0 
0 5,173 24.9 

0 5,385 25.2 

0 6,117 27.9 

0 5,843 26.0 

0 5,498 24.0 

0 5,690 23.8 

0 5,164 21.1 
0 5,720 22.9 
0 5,151 20.1 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads which 
are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. All values are Summer net MW. 

2J Total Capacity Available= Co1.(2) + Co1.(3) • Co1.(4) + Co1.(5). 
31 These forecasted values reflect the 2008 load forecast without DSM. This load does include load from Lee County 
41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112006-on for use with 

the 2008 load forecast. They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin 
calculations are based. 

51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Co1.(9) 
61 Margin (%)After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Co1.(9) 
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(1) 

:wu 

2007108 
2008109 
2009110 
2010111 
2011112 

2012113 
2013114 
2014115 
2015116 
2016117 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Firm 

(11) 

Total Total Winter Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 31 
Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 21 
Demand DSM 41 

Demand Maintenance 51 

MW MW MW MW MW MW MW Mit MW %of Peak 

23,535 2,288 0 738 26,561 22,332 1,649 20,683 5,878 28.4 
23,563 1,962 0 738 26,263 22,755 1,750 21,005 5,258 25.0 
24,898 1,501 0 738 27,137 23,454 1,814 21,640 5,497 25.4 
26,233 1,500 0 738 28,471 23,971 1,883 22,088 6,383 28.9 
27,671 1,626 0 738 30,035 24,487 1,954 22,533 7,502 33.3 

27,982 1,446 0 738 30,166 24,976 2,028 22,948 7,218 31.5 
27,982 1,446 0 738 30,166 26,290 2,106 24,184 5,982 24.7 

29,317 1,446 0 738 31,501 26,979 2,188 24,791 6,710 27.1 
29,317 516 0 738 30,571 27,690 2,264 25,426 5,145 20.2 
31,987 126 0 738 32,851 28,418 2,334 26,084 6,767 25.9 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 61 

MW MW %of Peak 

0 5,878 28.4 
0 5,258 25.0 

0 5,497 25.4 
0 6,383 28.9 
0 7,502 33.3 

0 7,218 31.5 
0 5,982 24.7 

0 6,710 27.1 
0 5,145 20.2 
0 6,767 25.9 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which 
are forecast to occur during January of the "second" year indicated. All values are Winter net MW . 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
31 These forecasted values reflect the 2007 load forecast without DSM. This load does include load from Lee County 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112007-on for use with 
the 2007 load forecast. They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin 
calculations are based. 

51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
61 Margin (%)After Maintenance= Co1.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel 

Fuel Transport Canst Comm Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 

Unit Unit Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pn. Alt. Mo./'r'r Mo./Yr. Mo!Yr. t<:# ~ MW Status 
~A~DD~IT~IO~NW~C~H~A~NG~E~S----~~--~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~--~---------

Cape Canaveral 

Cape Canaveral 

Cutler 

Cutler 

Ft. Myers 

Ft. Myers 

Lauderdale 

Lauderdale 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Port Everglades 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Mart1n 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Putnam 
Putnam 
Riviere 

AiVJera 

Sanford 

Sanford 

Sanford 

S!. Johns River Power Park 

St. Johns Rivar Power Park 

Scharer 

Brevard County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Brevard County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Miami Dade County ST NG No PL No Jan-08 

Miami Dade County ST NG No PL No Jan-08 

Lee County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Lee County CT NG F02 PL PL Jan-08 

Broward County CC NG F02 PL PL Jan-08 

Broward County CC NG F02 PL PL Jan-08 

City of Hollywood ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

City of Hollywood ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

City of Hollywood ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

City ol Hollywood ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Manatee County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Manatee County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Manatee County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Martm County ST F06 NG PL PL Jan-08 

Martin County ST F06 NG PL PL Jan-08 

Martin County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Martin County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Martin County CC NG F02 PL PL Jan-08 

Putnam County CC NG F02 PL WA Jan-08 

Put~am County CC 

City ol Riviera Beach ST 

NG 

F06 

F02 

NG 

PL WA 

WA PL 

Jan-08 

Jan-08 

City of Riviera Beach ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Volusia County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 

Volusra County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Vol usia County CC NG No PL No Jan-08 

Duval County BIT BIT Pet RR WA Jan-08 

Duval County 

Monroe, GA 

BIT BIT 

BIT BIT 

Pet 

No 

RR WA Jan-08 

RR No Jan-08 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 75,000 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 161 ,500 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 1 ,775,390 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 376,380 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 526,250 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 526,250 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 247,n5 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 247,n5 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 863,300 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 863,300 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 1,224,510 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 934,500 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 934,500 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 612,000 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 612,000 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 1,224,510 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 290,004 

Jun-08 

Jun-08 

UnknoiNI1 

UnknoiNI1 

290,004 

310,420 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 310,420 

Jun-08 Unkno'N!"I 156,250 

Jun-08 Unkno'N!"I 1,188,860 

Jun-08 Unkno'N!"I 1,188,860 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 135,918 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 135,918 

Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 680,368 

1 

(8) 

11 

8 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

7 

(4) 

(5) 

(8) 

(7) 

25 

3 

(2) 

(7) 

2 
(8) 

(5) 

(11) 

2 

(8) 

(8) 

(1) 

(1) 

10 

(1) 

(8) 

(7) 

(6) 

11 

(1) 

(7) 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

Turkey Point Mrami Dade County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 OT 

Turkey Point Miami Dade County ST F06 NG WA PL Jan-08 Jun-08 UnknoiNI1 402,050 3 4 OT 
2008 Changea/Additlons Total:--4-1-- __ 1_4 __ 

Note i: The Winter Total MW value consists ol all generation additions and changes achieved by January The Summer Total t.mV value consists of all generatron additions 

and changes achieved by June. All other MW 'Hill be picked up in the lollo'Ning year. 

Note 2. Changes sho1N11 include different ratings than sho1N11 in Schedule 1 due solely to ambient temperature consistent 'Nith !hose rn FPL 'speak load forecast to marnlain consistency 

in Reserve Margrn calculation 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Proapective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (B) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel 
Fuel Transport Canst. Comm Expected Gen. Max. Net Capability 

Unit _....;..:::;~_....;.::::.:;::::;:.:., Start In-Service Aetlrement Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plant Name 
Unit 
No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. MoJYr. MoJYr. MoJYr. t<MI MW __ M_w ___ s_ta_t_us_ 

AQQ/TIDNSI CHANGES 

Cutler 
Port Everglades 

Martm 
Martin 

Martin 

Manatee 

Manatee 

Riviera 

West County Combined Cycle 

2010 
West County Combined Cycle 
West County Combined Cycle 

W1 
West County Combmed Cycle 
West County Combined Cycle 

2.Q11 
West County Combined Cyde 

St. Lucie Uprates 

St. Luc1e Uprates 
Tur1<.ey Point Uprates 

St. Lucie Uprates 
Tur1<.ey Pomt Upratas 
Turkey Point Uprates 

Unsited 3x1 CC 1111 

Uns1ted 3x1 CC 1111 

Miami Dade County ST NG 
City of Holly.yood ST F06 

Martin County ST F06 
Martin County ST F06 

Martin County CC NG 

Manatee County ST F06 

Manatee County ST F06 

City of Riviera Beach ST F06 

Palm Beach County CC NG 

Palm Beach County CC NG 
Palm Beach County CC NG 

Palm Beach County CC NG 
Palm Beach County CC NG 

Palm Beach County 

St. Lucie County 
St. Lucie County 

Miami Dade County 

cc 
NP 
NP 
NP 

NG 

UR 
UR 
UR 

St. Lucie County NP UR 
Miami Dade County NP UA 
Miami Dade County NP UA 

Unknown CC NG 

Unknown CC NG 

CC NG 

No PL No 

NG WA PL 
NG PL PL 
NG PL PL 

No PL No 

NG WA PL 

NG WA PL 

NG WA PL 

F02 

F02 
F02 

F02 
F02 

PL PL 

PL PL 
PL PL 

PL PL 
PL PL 

Jan-09 
Jan-09 

Jan-09 
Jan-09 

Jan-09 

Jan-09 

Jan-09 

Jan-09 

Jan-09 

Jan-07 
Jan-08 

Jan-08 
Jan-09 

F02 
No 
No 
No 

PL 
TK 
TK 
TK 

PL Jan-09 

No See Note 3 
No See Note 3 
No See Note 3 

Jun-09 Unknown 75,000 
Jun-09 Unknown 402,050 

Jun-09 Unknown 934,500 
Jun-09 Unknown 934,500 

Jun-09 Unknown 612,000 

Jun-09 Unknown 863,300 

Jun-09 Unknown 863,300 

Jun-09 Unknown 310,420 

(1) 
3 

Jun-09 Unknown Unknown ----~ 
2009 Changes/Additions Total: 28 1,220 

Jun-09 Unknown Unknown 1 ,335 
Jun-10 Unknown Unknown 1,219 

2010 Chengea/Addition• Total:~ ~ 

Jun-10 Unknown Unknown 1,335 
Jun-11 Unknown Unknown 1 ,219 

2011 Changee/Additlone Total:~~ 

Jun-, Unknown Unknown 1,335 

Dec-1 1 Unknown 850,000 103 103 
Jun-12 Unknown 723,n5 103 
May-12 Unknown 759.900 104 

2012 Chengee/Addltlon• Total: ---;,m-- --3-10--

No 
No 
No 

TK No See Note 3 Jun-12 Unknown 723,n5 103 
TK No See Note 3 May-12 Unknown 759,900 104 
TK No See Note 3 Dec-12 Unknown 759,900 104 104 

2013 Chengee/Addltione Total: --3-11-- --1-04--

F02 PL PL Jan-12 Jun-14 Unknown Unknown 1219 

2014 Changee/Additione Total: --0--~ 

F02 PL PL Jan-12 Jun-14 Unknown 1,335 

2015 Changee/Addltlon• Total:~ --0--

F02 PL PL 1219 

OT 
OT 

OT 
OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

OT 

u 

u 

u 

Unsited 3x1 CC #2 
Unsited 3x1 CC 113 

Unknown 
Unknown CC NG F02 PL PL 

Jan-13 
Jan-14 Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,219 p 

Unsited 3x1 CC #2 
Uns1ted 3x1 CC 1113 

Unknown 
Unknown 

CC NG 
CC NG 

F02 
F02 

PL PL 
PL PL 

Jan-14 
Jan-15 

2016 Changee/Addltlone Total: --0--~ 

Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,335 
Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,335 

2017 Chengee/Addlt1one Total.~ --0--

Note 1: The Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions 

and changes achieved by June. All MW addilions/changes occuring later in the year will be picked up for report1ng/planning purposes m the follo>Mng year. 

Note 2: Changes shown include different ratings than shown in Schedule 1 due solely 'o ambient temperature consistent 'Mth those in FPL 'speak load forecast to maintain consistency 

in Reserve Marg1n calculations 

Note 3: The nuclear uprates Wi\1 be pertormed during the scheduled refueling outages for each unit. 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(1 O) Certification Status: u 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: u 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2009 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
565 

11.65 
0.138 

1.5834 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 2 of 9 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 2 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,219 MW 
b. Winter 1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2008 
b. Commercia/In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(1 0) Certification Status: u 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: u 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation ?SF, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data **,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2010 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 88% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
519 

10.11 
0.138 

1.5873 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs . 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 

Florida Power & Light Company 87 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 98 of 210

Page 3 of 9 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 3 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data **,*** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2011 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2011 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low Nox Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 93% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
715 

72 

11.63 
0.480 

1.4699 

** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 

Florida Power & Light Company 88 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 99 of 210

.. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 
I 
I 

Page 4 of 9 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generatina Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 1 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

103 MW (Incremental) 
103 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2010 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost: 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

25 
3,054 
3,054 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project . 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the early recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 
costs in total associated with the uprates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the up rates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs . 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value . 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

104 MW (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2010 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2012 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(1 0) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data * 
Book Lite (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

20 
3,580 
3,580 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) tor explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) tor explanation.) 
(See Note (3) tor explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) tor explanation.) 

(1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the early recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 
costs in total associated with the uprates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the uprates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 2 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

103 MW (Incremental) 
103 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2010 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2012 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Uranium 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: No change from existing unit 

(8) Total Site Area: No change from existing unit 
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(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,•• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

31 
3,271 
3,271 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project . 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

( 1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the early recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 
costs in total associated with the uprates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the uprates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 4 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

104 MW (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercia/In-service date: 2012 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Uranium 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: No change from existing unit 

(8) Total Site Area: No change from existing unit 
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(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •:• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

22 
3,630 
3,630 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

( 1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the early recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 
costs in total associated with the up rates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the up rates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2012 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 
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0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown 

(9) Construction Status: p 

( 1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,•• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2014 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% 
Approx. 92% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
994 

14.74 
0.80 

1.481 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC . 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited Combined Cycle 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2014 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Dry Low No, Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 9 of 9 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: Unknown 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: p 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: p 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2016 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

(Planned) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% 
Approx. 92% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
1,044 

15.49 
0.84 

1.481 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 1 

The new West County Energy Center Unit 1 that is scheduled to come in-service in 2009 does not 
require any "new" transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 2 

The new West County Energy Center Unit 2 that is scheduled to come in-service in 2010 does not 
require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

WCEC Unit 3 by 2011 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: New Sugar Substation - Corbett Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: 1 mile 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: May 2009 
End date: November 2010 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $11,300,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: New Sugar Substation and Corbett Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 

Florida Power & Light Company 97 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 108 of 210

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 1 Nuclear Uprate 

The St. Lucie 1 Nuclear Uprate that is scheduled to come in-service in 2011 does not require any 
"new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate 

The Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate that is scheduled to come in-service in 2012 does not require 
any "new" transmission lines . 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear Uprate 

The St. Lucie 2 Nuclear Uprate that is scheduled to come in-service in 2012 does not require any 
"new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear Uprate 

The Turkey Point 3 1\Juclear Uprate that is scheduled to come in-service in 2012 does not require 
any "new'' transmission lines . 
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Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2007 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Net (MW) Capability 
Generation by Primary Fuel Summer(MW) Summer(%) 

1 Coal 896 3.6% 
2 Nuclear 2,939 11.7% 
3 Residual 6,818 27.1% 
4 Distillate 660 2.6% 
5 Natural Gas 10,822 43.1% 
6 ·o;' · FPL Existing Units Total: 22135 88.1% 

(7) Renewables (Purchases)- Firm 157.6 0.6% 
(8) Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable 
(9) -''"'' ,'• · Renewabls Total: 167.6 0.6% 

1 (10 .· .. · . ,, ..... ........ '-i Purchase$ Other: 2,(135.0 11~3% 
(11 Totsl 2$,127.6 100.0% 

Note: 
(1) FPL Existing Units Total matches Total System found on Schedule 1. 
(2} Net Energy for Load MW H matches Schedule 6.1 

Florida Power & Light Company 102 

Winter (MW) 
902 

3,013 
6,876 
781 

11,922 
23,494 

157.6 
Not Applicable 

157.6 

3,704.0. 
27,355.6 

(5) 

Winter(%) 
3.3% 
11.0% 
25.1% 
2.9% 

43.6% 
85.9%. 

0.6% 

0.6% 

13.5% 
1()0.1% 

(6) 

NEL 
GWH 
6,856 

21,899 
9,651 

27 
59,300 
97.733 

1,201 
291 

1492 

15090 
114,315 

(7) 
Fuel 
Mix 
% 

6.0% 
19.2% 
8.4% 
0.0% 

51.9% 
85.5% 

1.1% 
0.3% 
1.3% 

13.2% 
1()0.0% 
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(1) 

Type of Facility 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities 
Actuals for the Year 2007 

(2) (3) (4) 

Installed 
Projected Annual Annual Energy Sold 

Capacity 
(MW) 

Output (MWH) to FPL (MWH) 

Customer-Owned PV (less than 10 kw) 0.27 277.19 57.59 

Notes: 

(5) = (3)- (4) 

Projected Annual 
Energy Used by 

Customer (MWH) 

219.60 

(1) There were approximately 110 customer-owned operating PV facilities interconnected with FPL during this year . 
(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (AC kw) for all of the customer-owned PV 

facilities. 
(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL's PV Watts program and the Installed Capacity value 

in column (2), adjusted for the date when each facility was installed and assuming each facility operated as 
planned . 

(4) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for this year. 
(5) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a projected value that is the difference between the Projected 

Annual Output value in column (2) and the actual Annual Energy Sold to FPL in column (4) . 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered plant and animal species. Population growth 

in FPL's service area is continuing, which heightens competition for air, land, and water 

resources that are necessary to meet the increased demand for generation, transmission, 

and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and tourists want unspoiled 

natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that large corporations such 

as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally responsible manner . 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. FPL's environmental leadership has been heralded 

by many outside organizations as demonstrated by a few recent examples. In 2004, FPL 

Group earned a first place ranking among U.S. power companies and second globally in 

a report from the World Wildlife Fund for voluntary commitments to limit C02 emissions . 

This commitment was made to support initiatives to better manage utility impacts on 

climate change through use of greenhouse gas emission reductions and improvements in 

energy efficiency. The report stated that this was "primarily due to the company's 

leadership in developing wind energy and their commitment to dramatically improve their 

efficiency." In January 2007, FPL joined with a diverse group of U.S.-based business 

market leaders and leading non-governmental organizations to form the U.S. Climate 

Action Partnership (USCAP) in recognition of the need for a national policy framework on 

climate change. USCAP has called upon the federal government to formulate mandatory 

economy-wide policies to reduce C02 emissions . 

As a further demonstration of FPL's efforts in sustainability, the EPA and the Department 

of Energy gave an award to FPL for its Sunshine Energy® program which allows 

customers, who voluntarily choose to participate, to pay a premium for their electricity 

that is used to purchase renewable energy credits associated with electric energy 

generated from renewable energy sources. FPL Group, the parent corporation of FPL 

was also recently awarded its fourth number one rating of major electric utilities surveyed 

in an environmental assessment conducted by lnnovest, an independent advisory group. 

This rating was in recognition of FPL Group's success in executing a strategy to become 

a clean energy provider harnessing primarily clean and renewable fuels while also 

boosting shareholder value. FPL Group was named one of the world's most Sustainable 
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Corporations in Global 100 and was one of only two utilities to be so named in the United 

States. 

FPL has also been the recipient of earlier environmental awards and recognition. In 2001, 

FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for its 

stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding its Turkey Point Plant. In 2001, FPL was 

awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid 

Waste Association of North America. FPL received the 2001 Program Champion Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for Ecosystem 

Protection" in 2001 for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at its Fort Myers and 

Sanford Plants. FPL won the Council for Sustainable Florida's award in 2002 for its sea 

turtle conservation and education programs at its St. Lucie Plant. Finally, FPL has been 

recognized by numerous federal and state agencies for its innovative endangered 

species protection programs which include such species as manatees, crocodiles, and 

sea turtles. 

As mentioned above, FPL Group has taken a leadership role to address climate change 

and the call for action for a national climate change policy. The decision to step into the 

forefront of this issue goes hang-in-hand with FPL Group's longtime commitment to 

managing operations with sensitivity to the environment. 

FPL is taking action now in Florida to address climate change with a number of actions. 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), FPL is the nation's leader among 

electric utilities for its energy efficiency/conservation achievement and is also ranked 

number three nationally in load management achievement. FPL's nationally recognized 

leadership in the implementation of demand side management (DSM) within its system 

has avoided the need to build the equivalent of 12 medium-sized power plants as 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. Also discussed in Chapter Ill are FPL's plans 

for adding a significant amount of renewable energy resources. FPL is also the nation's 

leader in "repowering," significantly increasing the efficiency of a number of its existing 

power plants while reducing FPL system emissions. In addition, FPL's future generation 

plans include nuclear uprates and two new nuclear units that are projected to significantly 

reduce air emissions in Florida. 
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IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define its 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of its activities and serves as a framework for new environmental initiatives 

throughout the company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards . 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities . 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues . 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions . 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance 

program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, 

environmental risk assessment/management, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems . 
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IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 

performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to 

facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with 

existing environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2006 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1. 

Table IV.E.1: 2007 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

':,: i ' ,Activity '' # of Participants 
Visitors to Energy Encounter 20,000 
Visitors to Manatee Park 150,000 
Number of visits to FPL's Environmental Website 300,000 

Number of pieces of Environmental literature distributed >120,000 

(All numbers are approximations.) 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified three Preferred 

Sites and eight Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those 

locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken action, or is 

planning to take action, to site new generation capacity. Potential Sites are those sites 

that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under consideration as a 

location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use as existing 

generation sites and some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does not indicate 
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that FPL has made a definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation expansion in 

the case of an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this designation indicate 

that the size or technology of a generator has been determined. The Preferred Sites and 

Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below . 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies three Preferred Sites in this Site Plan: the West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) adjacent to the existing Corbett FPL substation, the existing St. Lucie plant site, 

and the existing Turkey Point plant site. The West County Energy Center site is the 

location for combined cycle capacity additions FPL will make in 2009 and 2010, and is 

proposing to make in 2011. The St. Lucie site is the location for nuclear capacity 

additions that FPL will make in 2011 and 2012, and the plant site is also the location for a 

proposed wind generation addition that is proposed for 2009. The Turkey Point site is the 

location for nuclear capacity additions that FPL will make in 2012 . 

In regard to the WCEC site, combined cycle (CC) capacity additions, WCEC units 1 & 2, 

have been approved by the FPSC and by the Governor and Cabinet acting as the Siting 

Board. FPL is planning to file a need petition for the WCEC unit 3 combined cycle unit in 

April2008 . 

In regard to the St. Lucie and Turkey Point sites, FPL petitioned the FPSC for approval of 

capacity uprates for the two existing nuclear units at each of these sites in September 

2007. The FPSC approved the need and issued a Need Order for both Uprates in 

January 2008 . 

The existing Turkey Point plant site is also the proposed site for two new nuclear units, 

Turkey Point units 6 & 7. These two new nuclear units are proposed for 2018 and 2020, 

respectively. FPL filed for approval of a determination of need for these two new nuclear 

units with the FPSC in the second half of 2007. The FPSC voted to approve this request 

on March 18, 2008, and is expected to issue a final order approving the units in April 

2008. These new nuclear units are not discussed in detail in this Site Plan because the 

units' projected in-service dates, fall outside of the 2008-2017 time period covered in this 

document. 

The three Preferred Sites are discussed below . 
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Preferred Site # 1: West County Energy Center , Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a Preferred Site for the addition of new 

generating capacity. The site was selected for the addition of two new combined cycle 

natural gas power plants with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as a backup fuel. 

These units, WCEC 1 & 2, have been approved by both the FPSC and the Governor and 

Cabinet acting as the Siting Board. The units are scheduled to come in-service in 2009 

and 2010, respectively. In addition, the site has also been selected as the location for a 

proposed third combined cycle unit, WCEC 3, projected to come in-service in 2011 if 

approved. FPL plans to file for FPSC approval of a determination of need for this unit in 

April 2008. If approved, all three combined cycle units will be identical in regard to 

technology and capacity. 

The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission 

through existing structures or through additional lateral connections. The approved and 

proposed facilities would use natural gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art 

combustion controls. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center (WCEC) plant site is found at the 

end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the WCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site was inactive until February 2007 when construction of WCEC 1 & 2 was 

initiated. The site was previously dedicated to industrial and agricultural use. The site 

had been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded to an elevation approximately 

10 feet. above the surrounding land surface. Prior to initiation of power plant 

construction, no structures were present on the site and vegetation was virtually non-
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existent. Structures are now being built on the site for work associated with WCEC 1 

& 2 . 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinitv 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant site had been significantly altered by the construction and operation of 

a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and removed. The 

surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane agriculture and limestone 

mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of the site. The Arthur 

R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the 

site . 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to affect any 

rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the property is 

minimal as a result of the prior mining activities. Common wading birds can be 

observed on areas adjacent to, and occasionally within, the property. The 

property is adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential habitat for 

wood stork . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of gas-fired combined cycle generating facilities 

at this location are not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, 

recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands including the Arthur R . 

Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. Construction will not result in any 

onsite wetland impacts under federal, state, or local agency permitting criteria . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design of both the two approved units and the one proposed unit is a new 1,219 

MW (Summer capacity) unit with each unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT) and three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) and a new 

steam turbine. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this 

facility with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) serving as a backup fuel. 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. 

i. Water Resources 

In regard to the two approved units, water from the Floridan Aquifer and surface 

water from the L 1 0/L 12 canal will be used for cooling, service, and process water. 

Water from the surficial aquifer will be treated and used for potable water unless 

water is available for purchase from Palm Beach County water municipality. 

In regard to the proposed third unit, the primary water source for the project will be 

reclaimed (reuse) water that will come from Palm Beach County Water Utilities 

Department. FPL will obtain the necessary approvals to also supply Units 1 & 2 

using reclaimed water after obtaining the necessary approvals for Unit 3. The 

Floridan and L 1 0/L 12 will remain as back up water supplies for the site. Reclaimed 

water will be used for cooling, service, and process water. Back-up water sources 

include utilizing the Floridan Aquifer allocation permitted for WCEC 1 & 2, potable 

water from Palm Beach County, and the L 1 0/L 12 canal when made available by the 

SFWMD. Water from the surficial aquifer will be treated and used for potable water 

unless water is available for purchase from Palm Beach County. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks 

about which little is known due to their great depth. 
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Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating the underlying 

Oldsmar formation. The published information on the sediments comprising the 

formations below the Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells 

in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach Counties . 

Testing during construction of Exploratory Well 2 (EW-2) demonstrated the presence 

of a highly permeable zone (Boulder Zone) below a depth of 2,790 feet below pad 

level (bpi) overlain by a thick confining interval from approximately 2,000 to 2, 790 feet 

bpi. The base of the Underground Source of Drinking Water (USDW) was identified 

between the depths of 1 ,932 and 1 ,959 feet bpi through interpretation of packer tests 

water quality data and geophysical logs. These conditions suggest that the 

hydrogeology of the EW-2 site is favorable for disposal of fluids via a deep injection 

well system . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

In regard to the two approved units, the estimated quantity of water required for 

industrial processing for both units is approximately 450 gallons per minute (gpm) for 

uses such as process water and service water. Approximately 15 million gallons per 

day (mgd) in total of cooling water for the two generating units would be cycled 

through the addition of cooling towers . 

In regard to the proposed third unit, the estimated quantity of water required for 

industrial processing is approximately 225 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as 

process water and service water. Approximately 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) in 

total of cooling water for the one generating unit would be cycled through the addition 

of a cooling tower. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable water are 

estimated to be approximately 35,000 gallons per day (gpd) for the entire WCEC site . 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The two approved generating units will use available surface or ground water as the 

source of cooling water for the cooling towers. The cooling towers will also act as a 

heat sink for the facility process water. Such needs for cooling and process water will 
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comply with the existing South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 

regulations for consumptive water use. 

In regard to the proposed third unit, it will use reclaimed water as the primary source 

of cooling water for the cooling tower. The cooling tower will also act as a heat sink 

for the facility process water. Such needs for cooling and process water will comply 

with the existing SFWMD regulations for consumptive water use. In addition, 

reclaimed water used by WCEC 3 must meet all relevant requirements of Chapter 

62-610, F.A.C., Part Ill, for use in the cooling tower. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The use of reclaimed water is a water conservation strategy because it is a beneficial 

use of wastewater. Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only 

for potable water. Water from the Floridan Aquifer or the L 1 0/L 12 canal will be used 

for cooling purposes as a backup water source and cooling towers will be utilized. In 

addition, captured stormwater will be reused in the cooling tower whenever feasible. 

Stormwater captured in the stormwater ponds will also recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heat will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Slowdown water from the cooling 

towers, along with other wastestreams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the 

Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be 

none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 

surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements will be 

included to capture suspended sediments. In addition, captured stormwater will be 

reused in the cooling towers whenever feasible The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is not located near an existing natural gas transmission pipeline that is 

capable of providing a sufficient quantity of gas. Upgrades of existing pipelines 

and/or lateral connections to other pipelines will be made for supply of natural gas. 

Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) would be received by truck and stored in 

above-ground storage tanks to serve as backup fuel for the new units. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) and combustion 

controls will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of 

sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates . 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as backup fuel. These design alternatives constitute 

the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken 

together, the design of the West County Energy Center units will incorporate features 

that will make them among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State 

of Florida . 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new units will be within allowable levels . 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to the two approved units, a Site Certification Application (SCA) for the 

construction and operation of the West County Energy Center project under the 

Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was filed on April 14, 2005 and received Site 

Certification by the Governor and Cabinet, acting as the Siting Board, on December 

26, 2006. Palm Beach County Planning Zoning and Building department issued 

approval for the project on June 28, 2006. FDEP issued an Underground Injection 

Control Exploratory Well permit on January 11, 2006 and another Exploratory Well 

Permit on December 6, 2006. FDEP issued a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

(PSD) air permit on January 10, 2007. After acquiring these permits and 

authorizations, FPL initiated construction in February 2007 and anticipates an in

service date for the first unit of mid-2009. FDEP is in the process of issuing the Final 

UIC permit. 
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In regard to the proposed third unit, a Site Certification Application (SCA) for the 

construction and operation of WCEC 3 under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed on December 6, 2007 and is currently undergoing review. Palm Beach 

County Planning Zoning and Building department issued initial approval on 

November 29, 2007, and final approval on December 5, 2007, for an increase in total 

generating capacity for the project. A Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air 

permit was filed on December 6, 2007. After acquiring these permits and 

authorizations, FPL proposes to initiate construction in June 2009 and anticipates an 

in-service date of mid-2011. WCEC 3 plans to utilize the UIC system being permitted 

for the entire site. 

Preferred Site # 2: St. Lucie Plant, St. Lucie County 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an FPL

owned 1, 130-acre site. The plant site is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and 

the Indian River Lagoon to the west. Located on the site are two nuclear powered 

generating units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, that have been in operation since 1976 and 1983, 

respectively. The St. Lucie site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the addition of 

two types of new generating capacity. 

The first type of generating capacity addition is an increase in the capacity of the two 

existing nuclear generating units by approximately 103 to 104 MW each. This work will 

involve changes to several existing main components within the existing facilities to 

increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. 1\Jo new or 

expanded facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, 

along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing Turkey Point nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at St. Lucie for the two 

nuclear units sited there are projected to be in-service in late 2011 and 2012, 

respectively. 

The second type of generating capacity addition is the proposed installation of FPL wind 

generation turbines at the plant site by 2009. Six wind turbines are being proposed that, 

in total, would have a maximum output of approximately 13.8 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey CUSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the FPL St. Lucie Nuclear site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter . 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter . 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are pressurized water reactors, each having two steam 

generators. The prominent structures, enclosed facilities, and equipment associated 

with St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 include the containment building, the turbine generator 

building, the auxiliary building, and the fuel handling building . 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake and discharge 

canals, switchyard, spent-fuel storage facilities, technical and administrative support 

facilities, and public education facilities (Energy Encounter Exhibit and the Marine 

Education Facility). Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are 

predominately undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the 

Atlantic Ocean, Herman's Bay and Indian River Lagoon . 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the only changes will be modifications to 

the existing power generation facilities within the power block area. None of the other 

existing facilities at the plant will change as a result of the uprates. No changes to the 

nuclear power generation facilities are currently projected as a result of the proposed 

wind turbine additions . 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an 

FPL-owned 1, 130-acre site. The St. Lucie Plant includes the reactor buildings, 

turbine buildings, access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance 

facilities, and miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the 

operation of Units 1 & 2. The site includes adjacent undeveloped mangrove 

areas. As a result of the approved capacity uprates, the site characteristics will 

not change . 
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The proposed wind turbines are also located on the FPL-owned site. Impacts to 

the site characteristics are projected to be minimal from the proposed wind 

turbines. 

2. Listed Species 

Some listed species known to occur in the area of the plant location are atlantic 

sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), green sea 

turtle (Chelonia mydas), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill 

sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbriccata), gopher tortoise ( Gopherus polyphemus), 

kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kemp1) sea turtle, wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

black skimmer (Rynchops niger'), and least tern (Sterna antillarum). 

In regard to the capacity uprates, neither the development work, nor the 

continued operation of the two nuclear units after the uprate work has been 

completed, are expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened 

species. No changes in wildlife populations at the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated, including listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not 

change and it is expected that wildlife will continue to use the undeveloped areas 

within the St. Lucie Plant boundary. 

In regard to the wind turbines, some changes to the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated, excluding listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not 

change and the wind turbines are not anticipated to deter the continued use by 

wildlife of the undeveloped areas within the St. Lucie Plant boundary or any 

adjacent areas. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are predominately 

undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the Atlantic 

Ocean, Herman's Bay and Indian River Lagoon. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. It is a once

through system. The effects of the discharge of cooling water via these discharge 
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structures were evaluated and mixing zones were established to allow compliance 

with thermal water quality standards as a part of the Plant's 1\JPDES (Permit No . 

FL0002208). These mixing zones include the volume of water beyond the discharge 

structures, at the edge of which, the water temperature is no greater than 1 rF above 

the ambient temperature of the intake water . 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the once-through system will continue to be 

used for the nuclear units. In regard to the wind turbines, no water will be used . 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are located in unincorporated St. Lucie County, Florida. The 

County has adopted a comprehensive plan, which is updated on a periodic basis . 

The County Comprehensive Plan incorporates a map that depicts the future land use 

categories of all property falling within the unincorporated portions of the County. The 

St. Lucie Plant has a Future Land Use category of Transportation/Utilities (T/U) 

according to the St. Lucie County Future Land Use Map. The T/U category is 

described in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element 

Future Land Use . 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the 

wind turbines because of the available wind resource at that location . 

i. Water Resources 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The once

through system flow will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity uprates. There 

will be no water used to operate the wind turbines. Due to the existing nature of the 

St. Lucie Plant, surrounding surface waters will not be adversely affected by either of 

the generation capacity additions. Stormwater will be handled by the existing facilities 

and no new areas will be impacted. Wetlands, groundwater, and nearby surface 

waters will not be impacted . 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Beneath the land surface, there is a peat layer 4 to 6 feet thick. Below this layer is the 

Anastasia Formation, a sedimentary rock formation composed of clay lenses, sandy 
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limestone, and silty fine to medium sand with fragmented shells. This highly 

permeable stratum extends 35 to 90 feet below mean sea level (msl). Underlying this 

stratum there is a semi-permeable zone, The Hawthorn Formation, consisting of 

slightly clayey and very fine silt which extends 600 feet below msl. 

The original surficial deposits at the St. Lucie Plant were excavated to a depth of 60 

feet and backfilled with Category I or II fill. The fill is underlain by the Anastasia 

formation, a sequence of partially cemented sand and sandy limestone, which extend 

to an average depth of about 145 feet. The Anastasia is underlain to an depth of 

about 600 to 700 feet by the partially cemented and indurated sands, clays, and 

sandy limestones of The Hawthorn Formation. Underlying these surface strata are 

about 13,000 feet of Jurassic through Tertiary Formations, primarily carbonate rocks. 

These formations have a relatively gentle slope to the southeast. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, no change is expected in the quantity or 

characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by the facility. Therefore, no 

change in that compliance achievement status is expected. The capacity uprates will 

not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, 

interception, or additions to surface water flow. The St. Lucie Plant does not directly 

withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not withdraw 

groundwater after the uprates work is completed. The use of water supplied by the 

City of Fort Pierce, which does withdraw groundwater, will remain unchanged and 

there will be no changes to the groundwater discharges. There will be no quality, 

quantity, or hydrological changes, either by withdrawal or discharge to a drinking 

water source. Therefore, there will be no impacts on drinking water. 

The wind turbines will not require water for operations and will not cause any 

changes in the hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, interception, or 

additions to surface water flow. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. General 

plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and potable water are 

obtained from City of Fort Pierce. Process water uses include demineralizer 

regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. 
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The existing St. Lucie Plant water use is projected to be unchanged from that for the 

existing facility as a result of the nuclear capacity uprates. The wind turbines will not 

require water for operations . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

uprates. The wind turbines will not require water for operations . 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 use once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to 

remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers via the Circulating Water System 

(CWS), and to remove heat from other auxiliary equipment via the Auxiliary 

Equipment Cooling Water System (AECWS). The great majority of this cooling water 

is used for the CWS . 

Under emergency conditions, water can be withdrawn from Big Mud Creek via the 

Emergency Intake Canal through two 54-inch pipe assemblies in the barrier wall that 

separates the Creek from the Canal. FPL does not use this intake during normal 

operations, but does test this system semi-annually . 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants . 

The wind turbines will not require water for operations. Consequently, there will be no 

water discharge as a result of these turbines . 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are licensed for uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched 

uranium-235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy 

tubes with welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into 

assemblies designed for loading into the reactor core. Each reactor core includes 217 

fuel assemblies . 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 47,000 megawatt-days per 
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metric ton uranium. In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used due to the increased capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel-handling 

facilities are required. The addition of the wind turbines will have no fuel-related 

impact; i.e., no impacts from fuel delivery, storage, waste, or pollution control. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main plant 

generators, two building generators, and various general purpose diesel engines. 

The main plant emergency generators will not be changed as a result of either of the 

two types of generation capacity additions. These emergency generators are for 

standby use only and only tested to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel fuel 

is delivered to the St. Lucie Plant by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with 

secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The St. Lucie Plant is classified as a minor source of air pollution, since FDEP has 

issued a Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) to keep emissions 

less than 100 tons per year for any air pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

The applicable units at the St. Lucie Plant in regard to air emissions consist of eight 

large main plant diesel engines, two smaller diesel engines, and various general

purpose diesel engines. The air emissions from these engines are limited by the use 

of 0.05-percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices. Best Available 

Control Technology (BACT) is not applicable to these existing emission units. 

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the operation of the diesel engines comprise 

the limiting pollutant for these diesel units at the St Lucie Plant. The FDEP FESOP 

limits NOx emissions to 99.4 tons, which includes fuel use limits on the large main 

plant emergency diesel engines of 97,000 gallons in any 12-month consecutive 

period and the smaller building and general purpose diesel engines of 190,000 

gallons in any 12-month consecutive period. Also, the Plant may choose to combine 

the diesel units' fuel-tracking, which then limits the NOx totals for a 12-month 

consecutive period to a maximum of 80 tons. There will be no change in the 

operation or emissions of the diesel engines resulting from either the nuclear capacity 

uprates or the wind turbines. In addition, neither of these types of generation capacity 

additions will result in an increase of carbon dioxide (C02) or other greenhouse gas 

emissions. In fact, both of these increases in generation capacity are projected to 

result in decreased FPL system emissions of C02 and other greenhouse gases. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted in regard to both types of generation 

capacity additions. Predicted noise levels are not expected to result in adverse noise 

impacts in the vicinity of the site during construction or operation of either generating 

capacity additions . 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, a Site Certification Application (SCA) under 

the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was filed on December 13, 2007. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the St. Lucie (and Turkey Point) uprates and the 

final order approving the need for these units was issued on January 7, 2008. In 

regard to the wind turbines, a Site Certification Application is not required . 

Preferred Site # 3: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4) 

and two natural gas/oil conventional boiler units (Units 1 & 2), one combined cycle natural 

gas unit (Unit 5), the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife area, and 

wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMS) . 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 have been in operation since 1972 and 1973, respectively. The 

Turkey Point site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the increase in the capacity of 

its two existing nuclear generating units by approximately 103 to 104 MW each. This 

work will involve changes to several existing main components within the existing 

facilities to increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No 

new or expanded facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity 

uprate, along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at Turkey Point are 

projected to be in-service in 2012 . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter . 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 generating facility at the 

site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The five existing power generation units and support facilities occupy approximately 

150 acres of the 11 ,000-acre Turkey Point Plant. Support facilities include service 

buildings, an administration building, fuel oil tanks, water treatment facilities, 

circulating water intake and outfall structures, wastewater treatment basins, and a 

system substation. The cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. 

The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at the Turkey Point Plant have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 

(Unit 2). These units currently burn residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a 

maximum equivalent sulfur content of 1 percent. The two 700-MW (nominal) nuclear 

units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4). Turkey Point Units 3 

& 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is a nominal 

1, 150-MW combined cycle unit that began operation in 2007. Significant features in 

the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National Park. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The prominent structures and enclosed facilities and equipment associated with 

Units 3 & 4 include: the containment building, which contains the nuclear steam 

supply system, including the reactor, steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, 

and related equipment; the turbine generator building, where the turbine 

generator and associated main condensers are located; the auxiliary building, 

which contains waste management facilities, engineered safety components, and 

other facilities; and the fuel handling building, where the spent fuel storage pool 

and storage facilities for new fuel are located. Prominent features beyond the 

power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, switchyard, 

spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities. 
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2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units, and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Listed species known to occur in the nearby 

Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site include the peregrine 

falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), American crocodile 

(Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), roseate spoonbill 

(Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), 

snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), 

least tern (Sterna antillarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus a/bus), and bald eagle 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are known to exist in the 

vicinity of the site. The federally listed, endangered American Crocodile thrives at 

the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around the southern end of the cooling 

canals which lie south of the project area. The entire site is considered crocodile 

habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site for foraging, 

traversing, and basking. FPL manages a program for the conservation and 

enhancement of the American crocodile . 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, 

approximately 95% of which is open water interspersed with over 40 keys. The 

Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles north of 

the Turkey Point plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead 

Bayfront Park which contains a marina and day use recreational facilities . 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site . 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uses cooling water from a closed-cycle cooling canal system 

to remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers, and to remove heat from other 

auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling canals will accommodate the increase in 

heat load that is associated with the increased capacity from the uprates. The 
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maximum predicted increase in water temperature entering the cooling canal system 

from the units resulting from the uprates is predicted to be about 2.5°F, from 106.1 to 

1 08.6°F. The associated maximum increase in water temperature returning to the 

units is about 0.9°F, from 91.9 to 92.8°F. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU - "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU -"Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 interconnected canals each five miles long, 200 feet wide, and 

approximately four feet deep. The system performs the same function as a giant 

radiator. The water is circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at 

the plant's intake pumps. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula 

of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 

feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated formations that 

range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex 

of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 
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layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System (FAS) ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of 

Suwannee Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various 

The addition of nuclear generating capacity as a result of the uprates will not cause 

any changes in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by 

the facility; therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected . 

The uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due 

to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water flow. The Turkey Point Plant 

does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not do 

so after the capacity uprates. Locally, groundwater is present beneath the Site in the 

surficial or Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that are part of the Floridan 

Aquifer System. There will be no effects on those deeper aquifer zones from the 

capacity uprates . 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 is the cooling canal system . 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the capacity 

uprates. General plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and 

potable water are obtained from Miami-Dade County. Process water uses include 

demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for 

washdowns. The water use for the facility will not change as a result of the capacity 

up rates . 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the uprates . 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing closed cooling water 

system and the cooling canal system . 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants . 
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o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 utilize uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-

235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 

designed for loading into the reactor core. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the uprates, more nuclear fuel will be 

used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel handling facilities 

are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main 

emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators and various general 

purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be changed as a result of 

the capacity uprates. These emergency generators are for stand-by use only and 

only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel 

fuel for the emergency generators is delivered to the Turkey Point Plant by truck as 

needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 does not create fossil fuel-related 

air emissions. However, there are nine emergency generators associated with Units 

3 & 4. Four main plant emergency generators are rated at 2.5 MW. Five smaller 

emergency generators are associated with the security system. In addition, various 

general purpose diesel are used as needed for Units 3 & 4. 

Turkey Point Plant Units 3 & 4's associated emergency generators and diesel 

engines, together with Units 1, 2, and 5, are classified as a major source of air 

pollution. FDEP has issued a separate Title V Air Operating Permit for the Turkey 

Point Nuclear Plant (Permit Number 0250003-004-AV). There are no operating limits 

for the emergency generators or diesel engines. NOx emissions are regulated under 

Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4)(b)7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.5 

percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the uprates was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not expected 

to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site .. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed on January 18, 2008. The FPSC voted to approve the need for the 

Turkey Point (and St. Lucie) uprates and the final order approving the need for these 

units was issued on January 7, 2008 . 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Eight (8) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity and energy needs2
. These sites have been identified as 

Potential Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, 

infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are 

suitable for different capacity levels and technologies . 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for each site, it 

was assumed that either one dual-fuel (natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion 

turbine (CT) or a natural gas-fired combined cycle unit (CC) would be constructed at the 

Potential Sites. A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute 

(gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling). A CC unit would 

require approximately 150 gpm for service and process water and approximately 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water depending upon the water source and 

associated water quality. If an existing power plant site is ultimately selected for 

repowering of an existing unit(s), the water requirements discussed above for a CC unit 

would be approximately correct for the repowered unit. If a renewable energy generating 

2 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other greenfield sites . 
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technology, such as photovoltaic and solar thermal, is ultimately selected for one of these 

sites, the water requirements would be less than those for CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. 

Potential Site # 1: West Broward, Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity and FPL refers to 

this potential site as the West Broward site. Current facilities on-site include an electric 

substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical 

transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land uses for the potential site were designated as agricultural use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are present on the site. Construction and operation of 

a new facility on this site would not be expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of reclaimed (reuse) water 

has been identified as potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has also been 

identified as a potential cooling water source. 
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Potential Site# 2: Cape Canaveral Plant. Brevard County 

The FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property is located in unincorporated Brevard County . 

The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile away. The site has direct access to a 

four-lane highway (U.S. 1 ). A rail line is located near the plant. The existing facility 

consists of two 400 MW (approximate) steam boiler type generating units . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. Land Uses 

The land is primarily dedicated to industrial use; i.e., FPL's existing Cape Canaveral 

power plant Units 1 & 2. It is surrounded by grassy areas and a few acres of remnant 

pine forest. The land adjacent to the site is dedicated to light commercial and 

residential use . 

c. Environmental Features 

The site is located on the Intra-coastal waterway which provides warm water refugia 

for manatees during cold winter days . 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, if additional water is needed beyond the currently permitted 

amount, then the water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for 

both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 million gallons 

per day (mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing on-site wells, reclaimed (reuse) water, public supply water, and the existing 

once-through cooling water system are potential water supply sources . 

Potential Site# 3: Desoto County Greenfield Site 

This site is a "Greenfield" undeveloped site located on a 13,515 acre property in 

unincorporated Desoto County. The site is adjacent to portions of the Peace River and 
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lies on both the east and west sides of U.S. Highway 17 approximately 3 to 5 miles north 

of the City of Arcadia. There are currently no utility facilities on the site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

A portion of the land on the site is currently dedicated to agricultural use (sod 

farming, cattle grazing, and truck crops). The remaining land is undeveloped. 

c. Environmental Features 

Developed portions of the adjacent properties are primarily agricultural (sod farms, 

citrus groves, and cattle grazing). Undeveloped portions include mixed scrub with 

some hardwoods and a few small isolated wetlands. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the upper and lower Floridan Aquifer, or if available and 

practicable, a local source of reclaim (reuse) water are potential water sources. 

Potential Site # 4: Fort Myers Plant Site. Lee County 

FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property is located just east of Interstate 75 in Lee 

County and is adjacent to the Caloosahatchee River. The existing facilities on the site 

include one 1,440 MW (approximate) combined cycle unit, 12 gas turbines, each with an 

approximate capacity of 54 MW, and 2 combustion turbines, each with an approximate 

capacity of 160 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 
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The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy 

and landscaped areas. Much of the site has been used in recent years for direct plant 

construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial and retail to 

the east of the property, plus some residential areas located toward the west. 

c. Environmental Features 

Mixed scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east and further south . 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer . 

Potential Site # 5: Lauderdale Plant. Broward County 

The Lauderdale site is located in Eastern Broward County approximately 5 miles inland 

from Dania Beach and less than 2 miles west of Ft. Lauderdale International Airport. The 

site is bounded on the south by Dania Cutoff Canal, the east by S.W. 301
h Avenue, and 

the North by 1-595 . 

The existing approximately 1,700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Lauderdale site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 210 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two combined cycle units (Units 4 & 5), and 24 simple 

cycle gas turbine (GT) units . 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. Land Uses 

The existing power plant facilities are located on approximately 130 acres. The 

existing site has been in use since the 1920s and is adjacent to a county resource 

recovery project. 

c. Environmental Features 
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To the north of the power plant is an area of mixed uplands with a scattering of small 

wetlands. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply are potential water sources. 

Potential Site # 6: Martin Plant. Martin County 

The Martin site is located approximately 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach, 5 miles 

east of Lake Okeechobee, and 7 miles northwest of Indiantown in Martin County, Florida. 

The site is bounded on the west by the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) and the 

adjacent South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) L-65 Canal, on the south 

by the St. Lucie Canal (C-44 or Okeechobee Waterway), and on the northeast by SR 710 

and the adjacent CSX Railroad. 

The existing approximately 3,700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Martin site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 11 ,300 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two steam units (Units 1 & 2), plus three combined 

cycle units (Units 3, 4, & 8). In addition, a 10 kilowatt (kw) photovoltaic (PV) facility also in 

operation at the south end of the site. The site includes a 6,800-acre cooling pond (6,500 

acres of water surface and 300 acres of dike area) and approximately 300 acres for the 

existing power plant units and related facilities. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map for the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

A major portion of the site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling pond. The existing power 

plant facilities are located on approximately 300 acres. 

c. Environmental Features 

Florida Power & Light Company 136 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 147 of 210

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

To the east of the power plant there is an area of mixed pine flat wood with a 

scattering of small wetlands. To the north of the cooling pond there is a 1 ,200-acre 

area which has been set aside as a mitigation area. There is a peninsula of wetland 

forest on the West Side of the reservoir that is named the Barley Barber Swamp. The 

Barley Barber Swap encompasses 400 acres and is preserved as a natural area . 

There is also a 1 0-kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic energy facility at the south end of this 

site . 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

Surface water resources currently used at the Martin facility include the cooling pond 

which takes its water from the St. Lucie canal. The available ground water resource 

is the surficial aquifer system which is used as a source of potable and service water . 

Potential Site # 7: Port Everglades Plant. Broward County 

The 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site is located at Port Everglades in Broward 

County. The site has convenient access to State Road (S.R.) 84 and 1-595. Rail line is 

located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler generating units: 

two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) sized units. The four steam 

boilers are capable of firing residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination of both. The 

site also is home to 12 simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 30 MW 

(approximate) each. The GT units are part of the Gas Turbine Power Park that is made 

up of 24 GTs at the Lauderdale Plant site and the 12 GTs at the Port Everglades site. 

The GTs are capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter . 

b. Land Uses 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 
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c. Environmental Features 

The shoreline of the intake and discharge canal banks are vegetated with fringing 

mangrove, with some open, maintained grass areas on the side. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply could be used for industrial 

process and makeup water. Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the 

existing once-through cooling water system. 

Potential Site # 8: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

The FPL Riviera Plant property is located in Riviera Beach in Palm Beach County. The 

site has direct access to a four-lane highway, U.S. 1, and barge access is available. A rail 

line is located near the plant. The facility currently houses two operational 300 MW 

(approximate) steam boiler generating units and one retired 50 MW generating unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is primarily covered by the existing generation facilities. Adjacent 

land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. The plant property contains some open, 

maintained grass area. 

c. Environmental Features 

The site is located on the Intra-coastal waterway near the Lake Worth Inlet which 

provides warm water refugia for manatees during cold winter days. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, if additional water is needed beyond the currently permitted 

amount, then water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for both 
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process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 million gallons per day 

(mgd) for cooling water . 

e. Supply Sources 

The existing municipal water supply could be used for industrial processing water . 

Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the existing once-through cooling 

water system from Lake Worth . 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: West County Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site: St. Lucie Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 14 7 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 158 of 210

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 148 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 159 of 210• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -

Legend (·:·-::. MARINE WETLAND 

CJ EMERGENTWETLA.N~ 
FO~STISHRIJB 

Florida Power & Light Company 

PCI<D 

-LAKE 
D OIVCP!NE 

- FPL Sl LJ.:1e Pla'lt 

149 

Florida Power & Light Co. 
St. Lucie Power Plant 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 160 of 210

\J. 

------ ·-------___::.::"-''··""f=': 

\ 

:7"20 

- ..._.\ l 
... 

' : n·< 
Site Layout 

- FPL St Lucie Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 150 

-;. 
•,. 

""-.. 
\ • d .... 
\ "I> 

·z. 

-'\ "' 
C• .. 

o_,o3, 2"'=C•4 --OC:8 ==1 •' --1 ~~les 
Florida Power & Light Co. 

St. Lucie Power Plant 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 161 of 210-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

BJ"20'0W 

27"25'0"~ 

27"'20'0"N ::. 

.\ .. '' 'l 
':\_· • 1.' i 

I'·.,, 

I 

-I P o;t • -~>-- .. ---

. .. 

00"20'0W 

Legend D FPL St. Lucie Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 

-:I 

i 

'' 

151 

27"25'0"N 

27"".?0'0"N 

'" M1les 

Florida Power & Light Co. 
St. Lucie Power Plant 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 162 of 210

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 152 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2008 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-H, Page 163 of 210-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Environmental and Land Use Information: 
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Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Cape Canaveral Plant 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items . 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items" . 

Discussion Item # 1 : Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints . 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints . 

External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal 

with the flow of electricity within the FPL system . 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance which is available to the FPL system and the amount and 

price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated 

both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The 

amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected 

transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of available 

assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external assistance as an 

additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the peak load 

months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical values 

and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that may not adversely impact such limitations. The internal 

transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting new units 

at different locations and by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location 

combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. Both site- and system

related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or groups 

of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be imported into the 

Southeastern region of FPL's system are also developed for use in FPL's production costing 
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analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern Florida region and transmission imports 

is found in Section III.C.) 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission 

facilities to interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Section III.E. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure 

or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses 

the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 

system.3 

In its resource planning work in 2007, FPL utilized the load forecast that was presented in 

FPL's Determination of Need filings to the FPSC for advanced technology coal units, capacity 

uprates to FPL's existing nuclear units, and for two new nuclear units. In its resource planning 

work in early 2008, FPL utilized an updated load forecast. Both forecasts were considered the 

base forecast at those times and no sensitivity tests to either of those load forecasts were 

developed or utilized. 

3 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are identical. In such cases FPL evaluates options on the simpler - to - calculate (but equivalent) lowest system 
revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices . 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter 

Ill of this document. FPL's 2007 and early 2008 resource planning work utilized up to four 

different fuel cost forecasts (and four different environmental compliance cost forecasts) . 

Detailed discussions of those fuel cost forecasts, and the results of utilizing them on the 

resource plans being analyzed in each filing, were presented to the FPSC in FPL's filings for 

Determination of Need for advanced technology coal units, capacity uprates to FPL's existing 

nuclear units, and for two new nuclear units . 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon . 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item #3, FPL used up to four fuel forecasts 

in the filings for Determination of Need for advanced technology coal units, capacity uprates 

to FPL's existing nuclear units, and for two new nuclear units. While these forecasts did not 

represent a constant cost differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost 

differentials were represented in these forecasts . 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 and Schedule 8 present the current and projected capacity output 

ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally 

consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options which were considered 

in the resource planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options 

FPL projects to add, for planning purposes, over the planning horizon is presented on the 

Schedule 9 forms. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

In its 2007 and early 2008 resource planning work, FPL used a variety of key financial 

assumptions as forecasts changed. A 44.2% debt and 55.8% equity FPL capital structure 

was used throughout. In analysis for the advanced coal technology units, FPL used a 7.2% 

projected debt, an equity return of 12.3%, and after-tax discount rate of 8.93% for generation 

costs and 8.82% for all other costs. In analysis for the combined cycle units, FPL used a 

6.43% projected debt, an equity return of 11.75%, and after-tax discount rate of 8.4% for 

generation costs and 8.3% for all other costs. FPL did not test the sensitivity of a specific 

resource plan to varying financial assumptions. 
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Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item #2, both the electricity rate 

perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective are 

identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans. Therefore, in planning 

work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent cumulative present value of 

revenue requirements perspective was utilized . 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria . 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work. One of these is a 

minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a 

maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are 

discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the 

reliability standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) in 

its Reliability Standards. FPL has applied these planning criteria in a manner consistent with 

prudent utility practice. The NERC Reliability Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www.nerc.com/.) 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Transmission Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on FPL's Open 

Access Same Time Information System (OASIS) at https://www.oatioasis.com/FPUindex.html. 
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The normal voltage criteria for FPL stations is given below: 

Voltage Level (kV} Vmin (j2.u.} Vmax (j2.u.} 

69,115,138 0.95/0.95 1.05/1.07 

230 0.95/0.95 1.06/1.07 

500 0.95/0.95 1.07/1.09 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may determine it prudent to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. The overall potential impact on customers and the probability of 

an outage actually occurring, as well as other factors, would influence the decision in such 

cases. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM Programs on demand and energy consumption is revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, 

FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning 

correctly. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

The Executive Summary provides a discussion of two system concerns that are typically 

addressed in FPL's resource planning work: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in 

Southeastern Florida. In addition, the Executive Summary also presented a discussion of a 

new factor introduced in 2007 that impacts FPL's resource planning work, the Executive 
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Order issued by Florida's Governor Crist in July 2007 that, in part, called for a significant 

reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in Florida and for an increase in the amount of energy 

provided by renewable, non-emitting sources . 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) 

technology risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these 

factors may include both economic and non-economic aspects . 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable . 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from 

an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize environmental impacts for 

the FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls . 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power . 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan . 

As has been previously discussed, elements of FPL's capacity additions include the 

construction of new generating capacity at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) site, 

WCEC Units 1 & 2. This generation construction projects was selected after evaluating 

competing bids received in response to Requests for Proposals (RFP) issued by FPL. The 

FPSC subsequently approved FPL's decision to construct these new combined cycle units in 
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Determination of Need dockets. FPL has followed a virtually identical RFP process in 

reaching its WCEC 3 decision. 

The construction capacity addition decisions projected in this document for 2014 and beyond 

are expected to be conducted in a manner consistent with the Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board, or units for which FPL is currently seeking approval, in FPL's Site 

Plan is not an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may conduct. The 

identification of future capacity units is required of FPL and represents those alternatives that 

appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective self-build options at this time. FPL reserves the 

right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other self-build options. Such refined 

analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which might not 

require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for supply-side resources, FPL reserves the right to 

choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build 

option. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52- 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for 

any new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2008) that 

required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

April 21, 2006. The new line, when completed, will connect FPL's St. Johns 

Substation to FPL's proposed Pringle Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 ). The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2011) 

that requires certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act. The new line will 

connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's proposed BobWhite Substation (also 

shown on Table III.E.1 ). The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing 

and future customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective 

manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum ex'1sting generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan includes an estimate of the utility's electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how those needs will be met, and disclosure of information pertaining to the 

utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. This information is compiled and presented in 

accordance with rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code 

(F.A.C.). 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2008 and 

that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2009. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2009-2018 time frame. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten-year time horizon, and is 

subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in 

nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part 

of the Florida site certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the 

appropriate time. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II- Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL's IRP work in 2008 and 
D 0 C U H [ '1 ~ N I ' ~1 B r· ;~ -Ct .. T E 
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early 2009. 

Chapter IV - Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site 

locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 
This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is to 

be included in a Site Plan filing. 
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FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

Unit Type BIT Bituminous Coal 

cc Combined Cycle 

CT Combustion Turbine 

GT Gas Turbine 

IC Internal Combustion 

NP Nuclear Power 

PV Photovoltaic 

ST Steam Unit 

Fuel Type UR Uranium 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

F02 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

NG Natural Gas 

No None 

Pet Petroleum Coke 

Fuel Transportation No None 

PL Pipeline 

RR Railroad 

TK Truck 

WA Water 

Unit/Site Status OT Other 

p Planned Unit 

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

u Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

v Under construction, more than 50% Complete 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2009 Ten Year Power Plant Sfte Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capabilrty (owned or 

purchased) as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2009 ~ 

2018 time period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., 

electric generation capability. The supply side additions discussed in this document are resources 

projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's extens'1ve demand side management (DSM) 

contributions and the significant energy efficiency contributions from the latest, enhanced federal 

appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The projected impacts of the federal appliance and 

lighting efficiency standards are included rn FPL's load forecast presented in this document. The 

projected impacts of FPL's DSM contributions are addressed as reductions to the forecasted 

load. 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan contains two key similarities to the 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan, especially for the early years of the ten-year 

period. However, there are also three significant changes in the current resource plan compared 

to the resource plan presented in the 2008 Site Plan. These similarities to, and changes from, the 

2008 Site Plan, plus the factors driving these changes are discussed below. 

I. SlmilarltJes to the Resource Plan Presented in the 2008 Site Plan: 

There are two key similarities in the current resource plan presented in this document compared 

to the resource plan presented in the 2008 Site Plan. 

Similarity# 1: Three highly efficient combined cycle CCC) generating units and Increases In 

generating capacity at FPL'a existing nuclear units will be added to FPL's system In 2009-

2012. 

One similarity is the addition of new highly efficient natural gas-fired CC generating units and 

increased generating capacity from FPL's existing nuclear units in the 2009 through 2012 time 

period. FPL will be adding three 1,219 MW (Summer) CC units in western Palm Beach County 

during 2009 through 2011. The site for these units is named the West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) and these units are identified as WCEC Units 1, 2, and 3. The WCEC Unit 1 and WCEC 

Unit 2 were approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) in June 2006. Site 

certification for these units under the Florida Electric Power Plant Siting Act was approved by the 

Governor and the Cabinet serving as the Siting Board in December 2006. The WCEC Unit 3 was 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 16 of 278

approved by the FPSC in September 2008 and FPL's site certification for this unit was approved 

in November 2008. 

In addition, FPL will be adding approximately 400 MW of increased generating capacity at its 

existing nuclear power plants at its Turkey Point and St. Lucie sites. This increased capacity is 

scheduled to come in-service in 2011 and 2012. The need for these capacity "uprates" was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The Final Order for the Site Certification was issued in 

September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates. 

Similarity # 2: The amount of proJected DSM additions remains unchanged In this Site 

Plan. These proJections are subject to change In late 2009 based on the outcome of the 

2009 DSM Goals proceeding before the FPSC. 

The other key similarity to the resource plan presented in the 2008 Site Plan is the amount of 

additional DSM that is projected to be implemented annually over the ten-year period. There is 

essentially no change in the amount of projected annual DSM additions between the 2008 Site 

Plan and the 2009 Site Plan. 

The DSM values presented in the 2009 Site Plan are based on meeting FPL's currently approved 

DSM Goals through 2014, plus implementing additional cost-effective DSM through 2014 that 

was identified by FPL after the current DSM Goals were established, and a projection of 

continued DSM additions in 2015 through 2017 at an annual implementation rate commensurate 

with that in the years leading up to 2014. Because the 2009 Site Plan addresses one more year 

(2018) than did the 2008 Site Plan, FPL has extended its DSM projection out one more year to 

2018 using a similar annual implementation rate. 

However, FPL is scheduled to present its new projections of cost-effective DSM to the FPSC in 

June 2009. These new projections will be used to determine FPL's new DSM Goals for the years 

201 0 through 2019. The analyses to develop these new projections of cost-effective DSM for the 

new DSM Goals are currently a work in progress at the time the 2009 Site Plan is being filed. The 

final order from the FPSC establishing FPL's new DSM Goals is expected in the 4th Quarter of 

2009. The subsequent development and approval of FPL's DSM Plan (with which FPL will meet 

the new Goals) will likely be made in early 2010. Therefore, the impact of FPL's new DSM Goals 

and DSM Plan will be reflected next year in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 
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II. Factors That Are Driving Changes in FPL's Resource Plan: 

There are two primary "change factors" that are largely driving the changes in FPL's 2009 

resource plan compared to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan. These two 

change factors, and their impacts on the resource plan, are summarized below and are 

addressed in more detail in Chapters II and Ill of this document. 

Change Factor # 1: The load forecast is significantly lower than in previous years. 

The first factor that is driving changes in the current resource plan is FPL's new long-term load 

forecast that was prepared in January 2009. With this new forecast, FPL now projects lower 

growth in electrical demand over the ten-year period addressed in this document. The projection 

of lower load growth is primarily driven by several factors including: a forecasted lower rate of 

population growth, an economic downturn lasting several years, and increased energy efficiency 

impact from the latest enhanced federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The 

combined effect of these three drivers results in projected lower growth in electrical demand for 

the entire ten-year period (2009 - 2018) addressed in this document, compared to the projected 

load growth discussed in FPL's 2008 Site Plan. 

Change Factor # 2: Highly Efficlen·t New Generation Capacity has been approved by the 

FPSC and is now reflected In FPL's Resource Plan in 201 0·2018. 

The second change factor is the inclusion of highly efficient new generating capacity that was 

approved by the FPSC during 2008. This new generating capacity was shown to be cost

effective, to enhance system fuel diversity, and to reduce FPL's system emission rates. This new 

generating capacity consists of new generating units that are nuclear, solar, or highly efficient 

new natural gas-fired CC units. 

These new generating unit additions include the following: 

Two new nuclear units (Turkey Point Units 6 & 7) are projected to be brought into service 

in 2018 and 2020, respectively. Each unit is projected to add approximately 1,100 MW of 

firm capacity. The FPSC approved the need for these new nuclear units in April 2008. As 

part of this approval, FPL will be providing an annual feasibility analysis as part of the 

annual nuclear cost recovery process. A multi-year licensing and permitting review 

process for these units is currently underway. Because this Site Plan addresses the time 

period through 2018, the first of these two units, Turkey Point Unit 6, is now included in 

the 2009 Site Plan. 
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Two new photovoltaic (PV) solar facilities are projected to be brought into service by 

201 o. One of these PV facilities will be placed in DeSoto County and will be named the 

DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. This facility is projected to have a 

nameplate rating of 25 MW. The second PV facility will be placed in Brevard County and 

will be named the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center. This PV facility is 

projected to have a nameplate rating of 10 MW. The FPSC approved the eligibility of 

expenditures for these PV facilities to be recovered through the environmental cost 

recovery clause in August 2008. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

obtained an Environmental Resource Permit and an Army Corps of Engineers permit in 

October 2008. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center received the Army 

Corps of Engineers permit in December 2008 and the Environmental Resource Permit is 

expected to be received in mid-2009. 

A new solar thermal facility at FPL's existing Martin plant site is also projected to be 

brought into service in 2010. This solar thermal facility, named the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center, is projected to be able to produce up to 75 MW of 

steam capability, thus allowing reduced use of fossil fuels by FPL when the solar thermal 

facility is producing steam. The FPSC approved the eligibility of expenditures for this 

solar thermal facility to be recovered through the environmental cost recovery clause in 

August 2008. FPL also received the site certification modification approval in August 

2008. 

Two existing generating plants, each consisting of two older fossil fired steam generating 

units, are projected to be converted into new, highly efficient CC units. The existing two

unit plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site will be replaced by a new CC unit with a 

projected output of 1 ,219 MW (Summer) in 2013. This new unit will be called the Cape 

Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center. The existing two-unit plant at FPL's 

Riviera site will also be replaced by a new CC unit with a projected output of 1 ,207 MW 

(Summer) in 2014. This new unit will be called the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center. These conversions were approved by the FPSC in September 2008. The 

site certification application for Cape Canaveral was filed in December 2008 and the site 

certification application for Riviera Beach was filed in February 2009. A decision is 

expected to be reached regarding these applications by early 201 0. 

These new generating units were selected and incorporated into FPL's resource plan for a variety 

of reasons including cost-effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, and significant system 

emission reductions, including greenhouse gas emission reductions. In addition, the solar 

projects will increase the contribution of renewable energy sources towards meeting the electricity 

needs of FPL's customers. 
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Ill. Resulting Changes in FPL's Resource Plan Compared to the 2008 Site Plan: 

The impact of the two change factors discussed above, plus other concerns discussed later in 

this chapter and in Chapter Ill, have resulted in three significant changes in FPL's resource plan 

presented in this document compared to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan. 

These resulting changes are summarized below. 

Resulting Change # 1: FPL's resou•·ce plan now reflects greater contributions from nuclear 

energY and renewable energy. 

The first of FPL's two planned 1,100 MW nuclear units that is scheduled to come in-service in 

2018 (the second unit is scheduled to come in-service in 2020 but is not addressed in this 

document due to the later in-service date), plus the addition of 35 MW of PV and 75 MW of solar 

thermal in 201 o, are new to FPL's resource plan this year. These new units will increase the 

contribution from both nuclear and renewable energy. In turn, this reduces fossil fuel use by 

FPL's system from what it otherwise would have been. 

This decrease in fossil fuel usage will also contribute to lowering FPL system emission rates, 

including greenhouse gas emission rates, thus lowering system emissions from what they would 

otherwise have been if these generating units were not added. In regards to carbon dioxide 

(C02), FPL already has a relatively low C02 emission rate (C02 tons per MWh generated) 

compared to other utilities. The planned additions of new nuclear capacity, highly efficient CC 

capacity including the conversions of two existing plants, and the PV and solar thermal 

contributions will result in a further lowering of FPL's system C02 emission rate, thus working to 

offset the upward pressure on emissions that will be caused by continuing population and 

electrical load growth in FPL's service territory. 

Resulting Change # 2: Other than the new generating units that have recently been 

approved, FPL proJects that It will add no additional new generating units to meet capacity 

needs through 2018. 

FPL's lower load forecast ·m January 2009 results in a significantly lower resource need projection 

for the next ten years than was the case with the 2008 Site Plan. The lower resource need can be 

effectively met by the new generating units that have recently been approved. As shown by the 

table ES.1 below, FPL projects no additional FPL generation unit additions through 2018 beyond 

the above-mentioned units that were approved in 2008. (However, this resource plan is subject to 

change for a variety of reasons including the need to address potential new laws and/or 

regulations related to renewable energy.) 
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Resulting Change # 3: FPL will also place on Inactive Reserve some of its existing 

generating units starting in 2009. 

The lower resource need projection discussed above has also led FPL to reflect in its resource 

plan the temporary removal of a number of its existing, older, less efficient generating units from 

active service starting in 2009. These units will continue to be maintained and will be returned to 

active service as needed. 

FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants will be placed in Inactive Reserve as early as 

the Summer of 2009. The Cape Canaveral plant is scheduled to be permanently removed in 

2010, and the Riviera plant will be permanently removed in 2011, as part of the conversion 

projects. In addition, the following older, less efficient units will also be placed on Inactive 

Reserve status in 2009 and 2010: Cutler Units 5 & 6, Port Everglades Units 1 & 2, Sanford Unit 3, 

Martin Unit 2, and Manatee Unit 21
• FPL will continue to maintain these units and will again utilize 

these units (other than those at Riviera and Cape Canaveral where new units will be constructed) 

as resource needs dictate. For purposes of this planning document, FPL projects that these units 

will begin to be returned to operation starting in 2016. A further discussion of these units is 

presented in Chapter Ill. 

Table ES.1 presents a current projection of the changes in the generating resources portion of 

FPL's resource plan based on the factors and changes discussed above. As such, this table does 

not directly address FPL's significant DSM contributions, but FPL's significant projected DSM 

contributions were fully accounted for by FPL and the FPSC in the process of approving the need 

for the new generating units presented in the table. 

FPL's ongoing resource planning efforts will continue to be influenced by the two change factors 

discussed above (i.e., a new lower load forecast and the addition of highly efficient nuclear, solar, 

and CC generation already approved by the FPSC). In addition, other items will also influence 

FPL's resource planning work. Among these items are two that FPL refers to as on-going system 

concerns that FPL has considered in its resource planning work for a number of years. These on

going system concerns include: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, and 

(2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida. 

In addition, two other relatively recent developments will also influence FPL's continuing resource 

planning efforts. One of these is the Executive Orders directive issued in 2007 by Governor Crist 

calling for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and greater contribution from renewable 

' The two 800 MW units, Martin Unit 2 and Manatee Unit 2, on this list may be replaced at some time in the future by two 
similar size units, Martin Unit 1 and Manatee Unit 1. If this were to occur, Martin Unit 1 and Manatee Unit 1 would be 
temporarily placed on Inactive Reserve status and Martin Unit 2 and Manatee Unit 2 would be returned to active service. 
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energy sources. As previously discussed, FPL's resource planning has already taken positive 

steps in regard to both of these issues. 

The other development is the ongoing effort to establish a Florida standard for renewable energy 

contributions to a utility system. A Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal prepared by the 

FPSC has been sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration during the legislative session that 

began in March 2009. Because the eventual RPS outcome is n~t known at the time the 2009 Site 

Plan is being prepared, the resource plan presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan does not directly 

address any RPS decision. Assuming that an RPS decision is reached later in 2009, FPL will 

then detennine what steps need to be taken to address the standard. These steps will be 

discussed next year in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 
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Table ES.1: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected Capacity Change• and Reurve Margin• for FPL "' 
Net Capacity Re11erve Margin (%) 

Year Projected Capacity Change• 
'-h1.ng,u lMWl 

Wlnter 121 Summer1
"1 Winter Summer 

2009 Changes to Existing Purchases 1"' ... (479) 53.1% 28.1% 

WeS1 County Unn 1 
16

' -· 1,219 

DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 
18

' ... ... 
Riviera Unn 3 - offline for conversion -· (276) 

Riviera Unit 4 - offline for conversion ... (286) 

Changes to Existing Unns (78) 10 

Inactive Reserve of Existing unns - offline !B> -· (766) 

2010 Changes to Existing Purchases I•> (559) (352) 58.2% 20.7% 

West County Un~ 1 1
'' 1,335 ·-

West County Unn 2 
16

' 1,335 1,219 

Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center (Solar Thermal) l7l --- ··-
Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 

16
' --- --

Riviera Unit 3 - offline for conversion (277) ---
Riviera Unit 4 - offline for conversion (288) ---
Cape Canaveral Unit 1 • offline for conversion ... (395) 

Cape Canaveral Unn 2 • offline tor conversion ... (388) 

Changes to Existing Unns 53 36 
Inactive Reserve of ExiS11ng Unns- offline (8) (777) (1 648) 

2011 Changes to Existing Purchases ,., (46) (45) 41.8% 25.8% 

West County Unn 3 
16

' --- 1,219 

Cape Canaveral Unn 1 -offline for conversion (397) --
Cape Canaveral unn 2 • offline for conversion (397) --
Inactive Reserve of Existing Unns- offline 16

' (1,663) 10 
Chang_es to Exlstlna Unns 130 (92) 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases ,., ... (156) 45.7% 23.6% 

WeS1 County Unit 3 1'' 1,335 ---
Changes to Existing unns (11) (11) 
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates -St. Lucie 1 103 103 

Existing Nuclear Unns Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 -- 88 
ExiS1ino Nuclear Units Capacity Uorates • Turkey Point 3 -· 104 

2013 Changes to Existing Purchases,., (180) --- 44.1% 29.1% 
ExiS11ng Nuclear unns Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 88 ---
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates -Turkey Point 3 104 --
Existing Nuclear Unns Capacity Uprates -Turkey Point 4 104 104 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1" ... 1,219 

2014 Changes to Existing Purchases I•> -· 50 44.0% 28.0% 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16

' 1,343 ---
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center --- 1,207 

2015 Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Enerov Center 1,310 --- 46.0% 25.1% 

2016 Inactive Reserve of Existing Unns - online 1"' -- 814 42.3% 20.0% 
Changes to Existing Purchases r•> -- (1 311) 

2017 Inactive Reserve of ExiS1ing Units- online 1"' 825 822 41.5% 21.1% 

2018 Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 <•> -· 1,100 38.2% 22.2% 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units- online 1"' 834 ---
TOTALS• 4,226 3,119 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of the year shown. 
(3) Summer values are values for August of the year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with OF, utilities, and other entnles. See Table I. B. 1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be In-service In June of the year shown except for WCEC 1 and WCEC 2 that are projected to 

be In-service In August 2009 and December 2009, respactlvely. WCEC 1 Is Included In the Summer reserve margin calculation 
starting In 2009 and in the Winter reserve margin calculation starting In 2010. WCEC 21s Included in both the Summer and Winter 
starting In 2010. All additions assumed to start In June are included In the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and 
In the Winter reserve margin calculation starting wt1h the next year. 

(6) Because of the Intermittent nature of the photovo«aics (PV) resource, FPL is currently assigning no firm capacity beneflt to these 
generating additions. FPL will reassess this once actual operating data from the PV facilities at these locations Is available. This 
location-specific information Is needed in order to gauge consistent output during the peak hours which are accounted for in FPL's 
reserve margin calculations. 

(7) The Martin solar thermal facility Is designed to provide steam tor FPL's existing Martin Unit 8 combined cycle unit, thus reducing 
FPL's use of natural gas. No additional capacity (MW) will resun from the operation of the solar th81Tllal facility. 

(8) A number of existing FPL power plants are being temporarily removed from service and placed on Inactive Reserve status. FPL 
plans to return these units to active service In the Mure as needed. The timing of the return of these units to full-time active status is 
uncertain at this time primarily due to the uncertainty regarding FPL's future load. However, for planning purposes. FPL Is showing In 
this document that these units begin to retum to active service starting In 2016. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.7 million people. FPL served an average of 4,509,729 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2008. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of 

one unit located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, Florida. The current 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three coal units, twelve combined cycle 

(CC) units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty-eight combustion gas turbines, one simple 

cycle combustion turbine, and five diesel units. The location of these ninety generating 

units is shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1. The second page of Table I.A.1 

provides a "break down" of the capacity provided by the combustion turbine (CT) and 

steam turbine (ST) components of FPL's existing CC units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,727 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 580 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

~trt>er Sumner 
Plant Name ~ wtN 

Tut11$y Point 5 a.m 
St. Lucie· 2 1,553 
MenaM 3 2,735 
Fort Myers 2 1,758 
Cu1f&r 2 205 
Ul.u<teroe.lll 2 684 

Pol\ Everglades 4 1,205 
RMer& 2 586 
M&nln 5 3.701 
Cape canaveral 2 792 
San lOt(! 3 2,050 
Pu1nam 2 498 
SJRPP •• 2 254 
Seherttr -· I 646 
Gas Turl:llne& 48 1.908 
ln!BmaiCombustlon 'turbines 6 12 

FPI. Generation • '90 22,087 

r::::::J Non·F?L Temtory 

• RIIP!&sents FJ!'L'S O'WI'I9rsh\>Silara: S1 Lucie nuclear: 100% vn~ 1, 85% un~ 2: St JoMs RMir: <!O"k of t"'unils. 

- SJRPP • St. John' a RN!w POWIIlt Par!( 

·- Tt>& Sd'lllrer un~ lslocaled In Georgie all<l i$ not sM'IoCl on tlls map. 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2008) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2008) 

Number Summer 
Unit T~eJ Plant Name Location 2!...!.l!l!!l El!l.! MYf. 

Comblned=Cycle • 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 884 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Gas 944 
Martin lndiantown,FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,105 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 1,912 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 498 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,440 
Manatee Parrlsh,FL 1 Gas 1 '111 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas 1,148 
Total Combined Cycle 12 9,041 

Combustion Turbines • 
Fort Myers·· Fort Myers, FL Gas/Oil 318 
Total Combustion Turbines 318 

ti!.!.£!Ur 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,386 
St. Lucie··· Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,553 
Total Nuclear 4 2,939 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP •••• Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 254 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 646 
Total Coal Steam 3 900 

011/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 2 Oil/Gas 792 
Cutler Miami, FL 2 Gas 205 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,624 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,652 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 Oil/Gas 1,205 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 Oil/Gas 565 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 138 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Oil/Gas 788 
Total 011/Gas Steam 17 6,969 

Gi!S Turbjn~s(GntDI~§!Is(IC} 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/011 840 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/011 420 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648 
Turkey Point (IC) Florida City, FL 5 Oil 12 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 53 1,920 

Total Units: 90 
Total Net Generating Capability: 22,087 

. The Combined Cycles and Combustion Turbines are broken down by components on Table 1.A.2 . 
•• This unit consists of two combustion turbines. 

••• Total capability of each unit is 853/839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 Is 100% and 85%, respectively. 
Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

•••• Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 
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Table I.A.2: Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Components 

Summer 
Unit~ Plant Name tdYt..: 

~mnRtcect-CvcJI 
Laudenlala 4 • Tollll 442 

CTA 160 
CTB 160 
Steam 122 

Laudenlola 5 • Tobll 442 
CTA 160 
CTB 160 
Sleom 122 

Martin 3·Tol81 473 
CTA 161 
CTB 161 
Steam 151 

Morlln 4 • Tobll 473 
CTA 161 
CTB 161 
Steam 151 

Martin 8 • Tobll 1,107 
CTA 159 
CTB 159 
CTC 164 
CTD 164 
Steam 461 

Putn•m 1 • Total 2411 
CTA 69 
CTB 69 
Steam 111 

Putn1m 2- Totlll 249 
CTA 69 
CTB 69 
Steam 111 

Ft Mya._ 2 • To .. l 1,443 
CTA 159 
CTB 159 
CTC 159 
CTD 159 
GTE 159 
CTF 159 
Steom 1 61 
Steam2 426 

Santoni 4 • To .. l 955 
CTA 156 
CTB 159 
CTC 159 
CTD 159 
Steam 324 

Santoni 5 • Tobll 9115 
CTA 159 
CTB 156 
CTC 159 
CTD 156 
Steam 323 

M•netee 3 .. Total 1,111 
CTA 164 
CTB 164 
CTC 164 
CTD 164 
Steam 455 

Tur1<ay Point 5 • To .. l 1,147 
CTA 171 
CTB 171 
CTC 171 
CTD 171 
Steam 463 

l:tRmlliulli2D IudiiDII 
Ft. Mya._ 3 • Tobll 318 

CTA 157 
CTB 161 

The total MW rating ol the units might be slightly off 
from those shown In Table 1.A.1 due to rounding. 
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Table I.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2008) 

Firm Capacity and Energy Purchases CMW) 

Location Summer 
(City or County) Fuel MW 

1. Purchases from QFs: Cogeneration Small Power Production Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval County Coal (Cogen) 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin County Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward County Solid Waste 54 
Broward North Broward County Solid Waste 56 
Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach County Solid Waste 48 

Total: 738 

II. Purchases from !,!tllltles: 
UPS from Southern Co. Various Coal 931 
SJRPP Jacksonvllle,FL Coal 381 

Total: 1,312 

Ill. Q!her Purchases: 
Reliant/Indian River Brevard County Oil 576 
Oleander (Extension) Brevard County Gas 156 
Williams Outside of Florida Gas 106 
Progress Energy Ventures Outside of Florida Gas 105 

Total: 943 

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 2,993 

Non-Firm Energy Purchases CMWH) 

Energy (MWH) 
Location Delivered to 

Plant Name (City or County) Fuel FPL In 2008 
Troplcana Manatee County Natural Gas 24,266 
Elliot Palm Beach County Natural Gas 101 
US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach County Bagassee 0 
Okeelanta Palm Beach County Bagassee/W ood 343,209 
Georgia Pacific Putnam County Paper by-product 1,232 
Tomoka Farms Volusia County Landfill Gas 20,140 
Rothenbach Park Sarasota County PV 269 
Customer Owned PV Various PV 167 

Total Non-Firm Generating MWH: 389,384 
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Figure l.A,2: FPL Substation and TransmiSsion System Conflg~Jratlon 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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Figure I.A.3:: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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I.B Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy as shown in Table I.A.2, Table 

1.8.1, and 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 380 

MW, of coal-fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern) through May 201 0. 

An additional contract with Southern will result in FPL receiving 930 MW from June 2010 

through the end of December 2015. This capacity will be supplied by Southern from a 

mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 390 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal 

Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from 

this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will 

be reached in the first half of 2016. Once this limit is reached, FPL will be unable to 

receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. 

These purchases are shown in Table I.A.2, Table 1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. FPL also has 

ownership interest in the S~IRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1. 
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Other Purchases: 

FPL has other firm capacity purchase contracts with a variety of Non-OF suppliers. These 

purchases are generally near··term in nature. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present the Summer 

and Winter MW, respectively, resulting from all firm purchased power contracts discussed 

above through the year 2018. For planning purposes, FPL assumes an additional 105 

MW of firm capacity will be supplied from renewable energy sources. This firm capacity is 

expected to be provided from two sources including: 55 MW through contract extension 

with an existing renewable facility currently under contract with FPL but whose contract is 

set to expire in 2010, and 50 MW through one or more proposals received in response to 

a Renewable RFP, such as the AFP that FPL issued in April 2008. 
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Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration/Small Power Con1ract Contract 
Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Broward South 04/01/91 08/01/09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward South 01/01/93 12131126 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward South 01/01/95 12131/26 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward South 01/01/97 12131/26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward North 04/01/92 12131/10 45 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward North 01/01/93 12131/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01/01/95 12131/26 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward North 01/01/97 12131126 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Cedar Bay GeneratinQ Co. 01/25/94 12131/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Coaen. LP 12122/95 12101125 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SW A 04/01/92 03/31/10 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Palm Beach SW A-extension 04/01/12 04/01/32 0 0 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 690 640 595 650 650 650 650 660 650 660 

II. Purchaees from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

UPS from Southam Co. 07120/88 05/31/10 931 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12131/15 0 930 930 930 930 930 930 0 0 0 

ISJRPP 04/02182 04/01/16 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 0 0 0 
Utility Purchaees Sub Total: 1,312 1,311 1,311 1,311 1,311 1,311 1,311 0 0 0 

Total of QF and Utility Purchases= 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

RelianVIndian River 01/01/06 12131/09 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oleander (Extension) 06/01/07 05/31/12 156 156 156 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Williams 03101/06 12131/09 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Progress Energy Ventures 04/01/06 03/31/09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Renewable Firm Capacity Assumed Assumed 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 50 50 50 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 512 166 156 0 0 60 50 60 50 50 

!Total "Non-QF" Purchase Sub-Total= 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW {for January of Year Shown) 

I. Purchases from QF"s· 
Cogeneration/Small 
Power Production FaciiHies Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Broward South 04/01/91 08/01/09 51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward South 01/01/93 12131126 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward South 01/01/95 12131126 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward South 01/01/97 12131126 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward North 04/01/92 12131/10 45 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward North 01/01/93 12131126 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01/01/95 12131126 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward North 01/01/97 12131126 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Cedar Bav Generatlno Co. 01125/94 12131124 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogan., LP 12122/95 12101125 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA 04/01/92 03/31/10 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Palm Beach SWA-ex1ension 04/01/12 04/01/32 0 0 0 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 740 690 595 595 650 650 650 650 650 650 

II Purchases from Utilities· 
Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

UPS from Southam Co. 07120/88 05/31/10 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12131/15 0 0 930 930 930 930 930 0 0 0 
SJRPP 04/02/82 04/01/16 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1 321 1 321 1 320 1,320 1 320 1 320 1 320 390 0 0 

l!otai of QF and DtiilfY Purchasea 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

RelianVIndian River 01/01/06 12131/09 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oleander (Extension) 06/01/07 05131/12 180 180 180 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Williams 03/01/06 12131/09 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Progress Energy Ventures 04/01/06 03/31/09 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Renewable Finm Capacity Assumed Assumed 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 50 50 50 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 641 180 180 180 0 50 50 50 50 50 

i"Non-QF" Purchase Sub-Total= 
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I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2008 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As-Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2008 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPLin2008 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2190 24,266 

Elliot Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 101 
US Sugar-Bryant Palm Beach Bagassee 2180 0 

Okeelanta Palm Beach BaJZ,assee!W ood 11195 343,209 
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-Q_roduct 2194 1,232 
Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 20,140 

Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 10/07 269 
Customer Owned PV Various PV Various 167 

I.D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2008 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 4,109 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 46,646 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2008 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 12 new 400 MW 

generating units. 

For purposes of the projections presented in this document, FPL is utilizing essentially 

the same projection of DSM that was utilized in FPL's 2008 Site Plan. This amount of 

DSM is based on: FPL's current DSM Goals that were approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission through 2014, additional cost-effective DSM identified by FPL after 

these DSM Goals were established, and a projection of continued DSM implementation 

for 2015 - 2018 at an implementation rate commensurate with the projected annual rate 

of implementation for the years immediately preceding 2014. 
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FPL will be submitting proposed new DSM Goals for 2010 - 2019 to the FPSC in a June 

2009 filing and the analysis work that will lead to FPL's proposed new DSM Goals is in its 

early stages as this document is prepared. A final order from the FPSC regarding the 

proposed DSM amounts is expected in the 4th Quarter of 2009. FPL will formally 

incorporate the approved new DSM Goals amounts into its resource planning work at that 

time. The new DSM Goals amounts, the approved DSM Plan with which FPL will achieve 

those Goals, and the resource planning work that incorporates this DSM will be 

presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 
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Page 1 of 3 

Schedule 1 

ExlaUng Generating Facilities 
A8 of December 31, 2008 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

A h. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expecled Gen. Max. Ne1 Ca!!!!:!il!!}: 1/ 

Un~ Un~ Fuel Transport Days In-Service Re!lremem Namepla1e Wimer Summer 

Plant Name !::Ill. W;aliQo hill M. An. frJ.. All. JJ.aa MonthNear MliD1llC!W Jill MW M'J:i. 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 
19/24S/36F lllM..1.!l!l Zli§ Zli2 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-65 Unknown 402,050 398 396 
2 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown May-69 Unknown 402,050 398 396 

Cutler Miami Dade County 
27/55S/40E 23fi..5llll 2llZ 205 

5 ST NG No PL No Unknown Nov-54 Unknown 75,000 69 68 
6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 138 137 

Fort Myers LeeCoumy 
35143S125E ~ Ulll! z.i!lll 

2 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,775,390 1,570 1,440 
3A& B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-03 Unknown 376,380 370 318 

1·12 GT F02 No PL No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 769 646 

Lauderdale Broward County 
30/50S/42E ~ ~ 1,724 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 526.250 485 442 
5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 485 442 

1·12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 509 420 
13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

Man alee Mana lee 
County 

18133SI20E ~ z..a.ll UJ!i 

1 ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Oc1-76 Unknown 863,300 822 812 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 663,300 822 812 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,187 1 '111 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 
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Page 2 ot 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2008 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
A~. 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Ca~abll!!:z: 1/ 
UnH UnH Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 

p!am Nama Nll. l.!&ii1llm :wt f.d. AIL. f.d. AIL. .u.a MoothNear MoothNear lSW MYi l&l 

Martin Martin County 
29/29SI38E ~ a..e2Z 3..Zll.1 

1 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 832 826 
2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934,500 832 826 
3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 498 472 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 498 472 
8. cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,167 1,105 

Port Everglades City ot Hollywood 
23/50SI42E .1..I1.0..aM .!..llQ ~ 

1 ST FOB NG WA PL Unknown Jun-80 Unknown 247,775 214 213 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-61 Unknown 247,775 214 213 
3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 389 387 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-85 Unknown 402,050 394 392 

1·12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 509 420 

Putnam Putnam County 
16/10SI27E :i!lll.llll8. ~ ~ 

cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 280 249 

2 cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown Aug-77 Unknown 290,004 280 249 

Riviera City ot Riviera Beach 

33/42SI43E ~ ill ~ 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-82 Unknown 310,420 280 277 
ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar-83 Unknown 310,420 291 288 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/19SI30E ~ UJl 2..05ll 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 140 138 

4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Oct-Q3 Unknown 1,188,860 1,040 958 

5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-Q2 Unknown 1,188,860 1,037 954 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 
• Martin 8 A and B combus11on tUitline unHs went into service 01 6/1412001 and the conversion to Combined Cycle went into service 613012005. 
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Page 3 o/3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
AI o1 December 31, 2008 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Alt. 
Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Ne1 Cae!!bll!!): 1/ 

Unit un~ Fuel Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Plant Name .t:lll. Lll!di1lllll I¥lli fl1. 611. fl1. 611. J.llill ~ Mll.allllYlillr ~ MYt MYt 

Scherer2/ Monroe. GA 
~ ti5Z ~ 

BIT BIT No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 652 648 

St. Johns River Duval County 
Power Perk 31 12/15128E 

(RPC4) m..a;l§ 2:iQ ~ 

BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,918 125 127 
2 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 135,918 125 127 

St. Lucie St. Lucie County 
161365141E .1..5Za..ZZ5 .1.519. .1.553 

NP UR No TK No UnknO'NI'l May-76 Unknown 850,000 853 839 
2 4/ NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,n5 726 714 

Turkey Point Miami Dade County 
27/575140E ~ 3.lli a..aa! 

1 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Afjr-67 Unknown 402,050 396 396 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL UnknO'NI'l Afjr-68 UnknO'NI'l 402,050 394 392 
3 NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 759,900 717 693 
4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 759,900 717 693 
5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May-Q7 Unknown 1,224,510 1213 1,148 

1·5 IC F02 No TK No Unknown Dec-67 Unknown 12,136 12 12 
Totlll SyW~m n of December 31, 2008 ~ 23,368 22,087 

1/ These raUngs ere peek capability. 
21 These ratings represent Aor1da Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit No. 4, adjusted for transmission losses. 
31 The net capability raUngs represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Perk Unit No. 1 end No. 2, excluding 

Jacksonville Electr1c Authority (JEA) shere of 80%. 
41 Total cspabllity of each un~ Is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 21s 100%(853/839) and 85% (7141726) respectively 

as shown above. FPL's share of the deliverable capac~ from each unit is approx. 92.5% and exclude the Or1ando UHiities 
Commission (OUC) and Florids Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approldmetely 7.44n6% per unit. 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

typically developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term 

forecasts were developed by FPL in January 2009 that replaced the previous long-term 

load forecasts that were used by FPL during 2008 in much of its resource planning work 

and which were presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized 

throughout FPL's 2009 Site Plan. These forecasts are a key input to the models used to 

develop FPL's integrated resource plan. The following pages describe how forecasts are 

developed for each component of the long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

Consistent with past forecasts, the primary drivers to develop these forecasts include 

economic conditions and weather. 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting 

firm Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Bureau of Economic and 

Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and 

qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for 

electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Two 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. Temperature data is used to forecast Summer and Winter peaks. 

The Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite 

hourly profile, these regional temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. This 

composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours which are 

based on starting point temperatures of 72°F and 66°F degrees, respectively. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profile of temperatures are used for the Summer and 

Winter peak models. 
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II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

FPL's current load forecast is significantly different from the load forecast presented in its 

2008 Site Plan. The current load forecast projects lower load growth. There are three 

factors that are the primary drivers behind the lower load forecast: projected lower 

population growth, higher energy efficiency impacts from new enhanced federal 

standards for appliance and lighting efficiency, and the effects of a lingering recession. 

The customer forecast is based on a review of recent population projections from the 

University of Florida and Global Insight, as well as an analysis of historical population 

trends. Population projections through 2011 are derived from the University of Florida's 

October 2008 population projections which are significantly lower than prior projections. 

According to the University of Florida, net migration has fallen to a record low as a result 

of the economic slowdown and is expected to remain at historically low levels until 2010. 

Consequently, FPL's projects that customer growth in 2009 and 2010 will be significantly 

below the historical average. As population growth recovers, a modest rebound in 

customer growth is projected in 2011. Population growth after 2011 is based on the 

average levels experienced historically. As a result of lower growth in the initial years of 

the forecast, the total number of customers in the current load forecast remains below the 

levels projected in FPL's 2008 Site Plan in all years. 

The impact of higher energy efficiency resulting from new federal standards for 

appliances and lighting is based on estimates developed by ITRON, an energy industry 

consulting firm. ITRON developed estimates for the impact of the 2005 National Energy 

Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the naturally occurring 

energy reductions resulting from the adoption of compact florescent light bulbs. As a 

result of these appliance and lighting standards, FPL now projects that by 2018, FPL's 

Summer peak demand will be approximately 2,095 MW lower than it otherwise would 

have been. This projected impact from higher appliance and lighting standards is 839 

MW more than the 1,256 MW reduction assumed in the 2008 Site Plan. In the 2008 Site 

Plan, only the impact of the 2005 National Energy Policy Act was considered. 

Economic conditions in the state are also projected to have a significant impact on the 

forecast. Economic conditions in the state have deteriorated significantly since the 2008 

Site Plan was published. After leading the nation in job creation, Florida is now leading 

the nation in job losses. Likewise, Florida now ranks second in the nation in terms of 

foreclosures and personal bankruptcies. The severity of current economic conditions 
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suggests that Florida will likely experience a longer recession than that projected by 

Global Insight. Based on the examination of past recessions and review of forecasts 

from a number of outside experts, FPL developed an economic outlook reflecting a 

lingering recession through 2010 and below average growth in 2011. A resumption of 

cyclical growth, as forecasted by Global Insight, is forecasted by 2012. 

Although the projected load growth for FPL is below that presented in FPL's 2008 Site 

Plan, the total growth projected by FPL for the ten-year reporting period of this document 

is still substantial. The Summer peak is projected to increase to 26,143 MW by 2018, an 

increase of 5,066 MW over the 2008 actual summer peak. Likewise, NEL is projected to 

reach 132,136 GWH in 2018, an increase of 21,092 GWH from the actual 2008 value. 

This compares to projected increases of 6,659 MW and 41 ,352 GWH over the ten-year 

reporting period presented in FPL's 2008 Site Plan compared to the 2007 actual values. 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class for the 

forecasting period of 2009-2027 and are adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results 

of these sales forecasts for the years 2009-2018 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 

which appear at the end of this chapter. Econometric models are developed for each 

revenue class using the statistical software package MetrixND. The methodologies used 

to develop energy sales forecasts for each jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast 

are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of: Cooling Degree-Hours and Heating Degree

Hours, real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), Florida real household 

disposable income, dummy variables for the month of January and the specific month 

of November 2005, and an intercept term. A dummy variable for the calendar month 

of January was included to improve the predictability of the model by accounting for 

the otherwise higher than predicted usage in that model. A dummy variable for 

November 2005 was included because an analysis of residuals identified that data 

point as an outlier. The price of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage, 

because electricity, like all other goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser 

quantities depending upon its price. To capture economic conditions, the model 

includes Florida's real household disposable income. The degree of economic 
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prosperity can, and does, affect residential electricity sales. The impact of weather is 

captured by the Cooling Degree-Hours and Heating Degree-Hours. Residential 

energy sales are forecast by multiplying the residential use per customer forecast by 

the number of residential customers forecasted. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida non-agricultural 

employment, commercial real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), 

Cooling Degree-Hours, as well as an autoregressive term. The price of electricity is 

also included as an explanatory variable in the model because it has an impact on 

customer usage. Cooling Degree-Hours are used to capture weather-sensitive load 

in the commercial sector. The model also includes an intercept and two binary 

variables to account for statistical outliers in November 2005 and January 2007. 

3. Industrial Sales 

Industrial sales were forecasted using an econometric model. The model utilizes the 

following variables: Florida Housing Starts, Cooling Degree-Hours, industrial real 

price of electricity (a 24-month moving average), and several dummy variables for 

outliers. The Cooling Degree-Hour is used to capture the weather-sensitive load in 

the industrial class. 

4. Railroad & Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed using historical usage 

patterns and multiplying these usage levels by the number of forecasted customers. 

The projections for railroad & railways sales are based on historical average use per 

customer because the number of customers is projected to remain the same. This 

class consists solely of the Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

This revenue class is a closed class with no new customers being added. This class 

consists of sports fields and a government account. The forecast for this class is 

based on historical knowledge of its usage characteristics. 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 
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7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. Currently there are four customers in this class: the Florida 

Keys Electric Cooperative; City of Key West; Metro-Dade County; and Seminole 

Electric Cooperative. In addition, FPL will begin serving the Lee County load in 2010. 

FPL provides service to the Florida Keys under a long-term partial requirements 

contract. The sales for Florida Keys are forecasted using a regression model. 

FPL's sales to the City o1' Key West are expected to terminate in 2013. Forecasted 

sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract 

demand and expected load factor. 

Metro-Dade County sells 60 MW to Florida Progress. Line losses are billed to Metro

Dade under a wholesale contract. 

Seminole Electric Cooperative has contracted for delivery of 75 MW for the period of 

December 2008 through December 2009. Also included in the forecast is a 200 MW 

sale to Seminole Electric beginning in June 2014 to December 2040. 

Lee County has contracted for FPL to supply a portion of their load beginning in 

January 2010 and for FPL to supply their total load beginning in January 2014 

through December 2033. 1=orecasted sales to Lee County are based on assumptions 

regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

An econometric model is developed to produce an NEL forecast. The key inputs to the 

model are: the real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), Cooling and Heating 

Degree-Hours, and Florida real household disposable income. In addition, the model also 

includes an autoregressive term as well as a dummy variable for the calendar month of 

February. A dummy variable for the calendar month of February was added to account 

for the lower than otherwise predicted usage associated with that month. 
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The forecast is further adjusted for the impacts of the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, 

the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and compact florescent light bulbs. 

The forecast was also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid cars beginning 

in 2012 which resulted in an increase of approximately 244 GWH by the end of the ten

year reporting period. An adjustment was also made to the forecast to account for the 

increase in the number of empty homes which has resulted from the current housing 

slump. Because the increase in empty homes is viewed as a cyclical phenomenon, only 

the initial years of the forecast were impacted by this adjustment. 

Once the NEL forecast is obtained using the above-mentioned model, total billed sales 

are computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts 

previously discussed are then adjusted to match the NEL from the annual NEL model. 

The forecasted NEL values for 2009 - 2018 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears 

at the end of this chapter. 

II.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of a growing 

customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic growth, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. Similar to the NEL forecast, the peak 

forecasts are also adjusted for the empty homes in the first three years of the forecast 

horizon as well as for the impacts of the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 

Energy Independence and Security Act, and the impact of compact fluorescent light 

bulbs. The forecast was also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid cars 

which resulted in an increase of approximately 49 MW by the end of the ten-year 

reporting period. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2009-2018 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the price of electricity, Florida real household disposable 

income, Cooling Degree-Hours in the day prior to the peak, and the average 
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temperature on the day of the peak. The model below is based on the Summer peak 

contribution per customer and is, therefore, multiplied by total customers to derive 

FPL's system Summer peak. 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the average temperature on the 

peak day and Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day as well as for the morning of 

the Winter peak day. In addition, Florida real household disposable income is a 

variable used in the model. The model below is based on the Winter peak 

contribution per customer and is, therefore, multiplied by total customers to derive 

FPL's system Winter peak. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks is basically the same as for the monthly 

NEL forecast and consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to seasonal peaks. 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2009-2027 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper'' program. This model uses years of historical FPL 

hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 

II.G. Uncertainty 

In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL 

first evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in 

evaluating the input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, 
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identifying outliers in the series, and assessing the series' consistency with past 

forecasts. In addition, FPL reviews factors which may affect the input variables. This may 

require reviewing data from local economic development boards or from FPL's own 

Customer Service Business Unit. Other factors which may be considered include 

demographic trends and housing characteristics such as starts, size, and vintage of 

homes. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models 

are used to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling 

process, the relevant statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute 

deviation (MAD), mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure 

that the models adequately explain historical variation. Once a forecast is developed, it 

is compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past forecasts are examined in light of 

changes in input assumption to ensure that the drivers underlying the forecast are well 

understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL are compared with 

their actual values as they become available. An ongoing process of variance analyses is 

performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large unexplained 

deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric model 

may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to 

FPL's overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL's 

resource planning work, FPL's utilization of a 20% reserve margin criterion (approved by 

the FPSC) is designed, in part, to maintain reliable electric service for FPL's customers in 

light of forecasting uncertainty. In regard to operational planning, a extreme weather load 

forecast for the projected Summer peak day is produced. The maximum average 

temperature on the day of the Summer peak over the last twenty years is used to 

produce this extreme weather forecast. Likewise, the minimum average temperature on 

the day of the Winter peak is used to estimate the extreme weather Winter peak forecast. 

The extreme weather scenarios are typically estimated for a two-to- five year period. 

II.H. DSM 

The effects of FPL's DSM implementation to-date are assumed to be imbedded in the 

actual usage data for forecasting purposes. Any change in usage pattern, be it the 

impact of FPL's DSM efforts, price impact, or weather impact, is reflected in the actual 

observed load data. Therefore, energy efficiency impacts, whether market-driven or as a 
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result of FPL's DSM programs, are assumed to be included in the historical usage data 

for peaks and NEL. 

The load forecasts provided in the schedules at the end of this chapter are not adjusted 

for incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in future years. The 

impacts of this incremental energy efficiency, plus the impacts of FPL's cumulative and 

incremental load management programs, are accounted for as "line item reductions" to 

the forecasts as part of the lAP process as shown in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. After making 

these adjustments to the load forecasts, the resulting ''firm" load forecast is then used in 

FPL's lAP work. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Rural & Realdentlal Commercial 
Members Average 31 Average KWH Average Average KWH 

per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

Ynr. Population 1/ Household ~ Customers Per Customer ~ Customers Per Customer 

1999 7.412,744 2.22 44,187 3,332,422 13,260 35,524 404,942 87,725 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3.414,002 13,568 37,001 415,295 89,096 

2001 7,754,846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 426,573 88,989 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 435,313 91,955 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 444,650 93,163 

2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 458,0S3 91,832 

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 92,490 

2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,201 13,970 44,487 478,930 92,889 

2007 8,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121 

2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500,748 90,987 

2009 8,775,903 2.20 52,041 3,994,173 13,029 44,878 509,881 88,016 

2010 8,812,518 2.20 51,427 4,010,837 12,822 45,417 521,804 87,039 

2011 8,912,688 2.20 51,654 4,056,428 12,734 46,620 534,717 87,187 

2012 9,100,508 2.20 52,438 4,141,910 12,660 48,460 548,319 88,380 

2013 9,287,417 2.20 52,639 4,226,978 12,453 49,537 562,200 88,113 

2014 9,472,518 2.20 52,818 4,311,223 12,251 51,273 576,590 88,924 

2015 9,656,156 2.20 53,087 4,394,802 12,080 52,822 591,382 89,319 

2016 9,838,819 2.20 53,614 4,477,937 11,973 54,515 606,467 89,889 

2017 10,020,376 2.20 54,249 4,560,569 11,895 56,233 621,955 90,414 

2018 10,200,558 2.20 55,175 4,642,575 11,885 58,198 637,980 91,222 

Hlatorlcal Valuea (1999- 2008): 
1/ Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
21 Actual energy sales Include the Impacts of existing conservation. These values are at the meter. 

31 Average No. of Customers Is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

ProJected Value• (2009- 2018): 
1/ Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
21 Forecasted energy sales do not Include the impact of Incremental conservation. These values are at the meter. 
31 Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number o1' Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total 41 

Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to 
Average Average KWH & Highway Public Ultimate 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers 
Year GWH 21 Customers Per Customer GWH GWH 21 GWH GWH 

1999 3,948 16,040 246,135 79 473 465 84,676 
2000 3,768 16,410 229,616 81 408 381 87,960 
2001 4,091 15,445 264,875 86 419 67 90,212 

2002 4,057 15,533 261,186 89 420 63 95,523 

2003 4,004 17,029 235,128 93 425 64 99,496 

2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 99,095 

2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 102,296 

2006 4,036 21,216 190,232 94 422 49 103,659 

2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 105,415 

2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 102,919 

2009 3,584 12,527 286,133 91 446 37 101,078 

2010 3,606 12,686 284,271 91 451 36 101,029 

2011 3,656 12,980 281,675 91 457 35 102,514 

2012 3,690 13,257 278,319 91 464 34 105,177 

2013 3,687 13,397 275,18"7 91 474 33 106,461 

2014 3,676 13,497 272,380 91 484 33 108,375 

2015 3,662 13,575 269,744 91 494 33 110,188 

2016 3,645 13,604 267,928 91 504 33 112,401 

2017 3,631 13,604 266,896 91 515 33 114,752 

2018 3,622 13,610 266,11"7 91 525 33 117,644 

Historical Values (1999- 2008): 
21 Actual energy sales include the impacts of existing conservation. 
3/ Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
41 GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Cot. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 

Projected Values (2009- 2018): 
21 Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of incremental conservation. 
31 Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
4/ GWH Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net 51 Average 31 

Sales for Use& Energy No. of Total Average 31
'
71 

Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWH GWH GWH 61 Customers Customers 

1999 953 5,829 91,458 2,605 3,756,009 

2000 970 7,059 95,989 2,694 3,848,401 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,117,221 

2004 1,531 7,464 108,091 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,157 4,321,896 

2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,216 4,409,563 

2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589 

2008 993 7,092 111,004 3,347 4,509,729 

2009 1 '149 7,213 109,440 3,405 4,519,986 

2010 2,137 7,042 110,207 3,435 4,548,763 

2011 2,252 7,161 111,926 3,470 4,607,594 

2012 2,280 7,358 114,815 3,519 4,707,005 

2013 2,172 7,394 116,027 3,580 4,806,155 

2014 5,122 7,631 121,128 3,649 4,904,959 

2015 5,844 7,768 123,800 3,722 5,003,480 

2016 5,952 7,925 126,278 3,796 5,101,804 

2017 6,070 8,087 128,908 3,871 5,199,999 

2018 6,202 8,289 132,136 3,946 5,298,111 

Historical Values (1999- 2008): 
3/ Average No.of Customers Is the annual average of the twelve month values. 

51 GWH Col. (19) = Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). Actual NEL include the Impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (8) on Schedule 3.3. 

6/ Actual energy sales include the Impacts of existing conservation. These values are at the generator. 

71 Total Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20). 

Projected Values (2009 - 2018): 
21 Forecasted energy sales do not include the Impact of incremental conservation and agrees to 

Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 
3/ Average No.of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values. 
5I GWH Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Matches to Col (2) on Schedule 3.3 for Forecasted\ 
6/ Total Col. (21) =Col. (5) +Col. (8) +Col. (11) +Col. (20). 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Casa 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Small 

Business 
August of Res. Load Residential C/1 Load Load C/1 

Year Total Wholesale Retail lnterru(!!ibte Manal:l!!merrt Conservation Man!!ll!!ment Manal:l!!ment Conservation 

1999 17,6t5 169 17.446 () 673 592 438 15 420 
2000 17,808 161 17.647 () 719 645 448 19 451 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 () 737 697 449 40 481 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 (I 770 755 441 49 517 
2003 19,668 253 19,415 (I 781 799 516 61 554 
2004 20,545 258 20.287 (I 783 647 517 71 578 

2005 22,361 264 22,097 (I 790 895 516 64 611 

2006 21,819 256 21,563 (I 809 948 516 120 640 
2007 21,962 261 21.701 (I 954 982 515 200 683 

2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 974 1042 538 221 705 

2009 21,124 241 20,882 0 1.016 76 753 86 65 

2010 21,147 381 20.765 (I 1.034 122 772 93 98 

2011 21,368 385 20.963 (I 1,053 171 780 100 132 

2012 21,933 393 21,540 (I 1,073 222 788 107 167 

2013 22,249 354 21,895 (I 1,095 275 796 114 203 

2014 23,533 1.164 22,349 (I 1,120 329 804 121 240 

2015 24,142 1.205 22,937 (I 1,146 385 812 128 278 

2018 24,772 1,229 23,543 (I 1,172 440 820 136 316 

2017 25,401 1.256 24,145 0 1.198 496 828 143 353 
2018 26,143 1.264 24,880 (I 1.207 514 831 145 366 

Historical Values (1999 • 2008): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values lor historiCal summer peaks. As such. they Incorporate the effects o1 conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 10), and may 
incorporate the Sffects of load control ~load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col. (10) tor 1999 through 2008 represent actual DSM capabilities starting trom January 1988 and are annual (12-morrth) values. 

Note that the values tor FPL 's former Interruptible Rate are Incorporated lrrto Col. (8), which also Includes Business On Call (BOC) and 
Commercial /Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col (9) represerrts FPL's Business On Call program. 

Col. (11) represents a HYPOTHETICAL 'Net Firm Demand" 11 the load control values hsd definHely been exercised on the peak. Col. (11) Is 
derived by the tormula:Col. (11) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Col.(8)· Col. (9). 

ProJected Values (2009 • 2018): 

Col. (2)- Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o Incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The Sffects of conservation lmplemerrted 
prior to 2004 are Incorporated lrrto the load to recast. 

Col. (5)- Col. (10) represerrt all incremental conservatlon,current load management and lncremerrtallosd managemerrt. These values are 

projected August values and the conservation values are based on projections with a 112008 starting point designed tor 
use w~h the 2008 load forecast. 

Col (9) represents FPL's Business On Call program. 

Col. (11) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts tor all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is implemented 
on the peak. Col. (11) Is derived by using the formula: Col. (1 1) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (8) -Col. (9)-Col (10). 
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Net Firm 
Demand 

16.490 
16.622 

17.529 

17,960 
18.310 
19.174 

20,971 

20.375 

20,293 

19.327 

19.128 

19,028 

19,132 

19,576 

19.788 

20.919 

21,393 

21,888 

22.383 

23.080 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Small 

Business 

January of Ann Res. Load Residential C/1 Load Load C/1 

Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Men!lllement Conservation Management Management Conservation 

2000 17,057 142 18,915 0 741 434 438 0 176 

2001 18,199 150 18,049 0 791 459 448 0 183 

2002 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 0 196 

2003 20,190 248 19,944 0 847 548 453 0 206 
2004 14,752 211 14,541 0 857 570 532 0 230 
2005 18,108 225 17,863 0 882 583 542 0 233 

2006 19,883 225 19,458 0 870 BOO 550 0 240 

2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 894 620 5n 0 249 

2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 879 844 635 0 279 

2009 20,031 216 19,815 0 922 48 729 0 31 
2010 18,790 329 18,481 0 938 73 767 0 41 

2011 19,120 334 18,788 0 955 105 n5 0 53 

2012 19,710 340 19,370 0 973 138 763 0 67 

2013 20.098 348 19,752 0 992 171 791 0 81 

2014 21.154 878 20,278 0 1.012 205 799 0 97 

2015 21,882 1,100 20,783 0 1,036 239 807 0 113 

2016 22.396 1,123 21,273 0 1,080 273 815 0 130 

2017 22,912 1,148 21,764 0 1.084 307 823 0 148 

2018 23.488 1.173 22,293 0 1,106 338 631 0 181 

Historical Values (1999- 2008): 

Col. (2) ·Col. (4) are actual values for historical winter peaks. As such, they Incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 10), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control n load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Finn Demand. 

Col. (5) • Col.(1 0) for 2000 through 2008 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. 

Note that the values for FPL's fonner Interruptible Rate are Incorporated Into Col. (8), which also Includes Business On Call (BOC) and 
CommerclaVIndustrial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col (9) represents FPL's Business On Call program. 

Col. (11) represents a HYPOTHETICAL 'Net Finn Demand" n the load control values had defin"ely been exercised on the peak. Col. (11) Is 
derived by the formula: Col. (11) = Col. (2) • Col. (6) • Col. (8). 

Projected Values (2009- 2018): 

(11) 

Net Finn 
Demand 

15,878 
16,980 

18.329 

18,890 
13,363 
18,704 

18,263 

15,344 

16,541 

18,380 
18,971 

17,232 

17,749 

18,063 

19,041 

19,687 

20,118 

20,552 

21,030 

Col. (2) • Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumulative load control. The effects of conservation Implemented 
prior to 2004 are Incorporated Into the load forecast. 

Col. (5) • Col.(1 0) represent all incremental conservation and cumulative load control. These values are projected January values and 
tha conservation values are based on projections with a 112008 starting point designed for use with the 2008 load forecast. 

Col (9) represents FPL's Business On Call program. 

Col. (11) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the Incremental conservation end assumes all of the load control is Implemented 
on the peak. Col. (11) Is derived by using the formula: Col. (11) =Col. (2) ·Col. (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7) ·Col. (B)· Col. (9)· Col.(10). 
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Schedule 3.3 
History of Annual Net Energy for Load· GWH: Base Case 

(All veluM a,.. "at the g-mor"velue except lor Col (8)) 
(1) (2) =(3) + (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) s (5). (9) 

(3) + (5) (6). (7) 

Total Actual 
Net Energy Actual Sales for Total Billed 
For Load Residential Cll Net Energy Resale Utility Use Retail Energy Load 

Year without DSM Conservation Conservation For Load GWH & Losses Sales (GWH) Factor(%) 

1999 94,365 1,542 1,365 9t,458 953 5,829 84,676 59.3% 

2000 99,097 1,674 1,434 95,989 970 7,059 87,960 61.4% 
2001 101,739 1,789 1,545 98.404 970 7,222 90,212 59.9o/o 
2002 107,755 1,917 1,639 104,199 1,233 7,443 95,523 61.9o/o 

2003 112,160 2,008 1,759 t08,393 1,511 7,366 99,496 62.9% 

2004 112,031 2,106 1,834 108,091 1,531 7,464 99,095 59.9% 

2005 t15,440 2,205 1,934 111,301 1,506 7,498 102,298 56.6% 

2006 117,490 2,312 2,041 113,137 1,569 7,909 103.659 59.2% 

2007 118,894 2,373 2,206 114,315 1,499 7,401 105,415 59.4% 
2008 115,755 2,485 2,267 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 80.0% 

Historical Values (1999 • 2008): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) =Col. (3) +Col. (4) +Col. (5). 

Col.(3) & Col.(4) lor 1999through 2008 are DSM values starting in January 1966 and are annual (12·month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2008 

are "estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWH reductions actually experienced each year. 

Col. (5) is the actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 1999 • 2008. 

Col. (8) Is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) =Col. (5) ·Col. (6) • Col. (7). 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) ~((Col. (5)"1000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made tor leap years. 

Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load· GWH: Base Case 
(All values.,.. "II the genemor"velue except tor Col (8)) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) = (2). (6) (7) (8) = (2). 
(3). (4) (6). (7) 

Fo111C11allld 

Forecasted Net Energy Total Billed 

Net Energy For Load Sales tor Retail Energy 

For Load ResldenUal Cll Adjusted tor Resale Utility Use Sales(GWH) 

Year without DSM Conservation Conservation DSM GWH & Losses without DSM 

2009 109,440 142 106 109,192 1,149 7,213 101,076 

2010 110,207 236 155 109,816 2,137 7,042 101,029 

2011 111,926 334 207 111,386 2,252 7,161 102,514 

2012 114,815 434 261 114,119 2.260 7,358 105,177 

2013 116,027 539 319 115,169 2,172 7,394 106,481 

2014 121,128 647 380 120,102 5,122 7,631 108,375 

2015 123,800 754 440 122,605 5.844 7,768 110,166 

2016 126.278 862 501 124,915 5,952 7,925 112,401 

2017 128,906 970 562 127,376 6,070 8,087 114,752 

2018 132,136 1,078 564 130,494 6,202 8,289 117,644 

Fonecasted Values (2009 • 2018): 

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The values are extracted from Schedule 2.3, Col. (19). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation and are mld·year (6·monlh) values. 

The effects of conservation Implemented prior to 2009 are Incorporated Into the toad lorecast. 

Col. (5) is the toracasted Net Energy tor Load (NEL) with DSM for years 2008 • 2017. Col (5) =Col (2) ·Col (3) ·Col (4). 

(9) 

Load 
Factor(%) 

59.1% 

59.5% 
59.6% 
59.6% 
59.5% 
58.8% 
58.5% 
58.0% 
57.9o/o 
57.7"/o 

Col. (8) is the Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated u!<lng the tormula: Col. (8) -Col. (2) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7).These values are at the meter. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) I rom this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (2)"1 000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 

Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2008 2009. 2010. 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 

Mlm1b. MW GWH MW GWH MW GWH 

JAN 18,055 8,230 18,697 7,970 18,790 7,981 

FEB 15,735 7,843 15,443 7,225 15,533 7,265 

MAR 16,226 8,258 16,260 8,039 16,265 8,094 

APR 16,995 8,815 17,389 8,451 17,462 8,506 

MAY 20,289 9,814 19,369 9,338 19,429 9,382 

JUN 20,565 10,836 20,122 10,369 20,192 10,401 

JUL 20,951 10,374 20,809 10,780 20,873 10,834 

AUG 21,060 11,090 21,124 10,985 21,147 11,041 

SEP 20,456 11,102 20,650 10,635 20,696 10,702 

OCT 18,752 9,254 19,253 9,446 19,287 9,547 

NOV 16,538 7,886 16,788 8,265 16,835 8,384 

DEC 14,849 7,502 15,786 7,936 15,791 8,070 

TOTALS 111,004 109,440 110,207 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the Impacts of cumulative load management and incremental conservation and are 
consistent wnh values shown In Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col (2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

Florida Power & Light Company 49 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 60 of 278

(This page Is left Intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 50 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 61 of 278

Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP} process in the early 1990s and has 

since utilized the process to determine when new resources are needed, what the 

magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added. 

The timing and type of new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, are 

determined as part of the IRP process work. This section discusses how FPL applied 

this process in its 2008 and early 2009 resource planning work. 

Four Fundamental Steps c)f FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans}; 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Fundamental 
IRP Steps 

(1) Determine 
the 
magnitude and 
timing of FPL's 
new 
resource 
needs 

Load forecast update I 

~ 
Updating of data 

bases 
System 
reliability 
analyses 

---- ----------··---------------
(2) Identify 
competing 
resource 
options and 
resource plans 
which can meet 
the determined 
magnitude and 
timing of FPL's 
resource needs 

Feasibility analyses of 
individual DSM options 

Feasibility analyses 
of new capacity 
options 

Packaging of 
DSM options 

Identify resource plans 
for system analyses 1--

--------------~---------------(3) Evaluate 
the competing 
options and 
resource plans 
in regard to 
system 
economics and 
non-economics 
factors 

System economic 
and non-economic 

'-----.t analyses of new 
capacity options 

System economic and 
non-economic 
analyses of competing 
resource plans 

1-

------------------------~-----(4) Finalize 
FPL's 
Integrated 
Resource Plan 
&commit to 
near-term 
options 

Start 

Timetable for Process 

Finalize FPL's 
Integrated 
Resource Plan 

(Normal time period: approx. 6-7 months) 

Figure II I.A. 1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitudt~ and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also 

determined in this step is when the MW are needed to meet FPL's planning criteria. This 

step is often referred to as a reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, analysis for 

the utility system. 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted 

loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in 

resource planning. Examples of this new information include, but not limited to: delivered 

fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power plant 

capability and reliability assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding 

three specific resource areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) firm 

capacity power purchases, and (3) DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions is based on new generating capacity additions that have 

been approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) through Determination 

of Need hearings that evaluated both the need for, and the cost-effectiveness of, each of 

the new capacity additions. These generating capacity additions have also either 

received the necessary Site Certification approvals from either the Secretary of the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) or the Governor and Cabinet 

(acting as the Siting Board) or, as in the case of the new nuclear units, are in the process 

of receiving the necessary state and federal approvals. A number of new generating unit 

additions will occur in the 2009 - 2018 time frame that is addressed in this document. 

These generating unit additions include: 

Three new natural gas-fired CC units at FPL's West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site that are scheduled to come in-service during 2009 through 2011. These new 

units will each add approximately 1,219 MW (Summer) of generation capacity. FPL 

selected these CC units, designated as WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3, after conducting two 

Request for Proposals (RFP) solicitations and evaluating the options received in 

response to the RFPs. 
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Two new photovoltaic (PV) solar energy facilities are projected to be brought into 

service by 2010. One of these PV facilities will be placed in DeSoto County and will 

be named the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. This facility is projected 

to have a nameplate rating of 25 MW. The second PV facility will be named the 

Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center and is projected to have a 

nameplate rating of 10 MW. The FPSC approved the eligibility of expenditures for 

these PV facilities to be recovered through the environmental cost recovery clause in 

August 2008. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center obtained an 

Environmental Resource Permit and an Army Corps of Engineers permit in October 

2008. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center received the Army 

Corps of Engineers permit in December 2008 and expects to receive the 

Environmental Resource Permit in mid-2009. 

A new solar thermal facility at FPL's existing Martin plant site is also projected to be 

brought into service in 2010. This solar thermal facility, named the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center, is projected to be able to produce up to 75 MW of 

steam capability, thus allowing reduced use of fossil fuels by FPL when the solar 

thermal facility is producing steam. The FPSC approved the eligibility of expenditures 

for this solar thermal facility to be recovered through the environmental cost recovery 

clause in August 2008. FPL received the site certification modification approval in 

August 2008. 

Two existing generating plants, each consisting of two older fossil fuel-fired 

generating units, are projected to be converted into new, highly efficient CC units. 

The existing plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site will be replaced in 2013 by a new 

CC unit with a projected output of 1,219 MW. This new plant will be called the Cape 

Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center. The existing plant at FPL's Riviera 

site will be replaced in 2014 by a new CC unit with a projected output of 1,207 MW. 

This new plant will be called the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center. These conversions were approved by the FPSC in September 2008. The site 

certification application for Cape Canaveral was filed in December 2008 and the site 

certification application for Riviera Beach was filed in February 2009. A decision is 

expected to be reached regarding these applications in early 2010. 

Two new nuclear units (Turkey Point Units 6 & 7) are projected to be brought into 

service in 2018 and 2020, respectively. Each unit is projected to produce 

approximately 1,100 MW. The FPSC approved the need for these new nuclear units 

in April 2008. As part of this approval, FPL will be providing a annual feasibility 

analysis as part of the annual nuclear cost recovery process. A multi-year permitting 

review process for these units is currently underway. Because this Site Plan 
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addresses the time period through 2018, the first of these two units, Turkey Point Unit 

6, is now included in the 2009 Site Plan. 

In addition, FPL will be adding approximately 400 MW of increased generating 

capacity at its existing nuclear power plants at its Turkey Point and St. Lucie sites. 

This increased capacity is scheduled to come in-service in 2011 and 2012. These 

capacity "uprates" were approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The Final Order for 

the Site Certification was issued in September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and 

October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates. 

These new generating units were added for a variety of reasons including cost

effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, and significant system emission 

reductions, including greenhouse gas emission reductions. In addition, the solar projects 

will increase the contribution of renewable energy sources towards meeting the electricity 

needs of FPL's customers. 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL's current 

projection of firm capacity purchases is very similar to the projection shown in FPL's 2008 

Site Plan. These firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and 

independent power producers. Details, including the annual total capacity values for 

these purchases, are presented in Chapter I in Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. These purchased 

capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional demand 

side management (DSM) that ~s projected to be implemented annually over the ten-year 

period. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work has assumed that at least the DSM 

MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals will be achieved as planned. This is again 

the case with the resource plan FPL discusses in its 2009 Site Plan. 

There is essentially no change in the amount of DSM shown between the 2008 Site Plan 

and the 2009 Site Plan. The DSM values that are presented in this 2009 Site Plan, are 

based on meeting FPL's currently approved DSM Goals through 2014, plus implementing 

additional cost-effective DSM through 2014 that was identified by FPL after the current 

DSM Goals were established,, and a projection of continued DSM additions in 2015 

through 2017 at an annual implementation rate commensurate with that in the years 

leading up to 2014. Because the 2009 Site Plan addresses one more year (2018) than 

did the 2008 Site Plan, FPL has extended its DSM projection out one more year to 2018 

using a similar annual implementation rate. 
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However, FPL is scheduled to present its new projections of cost-effective DSM to the 

FPSC in June 2009. These new projections will be used to determine FPL's new DSM 

Goals for the years 2010 through 2019. The analyses to develop these new projections of 

cost-effective DSM for the new DSM Goals are currently a work in progress at the time 

the 2009 Site Plan is being filed. The final order from the FPSC establishing FPL's new 

DSM Goals is expected in the 4th Quarter of 2009. The subsequent development and 

approval of FPL's DSM Plan (with which FPL will meet the new Goals) will likely be made 

in early 201 0. Therefore, the impact of FPL's new DSM Goals and DSM Plan will be 

reflected next year in FPL's 201 0 Site Plan. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information, are then applied in the first 

fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of FPL's resource 

needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which are 

typically based on a dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period reserve margin of 

20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used 

throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on 

to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of probabilistic 

methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. Of these, the most 

widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how 

well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a measure of how often 

load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve margin, the calculation of 
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LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while taking into consideration such 

probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual generators due to scheduled 

maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Information regarding 

the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analyses of new capacity options are conducted to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, 

and operating parameters and costs. In similar analyses, feasibility analyses of new 

DSM options and/or continued growth in existing DSM options are conducted. 

The individual new resource options emerging from these feasibility options are then 

typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are designed to meet the system 

reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created by combining individual 

resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. 

The creation of these competing resource plans is typically carried out using 

spreadsheet, dynamic programming, and/or linear and non-linear programming 

techniques. 
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At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to 

System Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans. In 2008, once the 

resource plans were developed, FPL utilized the P-MArea production cost model and a 

Fixed Cost Spreadsheet to perform the economic analyses. The P-MArea model is the 

model used by FPL to develop the Fuel Cost Budget and to conduct other production 

cost-related analyses. 

FPL also utilized several other models in the economic evaluation portion of its resource 

planning work. For analyses of individual DSM options, FPL typically uses its DSM cost

effectiveness model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved 

methodology for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of individual DSM measures/programs, 

and its non-linear programming model for analyzing the potential for lowering system 

peak loads through additional load management capacity. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM methodology). 

However, in cases in which the DSM contribution was assumed as a given and the only 

competing options were new generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of 

competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue 

requirements are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and plans in such 

cases were evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue requirement (CPVRR) 

basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic terms, such as percentages, etc. rather than 
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in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" that 

include (but are not necessarily limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL 

system and maintaining a regional balance between load and generating capacity, 

particularly in Southeastern Florida. In conducting the evaluations needed to determine 

which resource options and resource plans are best for FPL's system, both the economic 

and non-economic evaluations are conducted with an eye to whether the system concern 

is positively or negatively impacted by a given resource option or resource plan. 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions/Changes 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2009 through 

2018 are depicted in Table 111.8.1. These capacity additions/changes result from a variety 

of actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result 

of plant component replacements during major overhauls), temporarily removing older, 

less efficient generating units ·from active service and placing them into Inactive Reserve 

status, changes in the amounts of purchased power being delivered under existing 

contracts as per the contract schedules or by entering into new purchase contracts, 

increases in generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear units, the conversion of 

FPL's existing steam generating units at its existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites 

into new, very fuel-efficient CC generating units, and by construction of approved new 

generating units. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions are largely made up of construction of 

new CC and nuclear generating units, the conversion of existing steam units into new CC 

units, and capacity increases at FPL's existing nuclear generating units. (The DSM MW 

that FPL is adding each year are not presented in this table but have been accounted for 

by FPL and the FPSC in the process of obtaining approval for these new capacity 

additions.) 

This table also shows the addition of the previously discussed 110 MW of new solar 

facilities (35 MW of PV and 7~i MW of solar thermal). However, as indicated in the table 

and its footnotes, these new solar facilities are not projected to contribute new firm 

capacity. There are two reasons for this. First, one of these facilities - the 75 MW solar 
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thermal facility at the Martin site - is designed not to add new capacity, but to serve as a 

''fuel substitute" facility. When sufficient sunlight is available, the solar thermal facility will 

produce steam that would otherwise have been produced by burning fossil fuels. Second, 

in regard to the two new PV facilities that together have a 35 MW nameplate rating, it is 

unclear at this time what the output of these PV facilities will consistently be during FPL's 

late afternoon Summer and early morning Winter peak hours. Consequently, FPL is not 

assigning a firm capacity value (i.e., those values reflected in Table 111.8.1) to these PV 

facilities at this time. Once FPL has actual operating experience with these PV facilities in 

these specific locations, it will evaluate what an appropriate firm capacity value for each 

of the facilities should be. However, FPL's economic and non-economic analyses fully 

capture the system fuel and emission savings from these three new solar facilities. 

FPL is also currently assuming, for planning purposes, that it is likely to obtain additional 

capacity and/or energy from Renewable RFP solicitations, other proposed purchases, or 

its own renewable energy development efforts. For purposes of this planning document, 

FPL is assuming that 50 MW of firm capacity purchases from new renewable facilities will 

be added to FPL's system in the ten-year reporting period. In addition, one of FPL's 

existing renewable purchase power contracts is set to expire in 2010. For purposes of 

this planning document, FPL is assuming that a new contract for 55 MW of firm capacity 

and energy will be entered into. This is discussed further in Section III.F. 

The significantly lower new load forecast, coupled with the approved additions of highly 

efficient new nuclear, solar, and natural gas-fired generating capacity, allow the 

opportunity for FPL to temporarily remove some older, less efficient generating capacity 

from active service, resulting in savings in operational and maintenance costs. A number 

of such units will be placed on Inactive Reserve status starting in 2009. The existing units 

that will be placed on Inactive Reserve include: Cutler Units 5 & 6, Sanford Unit 3, Port 

Everglades Units 1 & 2, Martin Unit 2, and Manatee Unit 2. These units will continue to 

be maintained and will be returned to active service when needed. The timing of the 

return of these units is uncertain at this time primarily due to the uncertainty regarding 

FPL's future load. However, for planning purposes, FPL is showing in this document that 

these units begin to return to active service starting in 2016. 

In addition, the existing units at the Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites that will be 

converted to CC generation as part of the Conversions, will first be placed on Inactive 

Reserve status, then will be completely removed from service in preparation for the 

construction of the new units at those sites. 
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In regard to FPL's projected reserve margin values, these values are higher than the 

values projected in the 2008 Site Plan. As a consequence, no new uncommitted 

generation is projected to be needed in the 2009 - 2018 time frame, subject to changes 

in laws and regulations regarding renewable energy.2 

2 
For purposes of establishing a Standard Offer Contract, and using the same forecasts and other assumptions presented 

in this document, FPL projects that it's next fossil-fueled new generating unit would be a Greenfield 3x1 G CC with a 2021 
in-service date. Details of that unit are not provided in this Site Plan because its projected in-serv1ce date is beyond the 
2009-2018 time period addressed in this document 
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Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 

Projected Capacity ChM!gu •nd Re•erve AIM'gln8 for FPL 1 
'' 

NMCapaclty 
Chlnau fMWJ 

Ynr Projected Capacity CMngn Wlnter 121 Summer1' 1 

2009 Changes to Existing Purchases ••• --- (479) 
West County Unij 1 !6> -- 1,219 
DeSoto NeX1 Generation Solar Enargy Centar (PY) 181 --- -
Riviera Unit 3 - offUne for conversion -- (276) 

Riviera Un~ 4 - offHne for conversion -- (286) 
Changes to ExiS1ing Units (78) 10 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 181 --- (766) 

2010 Changes to Existing Purchases ,., (559) (352) 
West County Unij 1 1" 1 1,335 ---
West County Unit 2 161 1,335 1,219 
Martin NeX1 Generation Solar Energy Center (Solar Thennal) f1> --- ---
Space CoaS1 NeX1 Generation Solar Energy Center (PY) 181 -- --
Riviera Unij 3 -offline for conversion (277) --
Riviera Unij 4 -offline for conversJon (288) ---
Cepe Canaveral Unit 1 - offline for conversion --- (395) 
Cape Canaveral Un« 2 - offline for conversion --- (388) 
Changes to Existing Units 53 36 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 1"1 (777) (1,648) 

2011 Changes to Existing Purchases ,., (46) (45) 

West County Unit 3 '"1 -- 1,219 

Cape Canaveral Unit 1 - offline lor conversion (397) ... 
Cape Canaveral Unit 2 - offline for conversion (397) ... 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units -offline 181 (1,663) 10 

Chan~ es to Existing Units 130 (92) 
2012 Changes to Existing Purchases -- (156) 

West County Un« 3 161 1,335 --
Changes to Existing Units (11) (11) 

Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 1 103 103 

Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 --- 88 
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - Turkey Point 3 ... 104 

2013 Changes to Existing Purchases,., (180) ·--
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 88 ·--
Existhg Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates -Turkey Point 3 104 -
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates -Turkey Point 4 104 104 

Cape Canaveral NeX1 Generation Clean Energy Center (5) ·-- 1,219 
2014 Changes to Existing Purchases ,., ... 50 

Cape Canaveral NeX1 Generation Clean Energy Center (5) 1,343 ---
Riviera Beach NeX1 Gena ration Clean Enerav Center -- 1,207 

2015 Riviera Beach NeX1 Generation Clean Ene'!IY Center 1,310 --
2016 Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - online 181 -- 814 

Changes to Existing Purchases 141 ·- (1,311) 

2017 Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - online 101 825 822 
2018 Turkey Point Nuclear Un~ s••> --- 1,100 

Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - online 1" 1 834 ---
TOTALS= 4,226 3,119 

(1) Additional infonna~on about these resuhing reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are values for January of the year shown. 
(3) Summer values are values for AuguS1 of the yeer shown. 
(4) These are finn capacity and energy contracts with OF. ~lltles, and other entities. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.82 for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be In-service in June of the year shown except for WCEC 1 and WCEC 2that are proJected to 

be in-service in AuguSI 2009 and December 2009, respecUvely. WCEC 1 Is Included in the Summer reserve margin calculation 
Slartlng In 2009 and in the Winter reserve margin calculation starting In 2010. WCEC 2 is Included in both the Summer and Winter 
starting In 2010. All additions assumed to start In June are Included in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and 
In the Wimer reserve margin calculation starting with the next year. 

(6) Because ol the intennlttem nature of the photovoltalcs (PV) resource, FPL is currently assigning no finn capacity benefrt to these 
generating additions. FPL will reassess this once actual operating data from the PV facilities at these locations Is available. This 
location-specijic information is needed In order to gauge consistent output during the peak hours which are accounted for in FPL's 
reserve margin calculations. 

(7) The Martin solar thennal facJIIty is designed to provide steam for FPL's existing Martin Unit 8 combined cycle unh, thus reducing 
FPL's use of natural gas. No additional capacity (MW) will resuh from the operation of the solar thennal facility. 

(8) A number of existing FPL power plants are being temporarily removed from service and placed on Inactive Reserve status. FPL 
plans to return these units to active service In the future as needed. The timing of the return of these unhs to fuii-Ume active status Is 
uncertain at this time primarily due to the uncertainty regarding FPL's Mure load. However, for planning purposes. FPL is showing In 
this document that these units begin to return to active service starting In 2016. 
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III.C Issues Impacting FPL's Resource Planning Work 

FPL's ongoing resource planning efforts will continue to be influenced by the two driving 

factors previously discussed: a new lower load forecast and the addition of a significant 

amount of new highly efficient nuclear, solar, and CC generating capacity that has been 

approved by the FPSC. In addition, there are at least four other issues that will impact 

FPL's resource planning work. FPL refers to two of these issues as on-going system 

concerns that FPL has considered in its resource planning work for a number of years. 

These on-going system concerns include: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in 

Southeastern Florida. 

In addition, two other relatively recent issues have emerged that will also influence FPL's 

resource planning efforts. These include: (3) the Executive Orders directive issued in 

2007 by Governor Crist calling for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and greater 

contribution from renewable energy sources, and (4) a Florida standard for renewable 

energy contributions to a utility system. 

These four (4) issues that impact FPL's on-going resource planning work are briefly 

discussed below. 

1. System Fuel Diversity 

FPL is currently dependent upon using natural gas to generate approximately half of the 

electricity it delivers to its customers. Therefore, FPL is continually seeking to maintain 

and enhance the fuel diversity of its system. 

In 2007, FPL sought approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal 

units to its system. These two new units would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 

2014. However, due to concerns over greenhouse gas emissions, FPL was unable to 

obtain approval for these units. Consequently, FPL does not believe that new advanced 

technology coal units are viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida for the 

foreseeable future. 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy, renewable energy, and more 

efficient ways in which to generate electricity using natural gas in order to enhance its 

fuel diversity. In regard to nuclear energy, FPL obtained approval to increase capacity at 

each of FPL's four existing nuclear units by up to 104 MW. In total, these capacity 
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"uprates" will add a total of approximately 400 MW to the FPL system in the 2011/2012 

time period. In 2008, the FPSC approved the need for these uprates and the ability to 

recover expenditures related to these uprates. In 2008, FPL also obtained FPSC 

approval for the need to add two new nuclear units at FPL's existing Turkey Point site 

and the ability to recover expenditures related to these new units. These two new nuclear 

units are projected to add approximately 2,200 MW to FPL's system. The first of these 

units is projected to come in-service in 2018 and the second unit to come in-service in 

2020 (i.e., outside of the ten-year reporting period of this document). 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of 

discussions with existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements 

that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting period of this document. Another 

activity is to attempt to solicit cost-effective new renewable projects from outside parties. 

With respect to the latter, FPL issued a second Request for Proposals (RFP) for new 

renewable energy capacity and energy in April 2008 and FPL is analyzing those 

responses. Also, as previously discussed, FPL sought and received approval from the 

FPSC to add 110 MW of new FPL-owned solar facilities, both solar thermal and PV, in 

2008. These FPL facilities are all scheduled to be in-service by 2010. FPL's efforts to 

utilize renewable energy are discussed further in Section Ill. F. 

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from the 

FPSC to build a third highly efficient CC unit at its West County Energy Center site 

(WCEC Unit 3) and to convert the older steam generating units at its existing Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera plant sites to new, highly efficient CC units. These new CC units 

will go in service in 2011, 2013, and 2014, respectively. 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance system fuel diversity. FPL also plans to maintain the ability to utilize fuel oil at 

those existing units that have that capability, although cost factors currently limit the 

expected use of these facilities. Furthermore, FPL has traditionally purchased the gas 

transportation capacity required for new natural gas generating units from an existing 

natural gas pipeline company. As an alternative, FPL is developing plans with the goal of 

filing for a Need Determination by the FPSC for construction of a new natural gas pipeline 

in Florida capable of serving future generation needs. Such a pipeline would benefit FPL 

and its customers by increasing the diversity of FPL's fuel supply sources, the physical 

reliability of the pipeline delivery system, and competition among pipelines. 
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2. Southeastern Florida Imbalance 

In recent years an imbalance had developed between regionally installed generation and 

peak load in Southeastern Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the 

Southeastern Florida region during peak periods was being provided through the 

transmission system from plants located outside the region. FPL's prior planning work 

concluded that either additional installed generating capacity in this region, or 

transmission capacity capable of delivering additional electricity from outside the region, 

would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, four 

recent capacity additions: Turkey Point Unit 5, and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3, were evaluated 

as the most cost-effective options to meet FPL's capacity needs in the near-term. Adding 

these units will significantly reduce the imbalance between generation and load in 

Southeastern Florida. 

In addition, FPL will be adding increased capacity at FPL's existing two nuclear units at 

Turkey Point in 2011/2012 and will be increasing the generating capacity at its Riviera 

si1e through the conversion of the existing plants at that site in 2014. The result of these 

approved generating unit additions in Southeastern Florida are expected to address the 

imbalance for most, if not all, of the 2009-2018 reporting period addressed in this 

document even after accounting for temporarily placing some of the existing generating 

units in the region on Inactive Reserve status. However, the Southeastern Florida 

imbalance will remain a concern in FPL's on-going resource planning work. 

3. Governor Crist's Executive Orders 

The Executive Orders issued in 2007, particularly the portions of those Orders directing 

significant increases in renewable, non-emitting energy and decreases in greenhouse 

gas emissions, are being addressed by FPL in a variety of ways. With respect to 

renewable energy, FPL's efforts to procure capacity from renewable energy sources, and 

to build its own renewable energy facilities, were mentioned above in regard to fuel 

diversity and are also discussed in more detail in Section III.F. 

These renewable energy efforts have the potential to help lower greenhouse gas 

emissions. In addition, significant reductions, particularly of carbon dioxide (C02), will be 

accomplished by the approved capacity uprates at FPL's existing nuclear units and the 

planned additions of two new nuclear units at FPL's existing Turkey Point site in 2018 

and 2020. Further reductiom; in greenhouse gas emissions are also expected from 
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increasing the overall fuel efficiency of FPL's system through the addition of the approved 

new generating units WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3 and the approved conversions of FPL's 

existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants. FPL will also continue to look for cost

effective ways to further improve the efficiency of its system that will lead to even more 

greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

FPL's system C02 emission rate (amount of C02 emitted per MWh of electricity 

generated) is already relatively low due in large part to the overall efficiency of FPL's 

system. The efforts described above have the potential not only to continue the trend of 

steadily lowering FPL's already low C02 emission rate, but also to begin to lower total 

system C02 emissions despite continued growth in population. 

4. Renewable Portfolio Standards 

The ongoing effort to establish a Florida standard for renewable energy contributions to a 

utility system is still underway at the time this document is being prepared. A Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal prepared by the FPSC has been sent to the Florida 

Legislature for consideration during the legislative session that began in March 2009. 

Because the eventual RPS outcome is not known at the time the 2009 Site Plan is being 

prepared, the resource plan presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan does not directly address 

an RPS decision. Assuming that an RPS decision is reached later in 2009, FPL will 

determine what steps need to be taken to address the standard. These steps will be 

discussed next year in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 

111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL offers a wide variety of cost-effective DSM programs to its customers. In addition, 

FPL is actively engaged in DSM research and development. These DSM efforts are 

discussed in the remainder of this section. 

Residential DSM Programs 

1. Residential Building Envelope: Offers incentives to residential customers to install 

energy efficient reflective roof and ceiling insulation measures. 

2. Duct System Testing and Repair: Provides reduced cost duct system testing to 

identify leaks in air conditioning duct systems, and encourages the repair of those 

leaks by qualified contractors. Incentives are offered for duct system repair. 
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3. Residential Air Conditlcmlng: Offers incentives to customers to purchase higher 

efficiency heating, ventilating, and air conditioning equipment. The program includes 

additional incentives for: 1) plenum repair measure; 2) air handler units with 

electronically commutated motors; and, 3) units properly sized using FPL approved 

sizing software. 

4. Residential Load Management (On Call Program): Offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment to residential customers in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits. Direct load control equipment is installed on selected customer 

end-use equipment, allowing FPL to control these customer loads as needed. 

Qualifying equipment (and applicable monthly credits) includes central electric air 

conditioners, central electric heaters, conventional electric water heaters, and 

swimming pool pumps. 

5. Residential New Construction CBulldSmart): Encourages the design and 

construction of energy efficient homes by offering education to contractors on energy 

efficiency measures, and providing construction design reviews and home 

inspections. 

6. Residential Low Income Weatherization: Combines energy audits and incentives 

to encourage low income housing administrators to retrofit homes with energy 

efficiency measures. The housing authorities include: weatherization agency 

providers (WAPS), non-weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS), and other 

providers approved by FPL. The incentives are used by these providers to leverage 

their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. 

FPL offers incentives for HVAC maintenance, reduced air infiltration measures, and 

room air conditioning replacement. 

7. Residential Conservation Service: Offers a walk-through energy audit, a computer

generated Class A audit, and a customer-assisted energy audit. For customer

assisted energy audits, a mail-in, phone, and Internet audit option may be offered. 

FPL does not apply demand and energy savings from this program towards its DSM 

Goals. 

Business DSM Programs 

1. Business Heating. Ventilating. and Air Conditioning CHVAC): Offers business 

customers financial incentives to upgrade to higher efficiency HVAC equipment that 

exceed the minimum efficiencies mandated by the Florida Energy Efficiency Code for 

Building Construction or ASHRAE Standard 90.1. The current FPL program includes 
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incentives for: 1) thermal storage; 2) chillers; 3) energy recovery ventilator units; 4) 

direct expansion (OX) units and efficient air conditioning room units; 5) demand 

control ventilation systems including kitchen hood control; and 6) electrically 

commutated motors for air conditioning systems. 

2. Business Efficient Lighting: Offers business customers financial incentives to 

install high efficiency lighting measures at the time of replacement. The FPL current 

program offers incentives for linear fluorescent, plus other efficient, lighting 

technologies. 

3. Business Building Envelope: Offers financial incentives to business customers to 

install high efficiency building envelope measures such as roof/ceiling insulation, 

reflective roof coatings, and window treatments. 

4. Business Custom Incentive: Serves as a "catch-all" program for cost-effective 

business efficiency measures which are not included in other FPL programs. DSM 

measures must reduce or shift at least 25 kW during peak hours, have verifiable 

demand and energy savings, and pass FPL's cost-effectiveness testing. 

5. Business On Call: Offers load control of central air conditioning units to both small 

non-demand-billed, and medium demand-billed, business customers in exchange for 

monthly electric bill credits. 

6. Commercial Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR): Reduces peak demand by 

allowing the direct control of customer loads of 200 kW or greater. Participants 

contract for a firm demand level which may not be exceeded during load control 

periods. In return, participants receive a monthly credit. Participants must provide a 

5-year termination notice to discontinue service under this rider. 

7. Business Energy Evaluation: Offers free standard level energy evaluations on-site 

and on-line. More detailed evaluations are available through this audit program with 

costs shared between FPL and the participating customer. Participation in FPL's 

other business DSM programs is promoted through this program. 

8. Commercial/Industrial Load Control: Reduces peak demand by controlling 

customer loads of 200 kW or greater in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. 

(This program was closed to new participants in 2000). 

9. Business Water Heating: Provides financial incentives to encourage the installation 

of energy-efficient heat recovery units or heat pump water heaters. 
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10. Business Refrigeration: Provides financial incentives to encourage the installation 

of controls and equipment to reduce the usage of electric strip heat for defrosting 

purposes. 

11. Cogeneration and Small Power Production: Facilitates FPL compliance with all 

regulatory requirements concerning qualifying facilities and small power producers. 

One role of the program is to assist customers in the evaluation of potential 

cogeneration projects, including self-generation. FPL does not project demand and 

energy savings from this program towards its DSM Goals. 

Research And Development Programs 

1. Conservation Research and Development Program (CRDl: An umbrella research 

project under which new DSM technologies are analyzed. Several FPL DSM 

programs have emerged from the CRD program, including the business Building 

Envelope, Business On Call, and Residential New Construction programs. The 

program has also resulted in the addition of cost-effective measures to existing 

programs, such as the inclusion of Energy Recovery Ventilators in the Business 

HVAC Program. FPL opt3rates the CRD program based on DSM Plan approval, or 

for 6 years, whichever occurs first, with a spending cap as approved in the most 

current DSM Plan. 

2. Residential Thermostat load Control Pilot ProJect: On June 15, 2007 FPL filed a 

petition with the FPSC for the Residential Thermostat Load Control Pilot Project. A 

typical barrier to customer acceptance of utility load control programs is reluctance to 

surrender control of heating and air conditioning appliances. Consequently, for an 

initial 24-month period, FPL proposed to evaluate whether the benefits of the existing 

On-Call Program can be expanded through use of a new generation of 

communication and control technologies that put residential customers in charge of 

decisions that could lower energy costs, while allowing customers to override FPL 

control of their heating and air conditioning appliances. The Commission approved 

FPL's request on August 14, 2007, and issued Consummating Order 07-0719 TRF

EG on September 28, 2007. The pilot project is underway and upon conclusion of the 

pilot, FPL will provide a final report on the results to the FPSC. 

DSM Summary: 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 
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through 2008 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

4,1 09 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 

46,646 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. Accounting for reserve margin 

requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2008 have eliminated the need to construct 

more than 12 new 400 MW generating units. 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. 

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2006 data (the last year for 

which the DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan was being developed), FPL 

ranked # 1 nationally in energy efficiency demand reduction and # 3 nationally in load 

management demand reduction. 

In June 2009, FPL will be submitting its proposed DSM Goals for the 2010 - 2019 time 

period to the FPSC for its approval. At the time the 2009 Site Plan is being finalized, 

FPL's analyses to determine what its proposed DSM Goals for 201 0 - 2019 are a work in 

progress. Consequently, FPL's 2009 Site Plan is retaining essentially the same level of 

projected DSM additions as was presented in its 2008 Site Plan. However, this level of 

projected DSM additions is likely to change due to the DSM Goals work. 

Once FPL's DSM Goals are established, FPL will then send its proposed DSM Plan, with 

which it plans to meet these DSM Goals, to the FPSC for approval. FPL currently 

anticipates that both its DSM Goals and DSM Plan for the 201 0 - 2019 time period will be 

approved by the first Quarter of 201 0. Therefore, FPL expects that both its new DSM 

Goals and DSM Plan will be addressed in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 
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III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy for FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of ::~30 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) 1[From) CKT. Date (Mo/Yr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 

FPL St. Johns " Pringle 25 Jun-09 230 759 

FPL Manatee -v BobWhite 30 Dec-12 230 1190 

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was Issued on April 21, 2006. This project will be completed in two phases. 

Phase I consists of 4 miles of new 2:iOkV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-

2009. Phase II consists of 21 miles of new 230kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed 

by Dec-2013. 

21 Final order certifying the corridor was Issued on November 6, 2008. This project consists of 30 miles of new 

230kV line (Manatee to Bobwhite) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2012 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

committed capacity increases and additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the committed capacity additions at the DeSoto solar photo

voltaic {PV) site, the West County Energy Center site Units 1, 2, and 3, the capacity 

increases {uprates) at the existing St. Lucie and Turkey Point nuclear sites, the Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera Beach conversions, and the new nuclear unit addition Turkey 

Point Unit 6, are described on the following pages. 

Certain new generation additions will not need new transmission facilities. These 

generation additions include the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center and the 

Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center. The Martin facility does not add any 

new generation capacity at the site and, therefore, no new transmission facilities are 

required. The Space Coast facility is an addition of 10 MW of PV generation that will be 

connected at distribution voltage at the Grissom substation. No new transmission 

facilities are needed. 
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In regard to the existing generating units that are projected to be placed on Inactive 

Reserve status beginning in 2009, there are no projected impacts to FPL's transmission 

system from these units because these units can be returned to active service with 

adequate notice. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 1 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 1 in 2009 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT) and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add a new Bay #4 with three breakers at the Corbett 230 kV main switchyard. 

Connect one string buss from the collector yard and relocate the Alva 230 kV 

terminal from Bay #3 to new Bay #4. 

5. Connect second collector string buss to Bay #3. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Corbett Substation- Replace eight 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Substation- Replace five 138 kV breakers 

Levee Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Dade Substation - Replace two 138 kV breakers 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 2 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 2 in 2009 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Corbett 500kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Corbett Substation, install one breaker and relocate Martin #2 500 kV line from 

Bay 2S to Bay 2N. Install one West County 500 kv string bus into Bay 2S. 

5. At Corbett Substation, install one breaker and second West County 500 kV string bus 

into Bay 1S. 

6. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Dade Substation - Replace one 138 kV breaker 

Levee Substation - Replace two 230 kV breakers 

Ranch Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. No upgrades expected to be necessary at this time. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

The work required to connect the Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center project in 

2009 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build a new Sunshine 230/23 kV Substation on FPL's Keentown-Whidden 230 kV 

line to connect the solar PV arrays. 

2. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

3. Breaker replacements: None 

II. Transmission: 

1. Loop Keentown-Whidden 230 kV line approximately 0.5 miles to Sunshine 
Substation. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 in 2011 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Build new Sugar 230 kV Substation on WCEC site. 

3. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Sugar 230kV Substation. 

4. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

5. At Corbett Substation relocate Germantown 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

6. At Corbett Substation relocate Broward/Yamato 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

7. At Corbett Substation install new Sugar 230 kV line terminal in Bay 2W. 

8. At Corbett Substation, install one 5-ohm inductor on the 230 kV side of the 500/230 

kV autotransformer. 

9. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate Germantown 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

2. Relocate BrowardNamato 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

3. Construct one mile 230 kV 1190 MVA line from Sugar to Corbett. 
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III.E.5 Transmission Facilities for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to accommodate the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 uprates in 2011 for Unit 1 

and in 2012 for Unit 2 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Midway Substation replace two 230 kV breaker and eleven 230 kV disconnect 

switches, and six wave traps. Also upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and 

equipment connections. 

2. At St. Lucie Switchyard re-place twenty-six 230 kV disconnect switches and six wave 

traps. 

3. Up rate the Unit 1 A and 1 B main step-up transformers to 635 MVA. 

4. Uprate the spare main step-up transformer to 635 MVA to replace Unit 2A main step

up transformer. 

5. Replace the Unit 2B main step-up transformer with a new one rated at 635 MVA. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for both units 1 & 2 between the main step-up 

transformers and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 

2. Upgrade the three existing St. Lucie-Midway 230 kV lines with spacers between the 

conductors to achieve a normal (continuous) rating of 2790 Amperes. 

3. Overhead ground wire and grounding improvements. 
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III.E.6 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to accommodate the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uprates in 2012 for Unit 

3 and in 2012 for Unit 4 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Turkey Point Switchyard install two 5-0hm series phase inductors combined with 

external shunt capacitors on the southeast and southwest 230 kV operating busses. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard replace twelve 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

3. Uprate the Unit 3 and Unit 4 main step-up transformers to 970 MVA. 

4. Replace spare main step-up transformer with 970-1 050 MVA transformer. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for both Units 3 & 4 between the main step-up 

transformers and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 
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III.E.7 Transmission Facilities fol' Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Conversion) 

The work required to connect tl1e Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

in 2013 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Cape Canaveral 

230kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Cape Canaveral Switchyard replace eight 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

5. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Breaker replacements: 

Cape Canaveral Switchyard - Replace four 230 kV breakers. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate the Cape Canaverai-Grissom 115 kV line. 
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III.E.B Transmission Facilities for Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Conversion) 

The work required to connect the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center in 

2014 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Expand the Riviera 230 kV Switchyard five breakers to accommodate terminals for 

one combustion turbine (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct a new 138 kV Riviera Switchyard - five bays, fourteen breakers with 

terminals to connect two CT units and seven 138 kV lines. 

3. Add four main step-up transfonners (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

5. At Ranch Substation add a new 230 kV bay 5 and upgrade bay 4 to 3000 Amperes. 

6. Breaker replacements: 

Ranch Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Broward Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. Break the Indiantown-Riviera 230kV and extend each of the line segments south 

(approx 4 miles) to connect to the Ranch 230 kV Substation forming Indiantown

Ranch and a Ranch-Riviera 230 kV circuits. 

2. Remove Corbett-Ranch #2 230 kV line at Ranch and: 

a. extend to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV line N/S corridor (approx 10 miles). 

3. Break Cedar -Corbett 230 kV (near Ranch Sub in Corbett-Jog section) and: 

a. extend Cedar side to Riviera, (Approx 15 miles) creating new Cedar-Riviera 230 

kV. 

b. extend Corbett side to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV N/S corridor (approx 10 

miles). 

4. Break Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV (near 230 corridor running N/S) 

a. connect Cedar side to meet 3.b. to create a Cedar to Corbett 230 kV. 

b. connect Lauderdale side to meet 2.a. to create a Corbett to Lauderdale 230 kV. 

5. Upgrade the existing IBM-Yamato 138 kV line to 1200 Amperes. 

6. New underground 138 kV tie line between new Riviera 138 kV Switchyard and 560 

MVA, 230/138 kV autotransfonner in the expanded Riviera 230 kV Substation. 

7. Relocate six existing 138 kV lines from existing Ranch 138 kV Switchyard to new 

Riviera 138 kV Switchyard. 
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IIJ.E.9 Transmission Facilities for· Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

The work required to connect the Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 in 2018 to the FPL grid is 

projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new Clear Sky 500/230kV Switchyard with six bays on the 230 kV section for 

generator main step-up transformer connection, reserve auxiliary transformer 

connections, four 230 kV line terminals, two autotransformers and two 500 kV line 

terminals. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard add a new bay to accommodate the Turkey Point-Clear 

Sky 230 kV line terminal. 

3. At Gratigny Substation install a second 230/138 kV autotransformer with one 230 kV 

breaker and one 138 kV breaker. 

4. At Pennsuco Substation install a fourth line terminal to accommodate the Pennsuco

Ciear Sky 230 kV line by converting the ring bus to a breaker and a half scheme and 

adding four 230 kV breakers. 

5. At Davis Substation construct two new 230kV line terminals for the Clear Sky-Davis 

230 kV line and the Davis-Miami 230 kV line with a switchable inductor to be installed 

on the Davis-Miami 230 kV line. 

6. At Levee Substation expand 500 kV section to accommodate the two Levee-Clear 

Sky 500 kV lines. 

7. At Andytown SubstatioP install two 5-0hm inductors combined with external shunt 

capacitors on the 230kV side of the 500/230 autotransformers (one per auto). 

8. At Miami Substation expand the 230kV section to a double bus configuration and add 

a new 230kV line terminal for Davis line and replace one autotransformer. 

9. At Flagami Substation install a small inductor on one end of the Flagami-Miami 

230kV #2 circuit. 

1 0. Breaker replacements: 

Flagami Substation - R1:!place five 230 kV breakers and three 138 kV breakers 

Miami Substation- Replace one 230 kV breaker and four 138 kV breakers 

Davis Substation- Replace two 230 kV breakers 

Dade Substation - Replace seven 230 kV breakers 

Court Substation - Replace one 138 kV breaker. 
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II. Transmission: 

1. FPL will design and construct two 500 kV transmission lines from the new Clear Sky 

Substation to the existing FPL Levee 500 kV Substation switchyard. The lines will be 

approximately 43 miles long. 

2. Construct a new Clear Sky-Davis 230 kV line (approximately 19 miles) with a rating 

of 2990 Amperes. 

3. Construct a new Clear Sky-Pennsuco 230 kV line (approximately 52 miles) with a 

rating of 2990 Amperes. 

4. Construct a new Davis-Miami 230 kV line (approximately 18 miles) with a rating of 

2297 Amperes. 

5. Construct a new Clear Sky-Turkey Point 230 kV line (approximately 0.5 miles) with a 

rating of 2990 Amperes. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable en43rgy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing 

FPL's renewable energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five 

categories. 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the 

Mississippi. This PV installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation 

for over 15 years and provided valuable Information about PV performance 

capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second 

PV system at the FPL Flag ami substation in Miami. This 1 a-kilowatt (kW) system was 

placed Into operation in 1984. (The system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion after the testing of this PV installation was completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. The FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was 

installed as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed below). 

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the program was ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to 

approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate 

information about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable 
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in Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created 

complete construction blueprints for 6 passive homes with the assistance of the 

FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a low 

cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. Department 

of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased out due to a 

revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). This revision was 

brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision incorporated 

into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques highlighted in the 

program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to 

evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential 

swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed results. 

Some of the performance problems identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the 

significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer 

satisfaction issues remain. as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this 

particular solar application. 

FPL then analyzed the feasibility of encouraging utilization of PV in another, 

potentially much larger way. FPL's basic approach did not require all of its customers 

to bear the high cost of PV, but facilitated the use of renewable energy by customers 

who were interested. FPL's initial effort to implement this approach allowed 

customers to make voluntary contributions into a separate fund that FPL used to 

make PV purchases in bulk quantities. PV modules were then installed and delivered 

PV-generated electricity directly into the FPL grid, thus displacing an equivalent 

amount of fossil fuel-generated electricity. 

FPL's basic approach for this program, which was termed Green Pricing, was initially 

discussed with the FPSC in 1994. FPL's efforts to implement this approach were then 

formally presented to the FPSC as part of FPL's DSM Plan in 1995 and FPL received 

approval from the FPSC in 1997 to proceed. FPL began the effort in 1998 and 

received approximately $89,000 in contributions (that significantly exceeded the goal 

of $70,000). FPL purchased the PV modules and installed them at FPL's Martin Plant 

site. 
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FPL initiated two new renHwable efforts in 2000. FPL's first new initiative in 2000 

was FPL's Photovoltaic Research, Development, and Education Project. This 

demonstration project's objectives were to: increase the public awareness of roof tile 

PV technologies, provide data to determine the durability of this technology and its 

impact on FPL's electric: system, collect demand and energy data to better 

understand the coincidence between PV roof tile system output and FPL's system 

peaks (as well as the total annual energy capabilities of roof tile PV systems), and 

assess the homeowner's financial benefits and costs of PV roof tile systems. This 

project was completed in ~~003. 

The second effort initiated in 2000 was the Green Energy Project. The objectives of 

this Project were to: determine customer interest in an on-going renewable energy 

program, determine their price responsiveness and views on the different renewable 

technologies, and identify potential renewable energy supply sources that would 

meet the forecasted customer demand for this type of product. This Project formed 

the basis for FPL's Green Power Pricing Research Project, and then led to FPL's 

Business Green Energy Hesearch Project. 

Both the Green Power Pricing Research Project and the Business Green Energy 

Research Project examined the feasibility of purchasing tradable renewable energy 

credits generated from renewable resources including solar-powered technologies, 

biomass energy, landfill methane, wind energy, low impact hydroelectric energy, 

and/or other renewable sources. Customers who participate are charged a premium 

for purchasing the tradable renewable energy credits associated with electric energy 

generated by these sources. 

Development of the Green Pricing Research Project was completed and filed with the 

FPSC in August 2003. As part of this process, a supply contract was put into place 

that allowed FPL to match supply with demand for green energy. Tradable 

renewable energy credits were used to supply the renewable benefits required of this 

project. The FPSC approved the program in December 2003 and program 

implementation began during the first Quarter of 2004. The project was offered to 

customers as FPL's Sunshine Energy® program. As part of the project, FPL made a 

commitment that 150 kilowatts (kW) of solar capacity would be put in place for every 

10,000 program participants. The Business Green Energy Research Project focused 

on determining the interest and needs for business customers in this area. In 2006 

FPL petitioned the FPSC for approval to make the Green Pricing Research Project a 
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permanent program and expand eligibility to business customers. This approval was 

granted in the fourth Quarter of 2006. 

As Florida entered the next phase in promotion of renewable energy, with FPL 

requesting approval to build three new solar energy centers in the state (which are 

discussed below), in 2008 the FPSC voted to end the Sunshine Energy program. At 

its conclusion, the Sunshine Energy Program included approximately 38,000 

participants and resulted in 494 kW of PV installed, including the largest PV array in 

the state at that time, a 250 kW facility at Rothenbach Park in Sarasota County. 

Several additional solar initiatives had also been developed through the Sunshine 

Energy Program including support for schools. The Sunshine Energy Program 

support of installing PV at schools was a continuation of previous FPL renewable 

activities involving schools. In 2003, as part of the State of Florida's PV for Schools 

program, FPL worked with three schools to install4.8 kW of PV systems. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included 5 locations. The research projects were 

useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in the fuel cell technologies occur. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. In support of Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL 

works with customers to interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through 

December 2008, approximately 270 customer systems (predominantly residential) 

have been interconnected. 

3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy and as-available 
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energy have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables 1.8.1, 1.8.2, and Table I.C.1 in Chapter 1). 

FPL is seeking cost-effective Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) with any and all 

potential renewable energy providers. FPL issued a Renewable Request for 

Proposals (RFP) in 2007 tlhat solicited proposals that offered capacity and/or energy 

from new renewable ener~JY facilities. None of the responsive bids in this RFP were 

at or below FPL's projected avoided cost. FPL issued another Renewable Energy 

RFP in April 2008, which resulted in six bids received by July. Analysis of the bids 

was delayed by the extreme volatility in the commodity fuel and capital markets in 

late 2008. Current analysis indicates that none of the bids may have the potential to 

provide firm capacity and/or energy at avoided cost prices (and the FPSC has ruled 

that costs above FPL's projected avoided costs cannot be recovered for purchase 

contracts). 

With regard to certain of the existing contracts that are currently scheduled to end in 

the near-term, and proposals resulting from the RFP process, FPL has assumed that 

some of this firm capacity will be available during the ten-year reporting period of this 

document through extended and/or new contracts. Firm renewable energy capacity 

from these sources, and from the FPL development activities discussed below, are 

assumed for planning purposes to provide 105 MW through this reporting period. 55 

MW of the 105 MW total is expected to come from an extension of an existing 

purchased power contract that will expire soon. The remaining 50 MW are projected, 

for planning purposes, to come from a new purchase power contract (but could be 

delivered by a new FPL renewable energy facility). 

4) Supply Side Efforts - FPL Facilities: 

FPL is in the process of developing a wind generation project on South Hutchinson 

Island in St. Lucie County. This ~roject is known as the St. Lucie Wind project and it 

consists of up to 6 wind turbine generators capable of generating up to approximately 

13.8 MW. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use approval process, and 

soon after applied for the necessary federal and state permitting. However, a 

decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie Wind project's permitting 

will not be finalized until the local land use approval process is completed. The in

service date will depend on the approval and permitting process. 
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FPL is currently constructing 11 0 MW of solar capacity at three sites in Florida. 

These projects are in response to the Florida's Legislature House Bill 7135 which 

was signed into law by Governor Crist in June 2008. House Bill 7135 (hereafter 

referred to as the 2008 Energy Bill), was enacted to enable the development of 

clean, zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable generation in State of Florida. 

Specifically, the 2008 Energy Bill authorized cost recovery for the first 110 MW of 

eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, zoning and transmission rights 

in place. FPL's three solar projects discussed in this section met the specified criteria, 

and were granted approval for cost recovery in 2008. Each of the three solar 

projects is discussed below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This project will provide 75 MW of solar thermal capacity in an innovative way 

that directly displaces fossil fuel usage in an existing FPL generating unit. This 

project will involve the installation of solar thermal technology that will be 

integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC 

plant. This project will be the first "hybrid" solar plant in the world, the second 

largest solar facility in the world, and the largest solar plant of any kind in the 

U.S. outside of California. Construction began in December 2008 and is 

expected to be completed by the end of 2010. 

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This project will provide 25 MW of photovoltaic (PV) capacity, making it the 

largest PV facility in the U.S.. The facility will utilize a tracking array that is 

designed to follow the sun as it traverses through the sky. Construction began in 

November 2008 and is expected to be completed by the end of 2009 or early 

2010. 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This project will provide 10 MW of PV capacity in an innovative public/private 

partnership with NASA at the Kennedy Space Center. Construction is expected 

to begin in 2009 and is expected to be completed in 2010. 

Each of these facilities is a significant and innovative renewable generating plant in 

its own right. Collectively, these Next Generation Solar Energy Centers are expected 

to produce a total of 223,000 megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity each year, and at 
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peak production provide Elnough power and energy to seiVe the requirements of 

more than 15,000 homes. 

For resource planning purposes, FPL projects that the energy delivered from these 

renewable facilities will be "as available", non-firm energy. This is due to several 

factors. First, the Martin solar thermal facility is designed as a "fuel-substitute" facility, 

not as a facility that will result in additional capacity and energy being generated. The 

solar thermal facility will displace the use of fossil fuel on the FPL system when the 

solar thermal facility is operating. Second, in regard to the two PV facilities, the 

intermittent nature of the solar resource makes it difficult to accurately determine 

what contribution the PV facilities at these specific locations can consistently make at 

FPL late Summer afternoon and early Winter morning peak load hours. Once site

specific operating data has been gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will 

then re-evaluate the actual output from each PV facility to determine what portion, it 

any, of its output can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in 

FPL's resource planning work. 

In addition to these three approved projects; FPL is currently in the process of 

identifying other potential solar sites in the state in the event that a future Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) or other enabling legislation is enacted by the Florida 

legislature. FPL is evaluating existing FPL generation sites along with potential 

greenfield sites within FPL's seiVice territory. Sites which are considered potential 

candidates will be devoloped so that the necessary local land use and zoning 

designations are consistent with the future development of solar generation. Sites 

that have been identitiecl for further evaluation include the potential expansion of the 

DeSoto srte for additional PV, and the expansion of the Manatee site for a solar 

thermal facility. These sites are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

5) Ongoing Research & c~evelopment Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote 

development of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance as been 

established with the newly formed Center for Ocean Energy Technology at Florida 

Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the commercialization of ocean current, 

ocean thermal (i.e., enmgy conversion as well as cold water air conditioning) and 

hydrogen technologies . FPL has been taking the lead in assisting FAU with the 

discussions being held with the U.S. Department of the Interior's Minerals 
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Management Service Department (MMS). MMS is working to establish the permitting 

process for ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support its 

studies of biomass renewable potential and wind studies in the state. In addition, 

FPL has partnered with the Florida Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology 

and with the Florida State Universities Center for Applied Power System in regard to 

grid integration of ocean energy and other renewables. 

FPL is also developing a "living lab" to demonstrate FPL's solar energy commitment 

to employees and visitors at its Juno Beach facility. FPL will evaluate multiple solar 

technologies and applications to develop a renewable business model resulting in the 

most cost-effective and reliable source(s) of solar energy to FPL customers. 

FPL has also been in discussion with several private companies on multiple 

emerging technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, 

fuel cell technology, biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. 

In the early 1980s, FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first 

added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from 

the St. Johns River Power Park (S..IRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' 

energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal 

resources were added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which 

began serving FPL's customers in 1991. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke was 

added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural 

gas that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to 

FPL's customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long 
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term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. FPL has committed to add three 

new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) site in the 2009 -

2011 time frame. In addition, FPL has also committed to convert the existing steam 

generating units at its existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites into two highly 

efficient new CC units, one! at each site. These five new CC units will provide highly 

efficient generation that will dramatically Improve FPL's overall system generation 

efficiency. 

In addition, FPL is increasing its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates 

of its four existing nuclear units. These uprates will add a total of approximately 400 

MW of nuclear generation capacity by 2012. FPL has also received approval from the 

FPSC to pursue plans to permit and build two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey 

Point site that, in total, wUI add approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating 

capacity. The first of thes4~ two new units, Turkey Point Unit 6, is projected to go in

service in 201 B and is presented in this document. The second new nuclear unit, 

Turkey Point Unit 7, is projected to have a 2020 in-service date and will be presented 

in future FPL Site Plans. 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has committed to add 11 0 MW of solar 

generating capacity by 2010 through a 75 MW solar thermal facility at FPL's existing 

Martin site, a 25 MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in 

Brevard County. 

FPL's future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and 

evaluating alternatives tl1at would maintain and/or enhance FPL's long-term fuel 

diversity. These fuel divnrse alternatives may include: the purchase of power from 

renewable energy facilities, addition of FPL-owned renewable energy facilities, 

obtaining access to divei"Sified sources of natural gas such as liquefied natural gas 

(LNG) and natural gas from the newly developed Mid-Continent unconventional 

reserves, preserving FPl.'s ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, and increased 

utilization of nuclear energy. (New advanced technology coal generating units are not 

currently considered as viable options in Florida in the ten-year reporting period of 

this document due to concerns over greenhouse gas emissions.) The evaluation of 

the feasibility and cost-e'ffectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be 

an ongoing part of future planning cycles. 
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FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of 

this "fuel mix" through 2018 based on the resource plan presented in this document, 

is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. Fossil Fuel Price Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between 

fuels, are major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future generating 

capacity needs. FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published 

contemporary forecasts. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke 

prices, are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and 

uncontrollable drivers that influence the short-and long-term price of oil, natural gas, 

coal, and petroleum coke. These drivers include: 

a. Current and projected worldwide demand for crude oil and petroleum 

products; 

b. Current and projected worldwide refinery capacity/production; 

c. Expected worldwide economic growth, in particular in China, India, and the 

other Pacific Rim countries; 

d. Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production and the 

availability of spare OPEC production capacity and the assumed growth in 

spare OPEC production capacity; 

e. Non-OPEC production and expected growth in non-OPEC production; 

f. The geopolitics of the Middle East, West Africa, the Former Soviet Union, 

Venezuela, etc., as well as, the uncertainty and impact upon worldwide 

energy consumption related to U. S. and worldwide environmental legislation, 

politics, etc.; 

g. Current and projected North American natural gas demand; 

h. Current and projected U.S., Canadian, and Mexican natural gas production; 

i. The worldwide supply and demand for LNG; and 

j. The growth in solid fuel generation on a U. S. and worldwide basis. 
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The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow 

clearly underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid 

fuel (coal and petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of 

long-term price outcomes. In this light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and 

High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, and solid fuel in much of its 2008 resource 

planning work, particularly in regard to the Determination of Need filings for WCEC 

Unit 3 and the conversions of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants, and 

the nuclear cost recovery filings. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For 

oil and natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the 

following methodology: 

a. For 2008 through 2010, the methodology used the November 6, 2008 

forward curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% 

sulfur heavy oil, ul,tra low sulfur diesel, and Henry Hub natural gas commodity 

prices; 

b. For the next two years (2011 and 2012), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the 

November 6, 200:9 forward curve and the most current projections at the time 

from The PIRA Energy Group; 

c. For the 2013 through 2020 period, FPL used the annual projections from The 

PIRA Energy Group, and; 

d. For the period beyond 2020, FPL used the real rate of escalation provided in 

the Energy Information Administration (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook 2008 

publication. FPL. assumed a 2.5% annual rate of escalation to convert real 

prices to nominal prices prior to 2020, with no escalation from 2020 forward. 

In addition to the development of oil and natural gas commodity prices, 

nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and natural gas 

transportation costs. The addition of commodity and transportation forecasts 

resulted in delivered price forecasts. 

FPL's Medium price foretcast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum 

coke prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following 

approach: 

a. The price forecasts for Central Appalachian coal (CAPP), South American 

coal, and petroletum coke were provided by JD Energy; 
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b. The marine transportation rates from the loading port for coal and petroleum 

coke to an import terminal were also provided by JD Energy; 

c. The Terminal Throughput Fee was based on a range of offers from 

comparable facilities throughout the Southeast U.S .. The coal price forecast 

for FPL's existing coal plants at SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until 

expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet generation 

requirements. 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based upon the historical relationship of prices compared 

to the average prices for the 2000 through 2007 time frame. FPL developed these 

forecasts to account for the uncertainty which exists within each commodity as well 

as across commodities. These forecasts reflect a range of reasonable forecast 

outcomes. 

3. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to 

the nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and 

other comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a) Steps Reaulred for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a 

commercial nuclear power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from 

the ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in

situ leaching operations, or production as a by-product from other mining 

operations, such as gold, copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first 

step is the raw uranium delivered as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as 

yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further 
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removes any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, 

which requires uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0.711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at 

an atomic mass of 2~18 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a 

higher percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural 

uranium does not contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases 

the percentage amount of U-235 from 0.711% to a level specified when 

designing the reactor core (typically in a range from approximately 3% to as high 

as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is enriched uranium in the form of 

UF6. 

(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is 

changed to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are 

sealed and bundled together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are 

then delivered to the plant site for insertion in a reactor. 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining: There i.s a significant volatility in the current uranium market. 

Demand is rather stable but inventory sales are a significant source of supply to 

complement outputs from production facilities. To the extent that source of 

supply can be restricted and inventories held from the market, price will rise 

significantly. The following are the current major contributors to this uranium 

price volatility: 

• Hedge funds have been purchasing a significant amount of uranium, 

reducing availability of uranium. However, the recent financial crisis has 

caused significant sales of inventories and has caused the market to 

drop earlier than predicted. 

• The large inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is being 

withheld from the market due to political pressure from suppliers 

concerned about further price drop already affected by the current 

financial downturn. 
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• The Russians have announced that they would not supply down-blended 

weapons material to the U.S. government after 2013 for sale in the U.S. 

market. 

• The U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) has imposed restrictions on 

the import of nuclear fuel from France and Russia. 

However, FPL expects these issues to be addressed within the next few years, 

returning price behavior to be more consistent with market fundamentals. 2008 

saw a number of actions to resolve restrictions of imports of foreign uranium. 

Recent law enacted in 2008 resolved the import of Russian-enriched uranium, by 

allowing some imports of Russian-enriched uranium to about 20-25% of needs 

for currently operating units, but with no restriction on the first core for new units 

and no restrictions after 2020. The financial crisis has also had a major Impact 

and eliminated speculative demands with uranium pricing returning to close to 

the fundamentals earlier than was expected last year. The hedge funds have 

significantly reduced their activities. 

FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on 

inputs from various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. 

(2) Conversion: FPL's price forecast considers the construction of new nuclear 

units. Just like for raw uranium, an increase in demand for conversion services 

would result from this need. Insufficient planned production is currently forecast 

after 2013 to meet the higher demand scenario. As with additional raw uranium 

production, supply will expand beyond current level once more firm commitments 

are made including commitments to building new nuclear units. 

(3) Enrichment: With no new production capacity, and if the current restrictions 

on imports of enrichment services from Russia continue, the current tight market 

supply for economically produced enrichment services will continue until 2013. A 

high projection of new nuclear unit construction shows a shortage of low cost 

enrichment services starting in 2010. The current expensive diffusion plant can 

make up any gaps in supply of enrichment services. In addition, there are a 

number of new facilities coming on-line starting in 2009 through 2013, using 

more efficient and proven processes such as the use of centrifuges for 

enrichment of uranium. In addition, as with supply for the other steps of the 
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nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible within the lead time for 

constructing new nuclear units and any other projected increase in demand. 

(4) Fabrication~ Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated 

by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production faclflties can 

qualify as suppliers to nuclear reactors In the U.S. Although world supply and 

demand Is expected ·to show signfficant excess capacity for the foreseeable 

future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. supply and demand. The supply for the 

U.S. market ls expecte.d to be sufficient to meet U.S. demand for the foreseeable 

future. 

c) Other Comments Reaardlng FPL'a Nuclear Fuel Coat Forecast 

The calculations for 1he nuclear fuel costs are performed consistent with the 

method currently used for FPL's Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of 

a fuel lease and the assumption of refueling outages every 18 months. The costs 

for each step to fabricate the nuclear fuels are added and capitalized to come up 

with the total costs of the fresh fuel to be loaded at each refueling (capitalized 

acquisition costs). The capitalized acquisition cost for each group of fresh fuel 

assemblies are then amortized over the energy produced by each group of fuel 

assemblies, and carrying costs are also added on the total unrecovered costs to 

derive the total fuel costs to be charged to customers. FPL also adds 1 mill per 

kilowatt hour net to re11ect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 
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ScheduleS 
Fuel Requirement• 11 

Aclual'l/ 
"~ Filii Btgyh•mtQII liDJia aiiiii 211111 211111 ZlllJ 21111 aw am aw 2lllA 2lllA amz 2!11.1 

(I) Nuclear T~lllon BTU 240 2e1 2e2 247 253 27& 304 309 299 306 309 305 

(2) Coal 1,000TON 2,981 3,599 4,047 3.349 4,098 3,3511 4,118 3,978 3,963 3,981S 3,969 3,9511 

(3) Residual (F08}- Total 1,000 BBl 1S,524 9,379 13,317 1,788 980 862 32S zes 408 1,0IMI 1,470 1,3511 
(4) Steam 1,000 BBl 1S,524 9,379 13,317 1,788 980 8S2 32S 285 408 1,0IMI 1,470 1,3511 

(5) 01811\late (F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 114 38 12 211 149 130 2 1 18 120 80 41 
(II) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(7) cc 1,000 BSL 114 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) CT 1,000 BSL 150 20 12 211 149 130 2 18 120 80 41 

(9) Natural Qaa -Total 1,000 MCF 447,354 «9,819 375,1191 470,309 494,198 1504,820 481,038 1507,792 524,072 580,258 598,898 5as,3411 
(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 811,914 143,581 17,180 18,3114 19,092 18,193 7,1191 8,460 8,901 22,942 28,899 2e,913 

(11) cc 1,000MCF 370,03& 303,942 367,811 449,248 473,101 485,010 473,281 1501,270 514,8150 !5511,001 5118,953 557,878 

(12) CT 1,000MCF 10,401 2,298 700 2,1199 2,004 1,417 84 73 322 1,318 1,0« 557 

1/ Aellec .. full requirement~ for FPL only. 

21 Source: A Sc:hedua 
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Schedule 6.1 
Erwrgy Source. 

Achlal" Fore¢ldad 

liDIW &~u.n:;u J.IDill 2II!II illlm amN 2!!ll ru1 2lll.2 2m ~ .2Q15. ~ .w.z i!l1A 

(1) Annual Enargy GWH 1M88 10,141 11,109 8,462 5.962 5,867 5.~6 5,462 5,976 796 0 0 

lnteiChange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 21,899 24,024 23,510 22,116 22,730 24,705 27.276 27,751 26,790 27,355 27,751 32,616 

(3) Coal GWH 6,656 5,423 7,3111 ~.205 7,452 6,136 7,378 7,142 7,160 7,161 7,131 7,106 

(4) Rasiduai(F06) -Total GWH 9,651 5,702 8,&44 1,206 658 573 218 191 274 735 983 906 
(5) Sleam GWH 9,651 5,702 6,8-14 1,206 658 573 216 191 274 735 983 906 

(6) Disllllale(F02) -Tole! GWH 27 17 3 70 52 39 0 0 4 39 26 13 
(7) Steam GWH 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(6) cc GWH 6,7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(9) CT GWH 20 9 3 70 52 S9 0 0 4 39 26 13 

(10) Na1uraJ Gas -Total GWH 59,300 58,620 52.723 66,854 70, 17'9 72,030 69,662 74,106 76,4<19 63,660 66,0114 ~.241 

(11) Steam GWH 6,205 7,257 1,61l3 1,813 1,689 1,600 759 $36 880 2 ,269 2,655 2,656 
(12) cc GWH 52,717 51,366 50,,90 ~.660 66,156 70,140 68,696 73,465 75,548 61,311 63,142 81 ,549 
(13) CT GWH 378 195 5(1 161 134 90 6 5 22 61 ~7 36 

(14) Other 3J GWH 5,693 5,677 5,6;'1 5,.294 4,884 5,464 5,84<1 6,476 7,147 ~.533 6,953 7,052 

Nel Energy For Load 41 GWH 114,314 111,004 109,·140 110,2()7 111,9211 114,815 116,027 121 ,128 123,800 126,278 1211,906 132,135 

1/ Source: A Schedules 

21 The projected ligures are based on esUmaled energy purctv....., from SJRPP and lhe Soulhem Companies. 

31 Represents a forecast of energy e"')8Cled lo ba purchaaed !rom Qualifying F9cllilies, Independent Power Producers, nal ol Ecooomy and other Power Salas. 
41 Nel Energy For Load values lor tne years 2009-2018 ate also shOMl in Schedule 2.3. 
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Schedule 6.2 
EI'MI'Vf Sourcea % by Fu.l Type 

Actual 1/ Forecasted 
li:lllallt &Qy[il .ILnlll 2l!IIZ 2ll!ll. i2!li ~ iW 22l1 22ll Z!U.! agu i2l§ mz i1U.D 

(1) Annual Energy % 9.3 9.1 10.2 7.7 5.3 5.1 4.9 4.5 u 0.6 0.0 0.0 
ln1erchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 19.2 21.6 21.5 20.1 20.3 21.5 23.5 22.9 21.6 21.7 21.5 24.8 

(3) Coal % 6.0 5.8 6.7 5.6 6.7 5.3 6.4 6.9 5.8 5.7 5.6 5.4 

(4) R9Sidual (F06) ·T01al % 8.4 5.1 8.1 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.8 0.7 
(5) Ste8JT\ % 8.4 5.1 8.1 1.1 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.8 0.7 

(6) Distillate (F02) ·Total % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 
(8) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 51.9 53.0 48.2 60.7 62.7 62.7 60.0 61.2 61.8 66.3 66.8 63.8 
(11) Sleam % 6.4 6.5 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 1.8 2.2 2.0 
(12) cc % 48.1 46.3 46.6 58.9 60.9 61.1 59.4 60.7 61.0 64.4 64.6 61.7 
(13) CT % 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 

(14) Other 31 % 5.2 5.3 5.4 4.6 4.4 4.6 6.0 5.3 5.8 5.2 5.4 5.3 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

11 Source: A Schedules. 
2/The projected ligures &1'8 based on eatimatod energy purchases \rom SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 
31 R&pres&nts a forecast or energy eJCpOCted to be purchased from Qualltylng Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net ot Economy and other Power Sales. 
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Schedule 7.1 
Foreca.t .llf Cepacl!y, Demend, end Scheduled 

Melnt-enenee At Time Of summer Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Total Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed'' Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Paak 31 
Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August 01 Capacity Import Export OF Avallabte 21 
Demand DSM 

41 
Demand Malnlenance "' Maintenance Maintenance "' 

Yaa.r MW. MW. M'Ji M'Ji MW. MW. MW. M'Ji MW. %of peak MW. MW... %of Peak 

2009 21,965 1,624 0 690 24.499 21,124 1.997 19,126 5,372 26.1 0 5,372 28.1 

2010 20,609 1,467 0 640 22,916 21,147 2,119 19,027 3,689 20.4 0 3,689 20.4 

2011 21.946 1,467 0 595 24,008 21,366 2,236 19,132 4,676 25.5 0 4,876 25.5 
2012 22,230 1,311 0 650 24,191 21,933 2,357 19,576 4,614 23.6 0 4,614 23.6 
2013 23,553 1,311 0 650 25,514 22,249 2,463 19,766 5,746 29.1 0 5,748 29.1 

2014 24,760 1,361 0 650 26,771 23,533 2,615 20,916 5,653 26.0 0 5,853 26.0 
2015 24,760 1,361 0 650 26.771 24,142 2,749 21,393 5,377 25.1 0 5,377 25.1 
2016 25,574 50 0 650 26,274 24,772 2,864 21,886 4,386 20.0 0 4,366 20.0 
2017 26,396 50 0 650 27,096 25,401 3,019 22,363 4,713 21 .1 0 4,7t3 21.1 
2018 27,496 50 0 650 28,196 26,143 3,064 23,079 5,116 22.2 0 5,116 22.2 

1/ capacity additions and changes projected to be in-smvlce by June 1st are generally considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads 
are !orecastad to occur during August ot the year Indicated. All values are Summer net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) •· Col.(5). 
31 These forecasted values reflect the 2009 load forecant without Incremental DSM or cumulative losd management. 
41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulatlve load man:,gement capability plus Incremental conservation from 11'2006-on designed lor use with 

the 2006 load forecast. They are not Included In total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin 
calculations are based. 

5I Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
61 Margin(%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(1) 

January of 

Ye.ac: 

2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 

(2) (3) (4) 

Total Firm Firm 

Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Total Firm 

(11) 

Firm Total Winter Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 31 
Peak Margin Before 

Capability Import Export QF Available 21 
Demand DSM 41 

Demand Maintenance 51 

t&l t&l W:1 .M':1l MW. MJ:J.. MJ:J.. MJ:J.. MJ:J.. %of peak 

23,280 1,962 0 740 25,982 18,697 1,730 16,968 9,014 53.1 
24,661 1,501 0 690 26,852 18,790 1,819 16,971 9,880 58.2 
22,338 1,500 0 595 24,433 19,120 1,888 17231 7201 41.8 
23,765 1,500 0 595 25,860 19,710 1,960 17,749 8,110 45.7 
24,061 1,320 0 650 26,031 20,098 2.035 18,063 7,967 44.1 
25,404 1,370 0 650 27,424 21,154 2,113 19,041 8,382 44.0 
26,714 1,370 0 650 28,734 21,882 2.196 19,687 9,047 46.0 
27,539 440 0 650 28,629 22.396 2,278 20,118 8,510 42.3 
28,373 50 0 650 29,073 22,912 2,361 20,551 8,521 41.5 
28,373 50 0 650 29,073 23.466 2,436 21,030 8,043 38.2 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance "' 

t&l Mt'L %of peak 

0 9,014 53.1 
0 9,880 58.2 
0 7,201 41.8 
0 8,110 45.7 
0 7,967 44.1 

0 8,382 44.0 
0 9,047 46.0 
0 8,510 42.3 
0 8,521 41.5 
0 8,043 38.2 

1/ Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which 
are forecast to occur during January of the 'second' year Indicated. All values are Wimer net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available= Col.(2) + Co/.(3)- Co/.(4) + Co/.(5). 
3/ These forecasted values reflect the 2009 load forecast without Incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load managemem capability plus Incremental conservation from 1/2008-on deslnged for use with 

the 2008 load forecast. They are not Included In total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin 
calCulations are based. 

51 Margin(%) Before Maintenance= Co/.(10) I Col.(9) 
61 Margin (%) After Maintenance = Co/.(13) I Col.(9) 
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(I) 

Schedule I 
Planned - lf'r<l~pectl .. Gen-na FKillty ,t,ctdltlon• - Chana-

13) 14) ($1 {6) [1) (9) 

Un~ 

..... , 
Trtneeot! 

19) (10) 111) (\2) (14) 

~=:~ !::~ :::;;: -:::w::",':;';:;.,:..;c.po=:::~;::·r!!):"-..,.,"'"":'.,:-

(1$) 

un• .... ~.l'fr. lltoJYr. r<W IIW MW S!:a'tiJII 

AOO!DON$/ CHI!.!IOEI 

2Q!li 
capec~-rw1 

Cape~rw~ 

C..Ciof 

DfSolo Nelt'! Guwnot~nO Sol~ E"-rQY Cent., (PV) 

f1.M...-r• 

F1 ....... ,. 

lA~•rW• 

Laut~•rd• .. -.... 
Man~ .. 

Me'" a!!" 

Mat1lr1 ....,, 
Man In 

Marun 

Mattln 

PonE~•* 

PME'¥1H~ 

Pulnlofll 

Pulnom 

R""'-rw -Somord 

S&n!ord 

S&n!ord 

Sd\
SJ<PP 

SJ<PP 
6PAOt COUI Ne:cl GenrallnO S.C.r EnMVJc...,.., {PV) 

r..rkey Pd.,. 

T,.ll:eyPol(l( 

w.a Covrcy ~fWd~~· 

D.oloo 

CIAioo 

Sof'lotd 

Pon E'tl0fl1ill•• 
Pot1 E...,..,...,ledltl 

5 

8 

Br-.,d Co J"'Y 
Br..-.,d Ca.JntJ 

.. lll.ml Oacit County 

DtSOio Co}f'rty 

L-Courty 

L...Cour1y 

EkCI'II'ard Ccvnty 

9ro.NaCcLJnty 

.... ,.., .. O::"rty 

MeMI .. (A.YI'If)' 

... _Cum!y 

Mwtln~riJ 

~arM~In!J 

~.t1.WlCo.ll'lty 

~...,_., Co~mty 

M&MitlCo!lnf')' 

ClryofH~i')oflfOa:l 

CWy ot H~i')ofiOa:l 

Putrw.m Ccu..,.y 
PW'IIIln'l Q:uf1(y 

8T F06 NO WA Pl. 

ST F06 NG WA Pl 

ST NO No PL No 

PV 
CC NO No PL lto 

CT NO F02 PL PL 

CC NO F02 PL PL 

CC ~ F02 PL PL 

ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST F06 NO WA PL 

CC NO "" PL llo 

ST F08 NO PL PL 

ST FQ6 NO Pl. PL 

CC NO No Pl No 

cc NO ,.., PL HO 

cc HG F02 PL PL 

ST F()B NO WA PL 

ST 

cc 
cc 

FOO 
NO 

NO WA PL 

F02 Pl. W./4. 

NO F02 PL W/l 

C-'Y 0( R'"'lt1'11 BMCh ST F08 ~13 W./4. Pl 

Cit')'o(~•~ Sl F08 NO WA PL 

Yah•'- Cou,.y ST ,:()e NO WA Pl 

Val.-:e CcLI"'Y CC NO No Pl "*> 
va~ ... :eecv,.., 

Wonroe, •)A 

Ouw)Co11J1t'( 

O~ICo1tr?ry 

BiwntdC<-unty 

Miami D•de ·::Ounly 

ltlliwni Dade •:Ourty 
Paltn Bead\ County 

Miam1 0.0. ·)ourwy 
MJ<IIT11 0.0. ,;ourt!J' 

Val'ue .. Ccunty 

CloyoOiol~"""" 
Cilyo!fioi~...OO 

CC NO "" PL "" 
BIT Bll No flfl ~o 

Bll B~T Pti RR WA 

61l 8il Pti RR W./4. 

PV 

6T F06 NO WA Pl 

OC NO No Pl No 
CC PtO FCU PL PL 

ST NO No PL No 
6T NQ No PL No 

ST F06 NO WA PL 

Sl F08 NG WA PL 

ST F06 t<G WA PL 

Jo~ 

J•~ 

Jo~ 

Jei"'·09 

Jlr'l-o8 

.1<<><!8 

Jon-<>0 

Jon.oo 

Jo<><l8 
Ja<><lQ 

Ja~ 

Jo~ 

"""""" 
Jo~ 

Jo~ 

.1<<><>0 

Jo<><>O 

Jo~ 

J<n-<l(l 

Jon-09 ....... 
Jon-09 
Jan.QI 

UnkfOM"I •02.0!0 
Unkmwn 402.Q)O 

Unltf'IOIIIIJI"' 76,000 

Unknown I. n5.380 

tX,krw;:Mtn 37'a,380 

tk.ki'ICifllllfl fi26..2!0 

l..lr\II:I'IOIIIrl'l 1!.215.250 

.Jun.()Q Unkni:M'I'I ee:J,.XIO 

Ju-r".QQ lk'lki'IC!llll'ft e6J.. XIO 

J~ lk'llicrlown '.22'.5\0 

Ju,..()Q ~ Q3.4.600 

Jun-011 Uriii:I'ICifllllfl 934.~ 

Ju,..()Q UMr'ICJIM1 812.<:00 

Juo-OD unkr.own 612.<:00 

JU'\"'08 Unkr.own 1.2214.~10 

J..-..(lil UMf'rf:Nifl 4Ct:l,a50 

Ju,..()Q Uf'lll:f'rf.:llt(', 402,060 

Jurr-Oi) llnkr'IO'MI 290,004 

J~ Unlr"IOIII'rl 290,004 

JLII"'r''OIi I.XIII.I'IOIIII'T'I 310.420 

J~ I.Jnlli"'IOM"' JI0.420 

o5/tl:l'COQ 168..2!4 

JLII"'r''OIi unkf'IOIM"' 1. 181&.860 

JL.II'Hl9 Unll:r.own 1. lte..l!eO 

JL.Irr-Oi) unl(nowra eeo.see 

Jun-<IQ UnMnowra 13~1.~18 

II) 

(9) 

(4) 

l!ll 
12 

(65) 

7 

(Jn 

13) 

" 

• 
(0) 

(3) 

12 

" 
(IOj 

(I) 

(8) 

2 

{I) 

(1) 

10 

(30) 

(5) 

(718) 

(288) 

Jer't-OQ Jun-011 lJt'lki"IQIIIWI 40~,a;o c•1 (I,) 

Jer'I-OQ Jun-011 l.At'!k~ 1.224,1510 (71) 11 

J•n.07 Auo.QQ lJt'lki"IQIIIWI u~ 1.210 

~OQIIil c:t.ngMI'Ad~Qrll' 'flit> h-.al.l..,. Re-rw TN I: -~(71)=---810=;....-
76,000 (&&) 

181.~ ('l7) 

1oe.200 1'311> 
ll><7,n6 12.11) 

2•1,na CZ13) 

200'il Chin Addttlone wtth •ne_cdfole R ... rw Totti: (71) (00 

Hole 1: 'Ttl. Wlntw To(el WW v.lue con.J.U of &llljlllnwallon -*lllcna ltld cr.t.ng" .ct.~ by J~~RJt')'. Tha SI.ITimar 'rot•IIMI WllU. cOf'IMn• ot 111 g.,-.erl.llon a.Odlillorw: end c~ ~~~by J~• 

AI IMI addil:ior&lc~ DCICU'V1g lilt~ In lhe Y'M' .. 111 ba plektcl l4J fol' 1990f1,1n~AI'rllng Pl.lrpc:~~M In Hw faill0'1114ng .,..,. 

Ncl• 2: C~ang. ehDwn rn•y ndudt dif'lw.P. '"'~ngt t~•n ehDwn in Sdw:tul•l d1.11 tolel')o lo .,bl•nt \AITI~r•tu,. cen&l.,..t ~~~~ tt-c.• In FPL '8 peal!; t..d k:ncalt lo n'l,l,.,ln OOtlflitl.ncy ~1'1 

, ... rw rn•rgln cU::\.1 1.-tl~. 
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ScheduleS 
Planned And Proapectlve Generating Facility Addltlona And Chengea 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (0) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel 

Fuel Tranaport Conet. Comm. Expected Oen. Max. Net Capability 
Unit S1art ln-S.rvio. Retirement NameplaM -w::::'-...,::::C, ==cs"u"m-m-.-, -

Plant Nama 

ADDITIONS/ CHANgES 

un• 
No. Location T)'l)e Pri. Aft. Prl. An. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. KW MW MW S1~ue 

ZIU.I! 
Cape Cana ... ral 

Cape Canaveral 

O.SC:Co N.:.:~ Generating Solar Energy C.m~ (PV) 

Llloderdele .... ,., .. 
Martin 

A Mere 

Rivlefa 

S.nlord 

Sct.oror 

SJRPP 

Speoe Cout Nul GaMlaling Solar Energy c.nceor (PV) 

Tur1!.ey Pok11 

Wool Ccu«y Cc-necl O,Oio 

Wool Cour<y Cc-necl C)<olo 

Mar<Jn 

Mana IN 

Culler 

Cut lor 

S.r<ord 

Port Everglade• 

Port Everglade& 

Br..-ard Ccunty 

Br..-ard County 

D.S01o Coon1y 

Broward County 

Mana1:M Coon1y 

Martin County 

Cityol RM.,. S.ech 

ST FOe NO WA PL 

ST F06 NO WA PL 

PV 

CC NO F02 PL PL 
ST FOe NO WA PL 

CC NO No PL No 

ST F06 NO WA PL 

Jan-10 

J.n-10 

Jan-10 

Jan-10 

Cky o1 Ri'l*a O.ech ST F06 NO WA PL Jan-10 

VoiUIII County CC NO No Pl No Jan-10 

Mon~. GA BIT BIT No RR No Jan-10 

Duval Ccu«y 

Bt..-ard Covnty 

Mlemi o.de Covnty 

Pe.lm Beech Covnty 

Pairn BNch County 

BIT BIT P., RR WA Jan·10 

PV 

ST FOe NO WA Pt. Jan-10 

CC NO F02 Pt. PL J&n..07 

CC NO F02 Pt. PL J&n-CIB 

May-10 

May-10 

Jun-10 

Jun-10 

Jun-10 

JurKlll 

Unknown 

UnltnOWI"' 

UnknOWI"' 
Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

402,050 

40:2,050 

.... 250 
863,300 

612,000 

310,42.0 

Jun-09 Unknown 310,420 

Jun-10 UnltnOWI"' I. 188,860 

Jun-10 Unltnown 880,388 

Jun-10 Unknown 136.'~18 

Jun-10 Unknown o402,050 

Aug-og Unknown Unknown 

O.C.oD Unknown Unl(n(M<Tl 

2'010 CMngWAddtiiOM w/o l,..atlve ..._.rw Tot. I: 

"'"""'Ccu"Y 
......... , .. County 

ST F06 NO Pt. Pt. Q34,600 

ST F06 NO WA Pt. 963,300 

Miami CMIH County ST NO No Pt. No n.OOO 
Miami CMda County ST NO No Pt. No 

Vol..-la County ST Foe NG WA PL 

City o1 Hollywood ST FOe NO WA PL 

City o1 Hollywood ST F06 NO WA PL 

181,.500 

156,250 

247,nb 

247,n& 

,. 
,. 

(277) 

(288) 

(2) 

1,33!1 

1,33!1 

2.148 

(60) 

(130) 

(141) 

(214) 

(214) 

(305) 

(S88) 

1 

11 

13 

(2) 

1.21g 

412 

(112<1) 

(822) 

2010CMn Addlttanawtth lnaoltwR ... rw Tat.l: I 380 11TB 

Cape Canaveral 

Cape Canaveral 

FortMy.ra 

FortMy.ra 

Uuderdale 

Uoderdale 

ManlltM 

ManiiM 

Mana!M 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Martin 

Port Evergledel 

Port Everglad•• 

PU!nam 

PUinam 

S..nlcwd 

S.r<ord 

SJRPP 

Turhy PeWit 

WNI COI..nty Combined Cyde 

Br..-ard County 

B~dCounty 

l.oo Ccu<iy 

l.ooCcunly 

Broward Ccu«y 

Broward County 

Mana!M County 

MIN.IM County 

Mana!M County 

Martin County 

Martin County 

Martin County 

Martlrl County 

Martin County 

City "' Hollywood 

City o1 Hollywood 

PUinam Covnty 

PUinem County 

Vol..- Ia County 

Voi~.Mie County 

Duval County 

Miami o.d• County 

Palm Beach Couri:y 

ST Foe NG WA PL 

ST Foe NG WA PL 

CC NO No PL No 

CT NO F02 PL PL 

CC NO F02 PL PL 

CC NG F02 PL PL 

ST FOe NG WA PL 

ST FOe NG WA PL 

CC NG No Pl. No 

ST FOe NO PL PL 

ST FOe NO PL PL 

CC NO No Pl. No 

CC NO No PL No 

CC NO F02 PL PL 

ST F08 NG WA PL 

ST Foe NO WA PL 

CC NO F02 Pl WA 

CC NO F02 PL WA 

CC NO No PL No 

CC NG No PL No 

BrT BIT P1l RR WA 

CC NO No Pl No 

CC NO F02 Pl Pl 

Jan-11 

Jan- II 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan- II 

Jan-II 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan-11 

Jan·11 

Jan.()O 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun--11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun--11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

Jun-11 

JI.Vl-11 

Jun-11 

UnknOWI"' 

Unknown 

UnknOWI"' 

Unknown 

UnknOWI"' 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

UnknO\Itn 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

U('lknown 

UMnown 

UnltnOWI"' 

Unknown 

UnknOWI"' 

Unl(n(M<Tl 

Unknown 
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Page 1 of 12 
Schedule 9 

Status Reoort and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 1 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2007 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(1 0) Certification Status: v 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: v 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2009 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2009 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2009 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
565 

55 

11.65 
0.138 

1.5834 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 2 of 12 
:Schedule 9 

Status Reoort and Soeclflca'tlons of Proposed GeneratJng Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 2 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,219 MW 
b. Winter 1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: :woe 
b. Commercial In-service date: :~009 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(10) Certification Status: v 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: v 

(12) ProJected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Aesult"1ng Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data -*,*•* 
Book L~e (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (201 0 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW·Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No, Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 88% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation} 

25 years 
519 

57 

10.11 
0.138 

1.5873 

~ Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes ga~; expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

25 MW 
25 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Photovoltaic 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 180 

Solar 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Acres 

Page 3 of 12 

(9) Construction Status: u (Under construction, less than 50% complete) 

(1 0) Certification Status: Pemitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •:• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2010 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
CWIP Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Individual Permits) 

NIA 
N/A 

0.98 
Approx. 25% (First Full Year of Operation) 

N/A Btu/kWh 

25 years 
6,937 

369 

54 
0 

1.15 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection. 
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Page 4 of 12 
Schedule9 

Status Recort and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Space Coast Next Generation Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

'10 MW 
'10 MW 

P hotovolta ic 

(4) Anticipated Construction Tlmlr1g 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

{6) Air Pollution and Control Stratagy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

{8) Total Site Area: 60 

{9) Construction Status: p 

(10) Certification Status: p 

{11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

{13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost {2010 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
CWIP Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M {$/kW -Yr.): {2010 SikW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (201 0 Si/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 
.. Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Solar 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Acres 

{Planned) 

{Planned- Individual Permits) 

N/A 
N/A 

0.98 
Approx. 21.3% (First Full Year of Operation) 

N/A Btu/kWh 

25 years 
7,890 

427.7 

54 
0 

1.2100 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection. 
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Page 5 of 12 
Schedule 9 

Status RePOrt and Soeclflcatlons of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 3 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(1 0) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data ••,*"• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2011 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2011 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No. Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 93% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
709 

71 

11.63 
0.480 

1.4697 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 6 of 12 
Schedule 9 

Statu• Reoort and Sptclflcattons of Proooled Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 1 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capactty 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1 03 MW (Incremental) 
103 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction nmtng 
a. Field construc1ion start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Durin~! scheduled refueling outage 
2011 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change !rom existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Surtus: T 

(1 0) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencla!i: T 

(12) ProJected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor {POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resutttng Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHFI): 
Base Operallon 75F, 100% 

(13) ProJected Unit Ananclal Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost: 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction} 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing uni1 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing uni1 
No change from existing unit 

25 
3,054 
3,054 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
{See Note ( 1) lor explanation.) 
(See Note (1) lor explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M Impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

{See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the ear1y recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 
costs in total associated with the uprates al: the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the uprates at the four existing 
nuclear uni1s. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capaci1y. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page 7 of 12 
ScheduleS 

Status RePort and Specifications of ProPosed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

104 MW (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

( 11 ) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOE): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

Durlng scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F,100% 

( 13) Projected Unit Ananclal Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 

20 
3,580 
3,580 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M Impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

NOTE: 
( 1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the early recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 

costs In total associated with the up rates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the uprates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are Included In the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page B o112 
Schedule9 

Status Regort and Specifications of Proooaed Generating Fac!lttlpt 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. l.J.Jcie 2 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

103 MW (Total Incremental), 8B MW (incremental FPL's ownership share) 
104 MW (Total Incremental), 8B MW (Incremental FPL's ownership ehare) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated construction T•mlng 
a. Field construc:tion start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

Duling scheduled refueling outage 
20"12 

Uranium 

(6) Air PolluUon and COntrol Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(B) Total Site Area: 

(9) COnstruction Status: ,. 
(10) Certlflcatlon Status: ,. 
( 1 1) Stetua with Federal Agenclea: ,. 
(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 

Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resunlng Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Openating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Openation 75F, 100% 

(13) ProJected Unit Financial Data., .. 
Book uta (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor. 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under cons1ruction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unl1 
No change from exieting unit 
No change from exleting unit 
No change from existing unit 

31 
3,271 
3,271 

years (Matches the current openating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There Is no addn•ona.l O&M impact from th•s project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion o1 the early recovery of approx. $353 million o1 capital carrying 
costs in total associated whh the upnates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the uprates at the four existing 
nuclear unl1s. 

(2) Not applicable due to earty recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental SJmmer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page 9 of 12 
ScheduleS 

Status Reoort and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 4 Nuclear Uprate 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

104 M.W (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial in-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

( 1 0) CertHicatlon Status: 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing un~ 
No change from existing un~ 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing un~ 
No change from existing un~ Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Ananclal Data •,** 
Book Ufe (Years): 
Total installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 

22 
3,630 
3,630 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

NOTE: 
( 1) This value does not include a plant-specific portion of the earty recovery of approx. $353 million of capital carrying 

costs In total associated with the up rates at the four existing nuclear units, nor a plant-specific 
portion of a projected $45 million in total for transmission costs associated with the up rates at the four existing 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to earty recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page 10 of 12 
Schedule9 

Status Report and SPecHicatlons of Proposed Generating FaciiHies 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Cape Cunaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,219 MW 
b. Winter 1,343 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 43 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: T 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •;• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2013 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $1MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacem9nt. 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No,. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

2.1% 
1.1 "'o 

96.8% 
Approx.90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,580 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
915 

98 

14.81 
0.15 

1.494 

NOTE: Total installed cost Includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and Integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 11 of 12 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating FacUlties 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,207 MW 
1,310 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2012 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 33 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Ou1age Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data., .. 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($1kW): 
Escalation ($1kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2014 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost Includes capital replacement. 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,576 Btu/kWh 

25 years 
1,057 

122 

15.32 
0.12 

1.494 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Reoort and SDtCHicatlons of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turl<ey Point Unit 6 Nuclear Unit 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,100 MW 
1,100 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Cons1ructlon Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2018 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel uranium dioxide 
b. Alternate Fuel NA 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: NA 

(7) Cooling Method: Mecha.nical Draft Cooling Towers 

(B) Total Site Area: 211 Acres 

Page 12 of 12 

(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) CertHicatlon Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •, ... 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): ( $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): ( $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 
TBD Btu/kWh 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

years 

NOTE: Total installed cost Includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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PaQe 1 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 1 

The new West County Energy Center Unit 1 does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 2 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Speclf:icatlons of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 2 

The new West County Energy Center Unit 2 does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Pa~e 3 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 

The new Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) does not require any "new'' 
transmission lines. 
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PaQe 4 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Space Center Next 1Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 

The new Space Center Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) does not require any "new'' 
transmission lines. 
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PaQe 5 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 3 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: New Sugar Substation - Corbett Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way FPLOwned 

(4) Line Length: 1 mile 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: May 2009 
End date: November 201 0 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $11,300,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: New Sugar Substation and Corbett Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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PaQe 6 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. L1Jcle 1 Nuclear Uprate 

The St. Lucie 1 Nuclear Uprate does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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PaQe 7 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate 

The Turkey Point 3 Nuclear Uprate does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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PaQe 8 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specl·ficatlons of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear Uprate 

The St. Lucie 2 Nuclear Uprate does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 9 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear Uprate 

The Turkey Point 4 Nuclear Uprate does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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PaQe 10 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Conversion) 

The Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center, that is the result of the conversion of 
the exiting Cape Canaveral power plant site, does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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PaQe 11 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Conversion) 

The Riviera Beach Energy Center Conversion, that is the result of the conversion of the existing 
Riviera Beach power plant site, does not require any "new" transmission lines. Several lines will 
be extended and reconfigured to accommodate the increased capacity. 

Florida Power & Light Company 128 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 139 of 278

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

PaQe 12 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Soeci~fications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

T'urkey Point Unit 6 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilitie:>: 

New Clear Sky Substation- Levee Substation 

2 

FPL Owned 

43 miles 

500 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Levee Substation 

None 

New Clear Sky Substation - Pennsuco Substation 

1 

FPL Owned 

52 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Pennsuco Substation 

None 
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PaQe 13 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Unit 6 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: New Clear Sky Substation - Davis Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: 19 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $TBD 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: New Clear Sky Substation and Davis Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Davis Substation- Miami Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way FPL Owned 

(4) Line Length: 18 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $TBD 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: Davis Substation and Miami Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Paqe 14 of 14 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specif:ications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Unit 6 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

New Clear Sky Substation -Turkey Point Substation 

1 

FPL Owned 

0.5 miles 

230kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Turkey Point Substation 

None 
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Exlatlng FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuala for the Year 2008 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Net (MW) Capability 
Ganeretlon by Primary Fuel Summer(MW) Summer(%) Winter (MW}_ 

(1) Coal 900 3.6% 902 
(2) Nuclear 2939 11.7% 3 013 
3 Residual 6764 27.0% 6 818 
4 Distillate 660 2.6% 781 
5 Natural Gas 10 824 43.2% 11 844 
6 FPL Exlstlna Units Total (1 ): 22087 88.1% 23358 

l {7) Renewables (Purchases)- Firm 157.6 0.6% 157.6 
I (8) Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable Not~llcable 

I C9l Ren,wable Total: 157.6 0.6% 157.6 

1(10 Purchss11s Oth11r: 2834.0 11.3% 2 868.0 
1(11 Total (2): 25 078.6 100.0" 26 383.6 

Note: 
(1) FPL Existing Units Total of 22,087 MW matches Total System found on Schedule 1. 
(2) Net Energy for Load GWH of 111,004 GWH matches Schedule 6.1 
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(5) 

Winter(%) 
3.4% 
11.4% 
25.8% 
3.0% 
44.9% 
88.5% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

10.9% 
100.0% 

(6) (7} 
Fuel 

NEL Mix 
GWH % 
6,423 5.8% 

24 024 21.6% 
5 702 5.1 o/o 

17 0.0% 
58820 53.0% 
94986 86.6% 

1 262 1.1% 
365 0.3% 

1627 1.47% 

14 391 13.0% 
111 004 100.0% 
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Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-5ervlce Renewable Generation FaciiHies 
Actuels for the Year 2008 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Annual Energy 
Projected Purchased Annual Energy 

Installed Annual Output from FPL Sold to FPL 
Type of Facility Capacitt (MW) (MWH) (MWH) (MWH) 

Customer-Owned PV (less than or equal tc 
10 kw AC) 0.8:39 900 33,220 153 

Customer-Owned PV greater than 10 kY< 
and less than or equal to 100 kw AC 0.2:33 192 558 15 

Total: 1.on 1,092 33,777 167 

Notes: 

(1) There were approximately 262 customer-owned operating PV facil~ies interconnected with FPL during 2008. 

(6) = (3+4)-(5) 

Projected 
Annual Energy 

U~ed by 
Cuatomer 

(MWH) 

33,967 

735 

34,702 

(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the narneplate ratings (AC kw) for all of the customer-owned PV facilities. 
(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL's PV Walls program and the Installed Capacity value In column (2), 

adjusted for the date when each facil~ was install,~d and assuming each facility operated as planned. 
(4) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2008. 
(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2008. 
(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers: is a projected value that is the difference between the (Projected 

Annual output+ Annual Output value in column (2) and the actual Annual Energy Sold to FPL in column (4). 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. FPL 

competes for air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the demand for 

generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and 

tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that 

large corporations such as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. 

FPL has been recognized for rnany years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. FPL's environmental leadership has been heralded 

by many outside organizations as demonstrated by a few recent examples. For the 

second time (2007 and 2008),. FPL Group is ranked first among electric and gas utilities 

in FORTUNE ® magazine's, "America's Most Admired Companies" edition. FPL scored 

number one in each of the ei~jht attributes considered: innovation, people management, 

use of corporate assets, social responsibility, quality of management, financial 

soundness, long-term investments, and quality of products and services. 

In May 2007, FPL Group was included on the KLD Global Climate 1 OOSM Index for the 

third time since the Global Climate 100 was launched in 2005. The Global Climate 100 is 

designed to promote investm•~nt in public companies whose activities demonstrate the 

greatest potential for reducing the social and economic consequences of climate change. 

The Global Climate 100 Index includes a mix of 100 global companies that demonstrate 

leadership in providing near term solutions to climate change through renewable energy, 

alternative fuels, clean technology, and efficiency. 

In January 2007, FPL Group was named one of the Global 100 Most Sustainable 

Corporations in the World by Corporate Knights, Inc., a Canadian media company. 

Some 1 ,800 companies from a wide range of sectors were evaluated regarding effective 

management of environmental, social, and governance risks and opportunities. FPL 

Group was one of the only two United States utility companies to make the list of 100. 

FPL Group is one of America's cleanest energy providers and the emissions rates of 

FPL's power plants are amon!J the lowest in the electric industry. FPL's environmental 
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achievements were reflected by its No. 1 environmental ranking, for five consecutive 

years, in the lnnovest Strategic Value Advisor's report that compares the environmental 

performance of 26 United States electric utilities. lnnovest is an internationally recognized 

independent investment research firm specializing in environmental finance and 

investment opportunities. 

In June 2007, FPL's Green (Vehicle) Fleet Program was named the winner of the 2007 

Council for Sustainable Florida Large Business Best Practice Award for FPL's 

commitment to reducing fuel consumption in utilities' vehicle fleets. FPL received the 

award from the Council for Sustainable Florida, which honors businesses, organizations, 

and individuals whose work demonstrates that a healthy environment and healthy 

economy are mutually supportive. Since 1990, the Council has been committed to 

promoting and recognizing best sustainability practices in Florida. 

For the third time, FPL Group was one of only four corporations in the North America 

Electric Power sector named in the "Climate Leadership Index," an honor roll of global 

corporations addressing the challenges of climate change. 

In 2006, FPL and the Palm Beach County-based Arthur R. Marshall Foundation joined as 

"partners for the environment." FPL's support included a $25,000 donation to the non

profit organization for educational and restoration programs, including the planting of 

native Florida wetland trees. In 2007, FPL volunteers returned to help take care of the 

growing saplings. 

FPL has also been the recipient of earlier environmental awards and recognition. In 2001, 

FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for its 

stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding its Turkey Point Plant. In 2001, FPL was 

awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid 

Waste Association of North America. FPL received the 2001 Program Champion Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for Ecosystem 

Protection" in 2001 for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at its Fort Myers and 

Sanford Plants. FPL won the Council for Sustainable Florida's award in 2002 tor its sea 

turtle conservation and education programs at its St. Lucie Plant. Finally, FPL has been 

recognized by numerous federal and state agencies for its innovative endangered 

species protection programs which include such species as manatees, crocodiles, and 

sea turtles. 
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As mentioned above, FPL Group has taken a leadership role to address climate change 

and the call for action tor a national climate change policy. The decision to step into the 

forefront of this issue goes hand-in-hand with FPL Group's longtime commitment to 

managing operations with sensitivity to the environment. 

FPL is taking action now in Ftlorida to address climate change with a number of actions. 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) data, FPL is one of the nation's 

leaders among electric utilities for its energy efficiency/conservation and load 

management achievement. FPL's nationally recognized leadership in the implementation 

of demand side management (DSM) within its system has avoided the need to build the 

equivalent of more than 12 modium-sized power plants as discussed in Chapters I and Ill 

of this document. Also discussed in Chapter Ill are FPL's plans for adding a significant 

amount of renewable energv resources. FPL is the nation's leader in power plant 

~repowerings" and "conversions," significantly increasing the efficiency of a number of its 

existing power plants while rt:Jducing FPL system emissions. Currently, two of FPL's 

older power plants are slated ·ror conversion to state-of-the-art CC natural gas plants. In 

addition, FPL's future generaU:>n plans include nuclear uprates and two new nuclear units 

that are projected to significan~ly reduce air emissions in Florida. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an lEn vi ron mental Commitment in 1992 to clearly define its 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of its activities and !3erves as a framework tor new environmental initiatives 

throughout the company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 
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• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance 

program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, 

environmental risk assessmenVmanagement, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

with legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate 

management. The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the 

environmental audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool 

comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the 

performance of the organization and of the specific management systems and equipment 

designed to protect the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to 

facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with 

existing environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2008 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1. 
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Table IV.E.1: 2008 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Acti'llity # of Participants 

Visitors to FPL's Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 20,000 

Visitors to Manatee Park 150,000 

Number of visits to FPL's Environmental Website 358,000 

Number of pieces of Environmental literature distributed >80,000 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Siites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified eight Preferred 

Sites and four Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those 

locations where FPL has conclucted significant reviews and has either taken action, or is 

planning to take action, to sito new generation capacity. Potential Sites are those sites 

that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under consideration as a 

location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use as existing 

generation sites and some are~ not. The identification of a Potential Site does not indicate 

that FPL has made a definitiVE! decision to pursue generation (or generation expansion in 

the case of an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this designation indicate 

that the size or technology of a generator has been determined. The Preferred Sites and 

Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include the remainder of 

FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies eight Preferred Sites in this Site Plan: the West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) adjacent to the existing Corbett FPL substation, the existing St. Lucie plant site, 

the existing Turkey Point plant site, the existing Cape Canaveral plant site, the existing 

Riviera plant site, and three locations for new solar power generation: DeSoto County, 

Brevard County, and the existing Martin plant site. 

The West County Energy Center site is the location for three CC capacity additions FPL 

will make in 2009 through 20il1. The St. Lucie site is the location for nuclear capacity 

uprates that FPL will make in ~~011 and 2012. The St. Lucie site is also the location for a 
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proposed wind generation addition. The Turkey Point site is the location for nuclear 

capacity uprates that FPL will make in 2011 and 2012 and is the site for two new nuclear 

units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, that are projected to be added in 2018 and 2020, 

respectively. The existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites are being proposed for 

conversion of the two existing steam generating units at each site into one state-of-the-art 

CC unit at each site in 2013 and 2014, respectively. The three solar projects (DeSoto 

County, Brevard County, and Martin County) are being proposed for operation in 2009, 

201 0, and 201 0, respectively. 

The eight Preferred Sites are discussed below. 

Preferred Site # 1: West County Energy Center . Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a Preferred Site for the addition of new 

generating capacity. The site was selected for the addition of three new CC natural gas 

power plants with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as a backup fuel. WCEC Units 1 

& 2 have been approved by both the FPSC and the Governor and Cabinet acting as the 

Siting Board. WCEC Unit 3 has been approved by both the FPSC and the Secretary of 

the FDEP in lieu of the Governor and Cabinet. The units are scheduled to come in

service in 2009 through 2011, respectively. All three CC units will be identical in regard to 

technology and capacity. 

The existing site is accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission through 

existing structures or through additional lateral connections. The facility will use natural 

gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art combustion controls. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey <USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center (WCEC) plant site is found at the 

end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the WCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adlacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adlacent Areas 

The site was inactive until February 2007 when construction of WCEC Units 1 & 2 

was initiated. The site was previously dedicated to industrial (mining) and agricultural 

use. The site had been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded to an elevation of 

approximately 1 0 feet abc•ve the surrounding land surface. Prior to initiation of power 

plant construction, no structures were present on the site and vegetation was virtually 

non-existent. Structures Eire now being built on the site for work associated with 

WCEC Units 1 & 2. Construction of WCEC Unit 3 Is scheduled to begin in 2009. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment. 

The plant site had been significantly altered by the construction and operation of 

a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and removed. The 

surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane, agriculture, and limestone 

mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of the site. The Arthur 

R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the 

site. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of new units at the site is not expected to affect any 

rare, endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the property is 

minimal as a result of the prior mining activities. Common wading birds can be 

observed on areas adjacent to, and occasionally within, the property. The 

property is adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential habitat for 

wood stork. 

3. Natural Resources o1 Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, 

or environmentally sensitive lands including the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee 

National Wildlife Refuge. Construction will not result in any onsite wetland 

impacts under federal, state, or local agency permitting criteria. 
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design of each of the three units is comprised of the following: new 1 ,219 MW 

(Summer capacity) unit with each unit consisting of three new combustion turbines 

(CT) and three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) and a new steam 

turbine. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this facility with 

ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) serving as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. 

I. Water Resources 

In regard to WCEC Units 1 & 2, water from the Floridan Aquifer and surface water 

from the L 1 0/L 12 canal (when available) will be used for cooling, service, and 

process water. Potable water will be purchased from the Palm Beach County water 

municipality. 

In regard to WCEC Unit 3, the primary water source for the project will be reclaimed 

(reuse) water that will come from Palm Beach County Water Utilities Department. 

FPL will obtain the necessary approvals to also supply WCEC Units 1 & 2 using 

reclaimed water once WCEC Unit 3 is operational. Reclaimed water will be used for 

cooling, service, and process water. Backup water sources include utilizing the 

Floridan Aquifer allocation permitted for WCEC Units 1 & 2, potable water from Palm 

Beach County, and the L 1 0/L 12 canal when made available by the South Florida 
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Water Management District (SFWMD). Potable water will be purchased from the 

Palm Beach County water municipality. 

j. Geological Features of mte and Ad!acent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks 

about which little is known due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primaril)t marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating the underlying 

Oldsmar formation. The published information on the sediments comprising the 

formations below the Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells 

in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach counties. 

Testing during construction of Exploratory Well 2 (EW-2) demonstrated the presence 

of a highly permeable zone (Boulder Zone) below a depth of 2,790 feet below pad 

level (bpi) overlain by a thick confining interval from approximately 2,000 to 2, 790 feet 

bpi. The base of the Underground Source of Drinking Water (USDW) was identified 

between the depths of 1,9:32 and 1,959 feet bpi through interpretation of packer tests, 

water quality data, and g1eophysical logs. Injection testing has confirmed that the 

hydrogeology of the EW-'t.: site is favorable for disposal of fluids via a deep injection 

well system. 

k. Prolected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for industrial processing for all 3 units is 

approximately 675 gallon!> per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water. Approximately 22.5 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water for 

the three generating unrts would be cycled through the cooling towers. Water 

quantities needed for other uses such as potable water are estimated to be 

approximately 35,000 gallons per day (gpd) for the entire WCEC site. 
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I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

WCEC Units 1 & 2 will use available surface or ground water as the source of cooling 

water for the cooling towers. The cooling towers will also act as a heat sink for the 

facility auxiliary cooling system. Such needs for cooling and process water will 

comply with the existing SFWMD regulations for consumptive water use. 

WCEC Unit 3 will use reclaimed water as the primary source of cooling water for the 

cooling tower. The cooling tower will also act as a heat sink for the facility auxiliary 

cooling system. Such needs for cooling and process water will comply with the 

existing SFWMD regulations for consumptive water use. In addition, reclaimed water 

used at WCEC must meet all relevant requirements of Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., Part 

Ill, for use in cooling towers. 

It is anticipated that once WCEC Unit 3 is operational, reclaimed water will also 

become the primary cooling water source for WCEC Units 1 & 2. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The use of reclaimed water is a water conservation strategy because it is a beneficial 

use of wastewater. Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only 

for potable water, if necessary. Water from the Floridan Aquifer or the L 1 OIL 12 canal 

will be used for cooling purposes as a backup water source and cooling towers will 

be utilized. In addition, captured stormwater may be reused in the cooling tower 

whenever feasible. Stormwater captured in the stormwater ponds will also recharge 

the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heat will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Slowdown water from the cooling 

towers, along with other wastestreams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the 

Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be 

none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 

surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements will be 

included to capture suspended sediments. In addition, captured stormwater may be 

reused in the cooling towers, whenever feasible. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 
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o. Fuel Delivery. Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The site is serviced by a new natural gas transmission pipeline that is capable of 

providing a sufficient qua:ntity of gas to the entire site. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil 

(distillate) would be received by truck and stored in above-ground storage tanks to 

serve as backup fuel for the WCEC generating units. 

p. Air Emissions and Cont1rol Systems 

The use of natural gas a.nd ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) and combustion 

controls will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of 

sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminants . 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOJ and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technolo9y and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as backup fuel. These design alternatives constitute 

the Best Available Con·:rol Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, env·lronmental, and energy impacts. Taken 

together, the design of the WCEC generating units will incorporate features that will 

make them among the rnost efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of 

Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels tor the· residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new units will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to WCEC Units 1 & 2, a Site Certification Application (SCA) for the 

construction and operation of the West County Energy Center project under the 

Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was filed in April 2005 and received Site 

Certification by the Governor and Cabinet, acting as the Siting Board, in December 

2006. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) issued an 

Underground Injection Control {UIC) Exploratory Well permit in January 2006 and 

another Exploratory Well Permit in December 2006. FDEP issued the Final UIC 

permit Ln May 2008. FDEP issued a Prevention of Significant Deterioration {PSD) air 
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permit in January 2007. After acquiring these permits and authorizations, FPL 

initiated construction in February 2007 and anticipates an in-service date for WCEC 

Unit 1 of mid-2009 and Unit 2 by end of 2009. 

In regard to WCEC Unit 3, an SCA was filed in December 2007 and received Site 

Certification by the Secretary of the FDEP, in lieu of the Governor and Cabinet, in 

November 2008. A Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air permit was filed 

in December 2007. The permit was issued by FDEP in July 2008. FPL proposes to 

initiate construction in 2009 and anticipates an in-service date of mid-2011. WCEC 

Unit 3 will utilize the UIC system permitted for the entire site. 

Preferred Site # 2: St. Lucie Plant. St. Lucie County 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an FPL

owned 1, 130-acre site. The plant site is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and 

the Indian River Lagoon to the west. Located on the site are two nuclear-powered 

generating units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, which have been in operation since 1976 and 

1983, respectively. The St. Lucie site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the 

addition of two types of new generating capacity. 

The first type of generating capacity addition is an increase in the capacity of the two 

existing nuclear generating units that is used to serve FPL's customers of approximately 

103 MW for St. Lucie Unit 1 and 88 MW for St. Lucie Unit 2. This difference is due to 

FPL's 100% ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and its 85% ownership share of St. Lucie Unit 

2. This work will involve changes to several existing main components within the existing 

facilities to increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No 

new facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, along 

with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing Turkey Point nuclear units, was approved 

by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at St. Lucie for the two nuclear units 

sited there are projected to be in-service in late 2011 and 2012. 

The second type of generating capacity addition is the proposed installation of FPL wind 

generation turbines at the plant site. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use 

approval process, and soon after applied for the necessary federal and state 

permitting. However, a decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie Wind 

project's permitting won't be finalized until the local land use approval process is 

completed. The in-service date will depend on the approval and permitting process. Six 
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wind turbines are being proposed that, in total, would have a maximum output of 

approximately 13.8 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the FPL St. Lucie Nuclear site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layt)Ut 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacenrt Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Srlte and Adiacent Areas 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are pressurized water reactors, each having two steam 

generators. The prominent structures, enclosed facilities, and equipment associated 

with St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 include the containment building, the turbine generator 

building, the auxiliary building, and the fuel handling building. 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake and discharge 

canals, switchyard, spent .. fuel storage facilities, technical and administrative support 

facilities, and public education facilities (the Energy Encounter and the College of 

Turtle Knowledge). Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are 

predominately undevelopt~d land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the 

Atlantic Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the only changes will be modifications to 

the existing power generation facilities within the power block area, modifications to 

the switchyard facilities, and modifications to the transmission lines from St. Lucie to 

Midway substation. None of the other existing facilities at the plant will change as a 

result of the uprates. No changes to the nuclear power generation facilities are 

projected as a result of the' proposed wind turbine additions. 
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e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinitv 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an 

FPL-owned 1, 130-acre site. The St. Lucie Plant includes the reactor buildings, 

turbine buildings, access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance 

facilities, and miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the 

operation of Units 1 & 2. The site includes adjacent undeveloped mangrove 

areas. As a result of the approved capacity uprates, the site characteristics will 

not change. 

The proposed wind turbines are also located on the FPL-owned site. Impacts to 

the site characteristics are projected to be minimal from the proposed wind 

turbines. 

2. Listed Species 

Some listed species known to occur in the area of the plant location are atlantic 

sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), green sea 

turtle (Chelonia mydas), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill 

sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbriccata), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), 

kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kemp1), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

black skimmer (Rynchops nigel}, and least tern (Sterna antillarum). 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, neither the development work, nor the 

continued operation of the two nuclear units after the uprate work has been 

completed, are expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened 

species. No changes in wildlife populations at the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated, including listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not 

change and it is expected that wildlife will continue to use the undeveloped areas 

within the St. Lucie Plant boundary. 

In regard to the wind turbines, some changes to the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated. Noise and lighting impacts will not change and the wind turbines 

are not anticipated to deter the continued use by wildlife of the undeveloped 

areas within the St. Lucie Plant boundary or any adjacent areas. 
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3. Natural Resources c1f Regional Significance Status 

Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are predominately 

undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the Atlantic 

Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

4. Other Significant Fe•Eitures 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The source of cooling wa!er for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. It is a once

through system. The effects of the discharge of cooling water via these discharge 

structures were evaluated and mixing zones were established to allow compliance 

with thermal water quality standards as a part of the Plant's NPDES (Permit No. 

FL0002208). These mixing zones include the volume of water beyond the discharge 

structures, at the edge of which the water temperature is no greater than 17°F above 

the ambient temperature of the intake water. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the once-through system will continue to be 

used for the nuclear units. In regard to the wind turbines, no water will be required. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

St. Lucie Units ~ & 2 are located in unincorporated St. Lucie County, Florida. The 

County has adopted a comprehensive plan, which is updated on a periodic basis. 

The County Comprehensive Plan incorporates a map that depicts the future land use 

categories of all property falling within the unincorporated portions of the County. The 

St. Lucie Plant has a Future Land Use category of Transportation/Utilities (T/U) 

according to the St. Lucie County Future Land Use Map. The T /U category is 

described in the St. LuciE! County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element 

Future Land Use. 

In regard to the wind turbines, FPL has submitted an application to St. Lucie County 

to rezone the land that would serve as the footprint of the turbines to the T/U 

category. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Pr·ocess 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it Is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

Florida Power & lighl Company 151 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 162 of 278

increased nuclear capacity. The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the 

wind turbines because of the available wind resource at that location. 

i. Water Resources 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The once

through system flow will not change as a result of the nuclear uprates. No water will 

be required to operate the wind turbines. Due to the existing nature of the St. Lucie 

Plant, surrounding surface waters will not be adversely affected by either of the 

generation capacity additions. Stormwater will be handled by the existing facilities 

and no new areas will be impacted. Wetlands, groundwater, and nearby surface 

waters will not be impacted. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Beneath the land surface, there is a peat layer 4 to 6 feet thick. Below this layer is the 

Anastasia Formation, a sedimentary rock formation composed of clay lenses, sandy 

limestone, and silty fine to medium sand with fragmented shells. This highly 

permeable stratum extends 35 to 90 feet below mean sea level (msl). Underlying this 

stratum there is a semi-permeable zone, The Hawthorn Formation, consisting of 

slightly clayey and very fine silt which extends 600 feet below msl. 

The original surficial deposits at the St. Lucie Plant were excavated to a depth of 60 

feet and backfilled with Category I or II fill. The fill is underlain by the Anastasia 

formation, a sequence of partially cemented sand and sandy limestone, which extend 

to an average depth of about 145 feet. The Anastasia is underlain to an depth of 

about 600 to 700 feet by the partially cemented and indurated sands, clays, and 

sandy limestones of The Hawthorn Formation. Underlying these surface strata are 

about 13,000 feet of Jurassic through Tertiary Formations, primarily carbonate rocks. 

These formations have a relatively gentle slope to the southeast. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, no change is expected in the quantity or 

characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by the facility. Therefore, no 

change in that compliance achievement status is expected. The capacity uprates will 

not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, 

interception, or additions to surface water flow. The St. Lucie Plant does not directly 

withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not withdraw 

groundwater after the capacity uprates work is completed. The use of water supplied 
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by the City of Fort Pierce, which does withdraw groundwater, will remain unchanged 

and there will be no changes to the groundwater discharges. There will be no quality, 

quantity, or hydrological changes, either by withdrawal or discharge to a drinking 

water source. Therefore, there will be no impacts on drinking water. 

The wind turbines will not require water for operations and will not cause any 

changes in the hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, interception, or 

additions to surface water flow. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The source of cooling wELter for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. General 

plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and potable water are 

obtained from City of Fort Pierce. Process water uses include demineralizer 

regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. 

The existing St. Lucie Plant water use Is projected to be unchanged as a result of the 

nuclear capacity uprates. The wind turbines will not require water for operations. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

uprates. The wind turbine~; will not require water for operations. 

n. Water Discharges and Pc)llutlon Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 us'~ once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to 

remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers via the Circulating Water System 

(CWS), and to remove heat from other auxiliary equipment via the Auxiliary 

Equipment Cooling Water System (AECWS). The great majority of this cooling water 

is used for the CWS. 

Under emergency conditions, water can be withdrawn from Big Mud Creek via the 

Emergency Intake Canal through two 54-inch pipe assemblies in the barrier wall that 

separates the Creek from the Canal. FPL does not use this intake during normal 

operations, but does test t11is system quarterly. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 
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The wind turbines will not require water for operations. Consequently, there will be no 

water discharge as a result of these turbines. 

o. Fuel Dellverv. Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are licensed for uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched 

uranium-235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy 

tubes with welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into 

assemblies designed for loading into the reactor core. Each reactor core includes 217 

fuel assemblies. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 47,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton uranium. In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used due to the increased capacity of each generating unit. No changes in the 

fuel-handling facilities are required. The addition of the wind turbines will have no 

fuel-related impact; i.e., no impacts from fuel delivery, storage, waste, or pollution 

control. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the onsite Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC)-approved spent fuel storage facilities. Following completion of 

the uprates, approximately 11 percent more nuclear fuel will be used to increase the 

capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel-handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main plant 

generators, two building generators, and various general purpose diesel engines. 

The main plant emergency generators will not be changed as a result of either of the 

two types of generation capacity additions. These emergency generators are for 

standby use only and are tested to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel fuel 

is delivered to the St. Lucie Plant by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with 

secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The St. Lucie Plant is classified as a minor source of air pollution, since FDEP has 

issued a Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) to keep emissions 

less than 100 tons per year for any air pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

The applicable units at the St. Lucie Plant in regard to air emissions consist of eight 

large main plant diesel engines, two smaller diesel engines, and various general-
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purpose diesel engines. The air emissions from these engines are limited by the use 

of 0.05-percent sulfur di•3sel fuel and good combustion practices. Best Available 

Control Technology (BACT) is not applicable to these existing emission units. 

Nitrogen oxide (NOJ emi8sions from the operation of the diesel engines comprise the 

limiting pollutant for these diesel units at the St Lucie Plant. The FDEP FESOP limits 

NOx emissions to 99.4 tons, which includes fuel use limits on the large main plant 

emergency diesel engines of 97,000 gallons in any 12-month consecutive period and 

the smaller building and !~eneral purpose diesel engines of 190,000 gallons in any 

12-month consecutive period. Also, the Plant may choose to combine the diesel 

units' fuel-tracking, which then limits the NOx totals for a 12-month consecutive period 

to a maximum of 80 tons. There will be no change in the operation or emissions of 

the diesel engines resulting from either the nuclear capacity uprates or the wind 

turbines. 

In addition, neither of these types of generation capacity additions will result in an 

increase of carbon dioxide' (C02) or other greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, both of 

these increases in generation capacity are projected to result in decreased FPL 

system-wide emissions of C02. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted in regard to both types of generation 

capacity additions. Predicted noise levels are not expected to result in adverse noise 

impacts in the vicinity of the site during construction or operation of either generating 

capacity additions. 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, a Site Certification Application (SCA) under 

the Florida Electrical Powor Plant Siting Act was filed in December 2007 and a final 

order issued in September 2008. The FPSC voted to approve the need for the St. 

Lucie (and Turkey Point) nuclear capacity uprates and the final order approving the 

need for these capacity additions was issued in January 2008. In regard to the wind 

turbines, a Site Certification Application is not required. Individual permit applications 

were submitted for an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and the Army Corps of 

Engineers Permits in May 2008 and the Coastal Construction Control Line in July 

2008. In September of 2007, FPL submitted an application to St. Lucie County for a 
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Conditional Use, Rezoning, and Height Amendment. The local approvals process is 

ongoing. 

Preferred Site # 3a: Turkey Point Plant. Miami-Dade County - Nuclear Capacity 

Uprates 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4), 

two natural gas/oil conventional boiler units (Units 1 & 2), one CC natural gas unit (Unit 

5), 9 small diesel generators, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife area, 

and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 have been in operation since 1972 and 1973, respectively. The 

Turkey Point site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the increase in the capacity of 

its two existing nuclear generating units by approximately 103 MW each. This work will 

involve changes to several existing main components within the existing facilities to 

increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No new or 

expanded facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, 

along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at Turkey Point are 

projected to be in-service in 2012. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 generating facility at 

the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of ~>ite and Adjacent Areas 

The five existing power ~1eneration units and support facilities occupy approximately 

150 acres of the 11,000-acre Turkey Point Plant. Support facilities include service 

buildfngs, an administration building, fuel oil tanks, water treatment facilities, 

circulating water intake and outfall structures, wastewater treatment basins, and a 

system substation. The cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. 

The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at the Turkey Point Plant have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 

(Unit 2). These units currently burn residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a 

maximum equivalent sulfur content of 1 percent. The two 700-MW (nominal) nuclear 

units have been in servicH since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4). Turkey Point Units 3 

and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is a nominal 

1,150-MW CC unit that began operation in 2007. Significant features in the vicinity of 

the site include Biscayne National Park, the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront 

Park, and the Everglades National Park. 

e. General Environment Fe,atures On and In the Site VIcinity 

1. Natural Envlronmen1; 

The prominent structures and enclosed facilities and equipment associated with 

Units 3 & 4 include: the containment building, which contains the nuclear steam 

supply system, including the reactor, steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, 

and related equipmtmt; the turbine generator building, where the turbine 

generator and associated main condensers are located; the auxiliary building, 

which contains waste management facilities, engineered safety components, and 

other facilities; and th•9 fuel handling building, where the spent fuel storage pool 

and storage facilities for new fuel are located. Prominent features beyond the 

power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, switchyard, 

spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units, and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatoned species. Listed species known to occur at the site and 

in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site include 

the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus}, wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivu/us marmoratus), 
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roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron 

(Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher 

(Haematopus palliates), least tem (Sterna antillarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus 

albus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are 

known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, threatened American 

Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around the southern 

end of the cooling canals which lie south of the project area. The entire site is 

considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site 

for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a program for the 

conservation and enhancement of the American crocodile and is attributed with 

survival improvement and the downlisting of the American Crocodile from 

endangered to threatened. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, 

approximately 95% of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 keys. 

The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles north 

of the Turkey Point plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead 

Bayfront Park which contains a marina and day-use recreational facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uses cooling water from a closed-cycle cooling canal system 

to remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers, and to remove heat from other 

auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling canals will accommodate the increase in 

heat load that is associated with the increased capacity from the uprates. The 

maximum predicted increase in water temperature entering the cooling canal system 

from the units resulting from the up rates is predicted to be about 2.5°F, from 106.1 °F 

to 108.6°F. The associated maximum increase in water temperature returning to the 

units is about 0.9°F, from 91.9°F to 92.8°F. 
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g. Local Government futul'e Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU - "Interim 

District." Designations fo1· the surrounding area are primarily GU -"Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 

I. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 in~erconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area 

approximately 2 miles wide by 5 miles long (5,900 acres), approximately four feet 

deep. The system perfoiTns the same function as a giant radiator. The water is 

circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake 

pumps. 

J. Geological Features of Site and Ad!acent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula 

of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 

feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated formations that 

range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex 

of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surlicial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 
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k. ProJected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The addition of nuclear generating capacity as a result of the uprates will not cause 

any changes in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by 

the facility; therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected. 

The uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due 

to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water flow. The Turkey Point Plant 

does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not do 

so after the capacity uprates. Locally, groundwater is present beneath the Site in the 

surficial or Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that are part of the Floridan 

Aquifer System. There will be no effects on those deeper aquifer zones from the 

capacity uprates. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 is the cooling canal system. 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the capacity 

uprates. General plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and 

potable water are obtained from Miami-Dade County. Process water uses include 

demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for 

washdowns. The water use for the facility will not change as a result of the capacity 

up rates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the uprates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing closed cooling water 

system and the cooling canal system. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 utilize uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-

235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 
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designed for loading into the reactor core. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the 

onsite NRC-approved spont fuel storage facilities. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the uprates, more nuclear fuel will be 

used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel handling facilities 

are required. Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent more 

nuclear fuel will be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the 

fuel-handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main 

emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators and various general 

purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be changed as a result of 

the capacity uprates. These emergency generators are for stand-by use only and 

only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel 

fuel for the emergency gEmerators is delivered to the Turkey Point Plant by truck as 

needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Cont1rol Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 does not create fossil fueHelated 

air emissions. However, there are 9 emergency generators associated with Units 3 & 

4. Four of these 9 emergency generators are main plant emergency generators 

which are rated at 2.5 MW each. The remaining 5 are smaller emergency generators 

which are associated with the security system. In addition, various general purpose 

diesels are used as needetd for Units 3 & 4. 

Turkey Point Plant Units 3 & 4's associated emergency generators and diesel 

engines, together with Units 1, 2, and 5, are classified as a major source of air 

pollution. FDEP has issw~d a separate Title V Air Operating Permit for the Turkey 

Point Nuclear Plant (Permit Number 0250003-004-AV). There are no operating limits 

for the emergency generators or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are 

limited to ultra-low sulfur distillate (0.0015% sulfur). NOx em iss ions are regulated 

under Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4)(b)7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 
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percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the uprates was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not expected 

to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in January 2008 and a final order was issued in October 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the Turkey Point (and St. Lucie) uprates and the 

final order approving the need for this additional nuclear capacity was issued in 

January 2008. 

Preferred Site # 3b: Turkey Point Plant. Miami-Dade County- Unit 6 C& 7) 

The Turkey Point Plant property has been selected for two new nuclear generating units 

(Units 6 & 7) scheduled to come into service in 2018 and 2020, respectively. (Although 

the projected in-service year of Unit 7, 2020, is outside of the ten-year reporting period 

addressed in the 2009 Site Plan, FPL has included information regarding this unit.) The 

Turkey Point Plant property is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south 

of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically 

located approximately a miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the 

plant site is limited due to the operating nuclear units located there. The land surrounding 

the site is owned by FPL providing a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two existing 

nuclear units (Units 3 and 4), two natural gas/oil conventional boiler units (Units 1 & 2), 

one CC natural gas unit (Unit 5), 9 small diesel generators, the cooling canals, an FPL

maintained natural wildlife area, and wetlands that have been set aside as the FPL 

Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site layout is still under development. Information 

regarding the layout will be presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information 

becomes available. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the lluri<ey Point Units 6 & 7 site and adjacent areas is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of SHe and Ad!acent Areas 

Approximately 150 acres of the 11,000 acre Turkey Point Plant Property are used for 

the existing generation and support facilities and a closed cooling pond. The cooling 

canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. The remaining acreage primarily 

consists of forested uplands, disturbed uplands, and wetland habitat. Approximately 

300 acres within the cooling canal system will be used for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 

site. Significant features in the vicinity include Biscayne National Park, the Miami

Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National Park. 

e. General Environment Fe1atures On and In the Site Viclnitv 

1. Natural Envfronmenlt 

The location for Turk~~Y Point Units 6 & 7 operating facility is entirely within the 

cooling canal system that supports the operating plants. This is a previously 

impacted environment. Some of the associated facilities (e.g. roads, pipelines, 

etc.) will extend outside of the cooling canal system. These associated facilities 

are still under development and the potential natural environment in those areas 

are still under review. 

2. Listed Species 

Listed species known to occur at the site and in the nearby Biscayne National 

Park include the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria 

americana), American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus 

marmoratus), roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little 

blue heron (Egrett~1 caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American 

oystercatcher (HaemHtopus palliates), least tern (Sterna antillarum), the white 

ibis (Eudocimus a/bus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus). No bald 

eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, 
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threatened American Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and 

around the southern end of the cooling canals that lie south of the project area. 

The entire site is considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species 

and use of the site for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a 

program for the conservation and enhancement of the American Crocodile and is 

attributed with survival improvement and the downlisting of the American 

Crocodile from endangered to threatened. 

3. Natural Resources of Reg lonal Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity of the Turkey Point plant property include 

Biscayne National Park, the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and 

the Everglades National Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site Is 

Included within the Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 

180,000 acres, approximately 95% of which is open water interspersed with over 

40 keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 

miles north of the Turkey Point plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park that contains a manna and day use recreational 

facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 

sites. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Ootlons 

Design features and mitigation options for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 are still under 

development Information regarding these design features and mitigation options will 

be presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information becomes available. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

FPL received zoning approval for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 from Miami-Dade County 

in December 2007. FPL continues to work with Miami-Dade County on land use 

designations as project features develop. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

FPL conducted an extensive site selection analysis leading to the selection of the 

Turkey Point site as the site that, on balance, provided the most favorable location for 

developing new nuclear generation to serve FPL's customers. The Site Selection 
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Study employed the prinGiples of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) siting 

guidelines and is modHied upon applicable NRC site suitability and National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) criteria regarding the consideration of alternative 

sites. The study convened a group of industry and FPL subject matter experts to 

develop and assign wei!Jhting factors to a broad range of site selection criteria. 

Twenty-three candidate sites were then ranked using the siting criteria. This review 

allowed the list of candidates to be reduced until the best site emerged. Key factors 

contributing to the selection of Turkey Point include the existing transmission and 

transportation infrastructure to support new generation, the large size and seclusion 

of the site while being relatively close to the load center, and the long-standing record 

of safe and secure operation of nuclear generation at the site since the early 1970s. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to the Turkey Point plant property is the self-contained cooling canal system 

that provides closed cooling to Turkey Point Units 1-4. The canal system consists of 

36 interconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area approximately 2 miles 

wide by 5 miles long (!i,900 acres), approximately four feet deep. The system 

performs the same function as a giant radiator. The water is circulated through the 

canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake pumps. These water 

resources will not be used by Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. The two new nuclear units 

currently propose to use reclaimed municipal wastewater as a primary cooling water 

source. 

J. Geological Features of Silte and Adlacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant property lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged 

peninsula of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 

to 15,000 feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated 

formations that range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the 

basement complex of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great 

depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from BO 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 
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equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The quantities of cooling water and potable water needed for Turkey Point Units 6 & 

7 are still under development. At this time it is estimated that up to 90 million gallons 

per day (mgd) of reclaimed wastewater will be needed for make-up cooling water. In 

the event that reclaimed water is not available it is estimated at this time that up to 

130 mgd of saltwater will be needed for make-up cooling water. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

Potential water supply sources for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 are still being analyzed. 

FPL has conducted an extensive water alternatives analysis to identify the universe 

of water alternatives for the project. Based on this analysis, FPL is investigating 

further the use of reclaimed water as the primary source of make-up cooling water for 

Turkey Points Units 6 & 7. Information regarding the water supply sources and type 

will be presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information becomes available. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 is expected to use cooling towers, which significantly reduce 

the cooling water requirements. Reclaimed wastewater is being developed as the 

primary make-up cooling source. Using reclaimed wastewater allows for a secondary 

beneficial use of regional municipal wastewater that would otherwise be discharged 

to the ocean or injected into deep wells by the Miami Dade County Water and Sewer 

Department. Other water conservation strategies are still in development for Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7. Information regarding these water conservation strategies will be 

presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information becomes available. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The water discharge strategy for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 is still under 

development, but use of an Underground Injection Control (LIIC) system is being 

considered as the primary waste discharge alternative. Information regarding water 

discharge will be presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information becomes 

available. 
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o. Fuel Deliverv, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The delivery, storage, waste disposal and pollution control requirements for Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7 are all currently under development. Information regarding these 

matters will be presented in future FPL Site Plans as this information becomes 

available. 

p. Air Emissions and Cont:rol Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 will not create fossil fuel-related air 

emissions. In addition, emissions from emergency generators associated with Units 6 

& 7 are expected to be insignificant. The air emissions and control system are still 

under development. Information regarding the air emissions and control system will 

be presented in future FPI_ Site Plans as this information becomes available. 

q. Noise Emissions and Cc~ntrol Systems 

A field survey and impacil assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 are under evaluation. Predicted noise 

levels are not expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7. 

r. Status of APplications 

FPL is currently collecting data and developing permit applications. FPL expects to 

submit applicable local, state, and federal applications for the project during mid·to

late-2009. The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Unusual Use approval was issued by Miami 

Dade County in Decembel" 2007. 

Preferred Site# 4: Cape Canaveral Plant. Brevard County 

This site is located on the exi~:•ting FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The site is bound to the east by the Indian River Lagoon and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1 ). The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile 

away. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The existing 788 MW (summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Cape Canaveral site 

occupies a portion of the 43 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of steam units (Units 1 and 2). 
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The Cape Canaveral Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans for both CC and simple cycle generation options. FPL is proposing to convert the 

existing Cape Canaveral Plant, to be renamed the Cape Canaveral Next Generation 

Clean Energy Center (CCEC), into a modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next

generation clean energy center using the latest CC technology. The existing two (2) 

steam units will first be dismantled and removed from the site and will be replaced by a 

single new CC unit. 

a. Geological Survey (USGS> Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the CCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing land uses on the site are primarily dedicated to electrical generation; i.e., 

FPL's existing Cape Canaveral power plant Units 1 & 2. The existing land uses that 

are adjacent to the site consist of single- and multi-family residences to the south and 

southwest, commercial property to the northwest, utility systems to the west, and a 

private medical/office facility to the north. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment surrounding the site includes the Indian River Lagoon to 

the east and upland scrub, pine and hardwoods to the north and south. 

Vegetation with the approximately 45-acre offsite construction laydown and 

parking area (located west of U.S. Highway 1) consists of open land, upland 

scrub, pine, hardwoods along with exotic plant species. 
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2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in associc1tion with construction at the Site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the Site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

Federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals inhabiting the offsite 

construction laydown and parking area are limited to the state-listed gopher 

tortoise and the state· and federally-listed scrub jay. The warm water discharges 

from the plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL is working closely 

with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure protection of the manatees 

during the conversion process and upon operation of the modernized plant. 

3. Natural Resources c1f Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to convert the existing steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 

one new 1,219 MW (approximate) CC unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT), three new l1eat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam 

turbine. The new CC unit would be in-service in mid-2013. Natural gas delivered via 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a 

backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities" and the 

area has been rezoned to GML-U.. Designations for the surrounding area are 

primarily "Community Commercial" and "Residential". The Indian River Lagoon is to 

the east of the site. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Cape Canaveral plant has been selected as a preferred site for a site conversion 

due to consideration of various factors including system load and economics. 
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Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit 

significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. However, there 

are environmental benefits of converting the existing steam units including a 

significant reduction in system air emissions and improved aesthetics at the site. 

I. Water Resources 

Condenser cooling for the steam cycle portion of the converted plant and auxiliary 

cooling will come from the existing cooling water intake system. Process, potable, 

and irrigation water for the converted plant will come from the existing City of Cocoa's 

potable water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Cape Canaveral Plant is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and is at an 

approximate elevation of 12 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land consists 

primarily of fine to medium sand that parallels the coast. There is a lack of shell as it 

was deposited during a time of transgression. The base of the sedimentary rocks is 

made up of a thick, primarily carbonate sequence deposited during the Jurassic age 

through the Pleistocene age. Starting in the Miocene age and continuing through the 

Holocene age, siliciclastic sedimentation became more predominant. The basement 

rocks in this area consist of low-grade metamorphic and igneous intrusives, which 

occur several thousand feet below land surface and are Precambrian, Paleozoic, and 

Mesozoic in age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.281 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 619 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water would be cycled 

through the once-through cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected 

to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The converted plant will continue to use the Indian River Lagoon water as the source 

of once-through cooling water. Such needs for cooling water will comply with the 

existing St. John's River Water Management District (SJRWMD) Consumptive Use 

Permit (CUP). Process, potable, and irrigation water for the converted plant will 

come from the existing City of Cocoa's potable water supply. 
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m. Water Conservation Str11tegies Under Consideration 

No additional water sources will be required as a result of the conversion project. 

n. Water Discharges and P'ollution Control 

The converted site will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

systems for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (R/0) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system. Stormwater runoff 

will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the converted unit will be transported to the site via a pipeline. New 

on-site gas compressors may be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing 

pipeline for the convertecl unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil would be received by 

truck or barge from Port Canaveral and stored in an existing above-ground storage 

tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil and combustion controls will 

minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit 

the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing 

natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be 

used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel 

oil as backup fuel. These' design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available 

Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of the 

converted CCEC plant will incorporate features that will make it among the most 

efficient and cleanest pow1H plants in the State of Florida. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise from the operation of the new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in December 2008 and is currently under review. The FPSC voted to 

approve the need for the conversion project and the final order was issued in 

September 2008. 

Preferred Site # 5: Riviera Plant. Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Riviera Plant property primarily within Riviera 

Beach, Palm Beach County (with a small portion of the Site in West Palm Beach). The 

site is bound to the east by the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1). The site has barge access via the Port of Palm 

Beach. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The current site generating capacity is made up of two (2) operational 300 MW 

(approximate) steam generating units (Units 3 & 4). Units 1 & 2 have been retired and 

dismantled and are no longer on the plant site. 

The Riviera Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans for 

both CC and simple cycle generation options. FPL is proposing to convert the existing 

Riviera Plant, to be renamed the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(RBEC), into a modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean energy 

center using the latest CC technology. The existing two steam units will first be removed 

from the site and will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey CUSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. 

c. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the RBEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adlacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and AdJacent Areas 

The existing Riviera Plant currently consists of two 300 MW (approximate) units with 

conventional dual-fuel fin~ steam boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site 

includes minimal vegetation and a landscape buffer area south of the power plant. 

Adjacent land uses inclucle port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well 

as fight commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site VIcinity 

1. Natural Envlronmen1; 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation for the existing Riviera Plant. The site is located on the Intracoastal 

waterway which provides warm water refugia for manatees during cold winter 

days. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts t•:> federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the Site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the Site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL is working closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure 

protection of the manatees during the conversion process and upon operation of 

the new plant. 

3. Natural Resources oil Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant FNtures 

FPL is not aware of ary other significant features of the site. 

f. Deslgo Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to convert the existing units (Units 3 & 4) to one new 1,207 MW 

(approximate) unit consisting of three new combustion turbines (CT), three new heat 

recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit 
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would be in service in mid-2014. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel 

type for the unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Utility''. The Port of 

Palm Beach is to the north of the site. Designation to the west of the site is 

"Commercial". To the south of the site is "Residential" and is in the City of West Palm 

Beach. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Riviera plant has been selected as a Preferred Site to consideration of various 

factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. However, there are environmental benefits of converting 

the existing steam units including a significant reduction in system air emissions and 

improved aesthetics at the site. 

I. Water Resources 

Water from the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal waterway) is currently used for 

once-through cooling water. The converted plant will utilize portions of the existing 

once through cooling water intake and discharge structures. Water for cooling pump 

seals and irrigation will come from three onsite surficial aquifer wells. Process and 

potable water for the converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera 

Beach potable water supply. 

J. Geological Features of Site and Adiacent Areas 

FPL's Riviera Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The Surficial 

aquifer system in eastern Palm Beach County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell, silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the 

Pleistocene and Pliocene Epochs. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the 

Pamlico Sand, Fort Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Caloosahatchee Marl 

(Pleistocene and Pliocene). Permeable sediments in the upper part of the Tamiami 

Formation (Pliocene) are also part of the aquifer system. The sediments in the 

eastern portion of the county are appreciably more permeable than in the west due to 

better sorting and less silt and clay content. 
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The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 mgd 

for uses such as process water and service water. Approximately 600 million gallons 

per day (mgd) of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through cooling 

water system. Potable wa:ter demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The converted plant will continue to use the Lake Worth Lagoon water as the source 

of once-through cooling water. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation will come 

from on-site surficial aquifer wells currently permitted by SFWMD. Process and 

potable water for the converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera 

Beach's potable water sup-ply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water source1s will be required as a result of the conversion project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pc)llution Control 

The converted plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system prior to discharge. 

Stormwater runoff will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will 

employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the converted unit will be transported to the site via a pipeline. New 

on-site gas compressors rnay be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing 

pipeline to the appropriate· level for the converted unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil 

would be received by truck, pipeline or barge from the Port of Palm Beach and stored 

in a new above-ground storage tank. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil and combustion controls will 

minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02). 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NO,J and the combustor design will limit 

the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing 

natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be 

used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel 

oil as backup fuel. These design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available 

Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of RBEC 

will incorporate features that will make it among the most efficient and cleanest power 

plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in February 2009 and is currently under review. The FPSC voted to 

approve the need for the conversion project and the final order was issued in 

September 2008. 

Preferred Site# 6: DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located approximately 0.3 miles east of US 17 and immediately north 

of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site is located in Section 27, Township 36 South, 

Range 25 East. FPL owns an approximately 13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL 

has designated approximately 1 ,523 acres for development of a photovoltaic (PV) facility. 

The land surrounding the site is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. 

The DeSoto site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the addition of a 25 MW PV 

generation facility. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center is expected to be in 

operation by the end of 2009. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (IJSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center plant site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layc1ut 

A map of the general layout of the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

generating facility at the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

This property is owned by FPL. The site was inactive until November 2008 when 

construction of the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center was initiated. The 

site was previously dedicated to agricultural use. An approximately 400 acre portion 

of the site has been clear,ed and re-graded to accommodate the PV project. Prior to 

initiation of construction, no structures were present on the site and the majority of 

the vegetation was sod. Structures are now being built on the site for work associated 

with DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinitv 

1. Natural Environment 

The site has been altered by construction. The surrounding land use is 

predominantly agriculture. FPL was able to design the PV facility to avoid 

impacts to most of the natural wetlands. 

2. Listed Species 

Prior to construction and operation of the new facility one listed species was 

observed at the site, the gopher tortoise. Gopher tortoises are classified as 

threatened by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, but are 

not listed federally by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Gopher tortoise burrows 

were observed in the palmetto prairie and woodland pasture. Other listed species 

are known to utilize gopher tortoise burrows (commensal species), including the 

Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais coupert, federally and state 
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threatened), gopher frog (Rana capito; state species of special concern), and 

Florida mouse (Podomys floridanus; state species of special concern). A permit 

was obtained to relocate the gopher tortoises and any commensal species. 

Construction and operation at the site is not expected to affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

3. Natural Resources of Reg lonal Significance Status 

The construction and operation of the PV generating facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks or recreation areas. 

Construction will result in minimal wetland impacts under federal, state, or local 

agency permitting criteria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL conducted an archeological and historical survey and no artifacts were 

discovered. FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design consists of 25 MW of PV technology. This site is also suitable for possible 

expansion of PV beyond the 25 MW facility. No mitigating options are deemed 

necessary at the site. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

The local government future land use designation for the 25 MW project site is 

Agriculture on the DeSoto County Future Land Use Map. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the installation of a PV technology 

due to consideration of various factors including prior FPL ownership of the land and 

its suitability for a PV facility of this magnitude. 

i. Water Resource 

No water will be required for use at the solar facility except the small amount that 

may be needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient 

rainfall. Should this minimal water be required, it will be trucked to the site as needed. 

J. Geological Features of the Site and Adjacent Areas 
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The dominant soil types within the site are Myakka, Smyma, Immokalee, EauGallie, 

Basinger, and Valkaria fine sands. Basinger fine sand, depressional; and Anclote 

muckyfine sand, depressi1Jnal. All the dominant soil types are considered poorly to 

very poorly drained. 

k._ ProJected Water Q uantltles for Various Uses 

The projected water use ·lor the solar facility is expected to be minimal with water 

being used occasionally only to clean the PV panels. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The PV facility will use a small amount of water to occasionally clean the PV panels. 

This water will come from groundwater. FPL will obtain a consumptive use permit 

once the facility goes into operation. 

m. Water Conservation Stra1teaies 

This PV facility does not require water use for daily operations. 

n. Water Discharges and Pc•llution Control 

There will not be any water discharges or pollution as a result of this facility 

operation. 

o. Fuel Deliverv. Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The facility will use the sun for fuel. Therefore there will not be any fuel delivery, 

storage, waste, or pollution at the site. 

p. Air Emissions and Contml Systems 

No air emissions will be emitted from this facility. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected during construction is expected to be below noise level allowed by 

DeSoto County. No noise will be emitted from this facility during operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL obtained an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) from the FDEP in October 

2008. FPL received an Army Corps of Engineers permit in October 2008. 
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Preferred Site #7: Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center, Brevard 

County 

The Space Coast site (Site) is located at Section 13, Township 23 South, and Range 36 

East, North of North Courtenay Parkway. FPL is leasing approximately 60 acres from 

Kennedy Space Center in Brevard County. This Space Coast site has been selected as a 

Preferred Site for the addition of a 10 MW PV generation facility. The Space Coast Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center is expected to be in operation by the end of 201 0. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center plant site is 

found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center generating facility is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is inactive. The Site was previously dedicated to agricultural use as citrus 

groves. There are no structures on the site and the majority of the vegetation is citrus 

grove. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The surrounding land use is predominantly agriculture. FPL was able to design 

the PV facility to avoid most of the impacts to natural wetlands. 

2. Listed Species 

Wildlife resources at the Site were evaluated in February 2008 through 

pedestrian surveys. There were no listed species observed. 
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3. Natural Resources O·f Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a PV generating facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks or recreation areas. 

Construction will result in minimal wetland impacts under federal, state, or local 

agency permitting crit•~ria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design consists of 10 MW of PV technology. No mitigating options are deemed 

necessary at the site. 

g. Local Government futurEI Land Use Designations 

Future land use designation for the site is Spaceport Management as designated by 

the Brevard County Future Land Use Map. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the installation of a PV technology 

due to consideration of various factors including its suitability for a PV facility of this 

magnitude and the cooperation of the Kennedy Space Center. 

i. Water Resource 

No water will be required at the PV facility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficant rainfall. Any 

such water would be brou~Jht to the site by truck. 

J. Geological Features of the Site and Ad!acent Areas 

The surface and near-surface deposits of east-central Florida range from surficial 

unconsolidated sands to well indurated limestones and dolomites at depth. In 

ascending order the four main geologic units present in east-central Florida are: (i) 

Eocene limestones; (ii) Lower and Middle Miocene compact silt and clays; (iii) Upper 

Miocene and Pliocene silty and clayey sands; and (iv) Pleistocene and Recent age 

sands with interbedded shell layers. 
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k. ProJected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The projected water use for the PV facility is expected to be minimal with water being 

used occasionally only to clean the PV panels. 

I. Water Supplv Sources and Type 

At this time, it is expected that natural rainfall will be sufficient to keep the solar 

panels clean. In the event that additional water is required, a small amount of water 

may be occasionally trucked in to clean the PV panels. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

FPL constructed this PV facility knowing it would not use water for operation and 

would only need a minimal amount for cleaning the PV panels. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

There will not be any water discharges or pollution as a result of this facility 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The facility will use the sun for fuel. Therefore there will not be any fuel delivery, 

storage, waste, or pollution at this site. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

No air emissions will be emitted from this facility. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected during construction is expected to be below noise levels allowed by 

Brevard County. No noise will be emitted from this facility during operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL applied for an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) from the St. Johns Water 

Management District and a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit in July 2008. 

Preferred Site #8: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center, Martin County 

The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center (MSEC) will be located on the existing 

FPL Martin Plant site in unincorporated Martin County, Florida. The Martin Plant site is 

located in southwestern Martin County about 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach and 

Florida Power & Light Company 182 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 193 of 278

about 1.3 miles east of Lake Okeechobee (Figure 2.1-1). The Martin Plant site is bounded 

by State Road (SR) 710 and a CSX Railroad line (east and north), a Florida East Coast 

Railway line and SFWMD L-65 Canal (west), and the St. Lucie Waterway (south).The 

MSEC Project will be constructed in an approximately 600-acre area (Project Area) within 

FPL's existing 11 ,300-acre Martin Plant site. The land surrounding the site is owned by FPL 

and acts as a buffer zone. 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the addition of approximately 75 MW of 

solar thermal generation. The facility will produce steam that will replace steam that would 

otherwise have been produced by burning natural gas in one of the existing CC units at the 

site, Martin Unit 8. The Martin l\lext Generation Solar Energy Center is expected to be in 

operation by the end of 2010. 

a._ U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center plant site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layo1ut 

A map of the general layout of the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

generating facility is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Total site acreage for the existing Martin Plant site is approximately 11 ,300 acres, 

which represents land owned by FPL. The Martin Plant site consists of a 6,800-acre 

cooling pond (6,500 acres of water surface and 300 acres of embankment) and 

approximately 400 acres for existing Units 1 through 4, Unit 8, and associated 

facilities. Units 1 & 2 are nominal 800-MW steam electric generating units that use 

natural gas and low-sulfur residual oil. Units 3 & 4 are nominal 500-MW natural gas

fired CC units. Unit 8 is a natural gas fired 4-on-1 CC unit with a nominal capacity of 

1,100 MW that began operation in 2005. Light oil is used as backup in Unit 8. The 

other onsite facilities include water and wastewater treatment facilities, residual and 

light fuel oil storage, switchyards and transmission lines, offices, warehouses, 

maintenance buildings, and other miscellaneous uses. 
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Adjacent areas include agricultural uses such as croplands, pastures, and groves 

account for much of the land use and cover within 5 miles of the Martin Plant site. 

Three types of wetlands, forested freshwater, non-forested freshwater, and mixed 

forested and forested freshwater also account for a great deal of nearby land use. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The portions of the Martin Plant site that will be affected by the construction of 

the MSEC are about 550 acres that will be utilized for solar arrays and 

construction facilities. The solar arrays will be located east of the existing Unit 8. 

Activities associated with construction will occupy about 1 00 acres. This will 

include construction laydown, parking, and trailers. These areas will be cleared of 

any vegetation. The area for the heat exchangers will be near Unit 8 and this 

area has been previously impacted by the construction of Units 3, 4, and 8. 

2. Listed Species 

Threatened and endangered species within the Project Area are limited to avian 

species and gopher tortoise. No listed species of plants were identified within the 

MSEC Project Area. Due to the presence of large areas of similar habitat both 

within the Northwest Mitigation Area and areas north of the existing transmission 

line ROW adjacent to the Project Area, and the highly mobile nature of protected 

avian species, no significant adverse impacts to federally or state listed animals 

are expected. Creation of wood stork foraging ponds and sandhill crane habitat 

within the Northwest Mitigation Area provides suitable habitat to offset the loss of 

shallow hydroperiod wetlands within the Project Area. 

Gopher tortoises are classified as threatened by the FFWCC, but are not listed 

federally by the USFWS. Gopher tortoise burrows were observed in the palmetto 

prairie and woodland pasture. Other listed species are known to utilize gopher 

tortoise burrows (commensal species), including the Eastern indigo snake 

(Drymarchon corais coupert, federally and state threatened), gopher frog (Rana 

capito; state species of special concern), and Florida mouse (Podomys 

floridanus; state species of special concern). A permit was obtained to relocate 

the gopher tortoises and any commensal species. Construction and operation at 

the Site is not expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species 
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3. Natural Resources c•f Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a solar thermal facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks or recreation areas. 

Construction will result in minimal wetland impacts under federal, state, or local 

agency permitting critt:!ria. 

4. Other Significant Felitures 

The Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources, has 

determined that no significant archaeological or historical sites are recorded or 

are likely to be present within the Project Area. As a result no construction 

impacts on historic properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register 

of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical or archaeological value, are 

anticipated. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design consists of approximately 75 MW of solar thermal technology. FPL has 

already undertaken an extensive wetland mitigation program on a 1, 130-acre parcel 

northwest of the existing Martin Plant generating units. That mitigation program was 

deemed successful by thE' SFWMD in 2001. All wetland Impacts associated with the 

MSEC have been fully mitigated through this now-successful wetland and upland 

mitigation effort. 

g. Local Government future! Land Use Designations 

The Martin Plant site that includes Units 1 & 2 was developed prior to the county's 

adoption of a tutu re land use map. In 1982, at the time of the original land use plan 

map adoption, the portion of the Martin Plant site surrounding the existing units was 

designated Industrial. The Electric Utility Element of the Comprehensive Plan 

acknowledged FPL's plans to construct two coal gasification plants at the Martin 

Plant site and encouraged the facilities to be developed under the industrial planned 

unit development [PUD(i)] zoning designation. In September 1988, FPL requested a 

comprehensive plan land :.Jse amendment to industrial tor the licensing of the Martin 

CG/CC Project Area and a rezoning of that area to PUD(i). In August 1989, the 

Martin County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) approved the 

comprehensive plan amendment and the rezoning request. In June 2008, with the 

BOCC approval of the rezoning, a PUD Zoning Agreement was executed between 

Martin County and FPL in which development standards and special conditions were 

addressed. Most of the special conditions were addressed during earlier phases of 
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developing the Martin Plant site. An amendment of the PUD Zoning Agreement was 

requested by FPL to allow renewable energy facilities to be located within the PUD 

area. Subsequent to the certification of the CG/CC Project, which includes the area of 

the MSEC, Martin County has amended its future land use element and map to 

designate 7,300 acres in the Martin Plant site as Public Utilities - Major Public Power 

Generation Facilities. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including available land area and proximity to an existing generating unit (Martin Unit 

8) to which the steam generated by the solar thermal facility could be fed. 

i. Water Resource 

There will be no water used at the solar thermal facility except the small amount 

needed to occasionally clean the solar mirrors. The additional water needed for 

mirror cleaning is already within the previously approved allocation of water for the 

Martin Plant site. 

j. Geological Features of the Site and Ad!acent Areas 

Borings drilled in the area just east of the existing Unit 8 show that the predominant 

soil type is sand from the ground surface [approximately 30 feet above mean sea 

level (ft-msl)] to -70 ft-msl (negative number denotes feet below sea level). The 

sands vary in color from light to dark gray and brown. Clayey sand and sandy clay 

seams from a few inches to several feet in thickness are generally found at 1 0 ft-msl. 

A thin layer of greenish-gray sandy clay was found in the borings at approximately 

-25 ft-msl. The Pamlico and Anastasia Formations extend from the ground surface 

(20 to 30 ft-msl) to an average of -3 ft-msl. These strata consist of fine sands and 

silty sands with shell fragments. Thin beds of limestone and cemented sand occur 

sporadically at depths ranging from 2 to 4.5 ft-msl in localized areas; this zone may 

represent the boundary between the Pamlico and Anastasia Formations. In areas 

where the cemented sands and limestone are absent, it is not possible to 

differentiate the two formations. 

The underlying Caloosahatchee Group extends to an average -80 ft-msl. This 

formation can be subdivided into two units, namely an upper limestone interbedded 

with sand and shell present to an average -12 ft-msl, and a lower unit of silty sand 

with shell fragments and shell beds to -80 ft-msl. The Tamiami Formation underlies 
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the Caloosahatchee from -1 05 ft-msl to -150 ft-msl. This formation consists of silty 

sand varying with depth to clayey sand from -72 ft-msl. The color of the formation 

also varies from gray in tho sands to predominantly green in the clayey zone. 

The top of the Hawthorn Group occurs at approximately -105 ft-msl to -150 ft-msl. 

These elevations are based on the logs of test wells and exploratory borings drilled in 

the area. The Hawthorn,, approximately 550 ft thick, consists predominantly of 

greenish clay with subordinate amounts of shell, limestone, silt, and sand. Major 

limestone zones generally occur near the base of the formation. Due to very low 

vertical permeability, the Hawthorn acts as a confining bed overlying the Floridan 

Aquifer. 

k. Proiected Water QuantiU9s for Various Uses 

Washing mirrors requires about 50 gallons per 120 mirrors (i.e., a 50 meter section). 

Based on the amount of mirrors for the MSEC, about 75,000 gallons per washing will 

be required. This amount of water is estimated to be no more than about 2 million 

gallons per year for cleaning mirrors. 

I. Water Supply Sources ar1d Type 

The plant water use for MSEC can be accommodated by the current authorization for 

water in the Conditions of Certification (PA89-27L). The amount of water required by 

the MSEC is estimated to not exceed about 2 million gallons per year for cleaning 

mirrors, or an annual average of about 5 gallons per minute (gpm). The usage will be 

intermittent, with maximum usage of about 75,000 gallons every 1 or 2 weeks during 

periods without rain and dopending upon the reflectivity of the mirrors. The source of 

water for the MSEC is the 13Xisting demineralized water system. 

m. Water Conservation Stra1tegies 

FPL plans to construct this solar thermal facility knowing it will use very little water for 

operation. 

n. Water Discharges and Pc•llutlon Control 

There will not be any water discharges or pollution as a result of this facility. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

The facility will use the sun for fuel. Therefore, there will not be any fuel delivery, 

storage, waste, or pollution at the site from the operation of the solar thermal facility. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

There will be no S02, NOx, or C02 emissions from the solar thermal facility and its 

operation will result in reductions of FPL system emissions for all three types of 

emissions. 

There will be minor amounts of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) released from the 

expansion tanks as a result of decomposition products of heat transfer fluids (HTF}. 

Based on reported values from FPL Energy SEGS facilities in California, the VOC 

emissions from the MSEC will be about 0.8 tons per year (TPY}. This amount would 

classify these emissions as insignificant activities and the amount is well below the 

threshold requiring permitting under FDEP rules in 62-210.300, F.A.C. A generic 

exemption is that emissions of any regulated pollutant be less than 5 TPY. The 5 

TPY applies to the "potential-to-emit" for the emission unit, which would be 8,760 

hours/year unless restricted as an enforceable permit condition in a permit. The 

exemption covers the requirement to obtain construction permits required pursuant to 

Rule 62-210.300(1), F.A.C. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise during construction is expected to be below noise level allowed by Martin 

County. There will not be any noise from the solar thermal facility during operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL submitted an application for a Site Certification Modification for the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center to the FDEP in May 2008. FPL received the site 

certification modification approval in August 2008. 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Four sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity and energy needs. 3 

3 As has been described In previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These Include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other greenfield sites. 
Greenfield sites that FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are 
not specifically identified as Potential Sites in order to protect the economic Interests of FPL and its customers. 
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. These sites have been identified as Potential Sites due to considerations of location to 

FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission 

facilities. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with :he construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for each site, it 

was assumed that either one dual-fuel (natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion 

turbine (CT) or a natural gas .. fired CC unit would be constructed at the Potential Sites 

unless otherwise noted. A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling). A CC unit would 

require approximately 150 gpm for service and process water and approximately 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water depending upon the water source and 

associated water quality. If an existing power plant site is ultimately selected for 

converting an existing unit(s). the water requirements discussed above for a CC unit 

would be approximately correct for the converted unit. If a renewable energy generating 

technology, such as photovoltaic or solar thermal, is ultimately selected for one of these 

sites, the water requirements would be less than those for CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently conside1·ed to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. 

Potential Site # 1: West Broward. Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity and FPL refers to 

this potential site as the West Broward site. Current facilities on-site include an electric 

substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical 

transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey CIJSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Land Uses 

The land uses for the site were designated as agricultural use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are present on the site. Construction and operation of 

a new facility on this site would not be expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of reclaimed (reuse) water 

has been identified as potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has also been 

identified as a potential cooling water source. 

Potential Site # 2: Fort Myers Plant. Lee County 

FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property is located just east of Interstate 75 in Lee 

County and is adjacent to the Caloosahatchee River. The existing facilities on the site 

include one 1,440 MW (approximate) CC unit, 12 gas turbines, each with an approximate 

capacity of 54 MW, and two combustion turbines, each with an approximate capacity of 

160 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy 

and landscaped areas. Much of the site has been used in recent years for direct plant 

construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial and retail to 

the east of the property, plus some residential areas located toward the west. 

c. Environmental Features 

Mixed scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east and further south. 
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d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (m~Jd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer. 

Potential Site # 3: Lauderdale Plant. Broward County 

The Lauderdale site is locatecl in Eastern Broward County approximately 5 miles inland 

from Dania Beach and less than 2 miles west of Ft. Lauderdale International Airport. The 

site is bounded on the south by Dania Cutoff Canal, on the east by S.W. 30111 Avenue, 

and on the North by 1-595. 

The existing approximately 1 ,700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Lauderdale site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 21 0 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two CC units (Units 4 & 5), and 24 simple cycle gas 

turbine (GT) units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (IJSGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing power plant facilities are located on approximately 130 acres. The 

existing site has been in use since the 1920s and is adjacent to a county resource 

recovery project. 

c. Environmental Features 

To the north of the power plant is an area of mixed uplands with a scattering of small 

wetlands. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 
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e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply are potential water sources. 

Potential Site # 4: Manatee Plant. Manatee County 

The site for the Project is the existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site, located in 

unincorporated north-central Manatee County. The existing power generating facilities 

are located in all or portions of Sections 18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E. The 

plant site lies approximately 5 miles east of Parrish, Florida. It is approximately 5 miles 

east of U.S. 301 and 9.5 miles east of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75). The existing plant is 

approximately 2.5 miles south of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line; a portion of the 

north property boundary of the plant site abuts the county line. State Road 62 (SA 62) is 

about 0.7 mile south of the plant, with the plant entrance road going north from that 

highway. This site is a possibility for an FPL solar thermal facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing Land use on the site is agricultural. FPL is attempting to rezone the property 

to PO-PI which will allow for electrical generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a solar thermal facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

The existing water supply could be used for the water required to clean the mirrors 

for a solar thermal facility. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supple,mental Information 

Preferred Site#1: West County Energy Center 

Florida Power & Light Company 193 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 204 of 278

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 194 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 205 of 278

Legend 
-l:>illJAil\No;;~"~ 
:;-~ ~~!.1~~0 

J'1 E ... RGENJ »CJU/<0 

r~sr~S>«Ne 

Florida Power & Light Company 

PQ <O 

- W<l: 0l"M:IliNE 

III. 1·PL W~t CCU'I(y PJ.21rx. 

195 

-.::::
0
:.i

5K:=---•===•--•4

Mi19s 
Florida Power & Light Co. 
West County Energy Center 

http:ESTUARINE/MARlt.JE


Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 206 of 278

"" 
~ ~ 
~ 

:X 
;x; 

-- [') ..- .:. 
-

~ ..... 
if; 

Florida Power & Light Company 

-

~~Nn 
ONST UCl r()N 

AREA 

-11---

196 

West County 
Energy Center 

Potential Site Layout 

L---------------~· E:A 

FPL West County Energy Center 
Site Layout 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 207 of 278

- FPL West County Energy Center Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #2: St. Lucie Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #3: Turkey Point Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #4: Cape Canaveral Plant 
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Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #5: Riviera Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #6: Desoto Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center 

Florida Power & Light Company 223 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 234 of 278

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 224 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 235 of 278

l 
\ 

' 

'" 

·--

... il' 
]--.,~ .. 

I . 

f . .. 
. . ,~ -. t· .... r -__ , I . 
-. .: .· \ 

I • f:: • 
1 J f ~ ,-.. , -~ 

J 
-. :Lr 

'!' . 

L-',_;.--.,_ .. , . . ' 
- l ' ·- ooO!il' 

·• 1'.1 

J.... b. • I • ; -, -,. 

-, . . . _, 

' . 
·' ... I : 

I 

l' ,"' l ' i 

L r 

... 

. 
~ 

'f ~ ~ . j 

.)/·~o·o~ L;.·~·~~-~-·:..:.· .___..._~~=:.~;_.-~+-:=;~.~::-1· ~:-::· =-· _....:._.:..:.....i~.;..-=:i-=::.:~-.:::-~;-~:~o~'~~~<!··~ .. ~~; • .:o.-• .:.::.: ..... :?z:~~~~;::i~~.-.-.-.... "' .. 4 M~t"~ 
CJ FPL Desoto Site Bounda(y F 1 0 

rid a p 
0 

we r & L i g h t C o . 

. .. 

Desoto Solar Site 

Flonda Power & Light Company 225 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 236 of 278

It" 
!! 
"' .. 
.!'! 
0 . ., 
t 
~ ... 

, ft: 

J l 
II 

II! 
I I 

111 

• ill 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 237 of 278

0 FPL Desoto Site Boundary 
- Solar Site Layout 

Florida Power & Light Company 227 

Florida Power & Light Co. 
Desoto Solar Site Layout 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 238 of 278

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 228 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2009 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-I, Page 239 of 278

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #7: Space Coast Next Generation Solar 

Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #8: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center 
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Supplemental Information 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site# 2: Ft. Myers 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #4: Manatee Plant 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: 

external limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its 

neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL 

system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount 

and price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are 

incorporated both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource 

planning. The amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on 

the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of 

available assistance. In its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external 

assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but 

the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on 

historical values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's 

system. The internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct 

costs for siting new units at different locations and by evaluating the cost impacts created by 

the new unit/unit location combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. 

Both of these site- and system-related transmission costs are developed for each different 

unit/unit location option or groups of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and 
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energy that can be imported into the Southeastern region of FPL's system are also developed 

for use in FPL's production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern 

Florida region and the need to maintain a regional balance between generation and 

transmission contributions is found in Chapter IlL) 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission 

facilities to interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure 

or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses 

the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL 
4 

system. 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan was developed in January 2009. 

FPL has not performed sensitivity analyses on forecasts that differ from this recently 

developed load forecast. 

4 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rale basis. However . ...men 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis, the lowest rate basis and the lowest system revenue requirements 
basis are idenlical. In such cases FPL evaluates options on the simpler -to- calculate (but equivalent) lowest system 
revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the 

generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested 

for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter 

Ill of this document. FPL's 2008 resource planning work utilized up to four different fuel cost 

forecasts (and four different environmental compliance cost forecasts). Detailed discussions 

of those fuel cost forecasts, and the results of utilizing them on the resource plans being 

analyzed in each filing, were presented to the FPSC in FPL's filings for Determination of Need 

for WCEC Unit 3 and the conversions of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants. 

In addition, FPL used different fuel and environmental compliance cost forecasts in the 2008 

nuclear cost recovery filings for the nuclear uprates of its existing nuclear units and for the 

new Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is largely the result of those prior analyses. For 

that reason, this resource plan, with the recently developed January 2009 load forecast, has 

not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to four fuel forecasts 

in the filings for Determination of Need, and/or cost recovery filings, for a variety of new units 

as described in the previous question. While these forecasts did not represent a constant 

cost differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials were represented 

in these forecasts. 
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Discussion Item# 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 in Chapter I, and Schedule 8 in Chapter Ill, present the current and 

projected capacity output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and 

heat rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent 

years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning 

work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options FPL projects to add over 

the planning horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

In its 2008 resource planning work, FPL used two sets of key financial assumptions. A 44.2% 

debt and 55.8% equity FPL capital structure was used throughout this work. In its early 2008 

analyses, FPL used a 6.43% projected debt, an equity return of 11.75%, and after-tax 

discount rate of 8.4% for generation costs and 8.3% for all other costs. In its analyses later in 

2008, FPL used 6.6% projected debt, an equity return of 11.75%, and after-tax discount rate 

of 8.35%. The change in the discount rate assumption is due partly as a result of the change 

in the cost of debt assumption and partly because FPL no longer assumes that the federal 

manufacturing tax credit would likely apply to new generating units built in the time frame 

discussed in this analysis. This latter assumption change also resulted in the same discount 

rate (8.35%) being applied to both generation and non-generation costs in the analyses 

presented in this filing. 
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Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate 

perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective are 

identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans. Therefore, in planning 

work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent cumulative present value of 

revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses 

generation, purchase, and DSM options. One of these is a minimum 20% Summer and 

Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss

of-load-probability (LOLP}. These reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis work, FPL has adopted transmission planning 

criteria that are consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability 

Coordinating Council (FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the Reliability Standards established by the North American Electric Reliability 

Council (NERC).The NERC Reliability Standards are available on the internet 

(http://www.nerc.com/.) 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on on the internet 

https:J/www.oatioasis.com/FPL /FPLdocs/l\lov.2008 Revised FCR.docl. 
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Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. In 

regards to the normal and contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations, it is provided below: 

Normal/Contingency 

Volta&::e Level (k.V) Vmin {Q.u.} Vmax {Q.U.} 

69, 115, 138 0.95/0.95 1.05/1.07 

230 0.95/0.95 1.06/1.07 

500 0.95/0.95 1.07/1.09 

Turkey Point (*) 1.01/1.01 1.06/1.06 

St. Lucie (*) 1.00/1.00 1.06/1.06 

(*)Voltage range criteria for FPL's Nuclear Power Plants 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined it is acceptable to deviate 

from the general criteria stated above. There are several factors could influence this criteria, 

such as the overall potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage 

actually occurring, or transmission system performance, as well as others. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM programs on demand and energy consumption is revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, 

FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning 

correctly. 
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

The Executive Summary chapter provides a discussion of two system concerns that are 

typically addressed in FPL's resource planning work: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity 

in the FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in 

Southeastern Florida. In addition, two other relatively recent items will also influence FPL's 

resource planning efforts. One of these items is the Executive Orders directive issued in 2007 

by Governor Crist calling for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and greater contribution 

from renewable energy sources. As previously discussed in both the Executive Summary 

chapter and Chapter Ill, FPL's resource planning has already taken positive steps in regard to 

both of these issues. The other item is the appropriate level of renewable energy 

contributions to a utility system in Florida, an issue that is currently being discussed by the 

Florida Legislature. The outcome of these discussions regarding Renewable Portfolio 

Standards (RPS) is not known at the time the 2009 Site Plan is being written. However, once 

the RPS outcome is known, FPL will take appropriate steps in its resource planning work. 

Those steps will likely be discussed next year in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) 

technology risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these 

factors may include both economic and non-economic aspects. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology which has not achieved general commercial acceptance has 

a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from 

an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize environmental impacts for 

the FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls. 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 
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All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed, elements of FPL's capacity additions include the 

construction of new generating capacity at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) site, 

WCEC Units 1, 2, and 3. These generation construction projects were selected after 

evaluating competing bids received in response to Requests for Proposals (RFP) issued by 

FPL. The FPSC subsequently approved FPL's decision to construct these new combined 

cycle (CC) units in Determination of Need dockets. 

In regard to the Conversions projects at FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants, 

the conversion projects were also evaluated using the competing bids received in response to 

the RFP issued for WCEC Unit 3. In addition, bids from competing vendors were also 

evaluated for FPL's new solar thermal and PV projects. 

The nuclear capacity additions, both the nuclear uprates and the new nuclear units, do not 

lend themselves to an RFP approach involving bids from third parties who would build new 

nuclear generation capacity. For these nuclear projects, FPL's procurement activities were 

conducted to ensure the best combination of quality and cost for the delivered products. 

Construction capacity addition decisions for non-nuclear generation for years beyond those 

presented in this document are expected to be conducted in a manner consistent with the 

Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units for which FPL may be then seeking approval, in future 

FPL Site Plans will not be an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it 

may conduct. The identification of future capacity units is required of FPL in its Site Plan 

filings and represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective 

self-build options at the time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to 

identify other self-build options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of 
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self-build options, some of which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for Supply 

options, FPL reserves the right to choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that 

option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for 

any new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by June 2009) that 

required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

April 2006. The new line, when completed, will connect FPL's St. Johns Substation to 

FPL's proposed Pringle Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2012) 

that required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

November 2008. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's 

proposed BobWhite Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan should include an estimate of the utility's future electric power 

generating needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs would be met, and 

disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. The 

information contained in this Site Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-

22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2009 and 

that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2010. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the 2010-2019 time frame. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information, especially for the latter years of the ten-year time horizon, and all 

of this information is subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted 

is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed data will be 

submitted as part of the Florida site certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, 

at the appropriate time. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter 1- Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II- Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy · 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill- Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL's IRP work in 2009 and 
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early 2010. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site 

locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is 

included in a Site Plan tiling. 
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FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

Unit Type BIT Bituminous Coal 

cc Combined Cycle 

CT Combustion Turbine 

GT Gas Turbine 

IC Internal Combustion 

NP Nuclear Power 

PV Photovoltaic 

ST Steam Unit 

Fuel Type UR Uranium 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

F02 #1 , #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

NG Natural Gas 

No None 

SUB Sub Bituminous Coal 

Pet Petroleum Coke 

Fuel Transportation No None 

PL Pipeline 

RR Railroad 

TK Truck 

WA Water 

UniUSite Status OT Other 

p Planned Unit 

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

u Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

v Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Florida Power-& Light Company 3 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 13 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 4 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 14 of 275

Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2010 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or 

purchased) as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2010 -

2019 time period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., 

electric generation capability and the sites for these additions. The supply side additions 

discussed in this document are resources projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's 

demand side management {DSM) contributions and the significant energy efficiency contributions 

from the latest, enhanced federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The projected 

impacts of the federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards are already reflected in FPL's 

load forecast presented in this document. The projected impacts of FPL's DSM contributions are 

addressed as projected reductions to the forecasted load. 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan contains five key similarities to the 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan. These similarities are especially applicable to 

the early years of the ten-year period. Conversely, there are three specific factors that are driving 

changes in FPL's resource plans. In addition, there are other factors that will continue to influence 

FPL's on-going resource planning work. A brief discussion of these similarities, changes, and 

other factors is provided below. 

I. Similarities to the Resource Plan Presented in the 2009 Site Plan: 

There are five key similarities in the current resource plan presented in this document compared 

to the resource plan presented in the 2009 Site Plan. 

Similarity # 1: A third highly efficient combined cycle {CC} generating unit will be added to 

FPL's system in 2011. 

One similarity to FPL's 2009 Site Plan is the addition of a third new highly efficient natural gas

fired CC generating unit at FPL's West County Energy Center (WCEC) site in 2011. FPL placed 

in-service two 1 ,219 MW (Summer) CC units at the WCEC site in 2009. These units are identified 

as WCEC Units 1 and 2. The WCEC Units 1 and 2 were approved by the Florida Public Service 

Commission (FPSC} in June 2006. Site Certification for these units under the Florida Electric 

Power Plant Siting Act was approved by the Govern-&;- aod the Cabinet serving as the Siting 

Board in December 2006. 
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FPL is currently constructing the third new CC unit, WCEC Unit 3, at this site. This new CC unit is 

projected to go into commercial operation by mid-2011. The WCEC Unit 3 was approved by the 

FPSC in September 2008 and Site Certification for this unit was obtained in November 2008. 

Similarity# 2: Additional renewable energy generation facilities will be installed on FPL's 

system in 2010. 

In 2009, FPL completed construction, and began operation, of a 25 MW (nameplate rating) 

photovoltaic (PV) generation facility in DeSoto County. This was the first of three renewable 

energy installations that FPL committed to place in-service in the near-term. The other two 

renewable energy installations are a 10 MW (nameplate rating) PV facility in Brevard County and 

a 75 MW (nameplate rating) solar thermal facility in Martin County. The latter two projects are 

currently under construction and are scheduled to begin commercial operation in 2010. 

Similarity # 3: Generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear generation units will 

increase in 2011 and 2012. 

FPL will be adding approximately 400 MW of increased generating capacity from its existing 

Turkey Point and St. Lucie nuctear power plants. This increased capacity is scheduled to come 

in-service in the 2011 and 2012 time period. The need for these nuclear capacity "uprates" was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The Final Order for the Site Certification was issued in 

September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and in October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates. 

Similarity# 4: A number of existing generating units will be placed temporar:ily on Inactive 

Reserve. 

In 2009, FPL began to temporarily take a number of its existing generating units out of active 

service and place them on Inactive Reserve status until their continued operation is again 

needed. This practice will continue in 2010 and is currently projected to continue beyond 2010. 

ifhe specific generating units that will be placed on Inactive Reserve status are discussed in 

Chapter Ill of this document. 

Similarity # 5: This Site Plan continues to reflect the modernizations of FPL's existing 

Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites in 2013 and 2014. 

IFPL's 2009 Site Plan projected that the modernizations of FPL existing generating units at these 

two sites would occur in 2013 (Cape Canaveral)· and 2014 (Riviera). FPL received need 
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determination approval from the FPSC for both of these modernizations in 2008. FPL's 2010 Site 

Plan continues to show this same projection for resource planning purposes. As FPL has recently 

stated, FPL has suspended work on the modernization projects. 

II. Factors That Are Driving Changes in FPL's Resource Plan: 

There are three primary factors that are driving the changes in FPL's 2010 resource plan 

compared to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan. These three factors, and their 

impacts on the resource plan, are summarized below and are addressed in more detail in 

Chapters II and Ill of this document. 

Factor # 1: FPL's forecast of projected load is lower in the long-term than the 2009 load 

forecast. 

The first factor that is driving changes in FPL's resource plan is FPL's new long-term load 

forecast that was prepared in February 2010. This new forecast projects lower growth in electrical 

demand and energy starting in 2015 compared to the 2009 load forecast that was shown in FPL's 

2009 Site Plan. As a result of this new lower load forecast, FPL's current projected need for new 

resources in the 2010- 2019 time period is significantly lower than had been projected in 2009. 

Factor # 2: The FPSC has significantly increased goals for demand side management 

(DSM) resources that FPL must meet in the 2010-2019 time period. 

The second factor that is driving changes in the current resource plan is the FPSC's decision in 

late 2009 to impose significantly higher goals for DSM resources for FPL to add in the 2010-

2019 period. The amount of demand (MW) reduction from the new DSM goals far exceeds the 

2009 projection of FPL's remaining resource needs through 2019. 1 Now, with FPL's lower 2010 

load forecast, and the commensurately lower 2010 projection of resource needs, the amount by 

which the MW reductions from the new DSM goals exceeds FPL's resource needs is even larger. 

The new level of DSM goals has other significant implications for resource planning as indicated 

in the following section. 

1 It is the demand (MW) reduction aspect of DSM programs, not the energy (MWh) as~ect that enables DSM to meet 
future resource needs; i.e., avoid the need for new generating units. 
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Factor# 3: Due to regulatory and commercial developments in 2009, the Turkey Point 6 & 

7 project schedule is under review. For planning QUrposes. it is now assumed that the in

service dates will not be within the ten year reporting window of this Site Plan. 

In recent Site Plans, FPL discussed its plans for pursuing additional nuclear capacity (beyond the 

above-mentioned nuclear uprates) through the addition of new nuclear units. These previous Site 

Plans reflected the addition of two new nuclear units at FPL's existing Turkey Point plant site, with 

these new units, Turkey Point lJnits 6 & 7, assumed to be placed in-service in 2018 and 2020, 

respectively. FPL received need determination approval from the FPSC for these units in early 

2008. The assumed 2018 and 2020 in-service dates represented the earliest possible dates that 

FPL foresaw that these new units could become operational. 

Beginning in late 2009, FPL began a review of project schedule, costs, and feasibility to 

determine the best path forward for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project in light of the most 

current information. A revised plan based on that review will include the steps necessary to 

maintain progress in creating the option for new nuclear units while maintaining an appropriate 

control of risk exposure. Although the revised plan is not yet completed, it has become evident 

that, for planning purposes, it would not be appropriate to reflect the assumed in-service dates of 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 within the period covered by this Ten Year Site Plan. 

Ill. Resulting Changes in FPL's Resource Plan Compared to the Resource Plan 

Presented in the 2009 Site Plan: 

The factors discussed above contribute to two significant changes in FPL's resource plan 

presented in this document compared to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan. 

The changes are summarized below. 

Resulting Change # 1: E.PL's 2010 Site Plan now projects no additional new generating 

units in the 2015 through 2019 time period. 

FPL's lower February 2010 'oad forecast significantly reduces FPL's projected resource needs. 

And, as previously mentioned, the FPSC-imposed new goals for DSM, especially the new MW 

goals, already greatly exceeded the resource needs that FPL had previously projected, even 

using the higher load forecast that FPL utilized in 2009. The combination of these two factors 

results in FPL having no need for additional resources Jhrough the 20-1-9 reporting period 

addressed in this Site Plan, beyond the previously mentioned WCEC 3 unit, the modernizations 
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of the Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites, and the nuclear uprates. All of these capacity additions 

are currently projected to be completed by 2014. 

Therefore, as shown by Table ES-1 that is presented at the end of this Executive Summary, FPL 

projects no new FPL generation unit additions from 2015 through 2019. 

Resulting Change # 2: For planning purposes, the assumed in-service dates for the new 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 have moved beyond the 2010- 2019 reporting frame of this Site 

Plan document. 

As stated above, FPL's ongoing review of the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project indicates that, for 

planning purposes, it is no longer appropriate to reflect assumed in-service dates for the Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7 within the 201 0 - 2019 reporting time frame of this Site Plan. This is a result of 

slower than anticipated progress in a number of critical project areas. As a result, FPL's 2010 Site 

Plan does not include either of the new nuclear units as part of its resource plan in 2010 - 2019. 

FPL recognizes that the addition of new nuclear units will result in significant system fuel savings, 

system emission savings, (including C02 ), and gains in system fuel diversity. For these reasons, 

FPL is continuing to pursue the licenses that will be necessary to construct new nuclear units at 

Turkey Point. At the time this document is being prepared, FPL is evaluating what the revised in

service dates for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 should be for planning purposes. FPL will address 

those revised in-service dates for planning purposes in its May 3, 2010 nuclear cost recovery 

filing to the FPSC. 

IV. Additional Factors Influencing FPL's Resource Planning Work: 

In addition to the factors described above, other items will also influence FPL's resource planning 

work. Among these other items are two that FPL typically refers to as on-going system concerns 

that FPL has considered in its resource planning work for a number of years. These two on-going 

system concerns are: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, and (2) 

maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida. 

A third factor that will influence FPL's on-going resource planning efforts is the Executive Order 

directive issued in 2007 by Governor Crist, calling for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions 

and for increased contribution from renewable energy sources. 
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A fourth factor that could affect FPL's resource planning is the possibility of the establishment of a 

Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy. A Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

proposal was prepared by the FPSC, and then sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, 

with a possible change to a Clean Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. 

However, no RPS or CPS legislation was enacted during the 2009 legislative session. RPS or 

CPS legislation, or other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, 

may occur in the future. If such legislation is enacted during 2010 or in later years, FPL will then 

determine what steps need to be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then be 

discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of the changes in the generating resources portion of 

FPL's resource plan based on the factors and changes discussed above. As such, this table does 

not specifically identify the impacts of the new DSM Goals, but these impacts are reflected in the 

reserve margin values presented in the table. The table also presents the impacts of the 

temporary placement of specific existing generating units on Inactive Reserve and the beginning 

of the return to active service of these generating units in the latter portion of the ten-year 

planning period. 
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL ''' 

Net Capacity Reserve Margin (%) 
Chang_es(M~ 

Year Projected Capacity Changes Winter 121 Summer131 Winter Summer 

2010 Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center (Solar Thermal) J - -
Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) t•J - -
Changes to Existing Purchases 1' 1 - (50) 
Riviera Unit 3 -offline tor modernization (280) (277) 
Riviera Unit 4 - offline for moderniza~on (291) (288) 
Cape Canaveral Unit t - offline for modernization - (396) 
Cape Canaveral Unit 2 -offline for modernization - (396) 
Changes to Exlsting Units 149 15 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Un~s - offline t&J (775) (769) 43.1 % 23.7% 

201t : Changes to Existing Purchases ,. , (90) (45) 
Cape canaveral Un~ 1 - offline for modernization (398) -
Cape Canaveral Unit 2 - offline for modernization (398) -
West County Unit 3 1' 1 - 1,219 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Un~s - offline 1"1 (394) (1,171) 

Changes to._ ~istin..a.Ynits _ ... 0 0 35.9% 25.4% 
2012 Changes to Existing Purchase? - ( tOO) 

West County Uni1 3 1' 1 t,335 -
Changes to Existing Un~s 3 3 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline '"1 (783) -
Existing Nuclear Un~ Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 1 t03 103 
Existing Nuclear Un~ Capacity Uprates- St. Lucie 2 - 88 
Existing Nuclear Un~ Capacity Uprates- Turkey Point 3 - 104 38 .2% __ __ ~...1~ 

2013 Changes to Existing Purchases'' ' (180) -
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center - 1,210 
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 88 -
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - Turkey Point 3 104 -
Existing Nuclear Uf1~.f.ll!la~__!P!ates - Turkey Point 4 104 104 37.5% 31 .7% 

2014 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,355 -
- 2'015 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
--~ 

- 1,212 37.8% 30,~-~-1---------
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center . . t . 344 - 40.9% 29.7% 
Changes to EXistino p.ffcnasfls 1'1 - -- (1,306) 

··- c-
20t 6 (931) 34.4% 22.0% 
20t 7 Chan9es to Extsllno Purchases .r. (375) - 30.7% --~~!~ 
2018 Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - online l•l 0 392 28.6% 19.9% 
20 t S Inactive Reserve o f Existing Units -online '" ' 394 387 28.4% 19.8% 

TOTALS- 84 39 
{ 1) Additional m rormation ahout these resul1ing reserve margins and capaoty changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively 

(2) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. FPL's actual 2010 Winter peak was significant1y higher than forecasted. 
(3) Summer values are rorecasted values for Augt:st or the year shown. 

(4 ) These are firrn capac1ty and energy contrac1s with OF, utlhlies. and olher entities See Table I B 1 and Table .I.B 2 for more details 
(5) All new unit addllions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June are included 

in lhe Summer rf!:serve margin c.alc::ulalion starting in tha t year and In lhe Winter reserve margin calculation s1ar1ing with the nex1 year 

(6) Because of the intermittent nature of the photovoltarcs (PV) rasource, FPL is currently assigning no firm capaCJty beneFit to these 
go&nerating addittons. FPL will reassess this once actual operaling data from Lhe PV facilities at these locatfons is ava ila~e . This 

l or"'~"Jlioo-speciftc infonnation is needed In order to gauge consistent eutpul dunng 1he pea~ hours which are accounted for in FPL's 

reserve margtn calcula ti ons. 

(7) T~e Martrn solar tnennaJ facrlity is designed to provide steam for FPL's exislrng Marlin Unil 8 combined cycle unit. lhus reducing 
FPL 's use of natural gas. No additional capacity (MW) will result from the eperalion of the solar lhe1111at facility. 

(8) A number of ex•sttng FPL power plants are being temporarily removed from servtce and placed on lnactM> Reserve status . FPL 
plans 10 return these umts to achve servtce in the future as needed. The timing of the re turn or these units to full-lime actrve sta tus is 

uncer1a1n allhis time primari ly due lo the uncer1 ainty regarding FPL's fu ture load. However, for planning purposes, FPL is showing m 
lhls documenl that these units begin to relum to acti v-e service slart;ng in 2018 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.7 million people. FPL served an average of 4,499,067 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2009. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned 

generation, demand side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at sixteen generating sites distributed 

geographically around its service territory and also include partial ownership of one unit 

located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, Florida. The current generating 

facilities consist of four nuclear units, three coal units, fourteen combined cycle (CC) 

units, seventeen fossil steam units, forty-eight combustion gas turbines, one simple cycle 

combustion turbine and one photovoltaic facility. The location of these eighty-eight firm 

generating units is shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1. Table I.A.2 provides a 

"break down" of the capacity provided by the combustion turbine (CT) and steam turbine 

(ST) components of FPL's existing CC units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,727 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 585 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

Localion/ Number Summer 
Map Key Planl Name ~~ 

A 

8 
c 
0 
E 
F 
G 
H 

K 
L 
M 
N 

0 

Turlley Po<nt 5 3,322 
St. Lucie • 2 1,553 
Manatee 3 2,735 
Fort Myers 2 1.755 
Culler 2 205 
l auderdale 2 884 
Port Everglades 4 1,205 
Riviera 2 565 
Martin 5 3,695 
Cape Canaveral 2 792 
Sanford 3 2.050 
Pulnam 2 498 
SJRPP •• 2 254 
West County Energy Center 2 2,438 
DeSoto··· 1 25 
Scherer···· 1 646 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 

Total System Generating Capaci ty = 88 24.530 
System Firm Generating Capacity= 87 24.505 

c::::J Non-FPL Territory 

• Represents FPL's ownership share: St Lucie nuclear. 100% unit 1, 85% unil2: St. Johns River. 20% of two units. 

- SJRPP =St. John's River Power Park 

... The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto is considered as non-~nn generating capacity . 

.... The Scherer unit is located ·,n Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location {as of December 31, 2009) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2009) 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point 
St. Lucie • 
Total Nuclear 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP .. 
Scherer 

Unit Typef Plant Name 

Total Coal Steam 

Combined-Cycle ~ 
Lauderdale 
Martin 
Martin 
Sanford 
Putnam 
Fort Myers 
Manatee 
Turkey Point 
West County Energy Center 
Total Combined Cycle 

Oil/Gas Steam 
Cape Canaveral 
Cutler 
Manatee 
Martin 
Port Everglades 
Riviera 
Sanford 
Turkey Point 
Total OIIJGas Steam 

Gas TurblnesfGDfDi.rsels(IC) 
Lauderdale (GT) 
Port Everglades (GT) 
Fort Myers (GT) 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 

Combustion Turbines "*" 
Fort Myers-
Total Combustion Turbines 

PV 
DeSoto--
Total PV 

Location 

Florida City, FL 
Hutchinson Island, FL 

Jacksonville, FL 
Monroe County, Ga 

Dania, FL 
lndiantown,FL 
lndiantown,FL 
Lake Monroe, FL 
Palatka, FL 
Fort Myers, FL 
Parrish,FL 
Florida City, FL 

Cocoa, FL 
Miami, FL 
Parrish, FL 
lndiantown,FL 
Port Everglades, FL 
Riviera Beach, FL 
Lake Monroe, FL 
Florida City, FL 

Dania, FL 
Port Everglades, FL 
Fort Myers, FL 

Fort Myers, FL 

DeSoto, FL 

Number 
of Units 

2 
2 
4 

2 
1 
3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
2 

14 

2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
1 
2 

17 

24 
12 
12 
48 

Total System Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2009 = 88 
System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2009 = 87 

Fuel 

Nuclear 
Nuclear 

Coal 
Coal 

GasfOil 
Gas 

Gas/Oil 
Gas 

Gas/Oil 
Gas 
Gas 
Gas 

Gas/Oil 

Oil/Gas 
Gas 

Oil/Gas 
Oil/Gas 
Oil/Gas 
Oil/Gas 
Oil/Gas 
Oil/Gas 

Gas/Oil 
Gas/Oil 

Oil 

Gas/Oil 

Solar Energy 

• Total capability of each unit is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. lucie 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively. 
Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

.. Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 
... The Combined Cycles and Combustion Turb•nes are broken down by components on Table 1.A.2 
·- This unit cons isis of two combustion turbines. 
~The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto is considered non-firm generating capacity. 
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Summer 
MW 

1,386 
1,553 
2,939 

254 
646 
900 

884 
938 

1,105 
1,912 
498 

1,440 

1 '111 
1,148 
2,438 

11,474 

792 
205 

1,624 
1,652 
1,205 
565 
138 
788 

6,969 

840 
420 
648 

1,908 

315 
315 

25 
25 

24,530 
24,505 
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Table I.A.2: Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Components 

~umm..-MW* 

Combined-Cycle CT CT 
B 

CT 
c 

CT 
D 

CT 
E 

CT Steam Steam Total Unit 
Plant Name/ Unit No A F 1 2 MW 

Ft Myers 2 158 158 158 158 158 158 59 
Lauderdale 4 1_58 158 --o ooO -·· ... 127 

: Lauderdale 5 158 158 -- -·· ... 000 127 
Manatee 3 16-4 164 164 164 000 000 457 

Martin 3 163 163 - - ·- - 0 144 
Martin 4 163 163 -- - ... - 0 144 
Martin 8 160 160 160 160 ... 000 464 

Putnam 1 70 70 ··- O Oo - oOO 110 
Putnam 2 70 70 000 000 - - 110 
Sanford 4 161 161 161 161 316 
Sanford 5 160 160 160 160 -- - 315 

r ur1<ey Point 5 174 174 174 174 ... 000 451 
West Counlv•Energl' Center 1 243 243 243 000 492 
west county t:nergy center~ <i4J <4J <'43 482 

Combustion Turbines 

H Myers 3! iSS \ tS$ I 

This table shows !he b<eakdown of total MW for each unit by CT and steam component 

• The total MW values shown 10 this table may differ slightly from values shown in other tables 
due lo rounding or per-component values 
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432 1,440 
--.- 442 
-- 442 

1,111 
000 469 

469 
000 1,105 
ooo 249 
o Oo 249 

958 
-- 954 
... 1,147 
... 1,219 

,21\i 
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Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2009) 

Location Summer 
(City or County) Fuel MW 

I. Purchases from QF's: Co!i:eneration!Small Power Production Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval County Coal (Cogen) 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin County Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward County Solid Waste 4 
Broward North Broward County Solid Waste 57 
Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach County Solid Waste 50 

Total: 691 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 
UPS from Southern Company Various Coal 931 
SJRPP Jacksonville, FL Coal 381 

Total: 1,312 

III. Other Purchases: 
Reliant/Indian River Brevard County Oil 250 
Oleander (Extension) Brevard County Gas 156 
Williams Outside of Florida Gas 106 

512 

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 2,515 

Non-Firm Enerli:y Purchases fMWH) 

Energy (MWH) 

Location Delivered to 
Plant Name (City or County) Fuel FPL in 2009 

10keelanta Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 265,929 
Broward South Broward Garbage 130,430 
T ornoka Farms Volusia 
I 

Landfill Gas 16,436 
'Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 53,517 
ICalnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 44 
'Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2,855 
Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 317 
Customer Owned PV Various PV 84 
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• Power Plant 
• T ransmlss1on Subslalion 

SOOkV 
230kV 

NOTE: This map is not a complete representation of FPL's 
Transmission System 

(SOU) 

Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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FPl. Interconnection Diagram 

PEF 

LEGEND 

C l E CIIWIItan 
F K C Fbld• tc.p C., 
F P l Aalld1 ,_, l.l..WII 
fTP FLPIIa 
OVL CW•* 
0 c 8 0..11 Can Sp!Mgl 
HST .... ..._d 
J B H • lr•m•• a..:ll 
JEA ...._..a.:~~~~:~ 
K E Y 1C8r wr.t 
L c E ca.. c..ny Elldllc c., 
l w u ..... 'Wcllll 
N 8 8 N8w an.,n. a..:ll 
0 U C allftdo ~ C.lllftdiiiHI 
P E f PNIJ- EMgr Flalldl 
SEC 9&1iilr .. EiilclllcC.IIIPII'IIM 
s c 8 8aulhn c.n,.... 
BTK a.b 
T E C fllftP8 Blclllc Canpmy 
V E R V.O a.:tl 

scs 

I 

I FKC I 

I KEY I 

Figure I.A.3: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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1.8 Firm Capacity Power PuTchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy as shown in Table I.A.2, Table 

1.8.1, and 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g. , steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal , or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW, with a minimum of 380 

MW, of coal-fired generation from the Southern Company (Southern) th rough May 2010. 

At the expiration of this contract, another contract with Southern will result in FPL 

receiving 930 MW from June 2010 through the end of December 2015. Th is capacity will 

be supplied by Southern from a mix of gas-fired and coal-fired un its. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 375 MW (Winter) of coa l-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal 

Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from 

this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will 

be reached in the first half of 2016. Once this limit is re ached, FPL will be unable to 

receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, FPL will continue to 

receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the SJRPP units.) 

These purchases are shown in Table I.A.2, Table I.B.1, and Table 1.8.2. FPL also has 

ownership interest in the SJRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1 , and on Schedule 1. 
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Other Purchases: 

FPL has other firm capacity purchase contracts with a variety of Non-QF suppliers. These 

purchases are generally near-term in nature. Table I.B.1 and I.B.2 present the Summer 

and Winter MW, respectively, resulting from all firm purchased power contracts discussed 

above through the year 2019. 
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Table I.B.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 
Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration/Small Power Contract Contract 
Production Facilltias Start Date End Date 2010 2011 2012 2013 20 14 ' 2015 2016 2017 

Broward South 01/01/93 12131/26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
8roward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Broward South 01/01/97 12131/26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward North 04/01/92 12131110 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
B roward North 01101/95 12131/26 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward North 01101/97 12131126 3 I 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12131/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogan., LP 12122195 12101/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA 04/01/92 03131/10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Palm Beach SWA-€xtension 04101/12 04101132 0 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 640 595 650 650 650 650 650 650 

II. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 

I Start Date End Date 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
IUPS Replacement 06/01/10 12131/15 930 930 930 930 930 930 0 0 
ISJRPP 04/02182 4/1/2016. 375 375 375 375 375 375 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 0 0 

2018 2019 

1 1 
2 2 
1 1 
0 0 
7 7 
2 2 
3 3 

250 250 
330 330 

0 0 
55 55 

650 650 

2018 2019 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

!Total of QF and Utility Purchases = lt.945l1.9ool1.95511,95511,95511,9551s5o I 650 I 65o I 6so I 

r-II_I._O_t_h_e_r Pu_r_c_h_a_se_s_: ______ --11 Contract l Contract 
I I Start Date End Date 2010 J 2011 I 2012 I 2013 I 2014 I 2015120161 2011 I 2018 I 2019 I 

IUteanaer (txtenston) I 06101/07 I 05/31/12 155 I 155 I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 155 I 155 I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I 

!Total "Non..QF" Purchase Sub-Total- 0 0 0 

• Contract End Date shown does not rep1esenlthe actual contract dale. tn!'1ead, this dale represents a projection or the dale at which 

FPL"s ability lo receive further capacity and energy from this purchase will be suspendad due to IRS regulations. 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Finn Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown) 

Purchases from QF's · 
Cogeneration/Small 
Power Production Facilities . Start Date End Date 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 ' 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Broward South 01101193 12131126 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward South 01101/95 12131126 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward South 01101/97 12131126 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Broward North 04101192 12131/10 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Broward North 01101193 12131126 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01101/95 12131126 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Broward North 01101/97 12/31126 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01125194 12/31/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP 12/22195 12101125 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA 04/01192 03/31110 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Palm Beach SWA-extension 04101/12 04101132 0 0 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 

QF Purchases Sub Total.: 690 595 595 650 650 650 650 650 650 650 

II Purchases from Utilities· 
Start Date End Date 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20 16 2017 2018 2019 

UPS from Southern Co. 07/20/88 05131/10 926 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UPS Replacement 06101110 12131/15 0 930 930 930 930 930 0 0 0 0 
SJRPP 04102/82 41112016. 375 375 37'5 375 375 375 375 0 0 0 

utility Purchases Sub Total; 1,301 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 375 0 0 0 

Jfotal of QF and utility Purchases • 

Ill. Other Purchases: I Contract I Contract 
1_.....;;..;.....;._.;;.;..;;......;;.;...;;..;;.;.... _____ --;1 Start Date End Date 

2010 1 2011 1 2012 1 2013 1 2014 1 201s 1 20 16 1201 7 1201 8 12019 1 
!Oleander {Extension} 06/01107 05131112 180 180 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 180 I 180 I 180 I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I 

J"Non.QF" Purchase Sub-Total= 0 0 

... Contract End Date shown does not represent lhe actual contracl dale Instead, Lhis date repr~senls a projection of the dale at which 

FPL's abmly to rece1v e furlher capacrly and energy from this purchase will be suspended due to IRS regulations. 
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I.C Non-Firm {As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2009 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As-Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2009 

Energy (MWH) 

In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Dale FPL in 2009 

Okeelanta Palm Beach I Bagasse/Wood 11195 265,929 
Broward South Broward Garbage 9/09 130,430 
Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Gas 7/98 16 436 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 53,517 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 44 

Gcorgi~1 Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2/94 2,855 
Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 10/07 317 

Customer Owned PV Various PV Various 84 

1.0. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2009 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 4,257 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 51,056 Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2009 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 13 new 400 MW 

generating units. 

In late 2009, the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) imposed new goals for DSM 

implementation for the period 2010 through 2019. The FPSC-imposed DSM goals for 

FPL were significantly higher (approximately 225%) than the amount of DSM that was 

projected in 2009 to meet 100% of FPL's remaining resource needs through 2019. This 

2009 projection of FPL's resource needs was based on FPL's 2009 load forecast. 

FPL's 2010 load forecast for the 2010 - 2019 time period is substantially lower than 

FPL's 2009 load forecast. As a result of this lower l.oad forecast, FPL's projected 
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resource needs for 2010 - 2019 have also been lowered substantially below the 2009 

projection. Consequently, the amount by which the FPSC-imposed DSM goals exceed 

FPL's projected resource needs has increased even further. 

The impact of this fact on FPL's resource plan is discussed (along with other factors that 

impact the resource plan) in Chapter Ill of this document. Also, a discussion of FPL's 

DSM programs is presented in Chapter Ill. 
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Page 1 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2009 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) ( 11) (12) (13) (14) 
Aft 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Capability 11 

Unit Un1t Fuel Transport Days ln-Serv<ce Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Plant Name ~ ~ I= fu au. ED. 8!L ~ Mm~!ll MonlhfYear KW MW MW 

Cape Canaveral Brevard County 

19/24S/36F .!ll.!i.1Ql)_ 796 ZQZ 

ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown AjY-65 Unkn(Min 402,050 398 396 

ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown May-69 Unknown 402.050 395 39G 

Cutler Miami Dade County 

L7155S/40E ~ 207 205 

5 ST NG No PL No Ut\'r;.nown Nov-54 Unkr1owr. 75,000 69 68 
6 ST NG No Pl No Unknown Jul-55 Unknown 161,500 138 137 

DeSoto 21 
DeSoto Counly Photovoltaic 

27136SI25E 25 000 ~ ~ 
PV NIA N/A NIA NIA Unknown 1012712009 Unknown 25.000 25 25 

Fort Myers Lee County 
35143S/25E ~ 2..§§Q 2 403 

cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1 775,390 1,570 1,440 

3A & B CT NG F02 PL Pl Unknown Jun-03 Unknowo 376.380 370 315 
1-12 GT F02 No PL No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744 ,120 720 648 

Lauderdale Broward County 

30/50S/42E .l...ill..ll!i§ 1-mQ 1.ll1 

4 cc NG F02 PL PL Un~nown May-93 Unknown 526,250 485 442 
5 cc NG F02 PL PL Ur.known Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 485 442 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 41 0.734 480 420 
13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410.734 4SO 420 

Mana1ee Manatee 
County 

18/33SI20E 2.l1hlli L§;l..1 ~ 

1 ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 822 812 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Oec-77 Unknown 863.300 822 8 12 
3 cc NG No Pl No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224 ,510 1,187 111 1 

1/ These ratings are peak capabmty. 
21 Tt1e capacity shown for the PV racility at DeSoto is considered as non-frrrn generating capacity due to the intennittent nature of the solar r€so urce 
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Page 2 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2009 

(1} (2) (3} (4} (5) (6} (7) (8} (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
All. 

Fuel Fuel Commerdal Expected Gen. Max. Net Capabili~ " 
Unit Umt Fuel Transport Da~s In-Service Retirement' Nameplale Winter Summer 

Picm! Name l:iQ., ~ ~ E!L till. ELL. 8!L ~ Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW 

Martin Martin County 
29129S/38E i.ill.ill! 1MQ ~ 

1 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 832 826 
2 ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934.500 832 826 

cc NG No PL No UnknolM'l Feb-94 Unknown 612.000 498 469 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612.000 498 ~9 

a· cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1.224.510 1,180 1105 

Port Everglacles City of Hollywood 
23'50SI~2E ~.i 1..!ll!1 ~ 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 214 213 
2 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-81 Unknown 225.250 214 213 
3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul-64 Unknown 402,050 389 387 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-85 Unknown 402.050 394 392 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 480 420 

Putnam Pulr.<Jm County 
16/10SI27E 580 008 g.6_ ~ 

cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown 4/111978 Unknown 290,004 268 249 

cc NG F02 PL WA Unknown 8!1/ 1977 Unknown 290,004 268 249 

Riviera City of R!Vier~ Be~ch 

33/42S/43E 620 840 571 565 

3 ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown Jun-62 Unknown 310,420 280 277 

ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown Mar-63 Unknown 310.420 291 288 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/19S/30E ~ U1l 2..Q2Q 

3 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown May-59 Unknown 156,250 140 138 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknavm Oct~3 Unkno'M'l 1,188,860 1,040 958 
5 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknovm 1,188,860 1,037 954 

1/ These rdtings are peak t:apabtllty. 
' Martin 8 A and B combl.Jstien turbine units went into sel'\lk;.a on 6/1412001 and the conversion to Combined Cycle went into servrce 6{30/2005 
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Page 3 ol3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2009 

(1) (~) (3) (4) (5) (o) (7) (B) (9) (\0) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

'"' 
Fuel Fllel Commercial Ell:pected G~n.M;jliL Net Capabt/Jty 1

' 

uni! un11 Fuel Trar.s?ort Oays In-Service Rehremei1\ Nameplate Winler Svmmer 
Plan~ ~f!'.e Nc Lotntion :!:=. Pri. M fu !\!L Use ~ ~ KW ~ M:£i 

Scherer 21 Monroe, GA 

~ ~ ~ 

SIT SUB No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknowrt 680.:Jil8 65~ 646 

St. Johns River Duval CcMmty 
Powet Pa~ ·'' 1211512~E 

(RPC4) ~ w Zj1 

81T BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Maf-a7 Unknown 135.9,8 125 127 

81T BIT Per RR WA UnknO"Nn May-88 Unk.no<Nn 135.918 125 127 

St. lucie St. Lucie Cour'lty 

1BI36SI41E '573 775 1Ml! ~ 

NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Vn"'-nown 850,000 653 639 
NP UR No TK No Unknown JurHl3 l>n~nown 723.775 726 714 

Turkey POiril Mlarr.i O.ade County 

27/57S/40E ~ ~ ~ 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknovm Ap!~7 Unknown 402..050 198 396 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown A0Z.050 39-1 392 
NP UR No TK No Unknown Nov·72 Unknown 759.970 717 693 

4 NP UR No TK No Unknown Jun-73 UnJ<.no"Nn 759,970 7~.7 693 

5 cc NG FO<! Pl PL Unknown May-07 Un\l::nown 1.224_5 ~0 1.179 1.148 

West County Parm Beach Cou="IY 
Energy Cemer 291132J43SI40E ;'.733600 ~ <..ill 

cc NG FO<! PL PL Unknown Aug~9 Unknown 1.366800 ,,3_35 1.219 

cc NG FO<! PL PL Unknown Nov-09 Ur-known 1.366.800 1.335 1.219 

ToU~I Sy:sl&m Generating Capacity a5 or Oecert1ber 31, 2009 :>~ ::; 25.860 24,530 
Sysl&m Firm Generating Capacity as of OeG-tmber 31,2009 r-J = 25,835 24150S 

1/ These raljngs are pt!:ak capability, 
21 These retlrn~ re~rescnl Florida Power & L1gr.t CompDny·s share of Scherer lr.ut No.~. adJusleo. for lransmiSSIOO lOsses. 

3! The net cepabi\i.ty ralmgs represent Fionda Power & Ligh! Company's share o1 St Johns River Par1o: Unil NO. 1 itl"'ld No.2. exch.Jd~ 

.reck.sonv,ue Electnc Aultloriry (J.EA) share of 80%. 

4t Tota' c.apab11ity of eac.h un1t IS 853/639 MW. FPL's owr.er$hlp share of St. Lucte 1 and 2 is 100%(6531839) and 85%,, {714.'72'6) resi)echve!y 

as shown ~bove_ FPL's snare oflhCl deliverable C".ap.rtCtly i"tO!ll eact'l u nit rs appmx_ 92_5% anO exclude the Orlando Ulilrtres 

C(Jmmiss.iOr~ (OUC) and Flmtd.a Momcipa! Powef Agency (FW.PA) oombrned porlron of approx.ma~ly 7.44770% per unir. 
5I ihe Total Sysl~m GenerBI!nQ Cpaclly value shown 1n~ludes F ~ ... -owne-c1 firm and non-firm 9eneratmg capacrty. 

6/ The System firm Generating Capacity value sho..vn mcludes only t·,rrn gencraltng capacity. 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are 

typically developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term 

forecasts were developed by FPL in early 2010 that replaced the previous long-term load 

forecasts that were used by FPL during 2009 in much of its resource planning work and 

which were presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized 

throughout FPL's 2010 Site Plan. These forecasts are a key input to the models used to 

develop FPL's integrated resource plan. The following pages describe how forecasts are 

developed for each component of the long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. 

Consistent with past forecasts, the primary drivers to develop these forecasts include 

economic conditions and weather. 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting 

firm IHS Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Bureau of Economic 

and Business Research (BEBR) of the University of Florida. These inputs are quantified 

and qualified using statistical models in terms of their impact on the future demand for 

electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Two 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. Temperature data, along with Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours, are used to 

forecast Summer and Winter peaks. 

The Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite temperature hourly profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite 

hourly profile, these regional temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. This 

composite temperature is used to derive Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours, which are 

based on starting point temperatures of 72° F and 66° F degrees, respectively. Similarly, 
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composite temperature and hourly profile of temperatures are used for the Summer and 

Winter peak models. 

II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

While reflecting somewhat lower growth in the later years of the forecast, FPL's current 

load forecast is generally in line with the load forecast presented in its 2009 Site Plan. 

There are two primary factors that are driving the current load forecast: projected 

population growth, and the lingering effects of the economic recession in Florida. 

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections. Population projections 

are derived from the University of Florida's January 2010 population projections which 

are lower than prior projections. In fact, in 2009, Florida's population declined for the first 

time since World War II. According to the University of Florida, net migration has fallen to 

a record low as a result of the economic slowdown and is expected to remain at 

historically low levels through 2010, then gradually increase. Consequently, FPL is 

projecting that customer growth in 2010 will be significantly below its historical average. 

As population growth recovers, a modest rebound in customer growth is projected in 

2011 and 2012. However, population growth is not expected to reach the level 

historically experienced in Florida until 2014. As a result of lower growth, the total 

number of customers projected in the current load forecast is below the levels projected 

in FPL's 2009 Site Plan. 

Consistent with the economic assumptions incorporated into the 2009 Site Plan, the 

state's economy continues to suffer the lingering effects of an economic recession. Over 

the last year, Florida has lost nearly a quarter-of-a-mi ll ion jobs and is second only to 

California in the number of mortgage foreclosures. The severity of current economic 

conditions suggests that Florida's economic recovery wi ll be gradual. By 2012, the 

state's economy is projected to resume a more historically typical rate of growth. 

Although the projected load growth in the later years of the forecast is generally below 

that presented in FPL's 2009 Site Plan, the total growth projected for the ten-year 

reporting period of this document is still significant. The Summer peak is projected to 

increase to 25,785 MW by 2019, an increase of 3,434 MW over the 2009 actual Summer 

peak. Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 131,712 GWH in 2 019, an increase of 20,408 

GWH from the actual 2009 value. 
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II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 

2010- 2019 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. 

Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software 

package MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of: Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, 

lagged Cooling Degree-Hours, lagged Heating Degree-Hours, real price of electricity 

(a 12-month moving average), Florida real household disposable income, a variable 

designed to reflect the impact of empty homes, and a dummy variable for the specific 

month of November 2005. The impact of weather is captured by the Cooling Degree

Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, and the one month lag of these variables . The price 

of electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage, because electricity, like all other 

goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its 

price. To capture economic conditions, the model includes Florida's real household 

disposable income. The housing crisis has also had an impact on use per customer. 

Consequently, the model includes a variable designed to capture the impact of empty 

homes. A dummy variable for November 2005 was included because an analysis of 

residuals identified that data point as an outlier. Residential energy sales are 

forecasted by multiplying the residential use per customer forecast by the number of 

residential customers forecasted. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida real household 

dis posable income, commercial real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), 

Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, lagged Cooling Degree-Hours, a 

variable designed to reflect the impact of empty homes, seasonal dummy variables 

for the months of February and December, a dummy variable for the specific month 

of January 2007, and an autoregressive tenn. Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating 

Degree-Hours, and the one month lag of Cooling Degree-Hours are used to capture 

weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. 
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3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial class is comprised of two distinct groups; very small accounts (those 

with less than 20 kW of demand) and large, traditionally industria l customers. As 

such, the forecast is developed using a separate econometric model for each group 

of industrial customer. The small industrial! sales model utilizes the following 

variables: Florida Housing Starts, Cooling Degree-Hours, lagged Cooling Degree

Hours, industrial real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), and an 

autoregressive and seasonal autoregressive terms. The Cooling Degree-Hour is 

used to capture the weather-sensitive load in this group of industrial customers. 

Florida Housing Starts are reflective of construction activity which comprises a 

significant portion of this group. The large industrial sales model util izes the following 

variables: Florida Housing Starts, industrial real price of electricity {a 12-month 

moving average), dummy variables for October and November 2004, and an 

autoregressive term. 

4. Railroad and Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

The projections for railroad and railways sales are based on historical average use 

per customer because the number of customers is projected to remain the same. 

This class consists solely of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed using historical usage 

patterns and multiplying these usage levels by the number of forecasted customers. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

This revenue class is a closed class with no hew customers being added. This class 

consists of sports fields and a government account. The forecast for this class is 

based on historicall<nowledge of its usage characteristics. 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale} customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. Currently there are four customers in this class: the Florida 

Keys Electric Cooperative; City of Key West; Metro-Dade County; and Lee County 
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Electric Cooperative. In addition, FPL will begin making sales to Seminole Electric 

Cooperative under a long term agreement in June 2014. 

FPL provides service to the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative under a long-term 

partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida Keys Electric Cooperative are 

forecasted using a regression model. 

FPL's sales to the City of Key West are expected to terminate in 2013. Forecasted 

sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract 

demand and expected load factor. 

Metro-Dade County sells 60 MW to Florida Progress. Line losses are billed to Metro

Dade under a wholesale contract. 

Lee County has contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of their load 

beginning in January 2010 and for FPL to supply their total load beginning in January 

2014 through December 2033. Forecasted sales to Lee County are based on 

assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. 

Seminole Electric Cooperative's contract for delivery of 75 MW expired in December 

2009. A new contract included in the forecast is for delivery of 200 MW to Seminole 

Electric beginning in June 2014. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The key 

inputs to the model are: the real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), Cooling 

and Heating Degree-Hours, and Florida real household disposable income. In addition , 

the model also includes variables for mandated energy efficiency and a variable designed 

to capture the impact of empty homes. Seasonal dummies are included for the months of 

February, July, and December. 

The mandated energy efficiency variables are included to capture the impacts of the 

2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and 

compact florescent light bulbs. The estimated impact of these programs for the 2010 to 

2019 time period is a reduction, on average, of7,592 GWh per year. The increase in the 

number of empty homes resulting from the current housing slump has affected use per 
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customer and is captured in a separate variable. The forecast was also adjusted for 

additional load estimated from hybrid cars, beginning in 2010, which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 322 GWh by the end of the ten-year reporting period. 

The NEL forecast is developed by multiplying the NEL per customer forecast by the total 

number of customers forecasted. Once the NEL forecast is obtained, total billed sales 

are computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts 

previously discussed are then adjusted to match the total billed sales. The forecasted 

NEL values for 2010- 2019 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears at the end of this 

chapter. 

II.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of 

the customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions , changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. Impacts of the 2005 National Energy 

Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the impact of compact 

fluorescent light bulbs are taken into account in developing the peak forecast. The 

estimated impact of these federal mandates for the 201 0 to 2019 time frame is a 

reduction of approximately 883 MW (Summer) and 334 MW (Winter) in 2010, and 

approximately 1,746 MW (Summer) and 941 MW (Winter) by 2019. The forecast was 

also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid cars which resulted in an increase 

of approximately 65 MW in the Summer and 8 MW in the Winter by the end of the ten

year reporting period. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2010- 2019 are presented in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2 as well as in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the real price of electricity, Florida real household 

disposable income, Cooling Degree-Hours in the two days prior to the peak, the 

average temperature on the day of the peak, and a va riable for mandated energy 
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efficiency. The model is based on the Summer peak contribution per customer and is, 

therefore, multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Summer peak. 

2. Svstem Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the average temperature on the 

peak day and Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day as well as for the morning of 

the Winter peak day. In addition, Florida real household disposable income is a 

variable used in the model. A dummy variable for the year 1996 is also utilized. The 

forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of mandated energy efficiency. The 

model is based on the Winter peak contribution per customer and is, therefore, 

multiplied by total customers to derive FPL's system Winter peak. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to the appropriate seasonal peak. 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2010-2019 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses years of historical FPL 

hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 

JJ.G. Uncertainty 

In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL 

first evaluates the assumptions underlying_ the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in 

evaluating th·e input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, 

identifying outliers in the series, and assessing the series' consistency with past 
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forecasts. In addition, FPL reviews factors which may affect the input variables. This may 

require reviewing data from local economic development boards or from FPL's own 

Customer Service Business Unit. Other factors which may be considered include 

demographic trends and housing characteristics such as starts, size, and vintage of 

homes. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models 

are used to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling 

process, the relevant statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute 

deviation (MAD), mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure 

that the models adequately explain historical variation. Once a forecast is developed, it 

is compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past forecasts are examined in light of 

changes in input assumption to ensure that the drivers underlying the forecast are well 

understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL are compared with 

their actual values as they become available. An ongoing process of variance analyses is 

performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large unexplained 

deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric model 

may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to 

FPL's overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL's 

resource planning work, FPL's utilization of a 20% reser\le margin criterion (approved by 

the FPSC) is designed, in part, to maintain reliable electric service to FPL's customers in 

light of forecasting uncertainty. In regard to operational planning, an extreme weather 

load forecast for the projected Summer peak day is produced based on maximum 

historical temperatures on the day of the Summer peak. Likewise, an extreme weather 

Winter peak forecast is developed by considering minimum historical temperatures at the 

time of the Winter peak. Statistical analysis on the distribution of historical weather data 

is performed to evaluate and understand the impact of extreme weather on the peaks 

and on NEL, and the likelihood of experiencing extreme weather. 

It should be noted that despite the downtum in the economy, and negative growth in 

Florida's population during 2009, FPL experienced a near record Summer peak of 22,351 

MW, and an all-time peak of 24,339 MW during the 2009-2010 Winter peak period. 

These peaks were driven by extreme weather. 
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II.H. DSM 

The effects of FPL's DSM implementation to-date are assumed to be imbedded in the 

actual usage data for forecasting purposes. Any change in usage pattern, be it the 

impact of FPL's DSM efforts, price impact, or weather impact, is reflected in the actual 

observed load data. Therefore, energy efficiency impacts, whether market-driven or as a 

result of FPL's DSM programs, are assumed to be included in the historical usage data 

for peaks and NEL. 

The impacts of incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the future, 

plus the impacts of FPL's cumulative and incremental load management programs, are 

accounted for as "line item reductions" to the forecasts as part of the IRP process as 

shown in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. After making these adjustments to the load forecasts, 

the resulting "firm" load forecast is then used in FPL's IRP work. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Rural & Residential Commercial 

Members Average Average kWh Average 1 Average kWh 

per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

'(ear Population 
\1 

Household GWh2/ Customers Per Customer GWh21 Customers Per Customer 

2000 7,603,964 2.23 46,320 3,413,953 13,568 37,()01 415,293 89,097 

2001 7,754.846 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37.960 426,573 88,989 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 435,313 91,955 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53.485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 444,650 93,163 

2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 458,053 91,832 

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,826,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 92,490 

2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,267 13,970 44,487 478,867 92,901 

2007 8,729.806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121 

2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500.746 90,987 

2009 8,731,397 2.20 53,950 3,984,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 69,860 

2010 8,773,235 2.20 52,160 3,967,834 13,080 44,652 500,788 69,164 

2011 8,833.616 2.20 53,365 4,015,261 13,290 45,009 502,102 89,642 

2012 8,916,643 2.20 54,310 4,053,020 13,400 45,632 505,780 90,221 

2013 9,043,647 2.20 55,763 4,110,748 13,570 46.484 512,042 90,781 

2014 9,1 86,256 2.20 57,670 4,1 75,571 13,811 47,787 520.279 91,849 

2015 9,322,630 2.20 56,471 4,237,559 13,796 48,713 528,609 92,153 

2016 9.455,432 2.20 58,782 4,297,924 13,677 49,228 536,766 91,712 

2017 9,584,118 2.20 59,416 4,356,417 13,639 50,012 544 ,669 91,821 

2018 9,709,760 2.20 60,450 4,413.527 13,696 51,\58 552,416 92,607 

2019 9,833,269 2.20 61,316 4,469,666 13,718 52,185 560,044 93,1 60 

Historical Values (2000 • 2009): 
1/ Population revesents only the area sel'll~d by FPL. 

21 Actual energy sales include the impacts of eXJsUng consel'llation. These values are ~t the meter 

31 Average No. ol Customers is the annual av~roge ol the twelve month values. 

Projected Values (201 0 • 2019): 
11 Population represents only the area served by FPL. 
21 Forecasted energy sales do not include the impact of incremental consel'llation. These values are at the meler. 
31 Average No. of Customers Is the annual average of the proJected twelve month values. 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) {11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

Other Total 41 

Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to 

Average Average kWh & Highway Public Ultimate 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Au1horities Consume~ 

Year GWh21 Customers Per Customer GWh GWh2/ GWh GWh 

2000 3,768 16,411 229,578 81 408 381 87,959 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,872 86 419 67 90 ,212 

2002 4,057 15,533 261,199 89 420 63 95 ,523 

2003 4,004 17,029 235,135 93 425 64 99,496 

2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 99,095 

2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 102,296 

2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 103,659 

2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 105,415 

2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 102,919 

2009 3,245 10,064 321,796 80 422 34 102 ,755 

2010 3,348 g,276 36o,gg3 89 382 36 100,668 

2011 3,464 9,587 361,2g7 89 378 35 102,340 

2012 3,530 10,232 345,009 8g 383 34 103,979 

2013 3,567 10,727 332,540 8g 3g1 33 106,347 

2014 3,578 10,964 326,355 89 401 33 109,558 

2015 3,560 11 ,07g 321,320 89 412 33 111,278 

2016 3,534 11 ,156 316,775 89 425 33 112,089 

2017 3,519 11,237 313,110 89 437 33 113,508 

2018 3,513 11 ,534 304,559 89 451 33 115,693 

201g 3,509 11,957 293,465 89 464 33 117,596 

Historical Values (2000- 2009): 
2/ Actual energy sales include the impacts of existing conservation. These values are at the meter. 

3/ Average No of Customers is the annual average of the twelve month values 

41 GWh Col. (16) : Col. (4 ) • Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (1 5). 

Projected Values (2010- 2019): 
21 Forec.asled energy sales do not mclude the impact of Incremental conservation. 

31 Average No. of Customers is the annual average of the ~O)ected twelve month values. 
41 GWh Col (16): Col (4) +Col (7) +Col (tO)+ Col (13) + Col (14) +Col (IS) 
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Schedule 2.3 

History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

Utility Net 51 Average " 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of To\a\ Average :Y.fJ 

Resale Losses For load Other Number or 

~ Q.'l:lh GWh GWh 21 Customers Customers 

2000 g7o 7,059 95,989 2,693 3 ,848 ,350 

2001 970 7,222 98,404 2,722 3,935,281 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 4,019,805 

2003 1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 4,11 7,221 

2004 1,531 7,467 108,093 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,156 4,321,895 

2006 1,569 7,go9 113,137 3,218 4,409,563 

2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589 

2008 993 7,092 111,004 3,348 4,509,730 

2009 1,155 7,394 111,304 3,43g 4,4gg,067 

2010 2,046 7,172 109,886 3,435 4,501 ,332 

2011 2,145 7,150 111,634 3,398 4,530,367 

2012 2,166 7,372 113,516 3,438 4,572,470 

2013 2 ,059 7,493 115,899 3,499 4,637,017 

2014 4,846 8,068 122,471 3,580 4,7 10.393 

201 5 5,484 7,980 124,742 3,675 4,780.922 

2016 5,513 8,070 125,672 3.779 4.849,624 

201 7 5,555 8,173 127,236 3 .888 4,916,211 

2018 5,602 8,370 129,665 3 ,.999 4 ,981 ,47g 

2019 5,648 8,468 131 ,712 4,111 5,045,779 

Historical Values (2000 · 2009): 
21 Actual energy saies include the impacts of existin-g conservation. Tt1ese values are at the meter 

3/ Average No.or Customers ts the annual average of the t~Nelve month values. 

51 GWh Col ( 19) = Col. (16) + Col (17) + CoL {18). Actual NEL inclu'de the impacts of ex•sting 

CO<\serva~on and agrees to Col. (8) on schedule 3.3. 

61 Tota l CoL (21) = Col. (5) + Col (8) + Col. (1 1) + Col. (20) 

ProJected Values (2010 - 2019) : 
21 Forecasted en ergy sales do not inclUde the impacl of incremental cor.se.rva lion and agrees to 

Col. (2) on Schedule 3 3. 
3/ Average No.ol Customers IS the aml \Jal average o f lhe prOJected twelve month values. 
51 GWn Col ( 19) =Col. (16) + C ol. (1 7) +Col. (18) 

61 Total Col. (21) : Col (5) + Col. (8) + C ol. (1 1) + Col. (20). 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand: Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Augusl ol Res. Load Residenliat C/1 Load Cit Ner Firm 

Year Total Wholesale Retail tnlerrvplible Management Conservation M,;lnagement Conservabon Demand 

2000 17,808 161 17,647 0 719 645 487 451 16,622 

2001 18,754 169 18.585 0 737 697 488 .W1 17.529 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 770 755 489 517 17,960 

2003 19.668 253 19,415 0 781 799 577 55<\ 18.310 

2004 20,545 258 20.287 0 7a3 847 588 578 19,174 

2005 22,351 264 22.,097 0 790 895 600 611 20,971 

2006 21.819 256 21,563 0 809 948 635 640 20,375 

2007 21,982 261 21,701 0 954 982 715 683 20,293 

2008 21,080 181 20,879 0 974 1035 735 708 19,351 

2009 22,351 212 22,139 0 985 1084 793 734 20.573 

2010 21,922 381 21,541 0 1.026 115 884 92 19,805 

2011 21,788 386 21 .402 0 ~.03\l 135 954 121 19,540 

2012 2.2,139 391 21,748 0 1,055 160 1,038 154 19.732 

2013 22,332 352 21,980 0 1.073 187 1,131 192 19,751 

2014 23.575 1.178 22.397 0 1.091 215 1.227 231 20.812 

2015 23,924 1.200 22,724 0 1,109 242 1,321 268 20,985 

2016 24.344 1,225 23.119 0 1,125 267 1,406 302 21,244 

2017 24,774 1,253 23.521 0 1,140 289 1.483 333 21,528 

2o;e 25.328 1.283 24.045 0 1,153 309 1,554 362 21.949 

2019 25,785 1,314 24.470 0 1,165 328 1.619 388 22,284 

Historical Values (2000 - 2009}: 

Cot. (2). Cot. (4) are acluat values lor hislorical summer peaks. As such, they incorporale the effects of conserva1ion {Col. 7 & Cot. 9). anq may 

incorporate lhe effects of load control if toad control was operated on lhese peak days. Therefore, Cot. (2) represents the actual Nel Firm Demand. 

Cot, (5)- Co\. {9) for 2000 through 2009 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are. anmJal (12-mont~) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorpora\ed into Col. (8). which also includes Bus1ness On Can (BOC), CILC and 

CommerCial/Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (11) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if lhe toad control values had oefin1tely been exercise<l on lhe pea~ Col. (1 t) Is 

denved by the formula:Col. (10) = Col.(2) · Col.(6)- Col.{8). 

Projected Values (201 0 - 2019): 

Col. {2) - Col.(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak wlo incremental cocservalion or cumulative toad control. The effects of conservation Implemented 
pnor to 2010 are 1nc;orporated into the load forecast. 

Cot. (5). Cot. (9) represen•. all incremental conservation,current toad management and incremental toad management These values are projected August 
values ano the conservation values ara based on projections with a 112010 starting point for use with the 2010 toad forecast. 

Col (8) ret.resents FPL's Business On Call, CDR.CILC. and Cwtailable programs/rates. 

Cot. (10) rapreser.ts a 'Net Firm Demand" w)lich accounts for all of the incremental conservation aM assumes all of the load control is implemented 

on me peak. Cot. (10) is derived by using the foonula Col. (1 0) =Cot. (2)- Col. (5)- Cot. (6)- Cot. (7)- Col. (8) ·Cot. (9). 
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Schedule 3,2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

January of F1rm Res. Load Residential Cit Load C/1 
Year Tolal Wholesale Re tai! lnterruplible Management Conservatjon Management Conservation 

2000 17,057 142 16,915 0 741 434 438 176 

2001 18.199 150 18.049 0 791 459 448 183 

2002 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 196 

2003 20.190 246 19.944 0 847 548 453 206 

2004 14.752 211 14,54 1 0 857 570 532 230 

2005 18.108 225 17,883 0 862 583 542 233 

2006 19,683 225 19.458 0 870 600 550 240 

2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 894 620 577 249 

~008 18,055 163 17.892 0 879 644 635 279 

2009 20,081 162 19,919 0 951 678 764 295 

?.010 20.550 376 20.174 0 937 71 768 41 

2011 20,64 7 381 20.266 0 943 78 784 55 

20'2 20.861 386 20.475 0 949 87 804 72 

2013 21,138 392 20,746 0 957 97 827 93 

2014 22,152 1,060 21.092 0 966 108 854 116 

2015 22,745 1,284 21.461 0 975 121 882 141 

2016 23,1 18 1,311 21,607 0 964 132 908 164 

2017 23.488 1,341 22.147 0 993 143 933 186 

2018 23.889 1.374 22,514 0 1.001 154 957 208 

2019 24,293 1.409 22.884 0 1.007 163 977 225 

Historical Values (2000- 2009): 

Col. (2)- Cot. (4) are actual values lor historical winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservaljon (Col. 7 & Col. 9). and may 

incorporate lhe effects of load control if toad control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Cot. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) for 2000 through 2009 represent actual DSM capabilities start1ng from January 1988 and are annual ( 12-month) values 
Note thatlhe values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8). which also includes Busiress On Call (BOG). CILC and 
Commercial /Industrial Demand Redudon (CDR). 

Col. (10 ) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" 1f the load control values Md definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. ( 11) is 

derived by the formula Col. (10) • Col.(2)- Col.(o) - Co1.(8) - Col (9). 

Proj&ct&d Valu&s (2010- 2019): 

Col. (2) -Cot (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or cumutat;ve toad control. The eNacts of conservation implemented 

prior to 201 0 are incorporated into the load forecast. 

(10) 

Ne1 Firm 
Demand 

15.878 

16,960 

16,329 

18.890 
13.363 
16,704 

18,263 

15,344 

16,54 1 

18,356 

18,734 

18.788 

18,949 

11l,163 

20,1 08 

20.627 

20,929 

21 ,232 

21,569 

21 .921 

Col. (5} - Col . (9) represenl all increrne nlal conscrvabon.currenL load management and incremental klad management These values are projected August 

values and the conservation values are based on projections with a 1/20 10 startmg point for use wHh the 2010 load forecast. 

Cot (8) represents FPL's Business On Call. CDR.CILC. and Curtailable programs/rates 

CnL {10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand~ which accounts for all of 1he incremental conservation and assumes aU of the lo.ad control is 1mp1emenled 

oo the peak Col ( 10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) • Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col (6) - Col. (7) - Col. (8)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.3 

History of Annual Net Energy for Load- GWh: Base Case 

(1) 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 
2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 
2009 

(2) = {5) + 
(3) + (4) 

Total 

Net Energy 

For Load 
WJihopt DSM 

99.097 

101,739 

107.755 
112,160 

112,034 

115,440 

117.490 

118,894 

115.755 
116,221 

(3) 

Residential 
Conservation 

1.674 

1,78g 

1,917 

2,006 

2,106 

2,205 

2,312 

2,373 

2.485 
2,581 

Historical Values (2000 - 2009): 

(All values are "at the generator" values except for Col (8)) 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) z (5)-

(6)- (7) 

Actual 

Actual Sales lor Total Billed 

C/1 Net Energy Resale Utility Use Retail Energy 

Conservation ~ GWh & LOSSe!l Sal11s!GWhl 

1,434 95,989 970 7,059 87,959 

1,545 98.404 970 7,222 90 ,212 

\,639 104,199 1,233 7.443 95.523 
1.759 108.393 1,511 7,386 99,496 

1,834 108.093 1.531 7,467 99,095 

1,934 111,301 1.506 7,498 102,296 

2,041 113.137 1,569 7.909 103,659 

2,206 114.315 1.499 7,401 105.415 

2267 111 ,004 993 7 ,092 102.919 
:1,336 111,304 1,155 7,394 107,671 

(9) 

Load 

~ 

614% 

59.9% 

619% 

629% 
599% 

56.8% 

59_2% 

59.4% 
600% 
59.4% 

Col. (2) represents denved "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM'. The values are calculated using the formula Col (2) ~Col (3) +Col. (4) +Col. (5) 

Co1.(3) & Cot(4) for 2000 through 2009 are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col (4) for 2009 

are 'esttmale<l actuals' and are also annual {12-month) values. The value.~ represent the total GWh reductions actually experienced each year 

Col (5) is the actual Net Energy lor Load (NEL) lor years 2000- 2009. 

Col (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales The values are calculated using the formula· Col. (8) =Col (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7) These values are allhe meier. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from lhis page and Col. (2). "Tolal', from Sche<lUie 31 using tt>e !ormula: Col. (9) = ((Col. (5)"1000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 

Adjustments are made lor leap years. 

Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load· GWh: Base Case 
(All values are "at the generator'"vatues except for Col (81) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) = (2). (6) (7) (8) = (2) -

(3)- (4) (6). (7) 

Forecasted 
Forecasted Net Energy Total Billed 
Net Energy For Load Sales for Retail Energy 

For Load Residenllal C/1 Adjusted lor Resale Utility Use Sales (GWh) 

~ without D~M Conserval•on Conservation Q§M ~ & Losses WlthQUI DSM 

2010 109,886 193 1~ 1 109,552 2,046 7,172 100,668 

2011 111.634 360 252 111,021 2,145 7,1 50 102,340 
2012 113.516 578 398 112,540 2,166 7,372 103,979 
2013 115,899 827 563 114,509 2.059 7,4 93 106,347 
20'14 122,471 1.091 739 120,641 4,8<16 8.068 109,556 
2015 124,742 1,340 906 122,496 5,484 7,980 11 1.278 
2016 125,672 1,5&\ 1,055 123,053 5,513 8,070 112,089 

2017 127,236 1,767 1,190 124,279 5,555 8,17'3 113,508 

2018 129,665 1.959 1,318 126,387 5,802 8.370 115,693 

2019 131,7\2 2,142 1,440 128,130 5,648 8,468 117,596 

Projected Values (2010- 2019): 

COl. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values Tho values are eXlracted from Schedule 2 3, Col. (19) 

Col (3) & Col (4) are forecasted values of the reductiOfl on sales from incremental conservation and are mid-year (6-monl.t1) values 
The effects of conservatto() implemented prior to 2010 are incorporated into the load forecast 

(9) 

Load 

~ 
572% 
58.5% 
58A % 
592"1, 

59.3% 

59.5% 
58.8% 

58.6% 

58.4% 

58.3% 

Col (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) after adjusting lor DSM impacts DSM lor years 2010 - 2019. Col .(5 ) ; Col.(2)- Col.(3)- Co1.(4) 

Col (8) IS the Tota: Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col (8); Col. (2)- Col. (8)- Col. (7). These values are at the meier. 

Col (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", lrom Schedule 3.1 Col. (9) =((Col. (2)'1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule4 
Previous Year .Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

2009 2010 2011 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 

Total TOial Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh 

JAN 19,378 7,982 20,550 7.883 20,647 8,144 

FEB 20,081 7,299 17.985 7,142 18,070 7,400 

MAR 15,347 7,899 17,108 8,010 17, 189 0,245 

APR 17,145 8,751 17.437 8,453 17,331 8.656 

MAY 19.210 9,334 19.494 9,408 19.375 9,582 

JUN 2.2.351 10.632 20.963 10,458 20.855 10.605 

JUL 21.138 10,636 21,481 10.633 21 .350 10,755 

A UG 21 .01 5 11.434 21 ,922 11.166 21.788 11.274 

SEP 20.334 10.772 21 .264 10,760 21.135 10.656 

OCT 21.Ci4 9.961 19.809 9,631 19.688 9 .664 

NOV 19,226 8,676 17.1-47 8.406 17.530 8 ,472 

DEC 16.12.2 7,908 17.158 7.915 17.239 7.960 

TOTALS 11 1.304 109,886 111.634 

• Forecasted Peaks & NEL do not include the impacts of cumula1ive load management and incremental conservation and are 

cons1ste~>l With values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col. (2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990s and has 

since utilized this approach, in whole or in part as analysis needs warranted, to determine 

when new resources are needed, what the magnitude of the needed resources are, and 

what type of resources should be added. The timing and type of new power plants, the 

primary subjects of this document, are determined as part of the IRP process work. 

This section describes FPL's basic IRP process. Some of the key assumptions, in 

addition to a new load forecast, that were used in FPL's 2009 and early 2010 resource 

planning work are also discussed. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans): 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also 

determined in this step is when the MW are needed to meet FPL's reliability criteria. This 

step is often referred to as a reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, analysis for 

the utility system. 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted 

loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in 

resource planning. Examples of this new information include, but are not limited to: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power 

plant capability and reliability assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding 

three specific resource areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) firm 

capacity power purchases, and (3) DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions is based on new generating capacity additions that have 

been approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) through Determination 

of Need proceedings that evaluated both the need for, and the cost-effectiveness of, 

each of the new capacity additions. These generating capacity additions have also either 

received the necessary Site Certification approvals from either the Secretary of the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) or the Governor and Cabinet 

(acting as the Siting Board) or, as in the case of the new nuclear units, are in the process 

of receiving the necessary state and federal approvals. Several new generating unit 

additions will occur in the 201 0- 2019 reporting time frame of this document. 

These generating unit additions include: 

The completion of a third gas-fired CC unit at FPL's West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) site which is scheduled to come in-service in mid-2011. This new unit, 

WCEC Unit 3, will add approximately 1,219 MW (Summer) of generation capacity. 

FPSC approval for this unit was obtained in September 2008 (PSC Order 08-0237-

FOF-EI) and site certification was granted in November 2008. 
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A new photovoltaic (PV) facility that is currently under construction in Brevard County 

and which is projected to be completed and in-service in 2010. This PV facility, 

named the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center, is projected to have a 

nameplate rating of 10 MW. The FPSC approved the eligibility of expenditures for this 

PV facility to be recovered through the Environmental Cost Recovery Clause (ECRC) 

in August 2008 (PSC Order 08-0941-PAA-EI). The Space Coast Next Generation 

Solar Energy Center received the Army Corps of Engineers permit in December 2008 

and received the Environmental Resource Permit in April 2009. 

A new solar thermal facility at FPL's existing Martin plant site is also under 

construction and projected to be brought into service in 2010. This solar thermal 

facility, named the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center, which does not add 

to the capacity (MW) of the Martin plant, is projected to be able to produce up to 75 

MW of steam capability, thus reducing use of fossil fuels by FPL when the solar 

thermal facility is producing steam. The FPSC approved the eligibility of expenditures 

for this solar thermal facility to be recovered through the ECRC in August 2008 (PSC 

Order 08-0941-PAA-EI). FPL received the site certification modification approval in 

August 2008. 

Two existing generating plants, each consisting of two older fossil fuel-fired steam 

generating units, are currently projected to be modernized by removing the existing 

generating units and replacing them with new, highly efficient CC units. The new 

plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site is projected to be placed in-service in 2013. This 

new CC unit is projected to have a peak output of 1 ,210 MW. This new plant will be 

called the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center. The new plant at 

FPL's Riviera site is projected to be placed in-service in 2014. This new CC unit is 

projected to have a peak output of 1 ,212 MW. This new plant will be called the 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center. These conversions were 

approved by the FPSC in September 2008 (PSC Order 08-0591-FOF-EI). The site 

certification application for Cape Canaveral! was filed in December 2008 and granted 

in October 2009. The site certification application for Riviera Beach was filed in 

February 2009 and granted in November 2009. 

As FPL has recently stated, work on these modernization projects has been 

suspended. 

In addition, FPL will be adding approximately 400 MW of generating capacity at its 

existing nuclear power plants at the Turkey Point and St. Lucie sites. This added 

capacity is scheduled to- come-jn-service in 2011 and 2012, respectively. These 
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capacity "uprates" were approved by the FPSC in January 2008 (PSC Order 08-

0021-FOF-EI). The Final Order for the Site Certification was issued in September 

2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and October 2008 for the Turkey Point up rates. 

These new generating units and generating capacity additions were selected for a variety 

of reasons including cost-effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, fuel diversity, and 

significant system emission reductions, including greenhouse gas emission reductions. In 

addition, the solar projects will increase the contribution of renewable energy sources 

towards meeting the electricity needs of FPL's customers. 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL's current 

projection of firm capacity purchases is very similar to the projection shown in FPL's 2009 

Site Plan, after accounting for the fact that the contracts for several purchases presented 

in the 2009 Site Plan have now ended. These firm capacity purchases are from a 

combination of utility and independent power producers. Details, including the annual 

total capacity values for these purchases, are presented in Chapter 1 in Tables 1.8.1 and 

1.8.2. These purchased capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's resource planning 

work. 

The third of these assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional demand 

side management (DSM) that is anticipated to be implemented annually over the ten-year 

period. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work has assumed that, at a minimum, the 

DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals will be achieved as planned. The 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan accounts for the new DSM goals. 

The amount of DSM included in the 2010 Site Plan is different than the amount included 

in the 2009 Site Plan. In late 2009, the FPSC imposed significantly higher goals for DSM 

resources for FPL to add in the 2010 - 2019 period. The amount of demand (MW) 

reduction from the new DSM goals far exceeds (i.e., is more than double) the 2009 

projection of FPL's remaining resource needs through 2019. Now, with FPL's lower long

term 2010 load forecast, and the commensurately lower 2010 projection of resource 

needs, the amount by which the MW reductions from the new DSM goals exceeds FPL's 

resource needs is even larger. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then 

applied in the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of 

FPL's future resource needs. Tl:lis determination is accomplished by system reliability 
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analyses which for FPL are currently based on dual planning criteria of a minimum peak 

period reserve margin of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a 

maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are 

commonly used throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on 

to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of probabilistic 

methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. Of these, the most 

widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how 

well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a measure of how often 

load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve margin, the calculation of 

LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while taking into consideration such 

probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual generators due to scheduled 

maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource ~·Ianning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Information regarding 
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the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

feasibility analyses of new capacity options are conducted to determine which new 

capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. These analyses 

also establish capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, 

and operating parameters and costs. In similar analyses, feasibility analyses of new 

DSM options and/or continued growth in existing DSM options are typically conducted. 

The individual new resource options emerging from these feasibility options are then 

typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are designed to meet the system 

reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created by combining individual 

resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's new resource needs are met. 

The creation of these competing resource plans is typically carried out using 

spreadsheet, dynamic programming, and/or linear and non-linear programming 

techniques. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to 

System Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans. In 2009, once the 

resource plans were -developed, FPL utilized the P-MArea production cost model and a 

Fixed Cost Spreadsheet to perform the economic analyses. The P-MArea model is the 

Florida Power & Light Comp;Jany 57 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 67 of 275

model used by FPL to develop the Fuel Cost Budget and to conduct other production 

cost-related analyses. 

FPL also utilized several other models in the economic evaluation portion of its resource 

planning work. For analyses of individual DSM options, FPL typically uses its DSM cost

effectiveness model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved 

methodology for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of individual DSM measures/programs, 

and its non-linear programming model for analyzing the potential for lowering system 

peak loads through additional load management capacity. FPL then utilizes its linear 

programming model to develop DSM portfolios. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the intent of minimizing 

FPL's leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure o r RIM methodology). 

However, in cases in which the DSM contribution was assumed as a given and the only 

competing options were new generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of 

competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on system revenue 

requirements are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and plans in such 

cases were evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue requirement (CPVRR) 

basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic terms, such as percentages, tons, etc. rather 

than in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" 

that include (but are not necessarily limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, system emission levels, and maintaining a reg ional balance between load 

and generating capacity, particularly in Southeastern Florida. In conducting the 

evaluations needed to determine which resource options and resource plans are best for 

FPL's system, both the economic and non-economic evaluations are conducted with an 

eye to whether the system concern is positively or negatively impacted by a given 

resource option or resource plan. 
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Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps were used to develop the future 

generation plan. This plan is presented in the fo\\owing section. 

111.8 Incremental Resource Additions/Changes 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2010 through 

2019 are depicted in Table 111.8.1. These capacity additions/changes result from a variety 

of actions including: changes to existing units (which are frequently achieved as a result 

of plant component replacements during major overhauls), temporarily removing older, 

less efficient generating units from active service and placing them into Inactive Reserve 

status until their continued operation is again needed, changes in the amounts of 

purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules 

or by entering into new purchase contracts, increases in generating capacity at FPL's 

four existing nuclear units, the projected modernizations of FPL's steam generating units 

at its existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites into new, very fuel-efficient CC 

generating units, and by construction of approved new generating units such as West 

County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3. 

As shown in Table 111.8.1, the capacity additions consist primarily of construction of one 

new CC unit, the projected modernization of existing steam units into new CC units, and 

capacity increases at FPL's existing nuclear generating units. (The DSM additions that 

are consistent with the DSM goals imposed by the FPSC through 2019 are not explicitly 

presented in this table, but have been accounted for in FPL's resource planning work. In 

addition, the projected MW reductions from these DSM additions are reflected in the 

projected reserve margin values shown in the table.) 

This table also shows the addition of the previously discussed 85 MW of new solar 

facilities (10 MW of PV and 75 MW of solar thermal). However, as indicated in the table 

and its footnotes, these new solar facilities are not projected to contribute new firm 

capacity. There are two reasons for this. First, one of these facilities - the 75 MW solar 

thermal facility at the Martin site - is designed not to add new capacity, but to serve 

solely as a "fuel substitute" facility. (When sufficient sunlight is available, the solar thermal 

facility will produce steam that would otherwise have been produced by buming fossil 

fuels.) Second, in regard to the new PV facility that has a 10 MW nameplate rating, it is 

unclear at this time what the output of this facility will consistently be during FPL's late 

afternoon Summer and early morning Winter peak hours. Consequently, FPL is not 
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assigning a firm capacity value (i.e., those values reflected in Table 111.8.1) to this PV 

facility at this time. Once FPL has actual operating experience with this PV facility, it will 

evaluate what an appropriate firm capacity value for this facility should be. However, 

FPL's economic and non-economic analyses fully capture the system fuel and emission 

savings from both of these two new solar facilities. 

The significantly ,lower long-term load forecast, coupled with the approved additions of 

highly efficient new natural gas-f1red and nuclear generat'1ng capacity, and the new DSM 

goals imposed by the FPSC, allow the opportunity for FPL to temporarily remove some 

older, less efficient generating capacity from active service, resulting in savings in 

operational and maintenance costs. A number of such units are/will be on Inactive 

Reserve status in 2010. These units are: Cutler Units 5 & 6, Sanford Unit 3, Port 

Everglades Units 1 & 2, and Turkey Point Unit 2. In 2011, Port Everglades Units 3 & 4 

are also projected to be placed on Inactive Reserve. These generating units will continue 

to be maintained and will be returned to active service when needed. The timing of the 

return of these units is uncertain at this time primarily due to the uncertainty regarding 

FPL's future load. However, for planning purposes, FPL is showing in this document that 

these units begin to return to active service starting in the latter years of the ten-year 

reporting period, 2018 and 2019. 

In addition, the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera units that would be removed as part 

of the projected modernization work, will initially be placed on Inactive Reserve status, 

then would be completely removed from service in preparation for the construction of the 

new CC units at those sites if the modernization projects proceed. 

Finally, as shown in the table below, FPL is currently projecting no additional new 

generating units beyond those discussed above for the years 2015 through 2019. This 

result is primarily driven by the combination of the lower long-term 2010 load forecast and 

the higher DSM goals. 2 

2 For pufl>(lses of establishing a Standard Offer Contract, and using the same forecasts and other assumptions presented 
in this document, FPL projects that it's next fossil-fueled new generating unit would be a Greenfield 3x1 H CC with a 2025 
in-service date. Details of that unit are not provided in this Site Plan because its projected In-service date is beyond the 
2010-2019 time period addressed in this document. 
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Table Ill. B. 1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 111 

Net Capacity 
Changes (MWJ 

Year Projected Capacity Changes Winter(21 Summerf31 

2010 Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center (Solar Thermal) VI - -
Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 161 - -
Changes to Existing Purchases 141 - (50) 
Riviera Unit 3 - offline for modernization (280) (277} 
Riviera Unit 4 - offline for modernization (291) {288) 
Cape Canaveral Unit 1 - offline for modernization - {396) 
Cape Canaveral Unit 2 - offline for modernization - (396) 
Changes to Existing Units 149 15 
Inactive Reserve of Ex\stinil Units -offline IBl (~~) _l769) 

2011 ch'anges to Ex-iSiin9 -F>urchases1 "' (90) (45} 
Cape Canaveral Unit 1 - offline for modernization {398) -
Cape Canaveral Unit 2 - offline for modernization (398) -
West County Unit 3 151 - 1,219 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 181 (394) (1,171) 

Changes to Existing Units 0 0 
2012 Changes to Existing Purchases t"l - (100) 

West County Unit 3 151 1,335 -
Changes to Existing Units ' 3 3 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 181 (783) -
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates- St. Lucie 1 103 103 
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 - 88 
Existing Nuclear Unils~acity Uprates- Turkey Point 3 - 104 

2013 Changes to Existing Purchases 1''1·· (180) -
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center - 1,210 
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates - St. Lucie 2 88 -
Existing Nuclear Units Capacity Uprates -Turkey Point 3 104 -
~xisting Nuclear Units Capa<:i_f.X l!.P.r.ates - "T~rk~ Point 4 104 104 

2o14 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,355 -
Riviera Beacb~t <>.e_n_E!~a}ion ~lean Ene~~ Center -- 1,212 - - (344 2015 Riviera Beach Next Generation Glean Energy Center -

2016 Ch~ng-;s\;;'Ex·i~ting_ PC~c~~f3s (41 - ·- (931-) (1,306) 

2017 Changes to Existing Purchases 141 (375) -
c-2.01.8_ Inactive Res~rve of Existing Units - online 181 

-- 0 392 

2019 inact1ve Reserve of Existing Units - online 181 
394 387 

TOTALS= 84 39 
(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and ~pacity changBS are found on 

Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
{2) Winter values a~e forecasted values for January or the year shown. FPL's actual 2010 Winter peak was significantly 

higher than forecasted. 
(3) Summer values are forecasted values for August of the year shown. 
(4} These are firm capacity and energy contracts with Q.F, utilities, and other entities. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for 

more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be In-service In June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June 

are included in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting In that year and in the Winter reserve margin 
calculation starting with the next year. 

(6) Because of the intermittent nature of the photovoltaics (PV) resource, FPL is currently assigning no firm capacity benef~ 
to these generating additions. FPL will reassess this once actual operating data from the PV facilities at these 
locations is available. This location-specific information Is needed in order to gauge consistent output during the peak 
hours which are acc:Dunted for in FPL's reserve margin calculations. 

(7} The Martin solar thermal facility is designed to provide steam for FPL's existing Martin Unit 8 combined 
cycle unit, thus reduclng FPL's use of natural gas. No additional capacity (MW) will result from the operation 
of the solar thermal facility. 

(8) A number of existing FPL power plants are beir-lg temporarily rernoveo from service and placed on Inactive Reserve 
status. FPL plans to retum these units to active service in the future as needed. The timing of the retum of these units to 
full-time active status is uncertain at this time primarily due to the uncertainty regarding FPL's future load. Howe.,er, lor 
planning purpQ_ses, FPL is showing in this document that these units begin to return to active service starting in 2018. 
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lll.C Issues Impacting FPL's Resource Planning Work 

As indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL's resource planning efforts in 2010 will 

continue to be influenced by three factors: (i) a new lower long-term load forecast, (ii) 

significantly increased bSM goals for the 2010-2019 time frame, and (iii) regulatory and 

commercial developments regarding FPL's new nuclear units, Turkey Point 6 & 7. 

In addition, there are other items that will also influence FPL's resource planning work. 

Among these other items are two that FPL typica lly refers to as on-going system 

concerns that FPL has considered in its resource planning work for a number of years. 

These two on-going system concerns are: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in 

Southeastern Florida. 

A third factor that will influence FPL's on-going resource planning efforts is the Executive 

Order directive issued in 2007 by Governor Crist, calling for reductions in greenhouse 

gas emissions and for increased contribution from renewable energy sources. 

A fourth factor that could affect FPL's resource planning is the future establishment of 

Florida standards for renewable or clean energy contributions to a utility system. A 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal was prepared by the FPSC, and sent to 

the Florida Legislature for consideration, with a possible change to a Clean Portfolio 

Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. However, no RPS or CPS 

legislation was enacted during the 2009 legislative session. RPS or CPS legislation, or 

other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, may occur 

in the future. If such legislation is enacted in 2010 or later years, FPL will then determine 

what steps need to be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then be 

discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

These four (4) factors that impact FPL's on-going resou rce planning work are briefly 

discussed below. 

1. System Fuel Diversity 

FPL is currently dependent upon using natural gas to generate slightly more than half of 

the electricity it delivers to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL's electricity 

that is generated by natural gas is projected to increase. T herefore, FPL is continually 

seeking opportunities to maintain and enhance the fuel diversity of its system. 
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In 2007, FPL sought approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal 

units to its system. These two new units would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 

2014. However, due to concerns over greenhouse gas emissions, FPL was unable to 

obtain approval for these units. Consequently, FPL does not believe that new advanced 

technology coal units are viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida for the 

foreseeable future. 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy, renewable energy, and more 

efficient ways in which to generate electricity using natural gas in order to enhance its 

fuel diversity. In regard to nuclear energy, FPL obtained approval to increase capacity at 

each of its four existing nuclear units. In total, these capacity "uprates" will add 

approximately 400 MW of capacity and energy for FPL's customers beginning in the 

2011/2012 time period. In 2008, the FPSC approved both the need for these uprates and 

the ability to recover uprates-related expenditures. 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of 

discussions with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending 

current agreements that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting period of this 

document. Another activity is to periodically issue a request for proposals to solicit cost

effective new renewable projects from outside parties. Also, as previously discussed, FPL 

sought and received approval from the FPSC in 2008 to add 110 MW through three new 

FPL-owned solar facilities, one solar thermal facility and two PV facilities. One 25 MW PV 

facility began commercial operation in 2009. The remaining two solar facilities are 

scheduled to be in-service by the end of 2010. FPL's efforts to utilize renewable energy 

are discussed further in Section III.F. 

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from the 

FPSC to build a third highly efficient CC unit at its West County Energy Center site 

(WCEC Unit 3) and to convert the older steam generating units at its existing Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera plant sites to new, highly efficient CC units. WCEC Unit 3 is 

currently projected to go in-service in 2011. 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance system fuel diversity. FPL also plans to maintain the ability to utilize ,fuel oil at 

those existing units that have that capability, although cost factor,.'> currently limit the 

expected use of these facilities. Furthermore, FPL has traditionally purcnased the gas 
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transportation capacity required for new natural! gas generating units from an existing 

natural gas pipeline company. As an alternative, FPL sought approval in 2009 from the 

FPSC for the construction of a new natural gas pipeline in Florida capable of serving 

future generation needs. Such a third pipeline was projected to have potential benefits for 

FPL and its customers by increasing the diversity of FPL's fuel supply sources, 

increasing the physical reliability of the pipeline delivery system, and enhancing 

competition among pipelines. However, the application for an FPL-owned pipeline was 

denied by the FPSC in 2009. FPL is currently re-eva luating how natural gas can be 

delivered to its system in the future. 

2. Southeastern Florida Imbalance 

In recent years, an imbalance had developed between regionally insta lled generation and 

peak load in Southeastern !Florida. A significant amount of energy required in the 

Southeastern Florida region during peak periods was being provided through the 

transmission system from plants located outside the region . FPL's prior planning work 

concluded that either additional1 installed generating capacity in this region, or 

transmission capacity capable of delivering additional electricity from outside the region, 

would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, four 

recent capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3) were 

evaluated as the most cost-effective options to meet FPL's capacity needs in the near

term. Adding these units will significantly reduce the imbalance between generation and 

load in Southeastern Florida. 

In addition, FPL will be adding increased capacity at FPL's existing two nuclear units at 

Turkey Point in 2011 and 2012 and is currently projected to increase the generating 

capacity at its Riviera site through a modernization of that site in 2014. These generating 

unit additions in Southeastern Florida are expected to address the imbalance for most, if 

not all, of the 2010-2019 reporting period addressed in this document even after 

accounting for temporarily placing some of the existing generating units in the region on 

Inactive Reserve status. However, the Southeastern Florida imbalance will remain a 

consideration in FPL's on-going resource planning work. 

3. Governor Crist's Executive Qrder 

The Executive Order directive issued in 2007, particularly the portions of the directive that 

call for significant inc[eases in renewable, non-emitting energy, and decreases in 
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greenhouse gas emissions, are being addressed by FPL in a variety of ways. With 

respect to renewable energy, FPL's efforts to build its own renewable energy facilities 

were mentioned above in regard to fuel diversity and are also discussed in more detail in 

Section III.F. 

These renewable energy efforts have the potential to help lower greenhouse gas 

emissions. In addition, significant reductions, particularly of carbon dioxide (C02), will be 

accomplished in the ten-year reporting time frame of this document by the approved 

capacity uprates at FPL's four existing nuclear power plants. Further reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions are also expected from increasing the overall fuel efficiency of 

FPL's system through the addition of WCEC Unit 3 and the currently projected 

modernizations of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites. FPL will also 

continue to look for cost-effective ways to further improve the efficiency of its system that 

will lead to even more greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

FPL's system C02 emission rate (amount of C02 emitted per MWh of electricity 

generated) is already relatively low due in large part to the overall efficiency of FPL's 

system. The efforts described above have the potential not only to continue the trend of 

steadily lowering FPL's already low C02 emission rate, but also to begin to lower total 

system C02 emissions despite continued growth in population. 

4. Renewable Portfolio or Clean Energy Standards (RPS or CPS) 

At the time this document is being prepared, Florida does not have a Renewable or 

Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (RPS or CPS). An RPS proposal was prepared by the 

FPSC and sent to the Florida Legislature for their consideration, with a possible change 

to a Clean Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. However, no 

RPS or CPS legislation was enacted during that session. RPS or CPS legislation , or 

other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, may occur 

in the future. If such legislation is enacted in 2010 or in a later year, FPL will then 

determine what steps need to be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then 

be discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

As previously discussed in Chapter I, and earlier in this chapter, the FPSC in late 2009 

imposed significantly higher DSM goals for FPL for 2010- 2019 than are needed to meet 

100% of FPL's remaining resource needs through 2019. In addition, the FPSC ordered 
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FPL to spend up to $15.5 million per year to promote DSM-based applications of solar 

water heating and photovoltaics (PV). 

The DSM goals recently imposed by the FPSC have three components: Summer MW 

reductions, Winter MW reductions, and GWh reductions. Table 111.0.1 presents the 

Summer MW reduction component of these goals. (The Summer MW component, and to 

a much lesser degree the Winter MW reduction component, impacts FPL's need for 

future resources such as those discussed in this document. The GWh reduction 

component has no impact on FPL's need for future resources.) 

Table 111.0.1: FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 

(at the Generator) 

Cwnulative 
SummerMW i 

DSM Goals for FPL 
Year (at Generator) 
2010 110 I 
2011 253 
2012 419 

I 
2013 599 
2014 783 
2015 955 
2016 1,111 
2017 1,25 1 
2018 1,379 
2019 1,498 

By March 30, 2010, FPL is required to petition the FPSC for approval of the DSM Plan it 

proposes to implement to meet the DSM goal's and renewable energy expenditure 

mandates. At the time this Site Plan is being prepared, FPL was still developing its DSM 

Plan that it will petition the FPSC for approval to implement. FPL expects that the FPSC 

approval process for its DSM Plan will likely take several months. Therefore, FPL does 

not expect to know with certainty what its portfolio of approved DSM programs will be 

until mid-201 0 at the earliest. FPL expects to provide a description of its approved DSM 

programs in its 2011 Site Plan. 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's BSM.efforts 

through 2009 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

4,257 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximate!-¥ 
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51,055 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. Accounting for reserve margin 

requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2009 have eliminated the need to construct 

approximately 13 new 400 MW generating units. 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. 

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2007 data (the last year for 

which the DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan is being developed), FPL 

ranked # 1 nationally in energy efficiency demand reduction and # 2 nationally in load 

management demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has achieved these significant 

DSM accomplishments while minimizing the impact on electric rates for all of its 

customers. 

FPL's intent is to address the FPSC's DSM goals and funding mandate for DSM-based 

solar applications, to continue its national leadership role in DSM, and to continue to 

minimize the electric rate impact resulting from its DSM efforts. 

III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy to FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certifted under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (Mo!Yr) (KV} (MVA) 

Miles I 

FPL St. Johns " Pringle 25 Dec- 13 230 759 

FPL Manatee Lf BobWhite 30 Dec- 12 230 1190 

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006. This project is to be completed in two 

phases. Phase I consisted of 4 miles of new 230kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed in May-2009. 

Phase II consists of 21 miles or new 230kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by 

Dec-2013. 

2! Final order certifying the corridor was issued on November 6, 2008. This project consists of 30 miles of new 

230kV line (Manatee to Bobwhite) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2012 
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In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

projected generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the projected generating capacity additions at the West County 

Energy Center site Unit 3, the capacity increases (uprates) at the existing St. Lucie and 

Turkey Point nuclear sites, and the Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach modernizations 

are described on the following pages. 

Certain new generation additions will not need new transmission facilities. These 

generation additions include the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center and the 

Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center. The Martin solar thermal facility does 

not add any new generation capacity at the site and, therefore, no new transmission 

facilities are required. The Space Coast facility is an addition of 10 MW of PV generation 

that will be connected at distribution voltage at the Grissom substation. No new 

transmission facilities are needed. 

In regard to the existing generating units that are projected to be temporarily placed on 

Inactive Reserve status in 2010 and 2011, there are no projected impacts to FPL's 

transmission system from these units because these units can be returned to active 

service with adequate notice. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 in 2011 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

L Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Build new Sugar 230 kV Substation on WCEC site. 

3. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Sugar 230kV 

Substation. 

4. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

5. At Corbett Substation, relocate Germantown 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

6. At Corbett Substation, relocate BrowardfYamato 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

7. At Corbett Substation, install new Sugar 230 kV line terminal in Bay 2W. 

8. At Corbett Substation, install one 5-ohm inductor on the 230 kV side of the 500/230 

kV autotransformer. 

9. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate Germantown 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

2. Relocate BrowardfYamato 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

3. Construct one mile 230 kV 1190 MVA line from Sugar to Corbett. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 uprates in 2011 for Unit 1, and in 

2012 for Unit 2, in regard to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Midway Substation, replace eleven 230 kV disconnect switches, and six wave 

traps. Also upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

2. At St. Lucie Switchyard, replace eighteen 230 kV disconnect switches and six wave 

traps. 

3. Uprate the Unit 1A and 1 B main step-up transformers to 635 MVA. 

4. Uprate the spare main step-up transformer to 635 MVA to replace Unit 2A main step

up transformer. 

5. Replace the Unit 2B main step-up transformer with a new one rated at 635 MVA. 

6. Addl relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the three existing St. Lucie-Midway 230 kV lines with spacers between the 

conductors to achieve a normal (continuous) rating of 2790 Amperes. 

2. Replace one existing overhead ground wire on each of the th ree existing St. Lucie 

Midway 230kV line with fiber optic overhead ground wire for protective relay 

communication. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uprates in 2012 in regard to 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Turkey Point Switchyard, install two 5-0hm series phase inductors combined with 

external shunt capacitors on the southeast and southwest 230 kV operating busses. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard, replace twelve 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

3. Uprate the Unit 3 and Unit 4 main step-up transformers to 970 MVA. 

4. Replace spare main step-up transformer with 1028 MVA transformer. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Replace breaker failure panels at Davis Substation. 

7. Replace breaker failure panels at Flagami Substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for both Units 3 & 4 between the main step-up 

transformers and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Projected Modernization) 

The work required to connect the projected Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center in 2013 to the FPL grid is forecasted to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Cape Canaveral 

230kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Cape Canaveral Switchyard replace eight 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

5. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate the Cape Canaverai-Grissom 115 kV line. 
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III.E.5 Transmission Facilities for Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Projected Modernization) 

The work required to connect the projected Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center in 2014 to the FPL grid is forecasted to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Expand the Riviera 230 kV Switchyard five breakers to accommodate terminals for 

one combustion turbine (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct a new 138 kV Riviera Switchyard -five bays, 14 breakers with terminals to 

connect two CT units and seven 138 kV lines. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

5. At Ranch Substation, add a new 230 kV bay 5 and upgrade bay 4 to 3000 Amperes. 

6. Breaker replacements: 

Ranch Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Broward Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. Break the Indiantown-Riviera 230kV and extend each of the line segments south 

(approx. 4 miles) to connect to the Ranch 230 kV Substation forming Indiantown

Ranch and a Ranch-Riviera 230 kV circuits. 

2. Remove Corbett-Ranch #2 230 kV line at Ranch and: 

a. extend to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV line N/S corridor (approx. 10 miles). 

3. Break Cedar -Corbett 230 kV (near Ranch Sub in Corbett-Jog section) and: 

a. Extend Cedar side to Riviera, (approx. 15 miles) creating new Cedar-Riviera 230 

kV. 

b. Extend Corbett side to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV N/S corridor (approx. 

10 miles). 

4. Break Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV (near 230 corridor running N/S) 

a. Connect Cedar side to meet 3.b. to create a Cedar to Corbett 230 kV. 

b. Connect Lauderdale side to meet 2.a. to create a Corbett to Lauderdale 230 kV. 

5. Upgrade the existing IBM-Yamato 138 kV line to 1200 Amperes. 

6. New underground 138 kV tie line between new Riviera 138 kV Switchyard and 560 

MVA, 230/138 kV autotransformer in the expanded Riviera 230 kV Substation. 

7. Relocate six existing 138 kV lines from existing Ranch 138 kV Switch yard to new 

Riviera 138 kV Switchyard. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to utilize renewable energy 

technologies to meet its customers' current and future needs. FPL has been involved 

since 1976 in renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the 

implementation of various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing 

FPL's renewable energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five 

categories. 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the 

Mississippi. This PV installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation 

for over 15 years and provided valuable information about PV performance 

capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second 

PV system at the FPL Flag ami substation in Miami. This 1 0-kilowatt (kW) system was 

placed into operation in 1984. (The system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion once testing of this PV installation had been completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-fi lm PV lest facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. This FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was 

installed as a result of FPL's recent Green Pricing effort (which is discussed below). 

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the program ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to 

approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate 

information about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable 
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in Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural finns created 

complete construction blueprints for six passive home designs with the assistance of 

the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a 

low cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. 

Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased out 

due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). This revision 

was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to 

evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential 

swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed results. 

Some of the perfonnance problems identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the 

significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading , and various customer 

satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this 

particular solar application. 

FPL has since continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts 

have included a PV research, development, and education project, "green energy'' 

research projects and pricing programs, and participation in the State of Florida's PV 

for Schools program. With resources from the FPL Group Foundation, FPL will 

contribute 30 kw of PV to schools and educational non-profits in its service area 

during 2010. This initiative also delivers teacher training and curriculum that is tied to 

the Sunshine Teacher Standards in Florida. Additionally, it provides teacher grants to 

promote and fund projects in the classrooms. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included 5 locations. The research projects were 

useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

Florida Power & Light Company 75 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 85 of 275

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL 

works with customers to interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through 

December 2009, approximately 645 customer systems (predominantly residential) 

have been interconnected. 

Finally, as part of its DSM goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for 

Florida's investor-owned utilities to spend up to a set. not-to-exceed amount of 

money annually to facilitate demand side solar water heater and photovoltaic 

applications. FPL's not-to-exceed annual amount of money for these applications is 

approximately $15.5 million. At the time this Site Plan is being prepared, FPL is 

developing its plan for how these expenditures will be made and is scheduled to file 

its plan for FPSC approval on March 30, 2010. The FPSC is expected to approve 

FPL's plan in mid-201 0. FPL expects to provide a description of its approved plan for 

these DSM-based solar expenditures in its 2011 Site Plan. 

3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available 

energy, have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables 1.8.1, 1.8.2, and Table I.C.1 in Chapter 1). 

Periodically, FPL invites renewables suppliers to provide proposals for renewable 

power and energy at or below avoided costs in response to FPL's Requests for 

Proposals (RFPs). FPL issued Renewable RFP's in 2007 and 2008 soliciting 

proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below avoided 

costs from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries for 

information from prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or phone. 

With regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste 

Authority of Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 

31 , 2010 for a 20 year term from April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. Also, the firm 
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capacity and energy contract with Broward South that expired August 2009 was not 

renewed, but Broward South continues as an as-available supplier of energy to FPL 

4) Supply Side Efforts- FPL Facilities: 

FPL is in the process of developing a wind generation project on South Hutchinson 

Island in St. Lucie County. This project is known as the St. Lucie Wind project and it 

consists of up to six wind turbine generators capable of generating up to 

approximately 13.8 MW. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use approval 

process, and soon after applied for the necessary federal and state 

permitting. However, a decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie 

Wind project's permitting will not be finalized until the local land use approval process 

is completed. The in-service date will depend on the approval and permitting 

process. 

With regard to solar projects, FPL has completed construction of the nation's largest 

photovoltaic (PV) power generation facility in the country, the 25 MW DeSoto Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center. In addition, two solar projects that will add 85 MW 

of solar capacity are projected to be completed in 2010. These three projects are in 

response to the Florida Legislature's House Bill 7135 which was signed into taw by 

Governor Crist in June 2008. House Bill 7135 (hereafter referred to as the 2008 

Energy Bill), was enacted to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse gas 

emitting renewable generation in the State of Florida. Specifically, the 2008 Energy 

Bill authorized cost recovery for the first 110 MW of eligible renewable projects that 

had the proper land, zoning and transmission rights in place. FPL's three solar 

projects met the specified criteria, and were granted approval for cost recovery in 

2008. Each of the three solar projects is discussed below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This project will provide 75 MW of solar thermal capacity in an innovative way 

that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on the FPL system. This project will 

involve the installation of solar thermal technology that will be integrated into the 

existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant. This project 

will be the first "hybrid" solar plant in the world, the second largest solar facility in 

the world, and the largest solar plant of any kind in the U.S. outside of California. 

Construction began in December 2008 and is expected to be completed by the 

end of2010. 
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b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This facility has been constructed and began commercial operation in October 

2009. It currently is providing up to 25 MW of PV non-firm capacity and energy, 

making it the largest PV facility in the U.S. The facility utilizes a tracking array 

that is designed to follow the sun as it traverses through the sky. 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this project is part of an innovative 

public/private partnership with NASA. When completed, it will provide up to 1 0 

MW of PV non-firm capacity and energy. Construction began in June 2009 and is 

expected to be completed in 2010. 

Each of these facilities is a significant and innovative renewable generating plant in 

its own right. Collectively, these Next Generation Solar Energy Centers are expected 

to produce a total of approximately 213,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity 

each year, and at peak production provide enough energy to serve the requirements 

of more than 15,000 homes. 

For resource planning purposes, FPL projects that the energy delivered from these 

renewable facilities will be "as available", non-firm energy. This is due to several 

factors. First, the Martin solar thermal facility is designed as a "fuel-substitute" facility, 

not as a facility that will result in additional capacity and energy being generated. The 

solar thermal facility will displace the use of fossil fuel on the FPL system when the 

solar thermal facility is operating. Second, in regard to the two PV facilities, the 

intermittent nature of the solar resource makes it difficult to accurately determine 

what contribution the PV facilities at these specific locations can consistently make at 

FPL's late Summer afternoon and early Winter morn ing peak load hours. Once site

specific operating data has been gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will 

then re-evaluate the actual output from each PV facility to determine what portion, if 

any, of its output can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in 

FPL's resource planning work. 

In addition to these three approved projects, FPL is currently in the process of 

identifying other potential solar sites in the state in the event that a future Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS), Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (CPS), or other enabling 

legislation is enacted by the Florida legislature. FPL is evaluating existing FPL 
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generation sites along with potential greenfield sites within FPL's service territory. 

These potential FPL and greenfield sites are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote 

development of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance has been 

established with the newly formed Center for Ocean Energy Technology at Florida 

Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the commercialization of ocean current. 

ocean thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as cold water air conditioning) and 

hydrogen technologies. FPL has been taking the lead in assisting FAU with the 

discussions being held with the U.S. Department of the Interior's Minerals 

Management Service Department (MMS). MMS is working to establish the permitting 

process for ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support its 

studies of biomass renewable potential and wind studies in the state. In addition, 

FPL has partnered with the Florida Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology 

and with the Florida State Universities Center for Applied Power System in regard to 

grid integration of ocean energy and other renewables. 

FPL is also developing a "living lab" to demonstrate FPL's solar energy commitment 

to employees and visitors at its Juno Beach facility. FPL will evaluate multiple solar 

technologies and applications to develop a renewable business model resulting in the 

most cost-effective and reliable source(s) of solar energy to FPL customers. 

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple 

emerging technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, 

fuel cell technology, biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. 

In the early 1980s, FPL began to -purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first 

added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from 
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the St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' 

energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. Additional coal 

resources were added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which 

began serving FPL's customers in 1991. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke was 

added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural 

gas that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to 

FPL's customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long 

term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. In 2009, FPL placed into commercial 

operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site. A third new CC unit is projected to be added to the WCEC site in 2011. In 

addition, FPL is currently projecting to modernize its existing Cape Canaveral and 

Riviera plant sites by removing the existing steam generating units and replacing 

them with two highly efficient new CC units, one at each site. These new CC units will 

provide highly efficient generation that will dramatically improve FPL's overall system 

generation efficiency. 

In addition, FPL is increasing its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates 

of its four existing nuclear units. These uprates will add a total of approximately 400 

MW of nuclear generation capacity by 2012. (FPL is also pursuing plans to obtain 

permits to build two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site that, in total, 

would add approximately 2 ,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity. FPL 

currently assumes, for resource planning purposes, that the in-service dates for the 

new nuclear units are outside of the 201 0-2019 reporting time frame of this 

document. At the time this document is being prepared, FPL is evaluating what the 

revised in-servfce dales for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 should be for planning purposes. 

FPL will address those revised in-service dates for planning purposes in its May 3, 

2010 nuclear cost recovery filing to the FPSC.) 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has committed to add 110 MW of solar 

generating capacity by 2010 through a 75 MW solar thermal facility at FPL's existing 

Martin site, a 25 MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in 
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Brevard County. The 25 MW PV facility was placed into commercial operation in 

2009. The other two solar facilities are projected to be completed in 2010. 

FPL's future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and 

evaluating alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance 

FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the 

purchase of power from renewable energy facilities, addition of FPL-owned 

renewable energy facilities, obtaining access to diversified sources of natural gas 

such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from the Mid-Continent 

unconventional reserves, preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, 

and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (New advanced technology coal 

generating units are not currently considered as viable options in Florida in the ten

year reporting period of this document due to concerns over greenhouse gas 

emissions.) The evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and 

other possible alternatives, will be an ongoing part of future planning cycles. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of 

this "fuel mix" through 2019 based on the resou rce plan presented in this document, 

is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between 

fuels, are major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future generating 

capacity needs. FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published 

contemporary forecasts. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke 

prices, are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and 

uncontrollable drivers that influence the short-and long-term price of oil, natural gas, 

coal, and petroleum coke. These drivers include: 

a. Current and projected worldwide demand for crude oil and petroleum 

products; 

b. Current and projected worldwide refinery capacity/production: 

c. Expected worldwide economic growth, in particular in China, and other 

Pacific Rim countries; 
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d. Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production, the 

availability of spare OPEC production capacity and the assumed growth in 

spare OPEC production capacity; 

e. Non-OPEC production and expected growth in non-OPEC production; 

f. The geopolitics of the Middre East, West Africa, the Form er Soviet Union, 

Nigeria, Venezuela, etc., as well as, the uncertainty and impact upon 

worldwide energy consumption related to U. S. and worldwide environmental 

legislation, politics, etc.; 

g. Current and projected North American natural gas demand; 

h. Current and projected U.S., Canadian, and Mexican natural gas production; 

i. The worldwide supply and demand for LNG; and 

j. The growth in solid fuel generation on a U. S. and worldwide basis. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow 

clearly underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid 

fuel (coal and petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of 

long-term price outcomes. In this light, FPL developed and uti lized Low, Medium, and 

High price forecasts for fossil fuels in some of its 2009 resource planning work, 

particularly in regard to the nuclear cost recovery fi lings. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oill and natural gas. For 

oil and natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the 

following methodology: 

a. For 2010 through 2012, the methodology used the January 26, 2010 forward 

curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil , U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur 

heavy oil, ultra low sulfur diesel, and Henry Hub natural gas commodity 

prices; 

b. For the next two years (2013 and 2014 ), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the 

January 26, 2010 forward curve and the most current projections at the time 

from The PIRA Energy Group; 

c. For the 2015 through 2025 period, FPL used the annual projections from The 

PIRA Energy Group, and; 
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d. For the period beyond 2025, FPL used the real rate of escalation provided in 

the Energy Information Administration (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook 2009 

publication. FPL assumed a 2.5% annual rate of escalation to convert real 

prices to nominal prices prior to 2025, with no escalation from 2025 forward. 

In addition to the development of oil and natural gas commodity prices, 

nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and natural gas 

transportation costs. The addition of commodity and transportation forecasts 

resulted in delivered price forecasts. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum 

coke prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following 

approach: 

a. The price forecasts for Central Appalachian coal (CAPP), Powder River 

Basin (PRB), South-American coal, and petroleum coke were provided by JD 

Energy; 

b. The marine transportation rates from the loading port for coal and petroleum 

coke to an import terminal were also provided by JD Energy; 

c. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until 

expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet generation 

requirements. 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward 

price, one year ahead. FPL developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty 

which exists within each commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts 

retlect a range of reasonable forecast outcomes. 

3. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to 

the nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and 

other comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a 

commercial nuclear power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 
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(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from 

the ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in

situ leaching operations, or production as a by-product from other mining 

operations, such as gold, copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first 

step is the raw uranium delivered as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as 

yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further 

removes any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, 

which requires uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0. 711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at 

an atomic mass of 238 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a 

higher percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural 

uranium does not contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases 

the percentage amount of U-235 from 0. 711% to a level specified when 

designing the reactor core (typically in a range from approximately 3% to as high 

as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is enr'1ched uranium in the form of 

UF6. 

(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is 

changed to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are 

sealed and bundled together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are 

then delivered to the plant site for insertion in a reactor. 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining_: There is some volatility in the current uranium market. Demand is 

rather stable and outputs from production facilities have been increasing steadily. 

The following are the current major contributors that led to less volatility in the 

prices for uranium: 
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• The recent financial crisis had caused significant sales of inventories and 

caused the market price to drop earlier than predicted. However, Hedge 

funds continue to purchase uranium, reducing its availability to end 

users. 

• The large inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is being 

withheld from the market due to political pressure from suppliers 

concerned about further price drop already affected by the current 

financial downturn. However, some of it is made available as barter in 

exchange for clean-up costs for the Department of Energy enrichment 

facilities. 

• The Russians have announced that they would not supply down-blended 

weapons material to the U.S. government after 2013 for sale in the U.S. 

market. However, there is not an agreement between the U.S. and 

Russian government for the sales of enriched uranium. 

• The U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) has imposed restrictions on 

the import of nuclear fuel from France and Russia. 

FPL expects the market to be more consistent with market fundamentals. In 

2008 and 2009, a number of actions resolved restrictions of imports of foreign 

uranium. Recent law enacted in 2008 resolved the import of Russian-enriched 

uranium, by allowing some imports of Russian-enriched uranium to about 20-

25% of needs for currently operating units, but with no restriction on the first core 

for new units and no restrictions after 2020. As mentioned earlier, the economic 

recession has also had a major impact and eliminated a significant portion of 

speculative demands with uranium pricing returning to close to the fundamentals. 

FPL cannot discount the possibility of future periodic sharp increase in prices, but 

believes such occurrences will likely be temporary in nature. 

FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on 

inputs from various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. 

(2) Conversion: FPL's price forecast considers the construction of new nuclear 

units. Just like for raw uranium, an increase in demand for conversion services 

would result from this need. Insufficient planned production is currently 

forecasted after 2013 to meet the higher demand scenario. As with additional 
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raw uran·lum product'1on, supply will expand beyond current level once more firm 

commitments are made including commitments to building new nuclear units. 

(3) Enrichment: With no new production capacity, the current tight market 

supply for economically produced enrichment services will continue until 2013. 

The current expensive diffusion plant can make up any gaps in supply of 

enrichment services. In addition, there are a number of new facilities coming on

line through 2013, using more efficient and proven processes such as the use of 

centrifuges for enrichment of uranium. As with supply for the other steps of the 

nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible within the lead time for 

constructing new nuclear units and any other projected increase in demand. 

Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue to be balanced such that FPL 

expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The tight supply/demand will 

most likely cause the price of enrichment services to continue to rise in the 

future. 

(4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated 

by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can 

qualify as suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and 

demand is expected to show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable 

future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. supply and demand. The supply for the 

U.S. market is expected to be sufficient fo meet U.S. demand for the foreseeable 

future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

The calculations for the nuclear fuel cost forecasts used in FPL's 2009 resource 

planning work were performed consistent with the method then used for FPL's 

Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of a fuel lease and the assumption 

of refueling outages every 18 months. The costs for each step to fabricate the 

nuclear fuels were added to come up with the total costs of the fresh fuel to be 

loaded at each refueling (acquisition costs). The acquisition cost for each group 

of fresh fuel assemblies were then amortized over the energy produced by each 

group of fuel assemblies FPL also added 1 mill per kilowatt hour net to reflect 

payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 3 

3 Consistent with the FPSC's decision in FPL's recent base rate case, FPL will no longer be leasing its nuclear fuel. This 
fact, and its implications on the projected costs of nuclear fuel , will be reflected in FPL's 2010 and later resource planning 
work. 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 11 

Actuai2J Forecasted 

Fuel R!guire men!! Units ~ 2009 2010 Wl 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 261 250 267 249 260 304 309 305 305 309 305 304 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,599 3,577 3,289 3,956 3,249 3,959 3,639 3,956 3,775 3,760 3,764 3,765 

(3) Residual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 9.379 7,489 2,825 1,965 1,432 730 667 759 1,459 1,750 1,876 2,067 

(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 9,379 7,489 2,825 1,965 1,432 730 687 759 1,459 1,750 1,876 2,067 

(5) Distillate (F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 38 47 62 101 32 0 0 26 74 70 84 99 

(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(7) cc 1,000 BBL 8 6 5 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(8) CT 1,000 BBL 20 40 57 66 32 0 0 26 74 70 84 99 

(9) Natural Gas -Total l,OOOMCF 449,619 481,426 452,751 490,961 499,105 477,157 515,407 520,939 568,505 576,404 595,266 609,770 

(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 143,581 81,260 21,279 28,814 20,888 10,791 10,341 10,823 21,205 22.879 27,979 34,253 

(11) cc 1,000MCF 303,942 395,703 430,900 461,073 477,928 486,368 505,066 509.798 546,450 552,683 568,289 574,427 

(12) CT 1,000 MCF 2,296 4,462 573 1,075 492 0 0 318 850 842 999 1,089 

1/ Reflects fuel requirements for FPL only. 

21 Source: A Schedules. 
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Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

Actual" Forecasted 
Energx Sources !!..o.tl1 2008 20()9 2010 ill1 2012 llil lQJj 2015 1.ill ~ .ill§ 2019 

(1) Anm•al Energy GWH 10,141 9,508 8,429 6,092 5,757 5,587 5,696 5,689 608 0 0 0 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 24,024 22,893 23,912 22.346 23,358 27,275 27,751 27,353 27,355 27,751 27,353 27.276 

(3) Coal GWH 6,423 6,362 6,274 7,418 6,223 7,448 6.894 7,4.38 7,118 7,088 7,099 7,100 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GWH 5,702 4,560 1.871 1,304 952 487 456 505 971 1.164 1,248 1.373 
(5) Steam GWH 5,702 4,560 1,871 1,304 952 487 458 505 971 1,164 1,248 1,373 

(8) Dislillate(F02) -Total GWH 17 21 23 52 9 0 0 8 23 22 27 33 

(7) Steam GWH 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) cc GWH 3 3 4 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(9) CT GWH 9 15 19 22 9 0 0 8 23 22 27 33 

(10) Natural Gas -Total GWH 58,820 62,728 64,256 69,523 71,420 69,174 75,234 76,103 82.375 83,391 85,796 87,531 
{11) Stsam GWH 7.257 8,705 2,105 2,844 2,043 1,070 1,025 1,071 2,093 2,260 2,762 3,376 

(12) cc GWH 51,366 53,636 62,10g 66,602 69,343 68,104 74,209 75,011 80,224 81,074 82,967 64,086 
(13) CT GWH 195 387 42 76 34 0 0 22 56 57 67 70 

(14) Other 31 GWH 5,877 5,231 5,122 4,901 5.799 5.931 6,438 7,645 7,224 7,821 8,142 8,400 

Net Energy For Load 4/ GWH 111,004 111,304 109,886 111,634 113,516 115,899 122.471 124.742 125,672 127,236 129,665 131,712 

1/ Source: A Schedules 

21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Companies. 
31 Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased h-om Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of Economy and other Power Sales. 
41 Net Energy For Load values for !he ysars 2010 - 2019 are also shOwn In Schedule 2.3. 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type 

Actual 
11 Forecasted 

Enean: Sour!<!l ll.!!.!a ~ .fl!!!2 WQ 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 :illl W.8 2019 

(1) Annual Energy % 9.1 8.5 7.7 5.5 5.1 4.8 4.7 4.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
lnlerchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 21.6 20.6 21.6 20.0 20.6 23.5 22.7 21.9 21.8 216 21.1 20.7 

(3} Coal % 5.8 5.7 5.7 6.6 5.5 6.4 5.6 6.0 5.7 5.6 55 5.4 

(4) Residual [F06) -Total % 5.1 4.1 1.7 1.2 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.0 
(5} Steam % 5.1 4.1 1.7 1.2 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.0 

(6) Distillale (F02) -Total % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(8) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas -Total % 53.0 56.4 58.5 62.3 62.9 59.7 61.4 61.0 65.5 65.5 66.2 66.5 
(11) Steam % 6.5 7.8 1.9 2.5 1.6 0.9 0.6 0.9 1.7 1.8 2.1 2.6 
(12) cc % 46.3 46.2 56.5 59.7 61.1 58.6 60.6 60.1 63.6 63.7 64.0 63.8 
(13) CT % 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

(14) Olher 3/ % 5.3 4.7 4.7 4.4 5.1 5.1 5.3 6.1 5.7 6.1 6.3 6.4 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 
21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southem Companies. 
3/ Represents a forecast of energy expecled to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, nel or Economy and olher Power Sales. 
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Schedul~ 7.1 

Forecast of Capacity, D~mand, and Scheduled 
Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (1 0) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak 31 
Peak Margin Before Scheduled M@rgin Alter 

August of Capacity Import Export OF Available 21 
Demand DSM 41 

Demand Maintenance " Maintenance Maintenance 61 

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2010 22,394 1,460 0 640 24,494 21,922 2,118 19,804 4,689 23.7 0 4,689 23.7 

2011 22,442 1,460 0 595 24,497 21,788 2,249 19,539 4,958 25.4 0 4,958 25.4 

2012 22,740 1,305 0 650 24,695 22,139 2,408 19,731 4,963 25.2 0 4,963 25.2 

2013 24,054 1,305 0 650 26,009 22,332 2,583 19,749 6,259 31.7 0 6,259 31 7 

2014 25,266 1,305 0 650 27,221 23,575 2,765 20,810 6,410 30.8 0 6,410 30.8 

2015 25,266 1,305 0 650 27,221 23,924 2,941 20,983 6,238 29.7 0 6,238 29.7 
2016 25,266 0 0 650 25,916 24,344 3,103 21,242 4,674 22.0 0 4,674 22.0 

2017 25,266 0 0 650 25,916 24,774 3,248 21,526 4,390 20.4 0 4,390 20.4 

2018 25,658 0 0 650 26,308 25,328 3,381 21,947 4,360 19.9 0 4,360 19.9 
2019 26,045 0 0 coo 26,695 25,785 3,502 22,282 4,412 19.8 0 4,412 19.8 

11 Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st are generally considered to be available to meet Summer peak loads w 
are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. AU values are Summer net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available~ Col.(2) + Col.{3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
3f These forecasted values reflec1 the 2010 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 1/2010-on intended tor use with 

the 2010 load forecast. They are not included in lola\ additional resources but reduce lhe peak load upon which Reserve Margin 
calculations are based. 

51 Margin (%) Before Maintenance~ Co1.(1 0) I Col.(9) 

6/ Margin (%)After Maintenance ~ Col.{13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.2 

Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 
Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter Reserve Reserve 

Installed 
11 

Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak" Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

January of Capability Import Export QF Available 21 
Demand DSM 41 

Demand Maintenance 51 Maintenance Maintenance 61 

~ M>/11 MW M>/11 M>/11 MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2010 24,638 1,481 0 690 26.809 20,550 1.816 18,734 8,074 43.1 0 8,074 43.1 

2011 23.448 1.485 0 595 25,528 20,647 1,859 18,788 6,740 35.9 0 6,740 35.9 
2012 24,106 1,485 0 595 26,186 20,861 1,912 18,949 7,237 38.2 0 7,237 38.2 

2013 24,402 1,305 0 650 26,357 21,138 1,974 19,164 7,193 37.5 0 7,193 37.5 
2014 25,757 1,305 0 650 27,712 22,152 2,044 20,108 7,604 37.8 0 7,604 37.8 

2015 27,101 1,305 0 650 29,058 22,745 2,118 20,627 8,428 40.9 0 8,428 40.9 
2016 27,101 375 0 650 28,126 23,118 2,189 20,929 7,196 34.4 0 7,196 34.4 

2017 27,101 0 0 650 27,751 23,488 2,255 21,233 6,518 30.7 0 6,518 30.7 
2018 27,101 0 0 650 27,751 23,889 2,316 21,573 6,178 28.6 0 6,178 28.6 

2019 27,495 0 0 650 28,145 24,293 2,372 21,921 6 ,224 28.4 0 6,224 28.4 

1/ Capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st are considered to be available to meet Winter peak loads which 
are forecast to occur during January of the "second" year indicated. All values are Winter net MW. 

21 Total Capacity Available: Col.(2) + Col.{3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
31 These forecasted values reflect the 2010 load forecast withou1 incremental DSM or cumulative road management. 

41 The DSM MW shown represent cumulative load management capability plus incremental conservation from 112010-<m intended for use with 

the 2010 load forecast. They are not included in total additional resources but reduce the peak load upon which Reserve Margin 

calculations are based. 
51 Margin (%) Before Maintenance= Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 
61 Margin{%) After Maintenance= Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Peg<o 1' of2 

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(2} (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fo<m 

Con st. Comm Expected Gen. Max; Nei Capabili!y 

U01i Start !n-Servi:::e Relirompnt Nameplate Summer 

Piam Name 

LIM 
No. Local ton TyPe Pri. An . Pn. Alt Mo fYr Mo fYr Mo.fYr. KW 

W inter 

MW MW Stalvs 

ADDinONSI CHANGES 

Cape Carlc:IV6f tl l 

Cape C<a n.av ,.ral 

Rivie-r.

RI'Ilera 

La;:,dcrdiJ1e 

Laud&rd:iile 

t_AI JdNdalft 

Ft MyerS 

Ft. Mye-rs 

Ft Mye~ 

Mart1:1 

Mart1n 

Mi;r1111 

Martin Ne:C Generation Solar Enarg)' Ct~nlet 

Pon Everglade-s 

Pu~na rn 

PUt'lam 

Schei'8' 

SJPPP 

SJI'\Pf' 

Spaco Coasl Next Gener• ng Solar Encrg~· Ce:1ter (DV) 

TIJf1(ey POit'l~ 

Cu~!e~ 

C1Jffi!r 

PortEvo~de-s 

Port Everglades 

S.n!Dm 

We-sl County Energy Genter 

Par1 Eve~gl sdas 

Port EvetQiades. 

Tur'):;cy Pomt 

Schcmt 

St . Luc.e: (Upra1es) 

SL lurie (lJprate~) 

:"u1key Potn: (lJprii~E!:S) 

We:;.! Counly Fnargy Cen tar 

Port ~vergla.~ 

Port Everglades 

1·12 

Brevt.trd County 

Brevard County 

C11y of R1v1era Beach 

Ctty oi Rtv1er<t 8e3cl'! 

Brow-ard County 

Brt:r'W"ard Counry 

Bruwa~ County 

Broward County 

M oma tee Ct~unty 

lee Coun;y 

ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST F06 NG. WA PL 

ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST f06 NG WA PL 

CC NG F02 PL PL 

cc NG f02 PL PL 

GT NG ~02 PL PL 

GT NG F 02 PL Pl 

CC NG No PL No 

CC NG N:J PL No 

Un~nown 

Unknc.vn 

Unkno.Yn 

Jan- 10 

J1m-10 

J an-~·o 

.;~o·10 

Ja~· tO 

Ja:"l-10 

U nkno'M'I 

lJn!;;:nowrr 

Unknown 

Unknown 

JUI"I-10 

Jun- ~ 0 

Jun·10 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Un~nown 

UnKncwn 

Upknown 

Vnkoown 

Unknown 

Urtl<nO\IwO 

40.2.050 

402.050 

310,42{} 

310,420 

526,250 

525.250 

410.734 

410,734 

1398) 

(3961 

(260) 

(291) 

29 

19 

(J96) 

(396) 

(277) 

(288 ) 

3A & B l e£' County CT NG F02 PL PL 

GT F02 No PL No 

CC J>,!G No Pl N:J 

Jitn-10 

Jan-10 

Jan-10 

Jan-10 

Ja n-10 

Jun-1 c 

JlJ0·10 

Jun· 10 

Jun-10 

Jun~10 

Jun-10 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unk:,a.vr. 

Ur.known 

1.22<il,510 

1,775,390 

376 ,380 

74-4,120 

61:.?,000 

612.000 

(2) 

(3) 

(2) 

·49 l· 1.2 Lee County 

1-12 

4 

Mat11n County 

Martin County 

Martlrn County 

Ma!ltt~ County 

City of HoHywood 

Puln~m CQ!Jply 

Putnam County 

Monroe, GA 

Duval County 

Duval County 

CC NG No PL No 

CC NG No Pl No 

PV 

GT NG F02 PL PL 

CC NG F02 Pl WA 

CC NG F02 PL WA 

BIT SUB No RR No 

Jao.10 

Jar""-10 

Jao-10 

J~n-10 

BIT BIT Pe~ RR WA Jan-10 

BIT SIT Pet RR WA Jar... 1tl 

Oeo·10 

Jun.w 

Jun·10 

Jun-~0 

JUf1· 10 

J~n- iO 

Jun· 10 

U!1k now:-~ 

Unknow11 

Unkncwn 

\JnknO"o¥n 

Unknown 

Unk.r.own 

Unknown 

UnKnown 

Unknown 

1,224.~10 

4 tlt734 

2!1!1.004 

2&11,004 

560,368 

~35. 9i8 

~35.9~8 

29 

12 

12 

(8) 

(1) 

( ; ) 

10 

Set: NOI8 J 

I B) 

( 1) 

( 1) 

f:lmv.(irtl COllnty PV Jun- W 10,000 See Nole 4 

Miami-OadP. County CC NG f02 PL PL Jan-1 0 JLJ:-1 · 10 Unk.nown 1,224.5 10 _ __,;;.._~-----
2010 Changes/Additions wlo Inactive RcseNI! Tolar: (1-,2"18) (1,342 ) 

Ml'3mi Dadt:· County ST NG No PL No 75.000 (£9) (68) 

Mtami Dade County 

Cf!y or Hqilywoo!1 

C1ty of Holi)'WOOd 

VohJ'>IR County 

ST NG No PL ~lo 

ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST F05 NG W~. PL 

ST FO!i NG WA PL 

161,500 (138) (137) 

225250 1214) (213) 

2<5,250 (214) (21J) 

15S.250 --:-('-14:-:0~):---~{-13;.;6"':)-
2010 Cha n sJAdditions with Inactive Ru.e.NII! Total : {1,993 (2.111) 

Palm Beach County GC NG F02 PL PL J&n-09 Jun-11 Unknown 1,366,eoo ______ 1_21_s __ 

Cll~ ~ HoHywood 

Gt1y of Hol!ywood 

M la'rH Da('f~· County 

Monroe, GA 

St. Luc1e County 

St Luc1e County 

M ;am• bade Ccunty 

Palm Beach County 

Ch:y of Ho!'!ywood 

Cit)' of HollyWOOd 

2011 Change.s/Ad_dllions w /o l n~ctive Reserve Tota l; 1,219 

ST F06 NG WA Pl 

ST ' 06 NG WA PL 

ST '06 NG WA P~ 

402,050 (367) 

40< ,050 (392\ 

•o2. oso -~l,;;,o94;:,;,:,i __ ......;,c l;;;u:.~.:.) _ 
2011 Chan s/Addttions wit h lnacttv e Reserve Total: (394 _., 

BIT SUB No RR No Jan-12 Jun-12 

NP 
NP 
NP 
cc 

UR No TK No See Nate 5 Dec· i I 

UA No TK No S(..-fi: Note 5 Jun·12 

UR No TK ND See Note 5 May-1 2 

NG F02 Pl PL J an-09 Jun·! 1 

Unkno'lo¥n 

Un~ 

Uwo;.rt wn 

Unto:.oown 

Unlmown 

650.368 

8 50.000 

72 3 77 5 

759;.9C-G-

103 103 

ss 
104 

i,J6b ,80U -~1::;,3::3:;::5 ___ ..;;;;, __ 

.2012 Chang~5}Additi ort~ w fo ln•ct!ve RC-S£"r'\'e Total; 1,4-41 2!19 

402,050 (389} ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST F06 NG WA PL 4 02.050 --'(""39:...•"':1 _____ _ 

2012 Chlllrt n.IA.ddl!lons. with Inactive R eserve- Tota l: 658 2!18 

Note l : The WW11er Total MW value cons.ts~s ol rtlt generaaloo addr:ions and changes achJeved by Janual)' . The Summer Total MW value consi:!.t~ of all generation add ~lions and changos act11eved tly June. 

A" MW addll-<.m:slr.h~nqe!;, cx::-.urt.l .J 1(116i !fl the: year wit: be picXE.'oC up fo: reportmgtplann1f19 purposes >r: !he tollowmg year. 

Note 2 . Chan~f':'S shown may irJcludc d1tf9ron1 ra;mgs !han show.n rn Schedule j due solely 10 emb1eni temperature constslenl wi'lh those 1n FPL '$ peak load I01""6C<!!st lo ma1n~in constsluncy in 

re~crve marg!n c;ah:ula t1ons. 

Not~ 3 . The Marlin sol ~r lherm9: laalily ts de~~gned to pmv1de su:!am 101" FPL's extsttng Martin Lktrt e combin~d cycle uM, thus t-educing FPL's us.e of nahK<IIgas No additiona l capadty (MW) 

Wl~l result from th e opera.t1on ol!hf! solar ~hermal !ac1lity 

NO!€ 4 : Thf' Pt:otovoHa 1c; MWs a:"l) nm ut \JVtWtn the IOG)I a: thit"1 [L":nu b11cause these Taci1111eS a re assumed Ill prov1de non·flrm energy only 

Note 5~ T he nL'(:I~ .'If tJnffi\P.s w.ll he ['lf!r1ormed durtog the scheault!C refueling outages to~ each unit 

No te t · C.e-na1n e.~shng FPL. uwts lt>i1t u.,...t:;.a-. p~ed tempore~rity on tnac!Ne, Res~rve stah.J:s are a~c;umed, ror p1aor.1ng purp!)Ses.1o !e1um to ~Ct!Ve teserve start ing in 20 H3. 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(2) (3) ,., (5) (5) (7) {8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Firm 
Fuer Transpon Con st. Comm Expected Gen Max. Nel Capa~illi)' 

Unit Unit Start In-Service Retiremen! Namepta~~ Winter SummP-r 

Pian: N:otme No. Loc<~:t1on Type Pn. AJI. Pri, All. Mo./Yr Mo.Nr. Mo.Nr, KW MW MW 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

2013 

Cape Canaveral NeXI Generetior~ C~an Energy Center Brevard County cc NG Fm PL Pl Jun·1 1 Jun-13 U~known 1,296,750 1,210 

St LuciA (lJpc:aLe s) St Luc.e County NP UR No TK No See Note: 3 Jun-12 Unknown 723,775 88 

1.orkey Point (Upfates) M•ami Dade coumy NP UR No TK No See Note 3 Moy-12 Unknown 759.900 10< 

lurX&y Poinl (Uprat@S• M6ami D:~~de County NP UR No T K No See Note 3 Dec-12 lJnknown 759,900 10< 10< 

2013 ChangeJ.IAddltlon& w/o Inactive Reserve Total: 296 1.314 

2013 Chan es/Additions with lnaetivc Reserv·e Total: 296 1,314 

2014 
Cape Ca'lRVelal Next Ga~ra:ioo. c:ean l;.ne~gy C~!lter 8r€'vard County cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-11 Jun·13 l)nt nown 1.200.750 1.355 
R1v.era Beach Nex-; G~P.:1e~at10:• Clt~an Energy Center City ot R•viera Beach cc NG F02 PL Pl- Jun·12 Jun.14 l)ni(Mwn 1 29fl.750 1.212 

2014 Changes}AddiUon$ w/o lr\aoettve R~r"Ve Total: 1,355 1,212 

2014 ChangesJAdctltiol1~ wtttl lfNict1vl! Reserve Total: 1,35.5 1,211 

2015 
Rtvi~:~ra &e act-1 ~K! G er.era\1()('1 Clean Ener$f'Y Cfn\ler City of A !Viera B each cc NG F02 PL PL Jun-12 Jun·1.::t Unkno""""' 1.200.750 ;,:)44 

2015 Ch;anges/Additi-ons w/o lnactivr. Reserve Total : 1,344 

2015 Chan esJAddltions with 11\;&cti-ve f:te:sei"Ve Total: 1,34A 

2016 Changes/,l).dditions w/o Inactive Reserve Total: 

2016 Chan esJAdditions with ln• ctive Reserve lotal: 

2011 Changes/Additions w/o lnec\'!.ve RHetW Total: ______ ..;... __ 

201'1 Chan esfAdditions w/o 'n•etlve Reserve 1"otal: 

2018 
- -

2018 Changesi.Addltlons wlo ln11cUve Rese,....,e Tolal: 0 0 

TLJTI.ey Point 2 M1ami Dade Coumy ST F06 NG WA Pl - - - 402,050 - 392 

2018 Cncanies/Additions with lne<:'tlve Reserve Total: 0 392 

2C19 

- --
2019 Changes/Additions w/o lnacUve Rea.ef'Ye Total: 0 0 

Tur'ltey PoiOI 2 Mr3mi D<11de County ST F06 r<G WA Pl - - - 402.050 394 --
Port E.verglades 3 Coty or Hoo,...oocr ST F06 NG WA PL - - - 402.0W - 387 

2019 ChangesJAddttlons with Inactive Reserve Total: 394 387 

Note 1: The W1mer Tolal MW .-alue cpnsJs~s o f all ge rtera!10n a dd1Ltons and change-s <tchteved tlf January. The Summer Tolal MW viJiue con~s!s of all gen&ralion c;addhion~- a.:id changes achieved by June 

All MW addJLion&/changes occurinQ laler •n. the year witl be picked up fOf' report~p~nning purposes in \h~ folloWing y e(H. 

Note 2: Char-,9es shown may 1nr::\udA ~i11ereni ratings than shown tn Schecb:IE- 1 due: solely to am!>~nl ~empP.r<\\ll(~ eot\SISlent witl'l !host!. in FPL 's peak load forecas! \o man1latO co·ns1stency 

in fesen.oe ma(Q•r. cal:::l.llalions. 

No te 3: ThCJ nuclear upr3toP.S ..,..411(1'11 jtittform~d dur•ng \he scheduled refuelktg outages lor each unit 

No\e 4· ~rt"~,n exrs11ng FPL . ,,ts that tt.Jve been placed temporerily on lnac\tt'e Re~JVe staLus are assumed, for ptanmog purposes,lo rerum \0 8CWE'. reserve ~tart~ng in 201& 
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Page 1 of 8 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Space Coast Next Generation Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

10 MW 
10 MW 

Photovoltaic 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2010 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 60 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(1 0) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (201 0 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW}: 
CWIP Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2010 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): {2010 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•* Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Solar 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Acres 

(Under Construction) 

(Individual Permits) 

N/A 
NfA 
0.98 

Approx. 21.3% (First Full Year of Operation) 
N/A Btu/kWh 

25 years 
7,890 

427.7 

54 
0 

1.2100 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection. 
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Page 2 of 8 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 3 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F ,1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data ... , ..... 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2011 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($fi<W): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (201 1 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity . 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry Low No, Combustors, SCR 
0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.8% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 93% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

25 years 
709 

71 

11.63 
0.480 

1.4697 

.. Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalatier-17 and AFUDC. 
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Page 3 of 8 
Schedule 9 

Status Re·port and Specifications of Prop.osed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 103 
b. Winter 103 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(B) Total Slt.e Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

( 11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF)·. 
Resulting Capacity Factor (% ): 

St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

MW (Incremental) 
MW (Incremental) 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2011 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F,1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost: 
AFUDC Amount ($/i<W): 
Escalation ($/kW): 

25 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note {2} for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

There .is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

NOTE: 
(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 

reviewed In on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2010 Nuclear Cost recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

* $fkW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incrementali<W 
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Page 4 of 8 

Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

104 MW (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): ** 
Direct Construction Cost ($/I<W ): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/I<W -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor. 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

20 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2010 Nuclear Cost recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Page 5 of 8 
Schedule 9 

St<!tus Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

103 MW (Total Incremental), 88 MW (incremental FPL's ownership share) 
104 MW (Total Incremental), 88 MW (incremental FPL's ownership share) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Goaling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor {POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit FinanchJI Data*."* 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construcl.ion Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

31 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) tor explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1). The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expeclecl to be presented in FPL's May 2010 Nuclear Cost recovery f1ling . 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

104 MW (Incremental) 
104 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Constr\.lction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

Page 6 of 8 

(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($fkW): *"' 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

22 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity up rates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2010 Nuclear Cost recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,210 MW 
1,355 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 7ot 8 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooliog Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 43 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: Pennitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Pennitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F. 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*, ... 
Book Life (Years}: 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($fkW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2013 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $) 
K Factor: 

• $fkW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,484 Btuii<.Wh 

30 years 
921 

98 

13.29 
0.16 

1.484 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 8 of8 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and SQ.ecifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,212 MW 
b. Winter 1,344 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2012 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No, Burners, SCR, Natural Gas. 
0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 33 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F ,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,-,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2014 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,480 Btu/kWh 

101 

30 years 
1,053 

121 

13.67 
0.13 

1.509 
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Page 1 of 8 

Schedu'e 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Space Center Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) 

The new Space Center Next Generation Solar Energy Center (PV) does not require any "new" 
transmission lines. 
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Page 2 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 3 

( 1 ) Point of Origin and Termination: New Sugar Substation -Corbett Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way FPL- Owned 

(4) Line Length: 1 mile 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: May 2009 
End date: November 2010 

(7) Anticipated Capita/Investment: $11,300,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: New Sugar Substation and Corbett Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Page 3 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Up rate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 4 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 5 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new'' transmission lines. 
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Page 6 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 7 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Projected 
Modernization) 

The Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center, that would be the result of the 
projected modernization of the exiting Cape Canaveral power plant site, does not require any 
"new" transmission lines. 
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Page 8 of 8 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Projected 
Modernization) 

The Riviera Beach Energy Center Modernization, that would be the result of the projected 
modernization of the existing Riviera Beach power plant site, does not require any "new" 
transmission lines. Several lines will be extended and reconfigured to accommodate the 
increased capacity. 
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Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2009 

(1 )_ (2) (3) (4) 
Net (MW} C8£>3bllity 

Generation by Primary Fuel Summer{MW} Summer{%) Winter j_M_yy') 
(1 )_ Coal 900 3.3% 902 

_(2)_ Nuclear 2,939 10.9% 3,013 
(3) Residual 6,764 25.0% 6,818 
(4) Distillate I 1,908 7.1% 2,160 
(5) Natural Gas 11,993 44.4% 12,942 
{6) FPL Existing Units Total <

11 : 24,504 90.7% 25,835 

(7) Renewables {Purchases)- Firm 111.0 0.4% 162.0 
(8) Renewables _jpurchases)- Non-Firm Not ~_plicable Not Applicable 
(9) Renewable Total: 111.0 0.4% 162.0 

(10) Purchases Other : 2,404.0 8.9% 2;542.0 
(11) Total: 27,019.4 100.0% 28,539.0 

Note: 
(1) FPL Existing Units Total should match Total System found on Schedule 1 for summer and winter. 
(2) Net Energy for Load GWH should match Schedule 6.1 the actual value. 
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(5)_ 

Winter{%) · 
3.2% 
10.6% 
23.9% 
7.6% 

45.3% 
90.5% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

8.9% 
100.0% 

(6) (7) 

NEL Fuel Mix 
GWh<21 o/o 
6,362 5.7% 

22,893 20.6% 
4,560 4.1% 

21 0.0% 
62,728 56.4% 
96,565 86.8% 

1,036 0.9% 
416 0.4% 

1,452 1.30% 

13,288 11.9% 
111304 100.0% 
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(1) 

Type ofF acility 

Customer-Owned PV 
(0 kW to 10 kW) 

Customer-Owned PV 
(> 10 kW to 100 kW) 

Customer-Owned PI/ 
(:> 100 kW- 2 MW) 

Total 

Notes: 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON·FlRM Self-Ser'tice Renewable Generation Facilities 
Actuals for the Year 2009 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

Renewable Annual Energy Annual Energy 
Installed Capacity Projected Annual Purchased from Sold to FPL 

DC (MW) Output (MWh) FPL(MWh) (MWh) 

2.525 2,095 42,634.0 30.0 

1.085 865 12,938 54.0 

2.846 379 29,739 0.0 

6.456 3,339.1 85,311.3 84.0 

(1) There were approximately 645 customer-owned operating PV facilities Interconnected with FPL during 2009. 

(6) = (3+4)- (5J 

Projected Annual 
Energy Used by 
Customer (MWh) 

44,698.9 

13,749.1 

30,118.5 

88,566.5 

(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer-owned PV facililies connected 
as of Dec. 31,2009. 

(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL 's PV Watts program and the Installed Capacity value in column (2). 
adjusted for the dale when each facility was ·,nstalled and assuming each facility operated as planned. 

(3) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2009. 
(4) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2009. 
(5} The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a projected value thai equals: 

(Renewable Projected Annual output+ Annual Energy Purchased ) minus the Annual Energy Sold to FPL. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. FPL 

competes for air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the demand for 

generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and 

tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that 

large corporations such as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. For example, FPL has one of the lowest C02 

emission rates in the nation. The environmental leadership of FPL and its parent 

company, FPL Group, has been heralded by many outside organizations as 

demonstrated by a few recent examples. In 2009, FPL Group was ranked first among 

electric and gas utilities in FORTUNE® magazine's, "America's Most Admired 

Companies~ edition. This is the third consecutive year that FPL Group scored number 

one in each of the eight attributes considered: innovation, people management, use of 

corporate assets, social responsibility, quality of management, financial soundness, long

term investments, and quality of products and services. According to Fortune, America's 

Most Admired Companies is "the definitive report card on corporate reputations". 

FPL Group was named, for the fifth time, one of the Global 100 Most Sustainable 

Corporations in the World by Corporate Knights, Inc., a Canadian media company. 

Some 1 ,800 companies from a wide range of sectors were evaluated regarding effective 

management of environmental, social, and governance risks and opportunities. FPL 

Group was one of only three United States utility companies, or utility parent companies, 

to make the list of 1 00. 

FPL Group's commitment to acknowledging the risks of climate change and effectively 

reducing its greenhouse gas emissions was again recognized when the company was 

named to the Carbon Disclosure Leadership Index for 2009. FPL Group was one of only 

three U.S. companies to be so named. The Carbon Disclosure Leadership Index .is 

produced annually by the Carbon Disclosure Project (COP), a not-for-profit organization 

that reports on the business risks and opportunities of climate change for investors. COP 
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represents 475 institutional investors with $55 trillion in assets under management. 

Compiled by PricewaterhouseCoopers on behalf of COP, the Carbon Disclosure 

Leadership Index highlights companies within the S&P 500 Index that excel in the area of 

climate change awareness and action. 

FPL Group was named to the 2009 Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) of the leading 

companies in North America for corporate sustainability. The DJSI North America selects 

the top 20 percent of companies in sustainability performance from the 600 largest 

companies in North America. According to Dow Jones, corporate sustainability leaders 

achieve long-term shareholder value by "gearing their strategies and management to 

harness the market's potential for sustainability products and services while successfully 

reducing and avoiding sustainability costs and risks." 

The 11th Annual Sustainable Florida Best Practice Awards were announced on June 9, 

2009 in Orlando, Florida. FPL was named a finalist in the large business category for its 

"initiative and leadership in the voluntary development of three state-of-the-art clean, 

renewable, emissions-free solar energy facilities." The awards are presented by the 

Council for Sustainable Florida, the premier statewide organization committed to 

balancing the economic interests of the state with the need to be socially and 

environmentally responsible. The Sustainable Florida Award recognizes organizations for 

protecting and preserving Florida's environment for the future while building markets for 

Florida's business. 

In 2009, FPL received the Business of the Year Award from Martin County for efforts 

related to the construction of three solar energy facilities in Florida, including one in 

Martin County. 

In recognition of the company's leadership role in using low-carbon vehicles, FPL earned 

the 2008 National Biodiesel Board's Eye on Innovation award for the early and 

substantive use of biodiesel, the 2008 National Association of Fleet Administrator's 

Green Fleet Award, and the 2007 Council for Sustainable Florida Large Business Best 

Practice Award. 

In May 2007, FPL Group was included on the KLD Global Climate 100SM Index for the 

third time since the Global Climate 100 was launched in 2005. The Global Climate 100 is 

designed to promote Investment in public companies whose activities demonstrate the 

greatest potential for reducing the social and economic consequences of climate change. 
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The Global Climate 100 Index includes a mix of 100 global companies that demonstrate 

leadership in providing near-term solutions to climate change through renewable energy, 

alternative fuels, clean technology, and efficiency. 

In 2006, FPL and the Palm Beach County-based Arthur R. Marshall Foundation joined as 

"partners for the environment." FPL's support included a $25,000 donation to the non

profit organization for educational and restoration programs, including the planting of 

native Florida wetland trees. In 2007, FPL volunteers returned to the site of the tree 

plantings to help take care of the growing saplings. 

FPL has also been the recipient of earlier environmental awards and recognition. In 2001, 

FPL was awarded Edison Electric Institute's National Land Management Award for its 

stewardship of 25,000 acres surrounding its Turkey Point Plant. In 2001, FPL was 

awarded the 2001 Waste Reduction and Pollution Prevention Award from the Solid 

Waste Association of North America. FPL received the 2001 Program Champion Award 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's Wastewise Program. The Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection named FPL a "Partner for Ecosystem 

Protection" in 2001 for its emission-reducing "repowering" projects at its Fort Myers and 

Sanford Plants. FPL won the Council for Sustainable Florida's award in 2002 for its sea 

turtle conservation and education programs at its St. Lucie Plant. Finally, FPL has been 

recognized by numerous federal and state agencies for its innovative endangered 

species protection programs which include such species as manatees, crocodiles, and 

sea turtles. 

As mentioned above, FPL Group has taken a leadership role to address climate change 

and the call for action for a national climate change policy. The decision to step into the 

forefront of this issue goes hand-in-hand with FPL Group's longtime commitment to 

managing operations with sensitivity to the environment. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Commitment in 1992 to clearly define its 

position. This statement reflects how FPL incorporates environmental values into all 

aspects of its activities and serves as a framework for new environmental initiatives 

throughout the company. FPL's Environmental Statement is: 
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It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, PPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance 

program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, 

environmental risk assessmenVmanagement, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. 

The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental 

audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a 

systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the performance of the 

organization and of the specific management systems and equipment designed to protect 

the environment. The environmental audit's primary -6bjectives are to facilitate 

Florida Power & Light Company 118 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 128 of 275

management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with existing 

environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2009 

environmental outreach activities are noted in Table IV.E.1 . In 2009 and 2010, FPL 

launched web cams at three facilities in order to increase public awareness of ongoing 

solar projects and the warm water refuge for manatees provided by power plants. The 

"solar cams" provide the public with a glimpse of the PV installation at the Space Coast 

Next Generation Solar Energy Center and the solar thermal installation at the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center. Additionally, the "manatee cam" provides the public a 

glimpse of hundreds of manatees that gather in the warm waters near the FPL Riviera 

Plant each Winter during the cold weather. In the first two months the manatee cam has 

been operational, the cam has received over 78,000 page views on-line. These web cam 

addresses, respectively, are: 

http://www.fpl.com/environmenUsolar/spacecoast cam.shtml), 

(http://www.fpl.com/environmenUsolar/martin cam.shtml), 

http://www.fpl.com/environmenUplanUriviera cam.shtml). 

In 2009 FPL also initiated efforts to recommence tours of the Barley Barber Swamp at the 

Martin Power Plant. Public tours are expected to begin by the end of 2010. 

Table IV.E.1: 2009 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Activity # of Participants 

(Approx.) 

Visitors to FPL's Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 20,000 

Visitors to Manatee Park 180,000 

Number of visits to FPL's Environmental Website 103,000 

Number of pieces of Environmental literature distributed >60,000 

Solar Schools Program (# of schools participating) 13 
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IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified seven Preferred 

Sites and ten Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those 

locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken action, or is 

currently committed to take action, to site new generation capacity. Potential Sites are 

those sites that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under 

consideration as a location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use 

as existing generation sites and some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does 

not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation 

expansion in the case of an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this 

designation indicate that the size or technology of a generator has been determined. The 

Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

As has been describe<J in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include the remainder of 

FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies seven Preferred Sites in this Site Plan: the West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) adjacent to the existing Corbett FPL substation , the existing St. Lucie plant site, 

the existing Turkey Point plant site, the existing Cape Canaveral plant site, the existing 

Riviera plant site, and two locations for new solar power generation: Brevard County and 

the existing Martin plant site. 

The West County Energy Center site is the location for one CC capacity addition FPL will 

make in 2011. The St. Lucie site is the location for nuclear capacity uprates that FPL will 

make in 2011 and 2012. The St. Lucie site is also the location for a proposed wind 

generation addition. The Turkey Point site is the location for nuclear capacity uprates that 

FPL will make in 2011 and 2012. (Turkey Point is also the site for two new nuclear units, 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, for which FPL is pursuing licensing approvals. Current 

projections for these new, nuclear units' in-service dates are beyond the 2010-2019 

reporting time frame of this document.). The Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites are the 

locations for potential modernizations of existing power plant sites that are projected in 

this document. And, as previously mentioned, the other two sites, Brevard County and 

Martin County, are the sites for new solar energy facilities. 
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The seven Preferred Sites are discussed below. 

Preferred Site# 1: West County Energy Center. Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a Preferred Site for the addition of new 

generating capacity. The site was selected for the addition of another CC natural gas unit 

(Unit 3) with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as a backup fuel. WCEC Units 1 & 2 

were constructed on this site and went into commercial operations on August 27, 2009, 

and November 3, 2009, respectively. WCEC Unit 3, which began construction in March 

2009, was approved by both the FPSC and the Secretary of the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (FDEP) and is anticipated to go into commercial operation in 

June of 2011. Unit 3 will be identical to Units 1 & 2 in regard to technology and capacity. 

The existing site is accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission through 

existing structures or through additional lateral connections. The facility will use natural 

gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art combustion controls. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center (WCEC) plant site is found at the 

end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the WCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site was undeveloped until February 2007 when construction of WCEC Units 1 & 

2 was initiated. The site was previously dedicated to industrial (mining) and 

agricultural use. The site had been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded to an 

elevation of approximately 10 feet above the surrounding land surface. Prior to the 

initiation of power plant construction, no structures were present on the site and 
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vegetation was virtually non-existent. Units 1 & 2 are completed and are now in 

commercial operation. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant site had been significantly altered by the construction and operation of 

a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and removed. The 

surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane, agriculture, and limestone 

mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of the site. The Arthur 

R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the 

site. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of Unit 3 at the site will not affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the property is minima\ 

as a result of the prior mining activities. Common wading birds can be observed 

on areas adjacent to, and occasionally within, the property. The property is 

adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential habitats for wood stork. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of another gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, 

or environmentally sensitive lands including the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee 

National Wildlife Refuge. Construction will not result in any onsite wetland 

impacts under federal, state, or local agency permitting criteria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design FeC~.tures and Mitigation Opticms 

The design of Unit 3 comprises the following: one 1,219 MW (Summer capacity) unit 

consisting of: three combustion turbines (CT), three heat recovery steam generators 

(HRSG), and a new steam turbine. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary 

fuel type for this facility with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) serving as a 

backup fuel. 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 

Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified Land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. 

i. Water Resources 

WCEC Units 1 & 2 are currently operating using water from the Floridan Aquifer for 

cooling, service, and process water. Potable water is purchased from the Palm 

Beach County water municipality. 

The primary water source for the entire site will be reclaimed (reuse) water that will 

come from Palm Beach County Water Utilities Department once Unit 3 is complete. 

FPL has obtained the necessary approvals to also supply WCEC Units 1 & 2 using 

reclaimed water once WCEC Unit 3 is operationaL Reclaimed water will be used for 

cooling, service, and process water. Backup water sources include utilizing the 

Floridan Aquifer allocation permitted for WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks. Little information is known about these rocks due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand. silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The ·deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published· data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. Limited information is available from wells penetrating the underlying 
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Oldsmar formation. The published information on the sediments comprising the 

formations below the Avon Park Limestone is based on projections from deep wells 

in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Palm Beach counties. 

Testing during construction of Exploratory Well 2 (EW-2) demonstrated the presence 

of a highly permeable zone (Boulder Zone) below a depth of 2,790 feet below pad 

level (bpi) overlain by a thick confining interval from approximately 2,000 to 2, 790 feet 

bpi. The base of the Underground Source of Drinking Water (USDW) was identified 

between the depths of 1 ,932 and 1 ,959 feet bpi through interpretation of packer tests, 

water quality data, and geophysical logs. Injection testing has confirmed that the 

hydrogeology of the EW-2 site is favorable for disposal of fluids via a deep injection 

well system. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for industrial processing and cooling for all 3 

units is approximately 29 million gallons per day (mgd). Cooling water for the three 

generating units would be cycled through cooling towers. Water quantities needed for 

other uses such as potable water are estimated to be approximately 35,000 gallons 

per day (gpd) for the entire WCEC site. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

WCEC Units 1 & 2 will use available ground water as the source of cooling water until 

Unit 3 comes on line. Cooling towers will act as a heat sink for the facility auxiliary 

cooling system. Such needs for cooling and process water will comply with the 

existing SFWMD regulations for consumptive water use. 

WCEC Unit 3, and eventually Units 1 & 2, will use reclaimed water as the primary 

source of cooling water for the cooling tower. The cooling tower will also act as a 

heat sink for the facility auxiliary cooling system. Such needs for cooling and process 

water will comply with the existing SFWMD regulations for consumptive water use. In 

addition, reclaimed water used at WCEC must meet all relevant requirements of 

Chapter 62-610, F.A.C.,. Part Ill, for use in cooling towers. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The use of reclaimed water is a water conservation strategy because it is a beneficial 

use of wastewater. Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only 

for potable water, if necessary. Water from the Floridan Aquifer will be used for 
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cooling purposes as a backup water source and cooling towers will be utilized. In 

addition, captured stormwater may be reused in the cooling tower whenever feasible. 

Stormwater captured in the stormwater ponds will also recharge the surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heat will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Blowdown water from the cooling 

towers, along with other wastestreams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the 

Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be 

none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 

surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements will be 

included to capture suspended sediments. In addition, captured stormwater may be 

reused in the cooling towers, whenever feasib le. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is serviced by a new natural gas transmission pipeline that is capable of 

providing a sufficient quantity of gas to the entire site. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil 

(distillate) will be received by truck and stored in above-{Jround storage tanks to serve 

as backup fuel for the WCEC generating units. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) and combustion 

controls will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of 

sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminants. 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as backup fueL These design alternatives constitute 

the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken 

together, the design of the WCEC generating units incorporate features that will 
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make them among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of 

Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to WCEC Unit 3, a Site Certification Application (SCA) was filed in 

December 2007 and received Site Certification by the Secretary of the FDEP, in lieu 

of the Governor and Cabinet, in November 2008. A Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) air permit was filed in December 2007. The permit was issued 

by FDEP in July 2008. FPL initiated construction in March 2009 and anticipates an in

service date of mid-2011. WCEC Unit 3 will utilize the underground injection control 

(UIC) system permitted for ~he entire site. 

Preferred Site# 2: St. Lucie Plant, St. Lucie County 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an FPL

owned 1, 130-acre site. The plant site is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and 

the Indian River Lagoon to the west. Located on the site are two nuclear-powered 

generating units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, which have been in operation since 1976 and 

1983, respectively. The St. Lucie site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the 

addition of two types of new generating capacity. 

The first type of generating capacity addition is an increase in the capacity of the two 

existing nuclear generating units that is used to serve FPL's customers of approximately 

103 MW for St. Lucie Unit 1 and 88 MW for St. Lucie Unit 2. This difference is due to 

FPL's 100% ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and its 85% ownership share of St. Lucie Unit 

2. This work will involve changes to several existing main components within the existing 

facilities to increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No 

new facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, along 

with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing Turkey Point nuclear units, was approved 

by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at S.L Lucie for the two nuclear units 

sited there are projected to be in-service in late 2011 and 2012. 
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The second type of generating capacity addition is the proposed installation of FPL wind 

generation turbines at the plant site. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use 

approval process, and soon after applied for the necessary federal and state 

permitting. However, a decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie Wind 

project's permitting won't be finalized until the local land use approval process is 

completed. The in-service date will depend on the approval and permitting process. Six 

wind turbines are being proposed that, in total, would have a maximum output of 

approximately 13.8 MW. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the FPL St. Lucie Nuclear site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are pressurized water reactors, each having two steam 

generators. The prominent structures, enclosed facilities, and equipment associated 

with St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 include the containment building, the turbine generator 

building, the auxiliary building, and the fuel handling building. 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake and discharge 

canals, switchyard, spent-fuel storage facilities, technical and administrative support 

facilities, and public education facilities (the Energy Encounter and the College of 

Turtle Knowledge). Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are 

predominately undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the 

Atlantic Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the only changes will be modifications to 

the existing power generation facilities within the power block area, modifications to 

the switchyard facilities, and modifications to the transmission lines from St. Lucie to 

Midway substation. None of the other existing facilities at the plant will change as a 
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result of the uprates. No changes to the nuclear power generation facilities are 

projected as a result of the proposed wind turbine additions. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an 

FPL-owned 1, 130-acre site. The St. Lucie Plant includes the reactor buildings, 

turbine buildings, access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance 

facilities, and miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the 

operation of Units 1 & 2. The site includes adjacent undeveloped mangrove 

areas. As a result of the approved capacity uprates, the site characteristics will 

not change. 

The proposed wind turbines would also be located on the FPL-owned site. 

Impacts to the site characteristics are projected to be minimal from the proposed 

wind turbines. 

2. Listed Species 

Some listed species known to occur in the area of the plant location are Atlantic 

sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), green sea 

turtle (Chelonia mydas), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill 

sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbriccata), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), 

kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

black skimmer (Rynchops niger), and least tern (Sterna antillarum). 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, neither the development work, nor the 

continued operation of the two nuclear units after the uprate work has been 

completed, are expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered , or threatened 

species. No changes in wildlife populations at the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated, including listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not 

change and it is expected that wildlife will continue to use the undeveloped areas 

within the St. Lucie Plant boundary. 

In regard to the wind turbines, some changes to the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated. Noise and lighting impacts will not change and the wind turbines 
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are not anticipated to deter the continued use by wildlife of the undeveloped 

areas within the St. Lucie Plant boundary or any adjacent areas. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units & 2 are predominately 

undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the Atlantic 

Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. It is a once

through system. The effects of the discharge of cooling water via these discharge 

structures were evaluated and mixing zones were established to allow compliance 

with thermal water quality standards as a part of the Plant's NPDES (Permit No. 

FL0002208). These mixing zones include the volume of water beyond the discharge 

structures, at the edge of which the water temperature is no greater than 1 rF above 

the ambient temperature of the intake water. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the once-through system will continue to be 

used for the nuclear units. In regard to the wind turbines, no water will be required. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are located in unincorporated St. Lucie County, Florida. The 

County has adopted a comprehensive plan, which is updated on a periodic basis. 

The County Comprehensive Plan incorporates a map that depicts the future land use 

categories of all property falling within the unincorporated portions of the County. The 

St. Lucie Plant has a Future Land Use category of Transportation/Utilities (T/U) 

according to the St. Lucie County Future Land Use Map. The T/U category is 

described in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element 

Future Land Use. 

In regard to the wind turbines, FPL has submitted an application to St. Lucie County 

to rezone the land that would serve as the footprint of the turbines to the T/U 

category. 
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h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the 

wind turbines because of the available wind resource at that location. 

i. Water Resources 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The once

through system flow will not change as a result of the nuclear uprates. No water will 

be required to operate the wind turbines. Due to the existing nature of the St. Lucie 

Plant, surrounding surface waters will not be adversely affected by either of the 

generation capacity additions. Stormwater will be handled by the existing facilities 

and no new areas will be impacted. Wetlands, groundwater, and nearby surface 

waters will not be impacted. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Beneath the land surface, there is a peat layer 4 to 6 feet thick. Below this layer is the 

Anastasia Formation, a sedimentary rock formation composed of clay lenses, sandy 

limestone, and silty fine to medium sand with fragmented shells. This highly 

permeable stratum extends 35 to 90 feet below mean sea level (msl). Underlying this 

stratum there is a semi-permeable zone, The Hawthorn Fonmation, consisting of 

slightly clayey and very fine silt which extends 600 feet below msl. 

The original surficial deposits at the St. Lucie Plant were excavated to a depth of 60 

feet and backfilled with Category I or II fill. The fill is underlain by the Anastasia 

formation, a sequence of partially cemented sand and sandy limestone, which extend 

to an average depth of about 145 feet. The Anastasia is underlain to a depth of about 

600 to 700 feet by the partially cemented and indurated sands, clays, and sandy 

limestones of The Hawthorn Fonmation. Underlying these surface strata are about 

13,000 feet of Jurassic through Tertiary Formations, primarily carbonate rocks. These 

formations have a relatively gentle slope to the southeast. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, no change is expected in the quantity or 

characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by the facility. Therefore, no 

change in that compliance achievement status is expected. The capacity uprates will 

not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, 
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interception, or additions to surface water flow. The St. Lucie Plant does not directly 

withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not withdraw 

groundwater after the capacity uprates work is completed. The use of water supplied 

by the City of Fort Pierce, which does withdraw groundwater, will remain unchanged 

and there will be no changes to the groundwater discharges. There will be no quality, 

quantity, or hydrological changes, either by withdrawal or discharge to a drinking 

water source. Therefore, there will be no impacts on drinking water. 

The wind turbines will not require water for operations and will not cause any 

changes in the hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, interception, or 

additions to surtace water flow. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. General 

plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and potable water are 

obtained from City of Fort Pierce. Process water uses include demineralizer 

regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. 

The existing St. Lucie Plant water use is projected to be unchanged as a result of the 

nuclear capacity uprates. The wind turbines will not require water for operations. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

uprates. The wind turbines will not require water for operations. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 use once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to 

remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers via the Circulating Water System 

(CWS), and to remove heal from other auxiliary equipment via the Auxiliary 

Equipment Cooling Water System (AECWS). The great majority of this cooling water 

is used for the CWS. 

Under emergency conditions, water can be withdrawn from Big Mud Creek via the 

Emergency Intake Canal through two 54-inch pipe assemblies in the barrier wall that 

separates the Creek from the Canal. FPL does not use this intake during normal 

operations, but does test this system quarterly. 
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The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. The wind turbines will not require water for operations. Consequently, 

there will be no water discharge as a result of these turbines. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are licensed for uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched 

uranium-235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy 

tubes with welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into 

assemblies designed for loading into the reactor core. Each reactor core includes 217 

fuel assemblies. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 47,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton uranium. In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used due to the increased capacity of each generating unit. No changes in the 

fuel-handling facilities are required. The addition of the wind turbines will have no 

fuel-related impact; i.e., no impacts from fuel delivery, storage, waste, or pollution 

control. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the onsite Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) approved spent fuel storage facilities. Following completion of 

the up rates, approximately 11 percent more nuclear fuel will be used to increase the 

capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel-ha ndling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main plant 

generators, two building generators, and various general purpose diesel engines. 

The main plant emergency generators will not be changed as a result of either of the 

two types of generation capacity additions. These emergency generators are for 

standby use only and are tested to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel fuel 

is delivered to the St. Lucie Plant by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with 

secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The St. Lucie Plant is classified as a minor source of air pollution, since FDEP has 

issued a Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) to keep emissions 

less than 100 tons per year for any air pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 
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The applicable units at the St. Lucie Plant consist of eight la rge main plant diesel 

engines, two smaller diesel engines, and various general-purpose diesel engines. 

The air emissions from these engines are limited by the use of 0.05-percent sulfur 

diesel fuel and good combustion practices. Best Ava ilable Control Technology 

(BACT) is not applicable to these existing emission units. 

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the operation of the diesel engines comprise the 

limiting pollutant for these diesel units at the St Lucie Plant. The FDEP FESOP limits 

NOx emissions to 99.4 tons, which includes fuel use limits on the large main plant 

emergency diesel engines of 97,000 gallons in any 12-month consecutive period and 

the smaller building and general purpose diesel engines of 190,000 gallons in any 

12-month consecutive period. Also, the Plant may choose to combine the diesel 

units' fuel-tracking, which then limits the NOx totals fo r a 12-month consecutive period 

to a maximum of 80 tons. There will be no change in the operation or emissions of 

the diesel engines resulting from either the nuclear capacity uprates or the wind 

turbines. 

In addition, neither of these types of generation capacity additions will result in an 

increase of carbon dioxide (C02) or other greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, both of 

these increases in generation capacity are projected to result in decreased FPL 

system-wide emissions of C02. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted for both types of generation capacity 

additions. Predicted noise levels are not expected to result in adverse noise impacts 

in the vicinity of the site during construction or operation of either generating capacity 

additions. 

r. Status of Applications 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, a Site Certification Application (SCA) under 

the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act was filed in December 2007 and a final 

order issued in September 2008. The FPSC voted to approve the need for the St. 

Lucie (and Turkey Point) nuclear capacity uprates and the final order approving the 

need for these capacity additions was issued in January 2008. In regard to the wind 

turbines, a Site Certification Application is not required. Individual permit applications 

were submitted for an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and the Army Corps of 
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Engineers Permits in May 2008 and the Coastal Construction Control Line in July 

2008. In September of 2007, FPL submitted an application to St. Lucie County for a 

Conditional Use, Rezoning, and Height Amendment. The local approvals process is 

ongoing. However, the state and federal permitting process is on hold awaiting 

completion of local permitting. 

Preferred Site# 3: Turkey Point Plant, MiamiMDade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surround ing the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4), 

two natural gas/oil conventional boiler units (Units 1 & 2) , one CC natural gas unit (Unit 

5), nine small diesel generators, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife 

area, and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 have been in operation since 1972 and 1973, respectively. The 

Turkey Point site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the increase in the capacity of 

its two existing nuclear generating units by approximately 103 MW each. This work will 

involve changes to several existing main components within the existing facilities to 

increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No new or 

expanded facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, 

along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at Turkey Point are 

projected to be in-service in 2012. 

As previously mentioned, FPL is pursuing licensing for two new nuclear units at the 

Turkey Point site. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of capacity. Current 

projections for the in-service dates of these two units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, are 

beyond the 2010-2019 reporting time frame of this document. At the time this document 

is being prepared, FPL is evaluating what the revised in-service dates for Turkey Point 

6& 7 should be for planning purposes. FPL will address those revised in-service dates for 

planning purposes in its May 3, 2010 cost recovery fili ng to the FPSC. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 generating facility at 

the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The five existing power generation units and support facilities occupy approximately 

150 acres of the 11 ,000-acre Turkey Point Plant site. Support facilities include 

service buildings, an administration building, fuel oil tanks, water treatment facilities, 

circulating water intake and outfall structures, wastewater treatment basins, and a 

system substation. The cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. 

The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at the Turkey Point Plant have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 

(Unit 2). These units currently burn residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a 

maximum equivalent sulfur content of 1 percent. The two 700-MW (nominal) nuclear 

units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4 ). Turkey Point Units 3 

and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is a nominal 

1, 150-MW CC unit that began operation in 2007. Significant features in the vicinity of 

the site include Biscayne National Park, the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront 

Park, and the Everglades National Park. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The prominent structures and enclosed facilities and equipment associated with 

Units 3 & 4 include: the containment building, which contains the nuclear steam 

supply system, including the reactor, steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, 

and related equipment; the turbine generator building, where the turbine 

generator and associated main condensers are located; the auxiliary building, 

which contains waste management facilities, engineered safety components, and 

other facilities; and the fuel handling building, where the spent fuel storage pool 

and storage facilities for new fuel are located. Prominent features beyond the 

power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, switchyard, 

spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities. 
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2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units, and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Listed species known to occur at the site and 

in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site include 

the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), 

roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron 

(Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thule), American oystercatcher 

(Haematopus palliates), least tern (Sterna antiflarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus 

a/bus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are 

known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federa lly listed, threatened American 

Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around the southern 

end of the cooling canals which lie south of the project area. The Bntire site is 

considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site 

for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a p rogram for the 

conservation and enhancement of the American crocodi le and is attributed with 

survival improvement and the downlisting of the A merican Crocodile from 

endangered to threatened. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjaceht to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres. 

approximately 95 percent of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 

keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles 

north of the Turkey Point plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park which contains a marina and day-use recreational 

facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 
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Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uses cooling water from a closed-cycle cooling canal system 

to remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers, and to remove heat from other 

auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling canals will accommodate the increase in 

heat load that is associated with the increased capacity from the uprates. The 

maximum predicted increase in water temperature entering the cooling canal system 

from the units resulting from the up rates is predicted to be about 2.5°F, from 106.1 °F 

to 108.6°F. The associated maximum increase in water temperature returning to the 

units is about 0.9°F, from 91.9oF to 92.8°F. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU - "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU- "Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to the Turkey Point plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 interconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area 

approximately two miles wide by five miles long (5,900 acres), approximately four 

feet deep. The system performs the same function as a giant radiator. The water is 

circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake 

pumps. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula 

of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 

feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated formations that 

range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex 

of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 
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primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The addition of nuclear generating capacity as a result of the uprates will not cause 

any changes in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by 

the facility; therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected. 

The uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due 

to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water flow. The Turkey Point Plant 

does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not do 

so after the capacity uprates. Locally, groundwater is present beneath the site in the 

surficial or Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that are part of the Floridan 

Aquifer System. There will be no effects on those deeper aquifer zones from the 

capacity uprates. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 is the cooling canal system. 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the capacity 

uprates. General plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and 

potable water are obtained from Miami-Dade County. Process water uses include 

demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for 

washdowns. The water use for the facility will not change as a result of the capacity 

uprates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the uprates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing closed cooling water 

system and the cooling canal system. 
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The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention , 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 utilize uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-

235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 

designed for loading into the reactor core. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the 

onsite NRC-approved spent fuel storage facilities. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at refueling intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such 

that the average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days 

per metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel handling 

facilities are required. Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent 

more nuclear fuel will be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in 

the fuel-handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main 

emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators and various general 

purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be changed as a result of 

the capacity uprates. These emergency generators are for stand-by use only and 

only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel 

fuel for the emergency generators is delivered to the Turkey Point Plant by truck as 

needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 does not create fossil fuel-related 

air emissions. However, there are 9 emergency generators associated with Units 3 & 

4. Four of these nine emergency generators are main plant emergency generators 

which are rated at 2.5 MW each. The remaining five are smaller emergency 

generators which are associated with the security system. In addition, various 

general purpose di·esels are used as needed for Units 3 & 4. 
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Turkey Point Plant Units 3 & 4's associated emergency generators and diesel 

engines, together with Units 1, 2, & 5, are classified as a major source of air pollution. 

FDEP has issued a separate Title V Air Operating Permit for the Turkey Point 

Nuclear Plant (Permit Number 0250003-004-AV). There are no operating limits for 

the emergency generators or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are 

limited to ultra-low sulfur distillate (0.0015% sulfur). NOx emissions are regulated 

under Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4)(b)7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 

percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the uprates was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not expected 

to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in January 2008 and a final order was issued in October 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the Turkey Point (and St. Lucie) uprates and the 

final order approving the need for this additional nuclear capacity was issued in 

January 2008. 

Preferred Site# 4: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The site is bound to the east by the Indian River Lagoon and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1 ). The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile 

away. A rail line is located near the plarnt. 

The existing 788 MW (summer) of generating capacity at FPL's Cape Canaveral site 

occupies a portion of the 43 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The generating 

capacity is made up of steam units (Units 1 & 2). 

The Cape Canaveral Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans for both CC and simple cycle generation options. FPL is proposing, for resource 

planning purposes, to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral Plant, to be renamed the 
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Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (CCEC), by replacing the existing 

generating units with a modem, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean 

energy center using the latest CC technology. The existing two (2) steam units will first be 

dismantled and removed from the site and will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Cape Canaveral Plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the CCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing land uses on the site are primarily dedicated to electrical generation; i.e., 

FPL's existing Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2. The existing land uses that are adjacent 

to the site consist of single- and multi-family residences to the south and southwest, 

commercial property to the northwest, utility systems to the west, and a private 

medical/office facility to the north. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment surrounding the site includes the Indian River Lagoon to 

the east and upland scrub, pine and hardwoods to the north and south. 

Vegetation with the approximately 45-acre offsite construction laydown and 

parking area (located west of U.S. Highway 1) consists of open land, upland 

scrub, pine, hardwoods along with exotic plant species. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the Site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the Site and lack of suitable onsite hab"itat for listed species. 

Federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals inhabiting the offsite 
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construction laydown and parking area are limited to the state-listed gopher 

tortoise and the state- and federally-listed scrub jay. The warm water discharges 

from the plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL is working closely 

with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure protection of the manatees 

during the modernization process and upon operation of the new plant. FPL will 

be complying with several manatee related conditions of certification to ensure 

the protection of the manatees during this time. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing steam generating units (U nits 1 & 2) with 

one new 1,219 MW (approximate) CC unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT), three new heat recovery steam generato rs (HRSG), and a new steam 

turbine. The new CC unit would be in-service in mid-2013. Natural gas delivered via 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a 

backup fu el. 

g. Local Government Future band Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for th e site is "Public Utilities" and the 

area has been rezoned to GML-U. D esignations for the surrounding area are 

primarily "Community Commercial" and "Residential". The Indian River Lagoon is to 

the east of the site. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

T he Cape Canaveral Plant has been selected as a preferred site for a site 

modernization due to consideration of various factors including system load and 

economics. Envirenmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does not 

exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. However, 

there are environmental benefits of replacing the existing steam units with a new CC 
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unit including a significant reduction in system air emissions and improved aesthetics 

at the site. 

i. Water Resources 

Condenser cooling for the steam cycle portion of the new plant and auxiliary cooling 

will come from the existing cooling water intake system. Process, potable, and 

irrigation water for the new plant will come from the existing City of Cocoa's potable 

water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Cape Canaveral Plant is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and is at an 

approximate elevation of 12 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land consists 

primarily of fine to medium sand that parallels the coast. There is a lack of shell as it 

was deposited during a time of transgression. The base of the sedimentary rocks is 

made up of a thick, primarily carbonate sequence deposited during the Jurassic age 

through the Pleistocene age. Starting in the Miocene age and continuing through the 

Holocene age, siliciclastic sedimentation became more predominant. The basement 

rocks in this area consist of low-grade metamorphic and igneous intrusives, which 

occur several thousand feet below land surface and are Precambrian, Paleozoic, and 

Mesozoic in age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) tor uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 619 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water would be cycled 

through the once-through cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected 

to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The new plant will continue to use the Indian River Lagoon water as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Such needs for cooling water will comply with the 

existing St. John's River Water Management District (SJRWMD) Consumptive Use 

Permit (CUP). Process, potable, and irrigation water for the new plant will come from 

the existing City of Cocoa's potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water sources will be required as a result of the modernization project. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized site will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

systems for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system. Stormwater runoff 

will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via a pipeline. New on

site gas compressors may be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing 

pipeline for the new unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil would be received by truck or 

barge from Port Canaveral and stored in an existing above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The emission rates of CCEC would decrease by almost 1 00-fold from the existing 

Cape Canaveral Plant, resulting in substantial annual emissions reductions and 

increased air quality benefits. The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil 

and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure 

compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes 

emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound 

contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NO.) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and volatile organic compounds. When f1ring natural gas, NO. emissions will be 

controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction 

(SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. These design 

alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of the new CCEC plant will 

incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient and cleanest power 

plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise from the operation of the new unit will be within allowable levels. 
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r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

October 9, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of the 

DEP. 

Preferred Site# 5: Riviera Plant. Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Riviera Plant property primarily within Riviera 

Beach, Palm Beach County (with a small portion of the Site in West Palm Beach). The 

site is bound to the east by the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1 ). The site has barge access via the Port of Palm 

Beach. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The current site generating capacity is made up of two (2) operational 300 MW 

(approximate) steam generating units (Units 3 & 4). Units 1 & 2 have been retired and 

dismantled and are no longer on the plant site. 

The Riviera Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans for 

both CC and simple cycle generation options. FPL is proposing, for resource planning 

purposes, to modernize the existing Riviera Plant, to be renamed the Riviera Beach Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (RBEC), by replacing the existing generating units with 

a modern. highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean energy center using the 

latest CC technology. The existing two steam units will first be removed from the site and 

will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Riviera site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the RBEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adj_acent Areas 

The existing Riviera Plant currently consists of two 300 MW (approximate) units with 

conventio11al dual-fuel fired steam boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site 

includes minimal vegetation and a landscape buffer area south of the power plant. 

Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well 

as light commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation for the existing Riviera Plant. The site is located on the Intracoastal 

waterway which provides warm water refugia for manatees during cold winter 

days. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the Site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the Site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL is working closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure 

protection of the manatees during the modernization process and upon operation 

of the new plant. FPL will be complying with several manatee related conditions 

of certification to ensure the protection of the manatees during this time. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the s ite and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing units (Units 3 & 4) with one new 1 ,219 

MW (approximate) unit consisting of three new combustion turbines (CT), three new 
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heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit 

would be in service in mid-2014. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel 

type for the unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Utility". The Port of 

Palm Beach is to the north of the site. Designation to the west of the site is 

"Commercial". To the south of the site is "Residential" and is in the City of West Palm 

Beach. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Riviera plant has been selected as a Preferred Site to consideration of various 

factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. However, there are environmental benefits of replacing 

the existing steam units with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system 

air emissions and improved aesthetics at the site. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal waterway) is currently used for 

once-through cooling water. The new plant will utilize portions of the existing once 

through cooling water intake and discharge structures. Water for cooling pump seals 

and irrigation will come from three onsite surficial aquifer wells. Process and potable 

water for the converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera Beach 

potable water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Riviera Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The Surficial 

aquifer system in eastern Palm Beach County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell , silt, calcareous clay (marl) , and limestone deposited during the 

Pleistocene and Pliocene Epochs. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the 

Pamlico Sand, Fort Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Caloosahatchee Marl 

(Pleistocene and Plioce11e). Permeable sediments in the upper part of the Tamiami 

Formation (Pliocene) are also part of the aquifer system. The sediments in the 

eastern portion of the county are appreciably more permeable than in the west due to 

better sorting and less silt and clay content. 
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The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation . 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 600 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by liype 

The new plant will continue to use the Lake Worth Lagoon water as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation will come 

from on-site surficial aquifer wells currently permitted by SFWMD. Process and 

potable water for the new plant will come from the existing City of Riviera Beach's 

potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water sources will be required as a result of the modernization project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The new plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water system 

for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowd own will be mixed with 

the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject will be mixed 

with the plant's once-through cooling water system prio r to discharge. Stormwater 

runoff will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a 

Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control , and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new uni t would be transported to the site via a pipeline. New gas 

compressors may be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the converted unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil would be 

received by truck, pipeline or barge and stored in a new above-ground storage tank. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emissions at the new plant would be more than 90 percent lower 

than the existing Riviera Plant's emissions are, resulting in significant annual 

emissions reductions and air quality benefits. The use of natural gas and ultra-low 

sulfur light fuel oil and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the 

unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using these 

fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. These 

design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of RBEC would incorporate features 

that will make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of 

Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

November 24, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of 

the DEP. 

Preferred Site #6: Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center, Brevard 

County 

The Space Coast site is located at Section 13, Township 23 South, and Range 36 East, 

North of North Courtenay Parkway. FPL is leasing approximately 60 acres from Kennedy 

Space Center in Brevard County. This Space Coast site has been selected as a 

Preferred Site for the addition of a 10 MW PV get'leration facility. The Space Coast Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center is expected to be in operation by the end of 2010. This 
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Site has the potential to expand by another 10 MW. Also, FPL is evaluating the potential 

for expansion beyond the existing site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center plant site is 

found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center generating facility is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is inactive. The site was previously dedicated to agricultural use as citrus 

groves. There are no structures on the site and the majority of the vegetation is citrus 

grove. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The surrounding land use is predominantly agriculture. FPL was able to design 

the PV facility to avoid most of the impacts to natural wetlands. 

2. listed Species 

Wildlife resources at the site were evaluated in February 2008 through 

pedestrian surveys. There were no listed species observed. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a PV generating facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks or recreation areas. 

Construction will result in minimal wetland impacts under federal, state, or local 

agency permitting criteria. 
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design consists of 10 MW of PV technology. No mitigating options are deemed 

necessary at the site. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Future land use designation for the site is Spaceport Management as designated by 

the Brevard County Future Land Use Map. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the installation of a PV technology 

due to consideration of various factors including its suitability for a PV facility of this 

magnitude and the cooperation of the Kennedy Space Center. 

i. Water Resource 

No water will be required at the PV iacility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck. 

j. Geological Features of the Site and Adjacent Areas 

The surface and near-surface deposits of east-central Florida range from surficial 

unconsolidated sands to well indurated limestones and dolomites at depth. In 

ascending order the four main geologic units present in east-central Florida are: (i) 

Eocene limestones; (ii) Lower and Middle Miocene compact silt and clays; (iii) Upper 

Miocene and Pliocene silty and clayey sands; and (iv) Pleistocene and Recent age 

sands with interbedded shell layers. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The projected water use for the PV facility is expected to be minimal with water being 

used occasionally only to clean the PV panels. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

At this time, it is expected that natural rainfall will be sufficient to keep the soJar 

panels clean. In the event that additional water is required, a small amount of water 

may be occasionally trucked in to clean the PV panels. 
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m. :Wa.t~r Conservation Strategies 

FPL constructed this PV facility knowing it would not use water for operation and 

would only need a minimal amount for cleaning the PV panels. 

n. Water :Discharges and Pollution Control 

There will not be any water discharges or pollution as a result of this facility 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The facility will use the sun for fuel. Therefore, there will not be any fuel delivery, 

storage, waste, or pollution at this site. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

No air emissions will be emitted from this facility. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected during construction is expected to be below noise levels allowed by 

Brevard County. No noise will be emitted from this facility during operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL received an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) from the St. Johns Water 

Management District in April 2009 and a U.S . Army Corps of Engineers permit in 

December 2008 for the 10 MW site. . 

Preferred Site #7: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center, Martin County 

The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center (MSEC) is located on the existing FPL 

Martin Plant site in unincorporated Martin County, Florida. The Martin Plant site is located 

in southwestern Martin County about 40 miles northwest of West Palm Beach and about 

1.3 miles east of Lake Okeechobee (Figure 2.1-1) . The Martin Plant site is bounded by 

State Road (SR) 710 and a CSX Railroad line (east and north), a Florida East Coast 

Railway line and SFWMD L-65 Canal (west), and the St. Lucie Waterway (south).The 

MSEC Project will be constructed in an approximately 600-acre area (Project Area) within 

FPL's existing 11 ,300-acre Martin Plant site. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the addition of approximately 75 MW 

of solar thermal generation. The facility will produce steam that will replace steam that 
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would otherwise have been produced by burning natural gas in one of the existing CC 

units at the site, Martin Unit 8. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center is 

expected to be in operation by the end of 2010. 

There also is potential for an additional 75 MW of photovoltaic or solar thermal on the 

Martin Plant Property in the future. Adjacent farmlands are also being considered for 

additional photovoltaic facilities. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center plant site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

generating facility is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Total acreage for the existing Martin Plant site is approximately 11 ,300 acres, which 

represents land owned by FPL. The Martin Plant site consists of a 6,800-acre cooling 

pond (6,500 acres of water surface and 300 acres of embankment) and 

approximately 400 acres for existing Units 1 through 4, Unit 8, and associated 

facilities. Units 1 & 2 are nominal 800-MW steam electric generating units that use 

natural gas and low-sulfur residual oil. Units 3 & 4 are nominal 500-MW natural gas

fired CC units. Unit 8 is a natural gas fired 4-on-1 CC unit with a nominal capacity of 

1,100 MW that began operation in 2005. Light oil is used as backup in Unit 8. The 

other onsite facilities include water and wastewater treatment facilities. residual and 

light fuel oil storage, switchyards and transmission lines, offices, warehouses, 

maintenance buildings, and other miscellaneous uses. 

Adjacent areas include agricultural uses such as croplands, pastures, and groves 

account for much of the land use and cover within 5 miles of the Martin Plant site. 

Three types of wetlands, forested freshwater, non-forested freshwater, and mixed 

forested and forested freshwater also account for a great deal of nearby land use. 
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e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The portions of the Martin Plant site that will be affected by the construction of 

the MSEC are about 550 acres that will be utilized for solar arrays and 

construction facilities. The solar arrays will be located east of the existing Unit 8. 

Activities associated with construction will occupy about 1 00 acres. This will 

include construction laydown, parking, and trailers. These areas will be cleared of 

any vegetation. The area for the heat exchangers will be near Unit 8 and this 

area has been previously impacted by the construction of Units 3, 4, and 8. 

2. Listed Species 

Threatened and endangered species within the project area a re limited to avian 

species and gopher tortoise. No listed species of plants were identified within the 

MSEC project area. Due to the presence of large areas of similar habitat both 

within the Northwest Mitigation Area and areas north of the existing transmission 

line right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to the project area, and the highly mobile nature 

of protected avian species, no significant adverse impacts to federally or state 

listed animals are expected. Creation of wood stork foraging ponds and sandhill 

crane habitat within the Northwest Mitigation Area provides suitable habitat to 

offset the loss of shallow hydroperiod wetlands within the project area. 

Gopher tortoises are classified as threatened by the Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission (FFWCC), but are not listed federally by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Gopher tortoise burrows were observed in the 

palmetto prairie and woodland pasture. Other listed species are known to utilize 

gopher tortoise burrows (commensal species), including the Eastern indigo 

snake (Drymarchon corais couperi; federally and state threatened), gopher frog 

(Rana capita; state species of special concern), and Florida mouse (Podomys 

floridanus; state species of special concern). A permit was obtained to relocate 

the gopher tortoises and any commensal species. Construction and operation at 

the site is not expected to affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a solar thermal facility at this location is not. 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks or recreation areas. 
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Construction will result in minimal wetland impacts under federal, state, or local 

agency permitting criteria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

The Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources, has 

determined that no significant archaeological or historical sites are recorded or 

are likely to be present within the project area. As a result no construction 

impacts on historic properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register 

of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical or archaeological value, are 

anticipated. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design consists of approximately 75 MW of solar thermal technology. FPL has 

already undertaken an extensive wetland mitigation program on a 1, 130-acre parcel 

northwest of the existing Martin Plant generating units. That mitigation program was 

deemed successful by the SFWMD in 2001. All wetland impacts associated with the 

MSEC have been fully mitigated through this now-successful wetland and upland 

mitigation effort. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

The Martin Plant site that includes Units 1 & 2 was developed prior to the county's 

adoption of a future land use map. In 1982, at the time of the original land use plan 

map adoption, the portion of the Martin Plant site surrounding the existing units was 

designated IndustriaL The Electric Utility Element of the Comprehensive Plan 

acknowledged FPL's then current plans to construct two integrated coal gasification 

combined cycle (IGCC) plants at the Martin Plant site and encouraged the facilities to 

be developed under the industrial planned unit development [PUD(i)] zoning 

designation. In September 1988, FPL requested a comprehensive plan land use 

amendment to industrial for the licensing of the Martin Coal Gasification/Combined 

Cycle (CG/CC) Project Area and a rezoning of that area to PUD(i). In August 1989, 

the Martin County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) approved the 

comprehensive plan amendment and the rezoning request. In June 2008, with the 

BOCC approval of the rezoning, a PUD Zoning Agreement was executed between 

Martin County and FPL in which development standards and special conditions were 

addressed. Most of the special conditions were addressed during earlier phases of 

developing the Martin Plant site. An amendment of the PUD Zoning Agreement was 

requested by FPL to allow renewable energy facilities to be located within the PUD 
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area. Subsequent to the certification of the CG/CC project, which includes the area of 

the MSEC, Martin County has amended its future land use element and map to 

designate 7,300 acres in the Martin Plant site as Public Utilities- Major Public Power 

Generation Facilities. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred' Site due to conside ration of various factors 

including available land area and proximity to an existing generating unit (Martin Unit 

8) to which the steam generated by the solar the rmal facility could be fed. 

i. Water Resource 

There will be no water used at the solar thermal facility except the small amount 

needed to occasionally clean the solar mirrors. The additional water needed for 

mirror cleaning is already within the previously approved allocation of water for the 

Martin Plant site. 

j. Geological Features of the Site and Adjacent Areas 
Borings drilled in the area just east of the existing Unit 8 show that the predominant 

soil type is sand from the ground surface [approximately 30 feet above mean sea 

level (ft-msl)] to -70 ft-msl (negative number denotes feet below sea level). The 

sands vary in color from light to dark gray and brown. Clayey sand and sandy clay 

seams from a few Inches to several feet in thickness are generally found at 10 ft-msl. 

A thin layer of greenish-gray sandy clay was found in the borings at approximately 

-25 ft-msr. T he Pamlico and Anastasia Formations extend from the ground surface 

(20 to 30 ft-msl) to an average of -3 ft-msl. These strata consist of fine sands and 

silty sands with shell fragments. Thin beds of limestone and cemented sand occur 

sporadically at depths ranging from 2 to 4.5 ft-msl in localized areas; this zone may 

represent the boundary between the Pamlico and Anastasia Formations. In areas 

where the cemented sands and limestone are absent, it is not possible to 

differentiate the two formations . 

The underlying Caloosahatchee Group extends to an average -80 ft-msl. This 

formation can be subdivided into two units, namely an upper limestone interbedded 

with sand and shell present to an average -12 ft-msl, and a lower unit of silty sand 

with shell fragments and shell beds to -80 ft-msl. The Tamiami Formation underlies 

the Caloosahatchee from -105 ft-msl to -150 ft-msl. This formation consists of silty 

sand varying with depth to clayey sand from -72 ft-msl. The color of the formation 

also varies from gray in the sands to predominantly green in the clayey zone. 
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The top of the Hawthorn Group occurs at approximately -1 05 ft-msl to -150 ft-msl. 

These elevations are based on the logs of test wells and exploratory borings drilled in 

the area. The Hawthorn, approximately 550 ft thick, consists predominantly of 

greenish clay with subordinate amounts of shell, limestone, silt, and sand. Major 

limestone zones generally occur near the base of the formation. Due to very low 

vertical permeability, the Hawthorn acts as a confining bed overlying the Floridan 

Aquifer. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

Washing mirrors requires about 50 gallons per 120 mirrors (i.e., a 50 meter section). 

Based on the amount of mirrors for the MSEC, about 75,000 gallons per washing will 

be required. This amount of water is estimated to be no more than about 2 million 

gallons per year for cleaning mirrors. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The plant water use for MSEC can be accommodated by the current authorization for 

water in the Conditions of Certification (PA89-27L). The amount of water required by 

the MSEC is estimated to not exceed about 2 million gallons per year for cleaning 

mirrors, or an annual average of about 5 gallons per minute (gpm). The usage will be 

intermittent, with maximum usage of about 75,000 gallons every 1 or 2 weeks during 

periods without rain and depending upon the reflectivity of the mirrors. The source of 

water for the MSEC is the existing demineralized water system. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

FPL plans to construct this solar thermal facility knowing it will use very little water for 

operation. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

There will not be any water discharges or pollution as a result of this facility. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The facility will use the sun for fuel. Therefore, there will not be any fuel delivery, 

storage, waste, or pollution at the site from the operation of the solar thermal facility. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

There will be no S02 , NOx, or COz. emissions from the solar thermal facility and its 

operation will result in reductions of FPL system emissions for all three types of 

emissions. 
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There will be minor amounts of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) released from the 

expansion tanks as a result of decomposition products of heat transfer fluids (HTF). 

Based on reported values from FPL Energy SEGS facilities in California, the VOC 

emissions from the MSEC will be about 0.8 tons per year (TPY). This amount would 

classify these emissions as insignificant activities and the amount is well below the 

threshold requiring permitting under FDEP rules in 62-210.300, F.A.C. A generic 

exemption is that emissions of any regulated pollutant be less than 5 TPY. The 5 

TPY applies to the "potential-to-emif' for the emission unit, which would be 8,760 

hours/year unless restricted as an enforceable permit condition in a permit. The 

exemption covers the requirement to obtain construction permits required pursuant to 

Rule 62-21 0.300(1 ), F.A.C. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise during construction is expected to be below noise level allowed by Martin 

County. There will not be any noise from the solar thermal facility during operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL submitted an application for a Site Certification Modification for the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center to the FDEP in May 2008. FPL received the site 

certification modification approval in August 2008. 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Ten (1 0) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's capacity and energy needs.4 

These sites have been identified as Potential Sites due to considerations of location to 

FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission 

facilities. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has differen~ characteristics that wiiP require further definition 

4 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other greenfield sites. 
Greenfield sites that FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are 
noi specifically identified as Potential Sites in order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers. 
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and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for each site, it 

was assumed that either one dual-fuel (natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion 

turbine (CT) or a natural gas-fired CC unit would be constructed at the Potential Sites 

unless otherwise noted. A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling). A CC unit would 

require approximately 150 gpm for service and process water and approximately 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water depending upon the water source and 

associated water quality. If an existing power plant site is ultimately selected for 

converting an existing unit(s), the water requirements discussed above for a CC unit 

would be approximately correct for the converted unit. If a renewable energy generating 

technology, such as photovoltaic or solar thermal, is ultimately selected for one of these 

sites, the water requirements would be less than those for CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time, FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. 

Potential Site# 1: Babcock Ranch , Charlotte County 

This site is located within the Babcock Ranch Community on the north side of Truckers 

Grade, approximately 10.5 miles north of the intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 and 1.1 

miles east of SR-31. The project is bordered on the north by the Babcock Ranch 

Reserve owned by the State of Florida. The site is within the SFWMD and, therefore, the 

drainage would be in accordance with the SFWMD Basis of Review. Permitting of the 

surface water management system would be through the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (FDEP) - South District based on a pre-application meeting. 

This site is a possibility for an FPL photovoltaic (PV) facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS} Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing Land Use on the site is agricultural. FPL would attempt to re-zone the 

property to PD-P1 which will allow for electrical generation. 
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c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for any panther and/or wetland impacts as a result of the 

project. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

No water will be required at the PV facility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site # 2: DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located at 4051 Northeast Karson Street approximately 0.3 miles east 

of US 17 and immediately north of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site is located in 

Sections 26, 27, & 35, Township 36 South, and Range 25 East. FPL owns an 

approximate 13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL has designated approximately 

1 ,523 acres for development of a photovoltaic (PV) facility. The land surrounding the site 

is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. 

The DeSoto site was previously selected as the site for the addition of a 25 MW PV 

facility, which is currently operational. There is also a potential to create an additional 

275 MW PV generating facility which would be implemented in phases on the additional 

land. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing Land Use on the site is agricultural. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 
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e. Supply Sources 

No water will be required at the PV facility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site# 3: Florida Heartland Solar, Glades County 

This site is located within Glades County, Florida off of SR 78. This site is a possibility for 

an FPL PV facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing land uses on the site is agriculture. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for any panther and/or wetland impacts as a result of the 

project. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

No water will be required at the PV facility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site# 4: Fort Mvers Plant, Lee County 

FPL's existing 460-acre Fort Myers property is located just east of Interstate 75 in Lee 

County and is adjacent to the Caloosahatchee River. The existing facilities on the site 

include one 1,440 MW (approximate) CC unit, 12 gas turbines, each with an approximate 

capacity of 54 MW, and two combustion turbines, each with an approximate capacity of 

160 MW. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Fort Myers plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land on the site is currently dedicated to industrial use with surrounding grassy 

and landscaped areas. Much of the site has been used in recent years for direct plant 

construction activities. The adjacent land uses include light commercial and retail to 

the east of the property, plus some residential areas located toward the west. 

c. Environmental Features 

Mixed scrub with some hardwoods can be found to the east and further south. The 

Caloosahatchee River is designated as critical habitat for manatees. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

The available water source is the Caloosahatchee River and the available 

groundwater source is the sandstone aquifer. FPL is aware that the Caloosahatchee 

River provides habitat for a variety of listed species. Prior to definitive site selection, 

FPL will take into account impingement and entrainment impacts as well as potential 

water quality impacts as a result of any new generating unit addition. 

Potential Site # 5: Hendry County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Hendry County for a future photovoltaic 

facility for up to 100 'MW. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 1500 

acres. No specific locations have been selected at th is time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

b. Land Uses 

Hendry County is predominantly agricultural land use. 
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c. Environmental Features 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a photovoltaic facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

No water will be required at the PV facility except the small amount that may be 

needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site # 6: Lauderdale Plant, Broward County 

The Lauderdale site is located in Eastern Broward County approximately 5 miles inland 

from Dania Beach and less than 2 miles west of Ft. Lauderdale International Airport. The 

site is bounded on the south by Dania Cutoff Canal, on the east by S.W. 301
h Avenue, 

and on the North by 1-595. 

The existing approximately 1,700 MW of generating capacity at FPL's Lauderdale site 

occupies a portion of the approximately 210 acres that are wholly owned by FPL. The 

generating capacity is made up of two CC units (Units 4 & 5), and 24 simple cycle gas 

turbine (GT) units. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing power plant facilities are located on approximately 130 acres. The 

existing site has been in use since the 1920s and is adjacent to a county resource 

recovery project. 

c. Environmental Features 

To the north of the power plant is an area of mixed uplands with a scattering of small 

wetlands. Manatees are known to inhabit the waters nearby the plant. 
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d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities wou ld be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply are potential water sources. FPL 

will also consider the potential for alternative wate r development options at this site. 

Potential Site# 7: Manatee Plant, Manatee County 

The existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site is located in unincorporated north-central 

Manatee County. The existing power generating facili ties are located in all or portions of 

Sections 18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E:. The plant site lies approxi,mately 5 

miles east of Parrish, Florida. It is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. 301 and 9.5 miles 

east of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75). The existing plant is approximately 2.5 miles south 

of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line; a portion ofi the north property boundary of the 

plant site abuts the county line. State Road 62 {SR 62) is about 0. 7 mile south of the 

plant, with the plant entrance road going north from that highway. This si te is a possibility 

for an FPL PV or solar thermal facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapte r. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing Land use on the site is agricultural. FPL is attempting to rezone the property 

to PO-PI which will allow for electrical generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for any gopher tortoise and/or wetland impacts as a result 

of the project. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a solar thermal facility. 
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e. Supply Sources 

The existing water supply could be used for the water required to clean the mirrors 

for a solar thermal facility. 

Potential Site# 8: Northeast Okeechobee County 

This site is located within Okeechobee County, Florida. The northeastern portion of 

Okeechobee County has been identified as an area with the potential to provide a project 

site that requires strategic consideration. Further assessments of NE Okeechobee 

County are anticipated to determine suitability of a specific site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

b. Land Uses 

Northeast Okeechobee County is predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater is a potential water source. 

Potential Site# 9: Southwest Indian River County 

This site is located within Indian River County, Florida. The southwestern portion of 

Indian River County has been identified as an area with the potential to provide a project 

site that requires strategic consideration. Further assessments of SW Indian River 

County are anticipated to determine suitability of a specific site. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 
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b. Land Uses 

Southwestern Indian River County is predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgd) for cooling water. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater is a potential water source. 

Potential Site# 10: West Broward, Broward County 

FPL has identified the Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new generating capacity and FPL refers to 

this potential site as the West Broward site. Current facilities on-site include an electric 

substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and electrical 

transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land uses for the site were designated as agricultu ral use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are present on the site. Construction and operation of 

a new facility on this site would not be expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for both process and cooling water (assuming air cooling) and up to 14 

million gallons per day (mgdi) for cooling water. 
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e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of reclaimed (reuse) water 

has been identified as potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has also been 

identified as a potential cooling water source. FPL will also consider the potential for 

alternative water development options at this site. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site#1: West County Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #2: St. Lucie Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #3: Turkey Point Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #4: Cape Canaveral Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #5: Riviera Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #6: Space Coast Next Generating Solar 

Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #7: Martin Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Babcock Ranch 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #2: Desoto Solar Expansion 

Florida Power & Light Company 215 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 225 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 216 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 226 of 275

\ 
! 

Florida Power & Light Company 217 

Q) -CJ) ' ... 
Ill o t 

CJ) 

0 
I-

0 
VI 
Q) 

c 
..JI 
a.. 

• I LL. 

I i r 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 227 of 275

0 FPL Desoto Site Boundary 

- Solar Site Layout 

Florida Power & Light Company 218 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 228 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #3: Florida Heartland Solar 

Florida Power & Light Company 219 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 229 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 220 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 230 of 275

Florida Heartland Solar 
Glades County 

Florida Power & Light Company 221 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
-=-==---===:::.--·Miles 

Fl orida Powe r & L i ght Co . 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 231 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 222 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 232 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site # 4: Ft. Myers Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 223 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 233 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 224 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 234 of 275

Flot l da Powe r & t. l gllf C o. 
F r. M)' li f'S Phnl S l h 1 

Florida Power & Light Company 225 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 235 of 275

lD FPL Ft. Myers Plant Site Boundary 

Florida Power & Light Company 226 

• I 

' 

·- ):--y ,-, ·· 

0 5 .. t::::~-==---1111!1:'==="---1'1 
Florida Power & Light Co. 

Ft. Myers Plane Site 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 236 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #5: Hendry County 

Florida Power & Light Company 227 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 237 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 228 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 238 of 275

0 0 0 0 0 0 
.::i.=----== =--- Mile s 

Hendry County Florida F lor i da Powe~ r & Llghr Co . 

Florida Power & Light Company 229 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 239 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Flonda Power & Ligh1 Company 230 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 240 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #6: Lauderdale Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 231 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 241 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 232 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 242 of 275

--··' . ....... 
. .... t.Jol • ._._., 

~ Wj 

-~-~ r:::::::J UViA n JII•Jt .. .....,Wtm 

Florida Power & Light Company 233 

"' -~-=:=l----::::::::=~---'·'· Fl o rida Pow er & L ight Co . 
La uderd ale Po w e r Plant 

La nd U s e 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 243 of 275

Legend c=:J FPL Lauderdale Plant Florida Power & Lighc Co. 
Lauderdale Power Plant 

Flonda Power & Ligh1 Company 234 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 244 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #7: Manatee Plant 

Flo rida Power & Light Company 235 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 245 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 236 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 246 of 275

:. h.Q; 

':llrtlf iVUf"lf 

oc., .. ........., 
CT~t ......... :,.' 

jj,,Jflt~tJ...hl..JI 

-Cm1n~a! 

c:::J R., 
c::J ,, 1~·"' 

Florida Power & Light Company 237 

Fl or i da Power & Lfgh r 
Manatee P l a n t 

Co . 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 247 of 275

- - Miles 
Manatee Plant Site USGS TOPO 0 0.5 2 3 4 

Florida Power & Light Co. 
Manatee Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 238 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 248 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #8: Northeast Okeechobee County 

Florida Power & Light Company 239 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 249 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 240 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 250 of 275

NE Okeechobee Florida 
Fl or i da Powe·r & L lghr Co . 

Florida Power & light Company 241 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 251 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 242 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 252 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #9: Southwest Indian River County 

Florida Power & Light Company 243 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 253 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Ligt1t Company 244 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 254 of 275

Indian River County Florida 
Florida Powe r & Ligh r Co. 

Florida Power & Lighl Company 245 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 255 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Flonda Power & Light Company 246 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 256 of 275

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #10: West Broward 

Florida Power & Light Company 247 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 257 of 275

(This page is left intentionafly blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 248 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 258 of 275

West Broward Site Area 
~" - f. 

Florida Power & Light Company 249 

We s 1 on 
0 

7 .. 

Florida Power & Light Co. 
West Broward Potential Site 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 259 of 275

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Ligh1 Company 250 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 260 of 275

CHAPTERV 

Other Planning Assumptions & Information 

Florida Power & Light Company 251 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 261 of 275

{This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 252 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2010 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-J,Page 262 of 275

Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC}, in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

filing. Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading 

entitled "Other Planning Assumptions and Information". These 12 items basically concern 

specific aspects of a utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a 

description of each of these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate ''Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item# 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: 

external limitations and intemal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its 

neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL 

system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for 

the amount of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount 

and price of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are 

incorporated both in the reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource 

planning. The amount of external assistance which is assumed to be available is based on 

the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical levels of 

available assistance. In the loss of load probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability analyses, 

FPL models this amount of external assistance as an additional generator with'1n FPL's 

system which provides capacity in all but the peak load months. The assumed amount and 

price of economy energy are based on historical values and projections from production 

costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations 

for potential new units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's 

system. The internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct 

costs for siting new units at different locations and by evaluating the cost impacts created by 

the new uniUunit location combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. 
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Both of these site- and system-related transmission costs are developed for each different 

uniUunit location option or groups of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and 

energy that can be imported into the Southeastern region of FPL's system are also 

developed for use in FPL's production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the 

Southeastern Florida region and the need to maintain a regional balance between 

generation and transmission contributions is found in Chapter Ill. ) 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to 

address limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission 

facilities to interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan 

were anal.yzed. Discuss how the plan js determined to be cost--effective. Discuss any 

changes in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base 

case load forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an 

economic criterion FPL 's levelized system average electric rates (i.e. , a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, 

FPL uses the equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements 

for the FPL system. 4 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan was developed in February 2010. 

FPL has not performed sensitivity analyses on forecasts that differ from this recently 

developed load forecast. 

4 
FPL's basic approach in i ts resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are cons idered a "given" in the analysis (i.e., when only new gener ating options are considered). the lowest rate 
bas is and the lowest system revenue requirements basis are identicaL In such cases FPL evaluates options on the s impler 
- to- calculate (but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item# 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base 

case fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the 

base case plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price 

sensitivities were performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price 

forecast to generate the sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were 

performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in 

the generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario. If high and 

low fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is 

tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter 

Ill of this document. FPL used three fuel and four environmental compliance cost forecasts in 

the 2009 nuclear cost recovery filings. FPL utilized one of these fuel cost forecasts, and one 

of these environmental compliance cost forecasts in its DSM Goals analyses. 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For 

that reason, this resource plan, with the recently developed February 2010 load forecast, has 

not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with 

respect to holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning 

horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost 

forecasts in its 2009 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not represent a 

constant cost differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials were 

represented in these forecasts. 

Discussion Item# 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

info.r.mation. Schedule 1 in Chapter I, and Schedule 8 in Chapter Ill, present the current and 

projected capacity output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and 
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heat rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in 

recent years . 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed 

and variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction 

schedules, heat rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource 

planning work. A summary of this information for the new capacity options FPL projects to 

add over the planning horizon is presentee! on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

In its 2009 resource planning work, FPL used the following f1nancial assumptions: (i) a 

capital structure of 44.2% debt and 55.8% equity; (ii) a 7.03% cost of debt; (i ii) a 12.5% 

return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 8.89%. In this work, FPL perfonned no 

sensitivity analyses that used varying financial assumptions. 

In its new resource planning analysis work in 2010, financial assumptions such as these will 

change due to the outcome of FPL's recent base rate case. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource 

Planning process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue 

requirements, rates, or total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic 

IRP process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the intent of 

minimizing FPL's levelized system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate 

perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective 

are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing plans. Therefore, in 

planning work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent cumulative present 

value of revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 
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Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two system reliability cr'rteria in its resource planning work that addresses 

generation, purchase, and DSM options. One of these is a minimum 20% Summer and 

Winter reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss

of-load-probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis wori<, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria 

that are consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating 

Council (FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with 

the Reliability Standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). 

The NERC Reliability Standards are available on the internet site (http://www.nerc.com/). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as 

a Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the FPL 

OATT Documents directory at https://www.oatioasis.com/FPUindex.html. 

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. The 

normal and contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below: 

Normal/Contingency 

Voltage Level (kV) Vmin (Q.u.} Vmax (~.u.} 

69, 115, 138 0.95/0.95 1.05/1.07 

230 0.95/0.95 1.06/1.07 

500 0.95/0.95 1.07/1.09 

Turkey Point(*) 1.01/1.01 1.06/1.06 

St. Lucie (*) 1.00/1.00 1.06/1.06 

(*)Voltage range criteria for FPL's Nuclear Power Plants 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate 

from the general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence this criteria, 

such as the overall number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an 

outage actually occurring, or transmission system performance, as well as others. 
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Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

irhe impact of FPL's DSM programs on demand and energy consumption is revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with field-metered data, are updated when 

significant efficiency changes occur in the marketplace. Participation trends are tracked for 

all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of 

efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and 

energy saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of 

the program. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, 

FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning 

correctly. 

Discussion Item# 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the 

planning process. 

The Executive Summary chapter provides a discussion of two system concerns that are 

typically addressed in FPL's resource planning work: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity 

in the FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in 

Southeastern Florida. In addition, two other relatively recent items will also influence FPL's 

resource planning efforts. One of these items is the Executive Orders directive issued in 

2007 by Governor Crist calling for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and greater 

contribution from renewable energy sources. As previously discussed in both the Executive 

Summary chapter and Chapter Ill, FPL's resource planning has al ready taken positive steps 

in regard to both of these issues. The other item that could affect FPL's resource planning is 

the possibility of the establishment of a Florida standard for renewable energy, or clean 

energy, contributions to a utility system. A Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal 

was prepared by the FPSC, and then sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, with a 

possible change to a Clean Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. 

However, no RPS or CPS legislation was enacted during the 2009 leg islative session. RPS 

_or CPS legislation, or other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy 

contfibutions, may occur in the future. If such legislation is enacted in 2010 or later years, 

FPL will then determine what steps need to be taken to address the leg islation. Such steps 
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would then be discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such 

legislation. 

ln addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) 

technology risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these 

factors may include both economic and non-economic aspects. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, 

has a higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, is less desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from 

an environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize environmental impacts for 

the FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use and state of the art controls. 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors 

related to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in 

question. Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful 

development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends 

to utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric 

utility's ten-year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed in prior FPL Site Plans, elements of FPL's recent and 

future capacity additions include the construction of new generating capacity at the West 

County Energy Center (WCEC) site, WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3. These generation construction 

projects were selected after evaluating competing bids received in response to Requests for 

Proposals (RFP) issued by FPL. The FPSC subsequently approved FPL's decision -to 

construct these new combined cycle (CC) units in Determination of Need dockets. 
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In regard to the Modernization projects at FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants, 

these projects were also evaluated using the competing bids received in response to the 

RFP issued for WCEC Unit 3. In addition, bids from competing vendors were also evaluated 

for FPL's new solar thermal and PV projects. 

The nuclear capacity additions, both the nuclear uprates and the new nuclear units, do not 

lend themselves to an RFP approach involving bids from third parties who would build new 

nuclear generation capacity. In addition, nuclear capacity additions are exempted from the 

Commission's Bid Rule by section 403.519 (4) (c) . For these nuclear projects, FPL's 

procurement activities were conducted to ensure the best combination of quality and cost for 

the delivered products. 

Construction capacity addition decisions for non-nuclear generation for years beyond those 

presented in this document are expected to be conducted in a manner consistent with the 

Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units for which FPL may be then seeking approval, in future 

FPL Site Plans will not be an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it 

may conduct The identification of future generating units is required of FPL in its Site Plan 

filings and represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective 

self-build options at the time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to 

identify other self-build options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of 

self-build options, some of which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for Supply 

options, FPL reserves the right to choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that 

option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item# 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting 

Act (403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale 

for any new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line that required 

certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued in April 2006. 

The new line is to be completed in two phases connecting FPL's St. Johns 

Substation to FPL's Pringle Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). 

Phase 1 was completed Lr:'! May 2009 and consisted of a new line connecting Pringle 
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to a new Pellicer Substation. Phase 2 is planned to connect St. Johns to Pellicer 

and is scheduled to be complete by December 2013. The construction of this line is 

necessary to serve existing and future customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas 

in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2012) 

that required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued 

on November 2008. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's 

proposed BobWhite Substation (also shown on Table Ill .E.~ in Chapter Ill). The 

construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. 
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Jessica Cano 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Lighl Cdm(>llny' 
100 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-04~~ C ~T Z" 
(561) 304-5226 .. u 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 

f.:: II : 27 

i I ' ...JI ._ •• 

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 
Ms. Ann Cole 
Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Room I I 0 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

October I9, 20IO 

Re: Docket No. I 00000; Corrections to FPL's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

CLEf\ .\ 

Please find enclosed an original and 25 copies of three replacement pages for 
FPL' s 2010-20I9 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan, originally filed on April I , 2010, 
reflecting corrected information. Revisions are in bold, red font. 

Specifically, pages 45, 46, and 47 are being replaced and contain the following 
corrections: 

• Page 45- Schedule 3.I: Residential Load Management and Conservation and 
C/1 Load Management and Conservation values for years 20 I 0 - 2019 were 
corrected and the footnote for Cols (5) - (9) was revised. 

• Page 46 - Schedule 3. 2: Residential Load Management and Conservation and 
C/J Load Management and Conservation values for years 201 0 - 2019 were 
corrected and the footnote for Cols (5) - (9) was revised. 

• Page 47- Schedule 3.3: Historical Actual Total Billed Retail Energy Sales 
(GWh) and the Load Factor(%) for 2009 were corrected; Residential 
Conservation and C/1 Conservation G Wh values for years 2010 - 201 9 were 
corrected; and the footnote for Projected Values Cols (3) and (4) was revised. 

P\ease contact me if you or your Staff have any questions regarding this filing. 

APA ...,.._
ECR.-:___ 
~L 
<...~!An) ay 

Sincerely, 

sse 
AOM 
OPC 
CLK 

Enclosures 

{£'+?cJ Katherine Fleming 

an FPL Group c ompany 

Jessica Cano 
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Rev: 09-30-10 
Schedule 3.1 

History and Forecast of Summer Pealt Demand: Base Case 

(1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Auqustof Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Reiail lnterruetible Mana2ement Conservation Mana2ement Conservation 

2000 17.808 161 17,647 0 719 645 467 451 
2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 737 697 488 481 
2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 770 755 489 517 
2003 19,668 253 19,415 0 78 1 799 577 554 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 783 847 588 578 
2005 22,361 284 22,097 0 790 895 600 611 

2006 21.819 256 21,563 0 809 948 635 640 

2007 21,962 261 21 ,701 0 954 982 715 683 
2008 21 ,060 181 20,879 0 974 1035 7:)5 708 
2009 22.351 212 22,139 0 005 1084 793 734 

2010 21 ,922 381 21 .541 0 1,030 130 866 93 
2011 21 ,788 386 21 ,402 0 1,043 200 886 120 
2012 22,139 391 2 1,748 0 1,059 284 810 154 
2013 22,332 35Z 2 1,980 0 1,077 377 938 191 
2014 23,575 1.178 22,397 0 1,095 474 966 230 
2C15 23,924 1,200 22,724 0 1,113 568 993 268 

2016 24,344 1,225 23,119 0 1,129 653 1.018 302 

2017 24,774 1,253 23,521 0 1,144 731 1,040 333 

2018 25,328 1,283 24,045 0 1, 11>8 801 1,061 361 

2019 25,785 1,314 24,470 0 1.170 866 1,080 387 

Historical Values (2000 - 2009): 

Col. (2) · Col (4) are actual values for historical sum mar peaks. As such, they on<:O<pO<ate the effects or conservetion (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 

""'orporate the effe<:ts of load control if load control was operated on these peak d8'fS. Tr>ererore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Film Demand. 

Col. (5) ·Col (9) for 2000 through 2009 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values 
except for 2009 values which are Au oust values. 

Note that the values for FPL's form9f' lntem:.ptlble Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which at•o Includes Business On Call (BOC), CILC and 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction (COR) 

Col (11) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" if the load control values had defimtely bean exercised on the peak Col (11) is 

derived by the formuta·Col (10) = Col.(2) • Co1.(6) • Co' •. (B). 

Projected Values (2010 • 2019): 

Col (2) • Col.(4} represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o oncrementa'. conservatoon, cumulative load management, or l~c:rementalload management. 

Col (5) ·Col. (9) reP«~S9nt cumulative load managemon~ and incremental conservation and load management All va\<Jes are projected August 
values. The 2010 values are ba.sed on IRP proJections through 1he end of 2009 and FPL's new DSM Goats for Z01 0. In the projections 

for 20111hrough 21l19, FPL used cumulolfve values from the new DSM Goals with estimated br .. kouts Into the ros.ldentlal, C/1, 

load management, and conservation e<~togones.. 

Col (8) represents FPL's Business On Can, CDR,CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all or the incremental CO(Iservaoon and assumes all or the load coot rol ls Implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10)fs derived by using the formula Col (10) =Col (2) . Col (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col (7) ·Col. (8) ·Col. (9) 

l.& •• 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Dam and 

16,62.2 
17,529 

17.960 

18,310 
19,174 

20,971 

20,375 

20,293 

19,351 
20,573 

19.804 

19,539 

'o9,731 

19,749 

20,810 

20,983 

21 ,242 

21 ,526 

21 ,948 

22,282 
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Rev 09-30..10 
Schedule 3.2 

History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) iS) (7) (8) (9) 

Janual'j of Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail lnterruetlble Manaaement Conservation Manasement conservation 

2000 17,057 142 16.915 0 741 434 438 176 
2001 18,199 150 18,049 0 791 459 448 183 
2002 17,597 145 17,452 0 811 500 457 196 
2003 20.190 246 19,944 0 847 546 453 206 
2004 14,752 211 14.541 () 857 570 532 230 
2005 18,108 225 17.883 0 862 583 542 233 
2006 19,683 225 19,458 0 870 600 550 240 

2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 894 620 577 249 

2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 879 844 635 279 
2009 20,081 162 19,919 0 951 678 764 295 

20'o0 20,550 376 20,174 0 937 72 767 41 
2011 20,647 381 2<1,266 0 943 87 11A 55 
2012 20,861 386 20,475 0 g.~t 107 783 12 

2013 21 ,138 392 20,746 0 957 131 793 93 
2014 22,152 1,060 21 ,092 0 968 167 805 111 

2015 22,745 1,284 21 ,461 0 976 185 811 141 

2016 23,118 1,311 21.807 0 984 212 829 164 

2017 23,488 1,341 22,147 0 993 237 SAO 188 

2018 23.889 1,374 22,514 0 1,000 260 86~ 206 

2019 24,293 1.409 22.884 0 1,007 281 859 225 

Klstorical Values (2000- 2009): 

Col. (2)- Col (4) are actual values for historical win\er peaKs. As sucn, they incorporate the etlects of conservation (Col 7 & Col 9), and may 

lncorpo,...te the effects of load control If toad control w&• operated on these peak days Therefore. Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand 

Col. (6)- Col. (9) for 2000 through 2009 represent actual OSM capabilities starting rrom January 1988 aPd are annual (12-mooth) values 
Note that the values for FPL's former tnterrupUble Rate are incorporated Into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC), CILC and 
Commerciatllndustlia\ Demand Reduction (COR). 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" If the load control values 118d definitely been exercised on the peak Col (11) Is 
derived by the formula:Col. (10) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Col (8)- Col.(9) 

Projected Values (2010- 2019): 

Col. (2)- Col,(4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o incremental conservation or Cur!\Uiative load control The effects of consel'olatlon implemented 
pl'.or to 2010 are Incorporated Into the load foN~Cast. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and Incremental conaervatlon ono load management. All values are pro,ecte~Augusl 
values. The 2010 voJuea a.- bosed on IRP projections through tho end of 2009 ond FPL'a now DSM Goo! a for 2010. In tho projection& 
for 2011 through 2019, FPL used cumulative valuea !Torn the new DSM Goala with estimated breakom. Into tho ruldentill, Cll, 

load monegemont, end conservation cotegortes. 

Col (8) represents FPL's Business On can. CDR.CILC. and Cunailable programs/rates. 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Net Fmn Demand" wttlch accounts for all of the irr..rnmental conservation and assumes all olthe load control is implemented 

on the peak. Col. (10) Is derived by using the formula· Col. (10) =Col. (2) -Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col (7)- Col, (8)- Col. (9). 
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(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

\5,878 
16,960 

16,329 

18,890 
13,363 
16,704 

18,263 

15,344 

16.541 
18,366 

18.733 

18,788 

18,949 

19,163 

20,108 

20,627 

20,929 

21 ,232 

21.573 

21 ,921 
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Schedule 3.3 
History of Annual Net Energy for Load - GWh: Base Case 

(1) 

2000 

2001 

2002 
2003 

~004 

2005 

2006 

2007 
2008 
2009 

(2) = (5)-t 
(3) + (4) 

"l'otal 
Net Energy 
For Load 

without pSM 

99,097 

101.739 

107,755 
112,160 
112,034 

115,440 

117,490 

118,894 
115,755 
116,221 

(3) 

Residential 
COilservatlon 

1,674 

1,789 

1.917 
2,008 

2.100 

2,205 

2,312 

2,373 
2,485 
2,581 

Historical Values (2000 - 2009): 

(All values are • at the generator" values except for Col (8)) 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (e),. (5> -
(6)- (7) 
Actuol 

Actual Sales tor Total Billed 
Cll Net Energy Resale tJbfl\y Use Retail Energy 

ConseMlion .E2Ll.2!!s! mY!l ~ Sa!es!GWhl 

1,434 95.989 970 7,059 87,959 
1,545 98,404 970 7,222 90,212 

1,639 104,199 1,233 7,443 95,523 
1.759 108,393 1,511 7,386 99,496 
1.834 108,093 1,531 7,467 99,095 

1,934 'o11 ,301 1,506 7,498 \02,296 

2,041 113,137 1,569 7,909 10'3,659 

2,206 114,:115 1,499 7,401 105,415 
2,267 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 
2,3:>6 111,304 1,155 7,394 102,765 

Rev 9-30-10 

(9) 

Load 

~ 

61.4% 

59.9% 

61 .9% 
62.9% 
59.i% 

56.8% 

59.2% 

59.4% 
600% 
56.8'4 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM- The values are calculatad using the formu'.a: Col (2) = Col (3) + Ccl. (4) +Col (5). 

Cot(3) & Co1,(4) tor 2000 through 2009 are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col (4) tor 2009 

are •eslimalad actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWh reductions actually experienced eadl yell! 

Col. (5) is lh" actu&l Net Energy for Load (MOL) tor years 2000 - 2009 

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) = Col. (5) -Col. (6) • Col. (7). TMse values are at the meter 

Co'o. (9) Is calculatad using Col. (5) from thiS page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 us.ng the formula; Col. (9) = ((Col. (5)' 1000) I ((Col.(2) • 8760) 

AdJustments are made lor leap years 

Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load - GWh: Base Case 
(All values are "at the genorator"values except for Col (8l) 

(1) (2) {3) (4) (5)=(2) . (6) (7) (8) :(2)-
(3) ·(4) (6)-(7) 

Forecasted 
Forecasted Net Energy Total Billed 
Net Energy For Load Sales lor Reta~ Energy 
For Load Residential Cll Adjusted for Resale Utility Use Sales(GWh) 

Ym withQ!!I Q~M !<2!!~!l!YfttiQO (;ga~~Clilli!!D ~ mY!l ~ W>!hQYl C~M 
2010 109.886 61 41 109,784 2,046 7,172 100.868 

2011 111,634 211 141 111,282 2,145 7,150 102,340 

Zl12 113,516 408 272 112,837 2,186 7,372 103,979 
20\3 115,899 633 422 114.845 2,059 7,493 106.347 
2014 122,471 868 579 121,025 4,846 8,068 109,558 
2015 124,742 1,094 729 122,918 5.484 7,980 111.278 
2016 125,672 \,298 865 123,510 5,513 8,070 112,089 
2017 127,2:>6 1,4n 984 124,775 5,555 8.173 113,508 

2018 129,665 1,631 1,091 126,938 5,602 8,370 115,693 

2019 131,712 1,781 1,187 128,744 5,648 8,468 1\7,596 

Projected Values (2010- 2019): 

Col (2) represents Fo,..castad Net Energy for Load w:O DSM values. The valces are extracted from Sclledule 2.3. Col. ( 19) 

Col (3) & Col (4) are forecasted values of the reduction Otl sales from lncrementatconservauon snd are mid-year (6-monlh) values 
rvnecung DSM elgnups occumr.g evenly thoughout each yeor. 
The effects of conservation lmplem6!lted prtor to 2010 are incorporate<! into the load lcxecast. 

(9) 

Load 

~ 
57.2% 

58.5% 
58.4% 
59.2% 
59.3% 
59.5% 
58.8% 
58.6% 

58.4% 

58.3% 

Col. (5) rs the lorecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) aner edjustir.g lor DSM 1m pacts DSM le< years 2010- 2019. C~l.(5) = Col.(2) -Col (3)-Col.(4) 

Col. (8) Is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are cale>Jiated us\ng the formula' Col. (8) a CoL (2) ·Col (6)- Col. (7). These values are at the meter, 

Col (9) Is calculatad using CoL (2) from till s page and Col. (2), "Totar, trum Schedule 3 1. Col. (9}: ((Col. (2)' 1000) I ((Co'o (2) • S760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan should include an estimate of the utility's future electric power 

generating needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs might be met, and 

disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. The 

information contained in this Site Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-

22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (FAC.). 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL} integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2010 and 

that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2011. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the years 2011 through 2020. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains tentative information and all of this information is subject to change at the discretion of 

the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general 

manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification 

process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter 1- Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill- Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL's IRP work in 2010 and 
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early 2011. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site 

locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V - Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is 

included in a Site Plan filing. 
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FPL 
Ust of Abbreviations 
Used In FPL Fonns 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

Unit Type BIT Bituminous Coal 

cc Combined Cyde 

CT Combustion Turbine 

GT Gas Turbine 

IC Internal Combustion 

NP Nuclear Power 

PV Photovoltaic 

ST Steam Unit 

Fuel Type UR Uranium 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

F02 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

NG Natural Gas 

No None 

Solar Solar 

SUB Sub Bituminous Coal 

Pet Petroleum Coke 

Fuel Transportation No None 

PL Pipeline 

RR Railroad 

TK Truck 

WA Water 

Unit/Site Status OT Other 
p Planned Unit 

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

u Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

v Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2011 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or 

purchased) as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2011 -

2020 time period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., 

electric generation capability and the sites for these additions. The supply side additions 

discussed in this document are resources projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's 

demand side management (DSM) efforts and the significant energy efficiency contributions from 

the current federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The projected impacts of the 

federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards are already reflected in FPL's load forecast 

which is discussed in Chapter II. The projected impacts of FPL's DSM efforts are addressed as 

projected reductions to the forecasted load. 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan contains a number of key similarities 

to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. On the other hand, there are specific 

factors that are driving changes in FPL's resource plans and which will continue to influence 

FPL's on-going resource planning work. A brief discussion of these similarities, factors, and 

changes is provided below. Additional information regarding many of these topics is presented in 

Chapter Ill. 

I. Similarities to the Resource Plan Previously Presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan: 

There are six key similarities in the current resource plan presented in this document compared to 

the resource plan presented in the 2010 Site Plan. 

Similar\tv # 1: A third highly efficient combined cycle fCC> generating unit at the West 

County Energy Center site will be added to FPL's system in 2011. 

One similarity to FPL's 2010 Site Plan is the addition of a third new highly efficient natural gas

fired CC generating unit at FPL's West County Energy Center (WCEC) site in 2011. FPL placed 

in-service two 1 ,219 MW (Summer) CC units at the WCEC site in 2009. These units are identified 

as WCEC Units 1 and 2. The WCEC Units 1 and 2 were approved by the Florida Public Service 

Commission (FPSC) in June 2006 in Order No. PSC-06-0555-FOF-EI. Site Certification for these 

units under the Florida Electric Power Plant Siting Act was approved by the Governor and the 

Cabinet serving as the Siting Board in December 2006 in Order No. DEP 06-1755. 
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FPL is currently constructing the third new CC unit, WCEC Unit 3, at this site. This new CC unit is 

projected to go into commercial operation by June 2011. The WCEC Unit 3 was approved by the 

FPSC in September 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI and Site Certification for this unit 

was obtained in November 2008 in Order No. DEP 08-1204. 

Similaritv # 2: FPL's 2011 Site Plan continues to proJect that the DSM Goals imposed by 

FPSC for FPL will be met. 

In late 2009, the FPSC imposed new DSM Goals for FPL for the years 2010 through 2019. As 

was the case in its 2010 Site Plan, FPL continues to project that these DSM Goals will be met. 

However, there are several aspects of the new DSM Goals that are cause for concern. One issue 

is that, in imposing DSM Goals for FPL, the approach used by the FPSC in 2009 deviated from 

prior practice in ways that resulted in electric rates for FPL's customers being higher than would 

otherwise have been the case. In addition, this high level of DSM Goals means that FPL is 

becoming increasingly dependent upon DSM resources for reserves needed to maintain system 

reliability. This concern is mentioned again later in this Executive Summary and is discussed in 

more detail in Chapter Ill. 

Similarity # 3: Generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear generation units will 

increase in the 2011 - 2013 time frame. 

FPL will be adding approximately 450 MW of increased generating capacity from its existing 

Turkey Point and St. Lucie nuclear power plants. This increased capacity is currently scheduled 

to come in-service between March 2011 and January 2013. The need for these nuclear capacity 

"uprates" was approved by the FPSC in January 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0021-FOF-EI. The 

Final Order for the Site Certification was issued in September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates in 

Order No. DEP 08-0942 and in October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates in Order No. DEP 08-

1141. (There are some relatively small changes in the schedules for the increased nuclear 

capacity that are discussed in Chapter Ill.) 

Similarity# 4: FPL continues to pursue licenses. permits. and approvals that would be 

necessary for future construction and operation of two new nuclear generating units at its 

Turkey Point site. 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that would be 

necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. 
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These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the option to construct these nuclear 

units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the licenses and 

permits are granted, and then to operate the units. A decision regarding construction of these 

new units will be made once the licenses and permits are granted. (Based on the current 

estimated time for construction, the earliest practical deployment dates for the two new units 

would be beyond the 1 0-year reporting period for this Site Plan. Therefore, these units are not 

shown in this document.) 

Similarity # 5: A number of existing generating units have been placed on Inactive 

Reserve. 

In 2009, FPL began to take a number of its existing generating units out of active service and 

place them on Inactive Reserve status. That process is continuing in early 2011. The specific 

generating units that have been placed on Inactive Reserve status are discussed in Chapter Ill of 

this document. However, there are changes in regard to FPL's current plans for these units that 

are discussed later in this Executive Summary and in more detail in Chapter Ill. 

Similarity# 6: The modernizations of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites 

is underway and are proJected to be completed in 2013 and 2014. respectively. 

FPL's 2010 Site Plan projected that the modernizations of FPL existing generating units at these 

two sites would occur in 2013 (Cape Canaveral) and 2014 (Riviera). FPL received need 

determination approval from the FPSC for both of these modernizations in September 2008 in 

Order No. PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI. Site Certification was received for Cape Canaveral in October 

2009 in Order No. DEP 09-1015., Site Certification was received for Riviera in November 2009 in 

Order No. DEP 09-1245. These modernizations are underway and are again reflected in this Site 

Plan. 

II. Factors That Are Driving Changes in FPL's Resource Plan: 

There are two primary factors that are driving the changes in FPL's 2011 resource plan compared 

to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. These factors, and their impacts on the 

resource plan, are summarized below and are addressed in more detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 
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Factor # 1: The costs of returning units from Inactive Reserve status are proiected to be 

high. 

Recent detailed evaluation of the specific costs of returning generating units from their current 

Inactive Reserve status, and then operating those units after they are returned to service, indicate 

that such costs are projected to be high. These cost projections require further analysis to 

determine when, and if, these units will be returned to active service. 

Factor# 2: The growing number of combined cvcle units on FPL's svstem will require that 

planned maintenance outages for FPL's fleet of fossil-fueled generating units be 

scheduled throughout the year. including Summer and. Winter peak load months. 

Combined cycle units are based on advanced combustion turbines whose planned maintenance 

outages must be strictly tied to their operating hours. Therefore, there is relatively little flexibility 

regarding when planned maintenance for the combined cycle units can be scheduled. This makes 

it more difficult to schedule planned maintenance for these units, plus all of FPL's other fossil

fueled generating units, solely in non-peak load months. 

Ill. Resulting Changes in FPL's Resource Plan Compared to the Resource Plan 

Previously Presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan: 

The combined effect of the factors discussed above contribute to three significant changes in 

FPL's resource plan presented in this document compared to the resource plan previously 

presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. The changes are summarized below and are discussed in 

more detail in Chapter Ill. 

Resulting Change # 1: FPL's 2011 Site Plan does not specify a permanent return to active 

service of the existing generating ynits placed in Inactive Reserve. 

The effect of the projected high costs of returning these units to active status, and subsequently 

operating these units, are reflected in the resource plan that FPL presents in its 2011 Site Plan. 

Based on these cost projections, and the comparatively lower projected system costs of new 

combined cycle capacity, this resource plan does not show the permanent return to service of any 

of these generating units in the ten-year period addressed in this document. 

FPL currently expects that three of these generating units, Cutler 5 & 6 and Sanford 3, will be 

retired by 2012. FPL will be examining other potential uses for these sites, including their 
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potential use as sites for new renewable energy facilities. The four steam units at FPL's Port 

Everglades site will remain available to return to service at least until 2014. Two of these four 

steam units, Port Everglades Units 3 & 4, are currently scheduled to be returned to active service 

in 2012 and then return to Inactive Reserve status at least until the "modernized" units at Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera are in normal operation (i.e., until mid-2014). The other two steam units, 

Port Everglades Units 1 & 2, are currently scheduled to remain on Inactive Reserve status during 

this time period. The remaining unit on Inactive Reserve status, Turi<:ey Point 2, will remain on 

Inactive Reserve status, but will operate as a synchronous condenser (which provides reactive 

power support for FPL's transmission system in Southeastern Florida) rather than as provider of 

electricity. This unit is capable of returning to active service in the future to provide MW and MWh. 

(Further discussion of the units on Inactive Reserve status is provided in Chapter Ill.) 

FPL will continue to evaluate the relative economics of returning the Port Everglades and Turkey 

Point 2 units from Inactive Reserve compared to adding new combined cycle capacity at 

Greenfield/Brownfield sites and/or modernizing generation facilities at existing sites. 

Resulting Change # 2: For planning purposes consistent with the objectives of this 

reporting document. the resource plan presented In this Site Plan shows the addition of 

two new Greenfield CC units. 

With the assumption that none of the units currently in Inactive Reserve status will be 

permanently returned to active service during the ten-year period addressed in this document, 

and consistent with all other assumptions (new load forecast, DSM Goals, etc.), FPL currently 

projects that it will have its next resource need in 2016. Consistent with two of the objectives of 

this document, which are to provide a preview of what types of generating units FPL projects 

would be added, and when FPL projects that those additions would be made, FPL is projecting 

that this resource need would be met by the addition of one new CC unit similar to the new CC 

units being added as part of the modernizations of the Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites. An 

additional resource need is then projected by the year 2020. For planning purposes, FPL 

currently projects that this subsequent resource need would also be met by the addition of 

another new CC unit of the same type. No specific sites have been designated for these two new 

CC units and they are referred to as Greenfield CC units throughout this document. 

As previously mentioned, and as part of FPL's ongoing resource planning process, FPL will 

continue to evaluate how best to meet future resource needs; i.e., through new CC capacity 

and/or the return of Inactive Reserve units to active service. These analyses will also examine the 

potential for modernizing additional existing power plants such as is being done at the Cape 
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Canaveral and Riviera sites. For example, the existing Port Everglades site is a potential site for 

modernization. Other existing sites may also emerge in the ongoing analyses as potential 

candidates for modernization. Analyses of any modernization candidates would include 

evaluation of numerous factors including: fuel delivery costs/issues, transmission impacts 

{especially in the Southeastern region of Florida as will be discussed later), system reliability 

issues due to the removal of existing units from active service prior to the construction of new 

capacity at the site, overall system economics, etc. 

Resurting Change# 3: FPL's resource plan reflects that planned maintenance must be 

scheduled during Summer and Winter peak months. 

Due to the previously discussed requirement that combustion turbine maintenance take place on 

a strict schedule based on operating hours, FPL must schedule planned maintenance during 

peak load months. This is reflected in this Site Plan as MWs of capacity that are projected to be 

out-of-service in Summer and Winter reserve margin calculations {as presented in Schedules 7.1 

through 7.4 in Chapter Ill.) One effect of this change is that it increases FPL's projected resource 

needs in future years. 

IV. Additional Factors Influencing FPL's Resource Planning Work: 

In addition to the two factors specifically described above {projected high costs of returning units 

in Inactive Reserve to active service and the need to schedule planned maintenance in peak load 

months) that are driving changes in FPL's resource plans, there are additional factors that also 

influence FPL's resource planning work. Among these other additional factors are two that FPL 

typically refers to as on-going system concerns that FPL has considered in its resource planning 

work for a number of years. These two on~going system concerns are: {1) maintaining/enhancing 

fuel diversity in the FPL system, and {2) maintaining a balance between load and generating 

capacity in Southeastern Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward 'counties. 

A third factor that could affect FPL's resource planning is the possibility of the establishment of a 

Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy. A Renewable Portfolio Standard {RPS) 

proposal was prepared by the FPSC, and then sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, 

with a possible change to a Clean Portfolio Standard {CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. 

However, no RPS or CPS legislation was enacted during the 2009 or 2010 legislative sessions. 

RPS or CPS legislation, or other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy 

contributions, may occur in the future. If such legislation is enacted during 2011 or in later years, 
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FPL will then determine what steps need to be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would 

then be discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

A fourth factor that will affect FPL's resource planning is the issue of how best to reliably obtain 

additional natural gas for FPL's system which is projected to continue to add more natural gas

fired generating capacity after the modernizations of Cape Canaveral and Riviera are completed. 

A fifth factor or issue that will affect FPL's resource planning was previously mentioned in this 

Executive Summary: the extent to which FPL's reserves will become increasingly dependent 

upon DSM resources as opposed to generation resources. This projected imbalance in future 

reserves is becoming more pronounced, in part, because of higher DSM Goals requirements. 

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL's on-going resource planning work 

during the rest of 2011 and in future years. 

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm 

capacity purchases for 2011 - 2020 in terms of Summer MW. Table ES-2 then expands upon the 

information presented in Table ES-1 by adding projections of Winter MW impacts, Summer 

reserve margins, Winter reserve margins, etc. (Although neither table specifically identifies the 

impacts of the new DSM Goals on FPL's resource needs and resource plan, the DSM Goals have 

been fully accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan.) 
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes 

Summer 

Year* Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes MW Date 

2011 

2012 

2013 

~---"io14 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

Riviera Unit 3 & 4 - removed for modernization (565) February-11 

St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprates - interim increase 17 April-11 

West County Unit# 3 1.219 June-11 
Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 671 

Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- active service 761 January-12 
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates- completed 122 March-12 
Palm Beach SWA- PPA extension 55 April-12 
Oleander PPA- contract ends (155) May-12 
St. Lucie Unit 2 outage (731) June-12 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates- completed 109 June-12 

Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 161 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprates - completed 93 October-12 
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- inactive status (761) November-12 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates - completed 109 February-13 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,210 June-13 
Martin 1 ESP - outage (826) June-13 

Total of MW changes to Summer rese~e margin: (175} 
Martin 2 ESP - outage (826) March-14 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1.212 June-14 

Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 386 
Palm Beach SWA PPA- additional ----- 90 April-15 

Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 90 
UPS Replacement (931) December-15 
SJRPP (375) April-16 
Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 1.191 June-16 

Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: (115) 

Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 0 

Total of MW ch_~es to Summer reserve margin: 0 

_ ___!_otal of MW changes to Summer reserve ~~rgin: 0 -

Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 1.191 June-20 
Total of MW changes to Summer reserve margin: 1,191 

• Year shown reflects when the MW change begins to be accounted for in reserve margin 
calculations. 
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Table ES-2: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected C._pacity Changes end Resei"V8 Margins for FPL ''' 
Net Capacity ResetVe Margin (%} 

Yur Projected Capacity Changes 
Ch&nrlJ! lMm 

Wlnterr.., Summerr•J 
~tl!r ~l!tt!nan~ ~ 

Winter Summer 
2011 Inactive ResetVe of Existing Units - offline 18' (775) (1,922) 

Riviera Plant - oftline for modernization - (565) 
Scherer Plant Upgrade - 26 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Partial Uprate (7J - 17 
St. Lucia Unit 2 Uprate Peak Outage 17' (726) -
West County Unit 3 1"' 

·------·---- 1,219 25.7% 22.7% __ 
2012 Changes to Existing Purchasesw-· · -- (100) 

St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates -- 122 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates -- 109 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 18' {394) -
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4) - online 765 761 
Manatee 2 ESP Peak Outage 18> (822) -
Riviera Plant - offline for modernization (571) --
Scherer Plant upgrade 26 --
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprate Paak Outage m (853) -
St Lucie Unit 2 Partial Uprate 1' 1 17 -
St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprate Peak Outage 1'' -- (731) 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprata Peak Outage 1'' (717) --
West County Unit 3 181 1,335 - 19.6% 23.4% 

2013 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1"1 - 1,210 
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates 122 -
St Lucie Unit 2 Uprates 110 93 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates 109 -
Turkey Point Unit 4 Upratas - 109 
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- offline 1111 (765) (761) 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP Peak Outage 181 (822) --
Martin Unit 1 ESP Peak Outage 1"1 - (828) 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Partial Uprate -{~~5 - 24.2% 25.4% 

t----
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy centilr 181----.. 2014 -
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates 109 --
Martin Unit 1 ESP Peak Outage 18l (832) --
Martin Unit 2 ESP Peak Outage IBJ --- (826) 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center lfil -- 1,212 26.7% 24.8% 

2015 Change to Existing Qualifying Facilities <5f -- 90 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1•1 1,344 - 35.1% 25.9% 

2016 Changes to Existing Purchases 151 (841) (1,306) 

Change to Existing Qualifying Facilities 15l -- -
Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 18

' -- 1,191 30.1% 23.8% 

2017 Changes to Existing Purchases {!I) (383) --
Greenfield 3x1 C~bined Cycle 16

> q~1 - 33.8% 22.2% , _______ 
2018 -- -- - 32.7% 21.6% - --- --·· 
2019 -- - - 31.6% 20.0% 

2020 Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 16
> -- 1,191 30.4% 23.1% 

(1) Additional infonnation about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 resp!!Ciively. 
(2) The Summer end Winter resaNe margins reflect an addiUonal 350 MW in summer and 550 MW in winter of units scheduled 

to be 0\Jt during those peak periods. Saa Section III.C.1 in Chapter 3 lor more details. 
(3) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. 
(4) Summer values are forecasled values for August of the year shown. 
(5) The$e are nrm capacity and energy contrects with OF, utilities, and other entitles. See Table t.B.1 end Table I.B.2 tor more details. 
(6) All new unit additions are scheduled lo be in-service in June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June ere included 

in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and in the Winter reserve margin calculation starting with the next year. 
(7) Outages for uprate worl!. 

{8) Outages lor ESP wort. 
{9) A number or existing FPL power plants have been removed from .ervice and placed on Inactive Reserve status. See Chapter 3 for a 

dlscvssion of the units on Inactive Reserves. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.7 million people. FPL served an average of 4,520,328 customer 

accounts in thirty~five counties during 2010. These customers were served from a variety 

of resources including: FPL-owned fossil~fueled, renewable, and nuclear generating 

units, non~utility owned generation, demand side management (DSM), and 

interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at sixteen generating sites distributed 

geographically around Its service territory and also include partial ownership of one unit 

located in Georgia and two units located in Jacksonville, Florida. The current electrical 

generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three coal units, fourteen combined 

cycle (CC) units, fifteen fossil steam units, forty~eight combustion gas turbines, one 

simple cycle combustion turbine, and two photovoltaic facilities 1 • The locations of these 

eighty-seven generating units are shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1. Table I.A.2 

provides a ~break down" of the capacity provided by the combustion turbine (CT) and 

steam turbine (ST) components of FPL's existing CC units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,721 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system Is achieved through 

FPL's 586 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

1 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the 
other units mentioned above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam. 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

location/ Numbor Summer 
Map Key Plant Name of Units MW 

A 
8 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
l 
M 
N 
0 

Turkey Point 5 3,322 
St Lucie • 2 1,553 
Manatee 3 2,735 
Fort Myers 2 1,747 
Cutler 2 205 
Lauderdale 2 884 
Port Everylades 4 1,187 
Riviera 2 585 
Martin 5 3,695 
Sanford 3 2,050 
Putnam 2 498 
SJRPP H 2 254 
West County 2 2,438 
DeSoto-· 1 25 
Space Coast -· 1 10 
Scherer"'- , 646. 
Gas Turbines 48 1,908 

Total Syatem Generation = 87 23,722 
Sy.tem Finn Gene111tlon • 85 23,687 

C=:J Nor>-FPL Territory 

• Represents FPL's ownership share: Sllucle nuclear. 100% unit 1, B5% unit2: St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

•· SJRPP =St. John's River Power Park 

... The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of Space Coast ere considered as non-firm generating capacity . 

.... The Scherer unit is located in Gaorgia and is not shown on this map. 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2010) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2010) 

Number 
Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel 

Nuclear 
Turitey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 
St. Lucie • Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 
Total Nuclear 4 

Coal Steam 
SJRPP .. Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 
Total Coal Steam 3 

Comblned-Cyele -
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Gas 
Sanlord Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 
Manatee Parrish,FL 1 Gas 
Turitey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas 
Lsuderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Martin I ndiantown,FL 1 Gas/Oil 
Putnam PalalliB, FL 2 Gas!Oil 
West County Palm Beach County,FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Total Combined Cycle 14 

011/Gas Steam 
cuuer Miami, FL 2 Gas 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 4 Oil/Gas 
Riviera Riviera Beach, FL 2 OiUGas 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 
Turitey Point Florida City, FL 2 OiUGas 
Total Oil/Gas Steam 15 

Gas Turblnes(G!JlDiesels(IC} 
Lsuderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, Fl 12 GasJm 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 
Total Gas Turbines/Diesels 48 

CombustlQn Turbine!! -
Fort Myers .... Fort Myers, FL Gas/Oil 
Total Combustion Turbines 

ey: 
DeSoto ••••• DeSoto,FL 1 Solar Energy 
Space Coast -·· Brevard County,FL 1 Solar Energy 
Total PV 2 

Total System Genaratlon as of December 31, 2010 • 87 
System Firm Generation n of December 31,2010 = 85 

• Tolal capability of each un~ is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownen~hip share of St. Lucie 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively. 
Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% end exclude the Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

•• Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units 
*** The Combined Cycles and Combustion Turbines are broken down by components on Table 1.A.2. 
**** This unit consists of two combusUonlurbines. 

••••• The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW at Space Coasl are considered non-firm generating capacity. 
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Summer 
MW 

1,386 
1,553 
2,939 

254 
646 
900 

938 
1,912 
1,432 
1,111 
1,146 
884 

1,105 
498 

2,438 
11,466 

205 
1,624 
1,652 
1,187 
565 
138 
788 

6,159 

840 
420 
848 

1,908 

315 
315 

25 
10 
35 

23,722 
23,687 
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Table I.A.2: Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Components 
SummerMW~ 

Combined-Cycle CT CT 
B 

CT 
c 

CT 
D 

CT 
E 

CT Steam Staam BOP Total Un~ 
Plant Name/ Unit No A F 1 2 Aux MW 

Fl Myers 166 1~ 1l!tl 168 156 ~~ tiO 

Lauderdale 4 161 161 -· 125 
Lauderdale 5 161 161 . ·- -- 125 

Manatee 3 162 162 162 162 - - 483 
Martin 3 164 164 148 
Martin4 164 164 - - - - 146 
Martine 161 161 161 161 . 482 

Putnam 1 71 71 - -- ·- 113 
Putnam2 71 71 ... -- - 113 
Sanford 4 160 160 160 160 - - 332 
Sanford 5 159 159 159 159 330 

Turkey Point 5 174 174 174 174 - - 477 
West County 1 250 250 250 - - - 495 
westl;ounty 260 ~ .~ - . 495 

Combustion Turbines 

Ft. MYers 31 166 I 158 I 

This table shows the breakdown of total MW for each unit by CT and steam component. 

• The tolar MW values shown In 11\is table may differ sliglr~y from va/U88 shown in other labl6s 
due to rounding of per~mponent values. 
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Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2010) 

Location Summer 
(City or County) Fuel MW 

I. Purchases from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Pro~uction Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval Coal (Cogen) 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4 
Broward North Broward Solid Waste 56 

Total: 640 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 
UPS from Southern Company Various in Georgia Coal 931 
SJRPP Jacksonville, FL Coal 375 

Total: 1,306 

Ill. Other Purchases: 
Oleander (Extension) Brevard Gas 155 

155 

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 2,101 

Non-Firm Energy Purchases (MWH) 

Energy (MWH) 
Location Delivered to 

Plant Name (City or County) Fuel FPL In 2010 
Okeelanta Palm Beach BagassefWood 256,627 
Broward South Broward Garbage 349,171 
Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 24,527 
Waste Management- Renewable Energy Broward Landfill Gas 55.438 
Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 43,827 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 0 
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2,548 
Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 259 
Customer- Owned PV & Wind Various PV!Wind 482 
Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid waste 114,195 
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• PONerPimt Se 
• TransmissionS ubstation 

50CkV 
23C4< v 

NOTE: This map is nota complete representation ofFPL's 
Transmission System 

Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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Florida Power & Light 
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Gainesville 
Green Cove Springs 
Homestead 
Jacksonville Beach 
Jacksonville Electric Authority 
Key West 
Lee County Electric Coop 
Lake Worth 
New Smyrna Beach 
Orlando Utilities Commission 
Progress Energy Flonda 
Seminole Electric Coop - North 
Seminole Electric Coop - South 
Southam Companies 
Starke 
Tampa Electric Company 
VeroBeach 

scs ' I 
I 

I FKEC I 

I KEY I 

CJ Generating System 

0 Non Generating 
System 

Figure I.A.3: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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1.8 Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase finn capacity and energy as shown in Table I.A.2, Table 

1.8.1, and 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thennal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothennal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 931 MW from the Southern 

Company (Southern) through the end of December 2015. This capacity will be supplied 

by Southern from a mix of gaspfired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 375 MW (Summer) and 383 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal 

Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from 

this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will 

be reached in the first half of 2016. Once this limit is reached, FPL will be unable to 

receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, FPL will continue to 

receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the SJRPP units.) 

These purchases are shown in Table I.A.3, Table 1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. FPL also has 

ownership interest in the SJRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1. 
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I 

Other Purchases: 

FPL has another firm capacity purchase contract with a non-QF, non-utility supplier. This 

purchase contract runs through May 2012. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present the Summer and 

Winter MW, respectively, resulting from this contract. 

Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

I Purch ... s from QF's· 
Cogeneration Small Power Contract Con1ract 
Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Broward South 1/1/1993 1213112026 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Broward South 1/1/1995 1213112026 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward South 1/1/1997 12/31/2026 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Broward North 1/1/1993 1213112026 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North tl\111195 1213112026 1 .5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 1/1/1997 12/31/2026 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2 .5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Cedar Bay Genera~ng Co. 1125/1994 12131/2024 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cooen., LP 12/22/1995 12/112025 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA- extension 4/112012 4/112032 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 41112015 4/112032 0 0 0 0 90 90 90 90 90 90 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 595 ~ 650 650 74G 74G 74G 740 740 740 

II. PurchaHS from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

I UPS Relllacement 8/112010 12/31/2015 931 931 931 931 931 0 0 () 0 0 
ISJRPP 412/1982 411/2016. 375 375 375 375 375 0 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,306 1,306 1~ 1,3CHI 1,306 0 0 0 0 0 

Total OfQF and Utility Purchases =l1,901lt,95ilt,958!1,95&12,04( 740 I 740 \740 I 740 I 740 I 

Ill. Other Purch-: f Con1ract l Cootract 
l,=c...::..:::.:=..:....:::..=:..:=""-------<1 Start Dele I End Date 2011l2012l2013l2014l2015l 2016_120171201812019[ 2020-

IOieender (Extension) I 6/1120071 513112012 155 1 o 1 o 1 o 1 o l o I o I o I o _l o ] 
Other Purchases Sub Total: 155 I 0 0 0 0 l 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 l 

• Contract End Date shown does not represent !he acrual contract end dale. Instead, this date represents a projection of the date at which 
FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase Will be suspended due to IRS regulaUons. 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW {for January of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from Qf's· 
Cogeneration Small 
POW81' Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Broward South 01/01193 12131126 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 

Broward South 01/01195 12131/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Broward South 01/01/97 12131126 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Broward North 01/01/93 12131/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01/01195 12131126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01/01197 12131/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Cedar Bav Generatiriacc. 01/25194 12131/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Coaen., LP 12/22/95 12/01125 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA -extension 411/2012 41112032 0 0 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 4/1/2015 4/112032 0 0 0 0 0 90 90 90 90 90 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 595 595 650 650 650 7.0 7.0 740 740 740 

II Purchases m,m Urllltkrs· 
I 1 Start Date I End Date 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
I UPS Replacement I 06101/10 1 12131115 931 931 931 931 931 0 0 0 0 0 
[SJRPP T 04102182 I 41112016 • 383 383 383 383 383 383 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1314 1 314 1314 1,314 1,314 383 0 0 0 0 

Total Of QF and Utility PurdlaMs •l1,909l1,90il1,96411,964I1,964P,123I 740 I 740 I 740 I 740 I 

,..::11:=:.1--=0th=•"-r.:...P.:;;ur;..;:c:=:.ha:::se=•=-: ------lr contract I Contract 
I I Stan Data End Date 
/Oleander {Extension) I 06/01107 1 05131112 

other Purchues Sub Total: 

r 

2011l2012l2013l2014l2015l2016l2017/ 2018/2019120201 
180 I 180 I 0 I o I o I o I o I o I o I o I 
180 I 180 o o r o I o T o T o -r 0 T o l 

• Contract End Date shown does not represent the aCIUal oontract end date. Instead, tnis date represents a projaction of tne date at which 
FPL's ability to recelva further capacity and energy from thla purchase Will be suspended due to IRS regulations. 
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I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2010 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As-Available Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2010 

Energy (MWH) 
ln·Servlce Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Dat. FPLin2010 
Okeelanta Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 11/95 256,627 

Broward South Broward Garbaoe 9/09 349,171 
Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Ges 7198 24,527 

Waste Marn~g9ment - Renewable Ener~y_ Broward Landfill Gas 1/10 55,438 
Tropicana Man alee Natural Gas 2190 43,827 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 0 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paperb 2194 2,548 
Rothenbach Park Sarasota PV 10/07 259 

Customer - Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind Various 482 
Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 4/10 114,195 

I.D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2010 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 4,371 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 55,462 Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2010 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of more than 13 new 400 MW generating 

units. DSM is discussed further in Chapter Ill. 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating FacUlties 
As of December 31, 201 0 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) (10) (11) (12) [13) (14) 

Alt. AclueV 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Net Capabili!}:: 11 

Unit Un~ Fual Transport Days In-Service Retirem-.,t Nameplate Winter Summer 

Plan! Nil!!!e I'll!. ~ ~ fit M. f!l. All l.ru. Month/Year ~ ~ !!!l!Y: MY! 

Cape Canaveral 21 Br11var!l County 

19124S/36F Q Q Q 

ST F~ NG WA PL Unknown Apr~ Jun-10 0 0 0 

2 ST F~ NG WA PL Unknown Ma~ Jun-10 0 0 0 

Cutler" Miami Dade County 

27/555/40E ~ m lli 
5 ST NG No PL No Unknown NOY-54 Jan-12 75,000 69 66 

6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Jan-12 161,500 138 137 

DeSoto"' DeSoto County 
27/36S/25E ~ ~ ~ 

PV N/A N/A NIA N/A Unknown Oct-09 Unknown 25,000 25 25 

FortMy.n L&e County 

35143S/25E ~ ~ ~ 
2. cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-{)2 Unknown 1,775,390 1,490 1,432 

3A&B CT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jur>-03 Unknown 376,380 352 315 
1-12 GT F02 No Pl No Unknown MB)'-74 Unlo:I'IOWn 744,120 710 646 

Lauderdale Broward County 

30/SOS/42E ~ ~ .!.ill 
4 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown t.lay-93 Unknown 526,250 483 442 
5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 463 442 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown AU9'70 Unknown 410,734 459 420 
13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-72 Unknown 410,734 459 420 

Mana\98 Manatee 
County 

18133S/20E 2..ru.llQ .till ~ 
1 ST Foe NG WA PL Unknown Ocl-76 Unknown 663,300 822 612 
2 ST FOil NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 663,300 822 812 

3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Ju!\-(15 Unknown 1.224,510 1,166 1,111 

Martin Martin County 

29/29S/36E ~ ~ ~ 
ST Foe NG PL PL Unknown Dec.ao UnkllO'M'I 934,500 832 626 

2 ST Foe NG PL PL Unknown Jun-61 Unknown 934,500 632 626 
3 cc NG No Pl No Unk"""" Fel>-94 Unki'IOWn 812,000 469 469 
4 cc NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 489 469 

6" cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Ju!\-(15 Unknown 1,224,510 1,162 1,105 

1/ These ralings ere P&ak capability. 
21 Thl! Gape Cllf18\>l!lflll rnod6mllllltion proJact naol&&lllled in 1/le removal of the 1wo ataam units previously at the Canaveral s~e to clooar the aKe for 

the introduction of an- combined cycle ganenrting unit. This new unit ia projected to go into oarvlce in JUI'I9 2013. 

31 These genaraUng unit3 wera on Inactive Reserve slalus as of 1213112010. 
4/ The capacily shown for the PV facMy at DeSoto is considered as non-ftrm gllf1eraling capacity due to the intermittent nature of the solar resource. 
5I Martin 6 Is also partially fueled by a 75 MW solar thermal facitlllty l!lat suppK96 steam .men adequale surtlighr i• available, 1/>us reducJng fossillueJ use. 
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Page 2 of 3 

Schedule 1 

Exlatlng Generating Facl11ties 
As of December 31,2010 

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) (6) (1} (ll) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
Alt. ActuaU 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gan.,.,.x. Net Ca~bil~ 11 

Unit Unit Fuel T1'81'1spon Oays In-Service Retintment Namepla!B Winter Summar 
Plant Name & ~ ~ fri. AIL. f!1.81l .l.lU Monlh/Year Mon!h/Year m llM: MJi 

Po<t Everglades City of Hollywood 

23/50S/42E ~ ~ 1Ml 
1 21 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jun-60 Unknown 225,250 214 213 
2 21 ST F06 NG WA PL Un~llO'M'I Apr~1 Ut>ll.oown 225,2!>0 214 213 
3" ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Jul~ Unknown 402,050 389 387 
421 ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown Apr~ Unknown 402,050 376 374 
1-12 GT NG F02 Pl PL Un~f\O'M> lwg-71 UnlUlown 410,734 459 420 

Putnam Pul~>am County 
16/10S/27E ~ ~ ill 

1 cc NG F02 Pl WA Unknown Apr-78 Unknown 290,004 265 249 
2 cc NG F02 Pl WA Unknown Aug-n Unknc11o111 200,004 265 249 

RJvie111 City of Riviere Beach 

33/42S/43E ~ 571 Q§li 
3 ST F06 NG WA Pl Unknown Ju~ Fet>-11 310,420 280 277 
4 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Mar~ Fet>-11 310,420 291 288 

Sanford Volusia County 
16/19S/30E ~ z.z.ti ZJ!li!2 

3" ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown ,.,.y-59 Jan-12 156,250 140 138 
4 cc NG No Pl No Unknown Ocl-03 Un~oown 1,188,660 1,040 958 

5 cc NG No PL No UnkllGW!\ Joo-02 Ut>ll.oown 1,18ll,ll60 1,007 954 

Schen~r"' Monroe, GA 

~ 652 M§ 
4 BIT SUB No RR No Un~nown Jul~9 Unknown 680,388 652 646 

Space Coast " Bntvard County 
13/23S!J6E 

10,000 1Q .12 
PV N/A N/A N/A N/A Un~no\Ml Ap<-10 Unknown 10,000 10 10 

1/ These ratings are pE~ak capability. 
2/These generating unite_., on lnacllve Re&erVe status as of 1213112010. 
31 Thase ratings ntpreeent Florida Po-r & Ught Company's shant of Scherer UnH No. 4, adjusted for transmission lo898S. 

41 The cepecily shown tor the pV facility at Space coast Is considered as nor>-flnn generating capacity due to the lntennlttent natunt of 
the solar 1'89ource. 
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Page 3 of3 

Schedule 1 

Exietlng Generating Facllltle• 
AI of December 31, 2010 

(1) (2) (3) {4) {5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

AH. ActuaV 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max. Nat Ca~abili~ 11 

Unn Unit Fuel Trans pori 08)18 ln-Se<vice Retirement Nameplate Winter 

Plant Name No. ~ ~ f!i M f'Il. AI!. .!&! Monlll!YI!ilf Month/Year ~ M'!i. 

St. Johns River Ou~al County 

Power Park" 12115128E 

(RPC4) ~ ~ 

1 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar~7 Unknown 135,918 125 

2 BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May~ Unknown 135,918 125 

SL Lucie 31 SL Lucie County 

16/36SI41E 1.ID.ill 1.ill 
NP UR No TK No Unknown May-78 Unknown 850,000 853 

2 NP UR No TK No Un~nown Ju~3 Unknown 723,775 728 

Turkey Pollll Miami Dede County 
27/57S140E ~ ~ 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 398 
241 ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-68 Unknown 402,050 394 

3 NP UR No TK No Unknown ~-72 Unknown 759,970 717 

4 NP UR No TK No Un~nown Jc.m-73 Unknown 759,970 717 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Mey-07 Un~nown 1.224,510 1,156 

Wes1 County Palm Beach County 

29&32/43S140E ~ 2MQ 
1 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown AIJ!l-09 Unknown 1,388,800 1,335 

2 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown Nov-09 Unknown 1.386,800 1,335 

Total System Generllllng Capacity •• af December 31, 2010 .. • 24,7117 
Sysbom Finn Generating Capacity u af December 31, 2010"' = 24,7112 

1/llle&e retings era peak capability. 

21 The net capability ratings represent Floric:la Power & Light Companys ahara of St. Johns River Perk Un~ No. 1 and No. 2. excluding the 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of80%. 
31 TotaJ capability of each unn is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and 21s 100%(853/839) and 85% (7141726) respecfr.lely as 

shown above. FPL's shara of the deliverable capacity from each unn Is approx. 92.5% and exclude the Or1ando Utllftkls Commission (OUC) and 
Florida Municipal POWBr Agency (FMPA) combined portion of &PP<t»cimetaly 7.44776% par unn. 

41 Tills generating unK was on Inactive Ra..,~e stetus as of 12/31/2010. 

5/llle Total System Genenoting Cpacity value shown includes FPL-<Wmed firm and non-firm garoeraUng capacity. 
61 The S)l&tem Firm GenaraHng capacity value shown includes l!!!.!Ul!m ganarallng capacity. 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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U. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term (20-year) forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL}, and peak loads are 

typically developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term 

forecasts were developed by FPL in early 2011 that replaced the previous long-term load 

forecasts that were used by FPL during 2010 in much of its resource planning work and 

which were presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized 

throughout FPL's 2011 Site Plan. These forecasts are a key input to the models used to 

develop FPL's integrated resource plan. 

The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the 

long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. Consistent with past forecasts, the 

primary drivers to develop these forecasts include economic conditions and weather. 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting 

firm IHS Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Florida Legislature's 

Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). These projections are 

developed, in conjunction with the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) 

of the University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical 

models in terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Two 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to forecast energy sales. 

2. Temperature data, along with Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours, are used to 

forecast Summer and Winter peaks. 

The Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to capture the changes in the electric 

usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space 

heaters. A composite hourly temperature profile is derived using hourly temperatures 

across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach 

are the locations from which temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite 

hourly profile, these regional temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. This 

composite temperature is used to derive projected Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours, 

which are based on starting point temperatures of 72° F and 66° F degrees, respectively. 
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Similarly, composite temperature and hourly profiles of temperatures are used for the 

Summer and Winter peak models. 

II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

FPL's current load forecast is generally in line with the load forecast presented in its 2010 

Site Plan. There are three primary factors that are driving the current load forecast: 

projected population growth, a projection of gradual recovery following the economic 

recession in Florida, and a somewhat lower projected long-term price of electricity. The 

net impact of these three factors is that the current load forecast is similar to the 2010 

Site Plan forecast in most years between 2011 and 2020. 

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections. Population projections 

are derived from the EDR's February 2011 Demographic Estimating Conference. This 

forecast is slightly higher than the prior projection. During the recent recession, net 

migration into Florida fell to record lows. Historically low rates of net migration are 

expected to continue until around 2012- 2013 due to the weakened housing market and 

other lingering effects from the recession which make it difficult for people to relocate. 

As population growth recovers, a modest rebound in customer growth is projected in 

2012 and 2013. However, population growth is not expected to reach the level 

historically experienced in Florida until 2014 - 2015. As a result of the higher than 

expected customer growth in 2010, the total number of customers projected in the current 

load forecast is above the levels projected in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. 

Consistent with the economic assumptions incorporated into the 2010 Site Plan, the 

state's economy continues to suffer the lingering effects of an economic recession. 

Beginning in mid-201 0, Florida began seeing an annual increase in employment for the 

first time in three years. Since December 2009, Florida has gained nearly 44,000 jobs. 

However, Florida is still a long way from recovering. Since the recession began, Florida 

had lost over 800,000 jobs. Foreclosures are still a problem for the state, with Florida 

being second only to California in the number of mortgage foreclosures. The severity of 

the recession and current economic conditions suggests that Florida's economic recovery 

wilt be gradual. By 2013, the state's economy is projected to resume a more historically 

typical rate of growth. The real price of electricity in the current forecast is somewhat 

lower than that utilized in last year's Site Plan. A delay in carbon pricing, combined with 
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lower projected fuel costs, are two factors driving the relatively lower forecasted price of 

electricity. 

Consistent with the forecast presented in FPL's 2010 Site Plan, the total growth projected 

for the ten-year reporting period of this document is significant. The Summer peak is 

projected to increase to 26,193 MW by 2020, an increase of 3,937 MW over the 2010 

actual Summer peak. Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 133,121 GWH in 2020, an 

increase of 18,747 GWH from the actual2010 value. 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 

2011 - 2020 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. 

Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software 

package MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of: Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, 

lagged Cooling Degree-Hours, lagged Heating Degree-Hours, consecutive minimum 

temperature days square, real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), 

Florida real per capita income, a variable designed to reflect the impact of empty 

homes, and a dummy variable for the month of January. The impact of weather is 

captured by the Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, the one month lag of 

these variables, and the consecutive minimum temperature variable. The price of 

electricity plays a role in explaining electric usage, because electricity, like all other 

goods and services, will be used in greater or lesser quantities depending upon its 

price. To capture economic conditions, the model includes Florida's real per capita 

income. The housing crisis has also had an impact on use per customer. 

Consequently, the model includes a variable designed to capture the impact of empty 

homes. A dummy variable for January is included to reflect a different usage pattern 

for this month. Residential energy sales are forecasted by multiplying the residential 

use per customer forecast by the number of residential customers forecasted. 
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2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida real per capita 

income, commercial real price of electricity, Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree

Hours, lagged Cooling Degree-Hours, a variable designed to reflect the impact of 

empty homes, a dummy variable for the month of December and for the specific 

month of January 2007, and an autoregressive term. Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating 

Degree-Hours, and the one month lag of Cooling Degree-Hours are used to capture 

weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial class is comprised of two distinct groups; very small accounts (those 

with less than 20 kW of demand) and large, traditionally industrial customers. As 

such, the forecast is developed using a separate econometric model for each group 

of industrial customers. The small industrial sales model utilizes the following 

variables: Florida Housing Starts, Cooling Degree-Hours, Heating Degree-Hours, and 

an autoregressive term. The Cooling and Heating Degree-Hours are used to capture 

the weather-sensitive load in this group of industrial customers. Florida Housing 

Starts are reflective of construction activity which comprises a significant portion of 

this group. The large industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: Florida 

population, and the industrial real price of electricity (a 24-month moving average). 

4. Railroad and Ranways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

The projections for railroad and railways sales are based on historical average use 

per customer which is multiplied by the forecasted number of customers. This class 

consists solely of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by using a trended use per 

customer, which is multiplied by the number of forecasted customers. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

This revenue class is a closed class with no new customers being added. This class 

consists of sports fields and a government account. The forecast for this class is 

based on historical knowledge of its usage characteristics. 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 
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7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. Currently there are four customers in this class: the Florida 

Keys Electric Cooperative; City of Key West; Metro-Dade County; and Lee County 

Electric Cooperative. In addition, FPL will begin making sales to Seminole Electric 

Cooperative in June 2014 under a long term agreemene. 

FPL provides service to the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative under a long-term 

partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida Keys Electric Cooperative are 

forecasted using a regression model. 

FPL's sales to the City of Key West are expected to terminate in 2013. Forecasted 

sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract 

demand and expected load factor. 

Metro-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy Florida. Line losses are billed 

to Metro-Dade under a wholesale contract. 

Lee County has contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of their load through 

2013, then to begin serving their entire load beginning in 2014 through 2033. This 

contract began in January 2010. Forecasted sales to Lee County are based on 

assumptions regarding their contract demand and expected load factor. 

A new contract with Seminole Electric Cooperative is included in the forecast which 

includes delivery of 200 MW beginning in June 2014. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL} 

An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The inputs 

to the model include the real price of electricity (a 12-month moving average), and Florida 

real per capita income. The model also includes three weather variables: Cooling 

Degree Hours using a base temperature of 72 degrees, Heating Degree Days using a 

base of 66 degrees, and an additional heating degree variable for extreme cold weather 

2 
FPL is currently evaluating the possibility of serving the Vera Beach electrical load at the time the 2011 Site Plan is 

being prepared. Because this possibility is still being evaluated, the load forecast presented in this Site Plan does not 
include this potential load. 
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using a base of 45 degrees. In addition, the model also includes variables for mandated 

energy efficiency and a variable designed to capture the impact of empty homes. 

Seasonal dummy variables are included for the months of February, May, July, October, 

and December. 

The mandated energy efficiency variables are included to capture the impacts of the 

2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and 

compact florescent light bulbs. The estimated impact of these factors for the 2011 to 

2020 time period is a reduction, on average, of 10,447 GWh per year. The increase in the 

number of empty homes resulting from the current housing slump has affected use per 

customer and is captured in a separate variable. The forecast was also adjusted for 

additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles, beginning in 2010, which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 2,052 GWh by the end of the ten-year reporting period. 

The NEL forecast is developed by multiplying the NEL per customer forecast by the total 

number of customers forecasted. Once the NEL forecast is obtained, total billed sales 

are computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts 

previously discussed are then adjusted to match the total billed sales. The forecasted 

NEL values for 2011 - 2020 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears at the end of this 

chapter. 

II.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of 

the customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. Impacts of the 2005 National Energy 

Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the impact of compact 

fluorescent light bulbs are taken into account in developing the peak forecast. The 

estimated impact of these federal mandates for the 2011 to 2020 time frame is a 

reduction of approximately 909 MW (Summer) and 454 MW (Winter) in 2011, and 

approximately 2,268 MW (Summer) and 1,315 MW (Winter) by 2020. The forecast was 

also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 261 MW in the Summer and 114 MW in the Winter by the end 

of the ten-year reporting period. 
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The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2011 - 2020 are presented at the end of this chapter in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, and in 

Chapter Ill in Schedules 7.1 through 7 .4. 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the real price of electricity, Florida real per capita income, 

Cooling Degree-Hours in the day prior to the peak, the maximum temperature on the 

day of the peak, and a variable for mandated energy efficiency. The model is based 

on the Summer peak contribution per customer and is, therefore, multiplied by total 

customers, and adjusted to account for incremental loads resulting from hybrid 

vehicles and new wholesale contracts, to derive FPL's system Summer peak. 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the minimum temperature on the 

peak day and Heating Degree-Hours for the prior day square. The model also 

includes a dummy variable for winter peaks occurring on weekends and an 

autoregressive term. The forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of mandated 

energy efficiency. The model is based on the Winter peak contribution per customer 

and is, therefore, multiplied by total customers, and adjusted to account for 

incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles and new wholesale contracts, to 

derive FPL's system Winter peak. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to the appropriate seasonal peak. 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 

Florida Power & Light Company 39 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 54 of 277

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2011 - 2020 are produced using 

a System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses years of historical FPL 

hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 

II.G. Uncertainty 

In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL 

first evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in 

evaluating the input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, 

identifying outliers in the series, and assessing the series' consistency with past 

forecasts. In addition, FPL reviews factors which may affect the input variables. This may 

require reviewing data from local economic development boards or from FPL's own 

Customer Service Business Unit. Other factors which may be considered include 

demographic trends and housing characteristics such as starts, size, and vintage of 

homes. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models 

are used to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling 

process, the relevant statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute 

deviation (MAD), mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure 

that the models adequately explain historical variation. Once a forecast is developed, it 

is compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past forecasts are examined in light of 

changes in input assumption to ensure that the drivers underlying the forecast are well 

understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL are compared with 

their actual values as they become available. An ongoing process of variance analyses is 

performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large unexplained 

deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric model 

may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to 

FPL's overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL's 

resource planning work, FPL's utilization of a 20% reserve margin criterion (approved by 

the FPSC) is designed, in part, to maintain reliable electric service to FPL's customers in 

light of forecasting uncertainty. In regard to operational planning, an extreme weather 
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load forecast for the projected Summer peak day is produced based on maximum 

historical temperatures on the day of the Summer peak. Likewise, an extreme weather 

Winter peak forecast is developed by considering minimum historical temperatures at the 

time of the Winter peak. Statistical analysis on the distribution of historical weather data 

is performed to evaluate and understand the impact of extreme weather on the peaks 

and on NEL, and the likelihood of experiencing extreme weather. 

II.H. DSM 

The effects of FPL's DSM energy efficiency programs implementation through 201 0 are 

assumed to be imbedded in the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. Any change 

in usage pattern, be it the impact of FPL's DSM energy efficiency efforts, price impact, or 

weather impact, is reflected in the actual observed load data. Therefore, energy 

efficiency impacts, whether market-driven or as a result of FPL's DSM programs, are 

assumed to be included in the historical usage data for peaks and NEL. 

The impacts of incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the future, 

plus the impacts of FPL's cumulative and incremental load management programs, are 

accounted for as "line item reductions" to the forecasts as part of the IRP process as 

shown in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2. After making these adjustments to the load forecasts, 

the resulting "firm" load forecast is then used in FPL's IRP work. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Historical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Members Average Average kWh Average 
per No. of Consumption No. of 

Year Population Household ~ Customers Per Customer GWh Customers 

2001 7,754,B46 2.22 47,588 3,490,541 13,633 37,960 426,573 
2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14,263 40,029 435,313 
2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 444,650 
2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 458,053 
2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 
2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,267 13,970 44,487 478,867 
2007 B,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 
2008 B,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500,748 
2009 8,732,591 2.19 53,950 3,984,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 
2010 8,739,209 2.18 56,343 4,004,366 14,070 44,544 503,529 

Historical Values (2001- 2010): 

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve month values. 

(1) (2) (3) 

Members 
per 

Year PQp!Jii!tiQn HO!,!!i!ehold 
2011 8,873,003 2.20 
2012 8,965,719 2.20 
2013 9,106,253 2.20 
2014 9,263,516 2.20 
2015 9,418,816 2.20 
2016 9,564,956 2.20 
2017 9,700,967 2.20 
2018 9,830,014 2.20 
2019 9,955,509 2.20 
2020 10,080,541 2.20 

Projected Values (2011 - 2020): 

Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Projected) 

(4} (5) (6) (7) 
Rural & Residential 

Average Average kWh 
No. of Consumption 

GWh Customers Pe[ Customer GWh 
54,364 4,033,183 13,479 44,188 
54,932 4,075,327 13,479 44,496 
56,399 4,139,206 13,626 45,134 
58,257 4,210,689 13,B36 46,214 
59,326 4,2B1,280 13,857 47,089 
60,3B2 4,347,707 13,888 47,B69 
61,118 4,409,530 13,860 48,660 
61,828 4,488,188 13,837 49,456 
62,480 4,525,231 13,807 50,385 
63,575 4,582,064 13,875 51,512 

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

(B) 
Commarcial 

Average 
No. of 

!;;Customers 
504,216 
505,BB6 
510,436 
517,941 
526,406 
534,4B7 
542,273 
549,902 
557,399 
564,827 

(9) 

Average kWh 
Consumption 
Per Customer 

BB,989 
91,955 
93,163 
91,832 
92,490 
92,901 
93,121 
90,987 
89,860 
88,464 

(9) 

Average kWh 
Consumption 
Per Customer 

87,637 
B7,956 
88,423 
B9,226 
B9,455 
89,560 
89,733 
89,937 
90,393 
91,199 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent forecasted energy sales that !1Q..nQ! include the impact of incremental conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve month values. 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Historical) 

(1) (1 0) (11) (12) (13) (14} (15} 
lnduatrtal Railroads Street & Sales to 
Average Average kWh & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 
Year m'ih Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh 

2001 4,091 15,445 264,872 86 419 67 
2002 4,057 15,533 261,199 89 420 63 
2003 4,004 17,029 235,135 93 425 64 
2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 
2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 
2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 
2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 
2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 
2009 3,245 10,084 321,796 80 422 34 
2010 3,130 8,910 351,318 81 431 28 

Hlatorlcal Value& (2001 - 201 0): 

Col. (10) and Col.(14) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. ( 11) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 

Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 
(Projected) 

(1} (10) (11) (12) (13) (14} (15) 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 
Average Average kWh & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 
Ym GWh Cus1Qm!;!r!! Per C!,!stomer GWh GWh 
2011 3,152 8,848 356,1g1 82 442 
2012 3,082 9,306 331,150 91 452 
2013 3,037 9,733 312,057 92 463 
2014 3,018 10,054 300,163 92 475 
2015 3,013 10,241 294,231 92 487 
2016 3,015 10,437 288,893 92 500 
2017 3,004 10,527 285,355 92 514 
2018 2,992 10,516 284,534 92 529 
2019 2,987 10,545 283,288 92 544 
2020 2,981 10,598 281,312 92 560 

ProJected Values (2011 - 2020): 

Col. (10) and Col.(14) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact 
of incremental conservation. These values are at the meter. 

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 

Florida Power & Light Company 43 

GWh 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 

(16} 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

90,212 
95,523 
99,496 
99,095 
102,296 
103,659 
105,415 
102,919 
102,755 
104,557 

(16) 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

102,257 
103,083 
105,155 
108,085 
110,038 
111,888 
113,418 
114,928 
116,518 
118,749 
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{1) 

2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 

Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 
(Historical) 

{17) {16) (19) (20) 
Utility Net Average 

Sales for Use& Energy No. of 
Resale Losses For Load Other 
GWh GWh GWh Customers 

970 7,222 98,404 2,722 
1,233 7,443 104,199 2,792 
1,511 7,386 108,393 2,879 
1,531 7,467 108,093 3,029 
1,506 7,498 111,301 3,156 
1,569 7,909 113,137 3,218 
1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 
993 7,092 111,004 3,348 

1,155 7,394 111,303 3,439 
2,049 7,768 114,373 3,523 

Historical Values (2001 - 2010): 

(21) 

Total Average 
Number of 
Customers 

3,935,281 
4,019,805 
4,117,221 
4,224,509 
4,321,895 
4,409,563 
4,496,589 
4,509,730 
4,499,067 
4,520,328 

Col. {19) represents actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 

Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Historical NEL includes the impacts of existing 
conservation and agrees to Col. (5) on schedule 3.3. 

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. {8) + Col. {11) + Col. {20). 

Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Projected) 

{1) {17) (18) {19) (20) (21) 
Utility Net Average 

Sales for Use& Energy No. of Total Average 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers 
2011 2,142 6,776 111,175 3,590 4,549,837 
2012 2,142 7,292 112,517 3,672 4,594,191 
2013 2,047 7,445 114,647 3,756 4,663,131 
2014 4,935 6,014 121,035 3,845 4,742,529 
2015 5,566 8,006 123,610 3,940 4,621,867 
2016 5,599 8,106 125,593 4,041 4,896,672 
2017 5,625 8,208 127,251 4,147 4,966,477 
2018 5,672 8,310 128,910 4,258 5,032,864 
2019 5,717 8,443 130,679 4,373 5,097,548 
2020 5,770 8,601 133,121 4,493 5,161,981 

Projected Values (2011 - 2020): 

Col. {19) represents forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of incremental 
conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 

Col. (19) =Col. {16) +Col. {17) +Col. {18). 

Col. {20) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col. (21)-= Col. {5) +Col. {8) +Col. (11) +Col. (20). 
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Schedule 3.1 

Hletory end Forecaet of Summer Peek Demand (MW) 
(Historical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. loed Residential C/lload C/1 Net F irm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Cons<ttVation Management Conservatlon Demand 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 635 516 483 4(;9 17,436 
2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 B70 576 483 506 17.866 
2003 19,666 253 19,415 0 885 B18 566 541 18,217 
2004 20,545 258 20,2B7 0 B95 665 586 566 19,064 
2005 22,3B1 264 22,097 0 898 715 592 599 20,871 
2006 21,819 258 21,563 0 910 770 607 B34 20,302 
2007 21,962 2B1 21,701 0 941 608 676 B72 20,345 
2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 986 861 734 B97 19,360 
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 976 902 760 719 20,595 
2010 22,25B 419 21,837 0 991 982 81B 747 1B,720 

Hletor1cal Values (2001 - 2010): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) ""' actual values for historical Summer peaks. A3 such. they incorpora1e the e1Tec:ls or conse.-.ation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
Incorporate the etrecls of load control W load control was operated on these peak days. T~erefure, COl. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- COl. (9) represent ectuel DSM capebllltles startlng !rom January 1988 end are ennuel (12-monl~) values exoept for 2010 values Mlch are 
August wlues. Nola lhet the values lor FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated inlo Col. (8), which elso Includes Business On Call (BOC), 
CllC, end Commen:ial llndusbial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Na1 Firm Demand" as lithe load control wlues Md definitely been exarclsed on the peak. Col. (1 0) Is 
diJiived by the l'oonule: Col. (10) ~ Col.(2)- Col.(8)- Col.(8). 

Schedule 3.1 
Hletory end Forecaet of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Projected) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (l) (8) (9) (10) 

Augusto! Res. load Residen~al C/lload C/1 Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesele Retail I nlerrupt! ble Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

2011 21,679 383 21,295 0 1,005 79 858 39 1Q,697 
2012 21,853 385 21,468 0 1,017 154 B7B 93 19,712 
2013 22,155 343 21,812 0 1,023 244 B98 154 19,837 
2014 23,452 1,129 22,322 0 1,041 343 934 21B 20,917 
2015 24,172 1,136 23,037 0 1,044 442 952 272 21,4B2 
2016 24,605 1,143 23,463 0 1,047 536 971 316 21,734 
2017 25,025 1,150 23,875 0 1,050 B25 989 353 22,00B 
2016 25,26B 1,157 24,109 0 1,053 711 1,007 378 22,117 
2019 25,B90 1,1B5 24,52B 0 1,056 792 1.026 397 22,419 
2020 26,193 1,172 25,022 0 1.060 837 1,042 412 22,823 

ProJect.d Values (2011 - 2020): 

COl. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak wio incremental consa.-.ation, cumulative loed management, or Incremental load management. 

COl. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load mene99ment, end incremental consa.-.ation and loed management. All wlues ere projected August 
values. The 2011 values are based on IRP projec:OOns after the 2010 Summer peak and FPl's new DSM Goals for 2011. Tile projeclions for 
2012 lhroug~ 2020 ere besed on FPl'a DSM Goels. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR. CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates. 

Col. (1 0) represents a 'Na1 Firm Demand" which accounts lor all of lhe incremental conservation end a58umes all of the load conll'olla 
implemented on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2). Col. (5). Col. (B). Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forac:ut of Winter Peak Demand:Baee Caae 

(Hiatortcal) 

{1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) {10) 

Firm Res. Load Residanllal CJI Load Cll Net Firm 
Yeer Toll! I Whol&&ele Retl!il intenupt!ble Management Conservation Management Conservation Damand 

2001 18,199 150 16,049 0 749 500 448 196 17,002 
2002 17,597 145 17,452 0 788 546 457 206 16,373 
2003 20,100 246 19,944 0 802 567 453 227 18,935 
2004 14,752 211 14,541 0 814 583 535 233 13,403 
2005 18,108 225 17,663 0 816 600 542 240 16,750 
2006 19,683 225 19,456 0 622 620 549 249 18.312 
2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 649 644 579 279 15,387 
2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 668 666 638 285 16,551 
2009 20,081 207 19,874 0 864 687 680 291 18,517 
2010 24,346 500 23,64(i 0 895 718 721 303 21,709 

Ht•tortcal Valuea (2001 - 2010): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for hietorical Winter peaks. N!. such, they ineo!pOrale Ula allliCis of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
lncorporale the ef'leds of lOad control~ load comrol WBB operated on these peak days. Tharafore, Col. (2) represents the actual Ne1 Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) for 20011hrough 2010 represent ectuel OSM cepebillties slarting from January 1988 and an1 annual (12-momh) values. 
Nola thai Ule values for FPL'a former Interruptible Rate are incorporated imo Col. (8), which also includ&& BusiMSS On can (BOC), CII..C, and 
Commereial/tndustrial Demand Reduction (COR). 

Col. (tO) represents a HYPOTHETICAl "Net Firm Demand" ae ~the load control vetu&& had deftnitely been exercised on the peek. Col. (10) Ia 
dartved by Ule formula: Col. (1 0) = Col.(2)- Col.(6) - Col.(6). 

Schedule 3.2 
History and Fo-..t or Winter Peak Demand:B .. a Caee 

(ProJeeted) 

(1) (2) {3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Jenuery of Firm Res. Load ResldenUal C/1 Load CJI Nel Firm 
Year Total Wholasele Rsteit ln1enuptible Management Consarvatlon Management ConserwUon Demand 

2011 21,443 376 21,067 0 911 31 754 15 19,732 
2012 21.491 378 21.113 0 922 63 769 47 19,889 
2013 21,683 360 21,303 0 932 104 764 69 19,774 
2014 22,564 1,015 21,569 0 956 156 817 134 20,518 
2015 23,046 1,222 21,826 0 959 214 832 177 20,666 
2016 23,302 1,229 22,073 0 961 267 64(j 215 21,014 
2017 23,543 1.237 22,308 0 963 314 660 244 21,161 
2018 23,794 1,245 22.550 0 986 356 874 266 21,331 
2019 24,044 1,252 22,792 0 968 396 889 262 21,506 
2020 24,305 1,260 23,045 0 970 431 902 293 21,709 

Projected Valuee (2011 - 2020): 

Col. (2) - Col.(4) represen1 FPI..'s forecasted peak w/o incremenlal coneervaUon, cumulative load menegement, or incrementelloed management. 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represan1 cumulative toad managemen1, end incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected January 
value&. The 2011 values are baaed on IRP projectiona after Ule 2010 Winter peek and FPL's new OSM Goals for 2011. Tile projecUons for 
2012 through 2020 are ba&ad on FPI..'s OSM Goals. 

Col. (6) represents FPL's Bus\tlesa On Call, COR, CILC, end Curtailable programs/rates. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which a.cc:ou!IIS for ell of Ule Incremental conservaUon end assumes aU of the loa<! conln)lls 
implemented on lhe peak. Col. (101 is derived by Uaing Ule formula: Col. (101 = Col. (21- Col. (51- Col. (61- Col. (71 ·Col. (8) ·Col. (91. 
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Schedule 3.3 
History o1 Annual Nat Energy tor Load (GWh) 

(All valu" .. "at the gena.-r" -..1 .... a.cept for Col (81) 

(Hietorical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) 
Net Energy Actnl 
For Load Re!ildential C/1 Ns\Energy Sale& for Uti lity Use T alai Billed 

wllhoul DSM Conservation ConservaUon For Load ResaiB &Loeae!i Retail Energy Load 

YHl: YW!! mnJ mYh GWh !iWb ~ §aile '!2Wbl ~ 

2001 101,364 1,554 1,405 96,404 970 7,222 90,212 59.9% 
2002 107,380 1,6112 1,499 104,199 1,233 7,443 95,523 61.9% 
2003 111,7&4 1,773 1,619 106,393 1,511 7,366 99,496 62.9% 
2004 111,659 1,672 1,693 106,093 1,531 7,467 99,095 59.9% 
2005 115,065 1,970 1,793 111,301 1,506 7 ,496 102,296 56.6% 
2006 117,116 2,078 1,901 113,137 1,569 7 ,909 103,659 59.2% 
2007 116,516 2,138 2,066 114,315 1,499 7 ,401 105,415 59.4% 
2008 115,379 2,249 2,126 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 60.0% 
2009 115,644 2,345 2,196 111,303 1,155 7,394 102,755 56.6% 
2010 119,119 2,467 2,259 114,373 2,049 7,768 109,302 61.1% 

Hla1Dr1c.l ValuK (2001 • 2010): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM'. The values ere calculated using the formula: Col. (2) =Col. (3) +Col. (4) +Col. (5). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) era DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2010 
are "eeUmalad actuels" and are also annual (12-monlh) value&. The values represent the lalal GWh reduction& experiencad each year. 

Col. (5) i& lhe actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 2001 • 2010. 

CoL (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calcolalad using the formula: Col. (6) =Col. (5) ·Col. (6) ·Col. (7). These value& are at the meter. 

Col. (9) is c.lculaled using Col. (5) !rom thi& page end Col. (2). "Total", from Schedule 3.1 u&lng the formula: Col. (9) =((Col. (5t1000) I ((Col. (2) • 6760) 
Adiu&lmenta are made for leap years. 

Schedule 3.3 
Hlatory of Annual Nat Energy for Load (GWh) 

(All value& 1m1 "at 11M generlltor""val.,.. ncept for Col/B)) 
(Projeetad) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9) 
Forec.atad Nat Energy Forecaatad 
Net Energy For Load Total Billed 
For Load Residential C/1 Adjustsd for Salee ror Utility U&a Retell Energy 

without DSM Conservation Conservaaon DSM Resale &Loeaee Sale& wlo DSM Load 

X. YW!! mY!! mY!! mnJ mYh YW!! mY!! ~ 

2011 111,175 73 75 111,026 2,142 6,776 102,257 56.5% 
2012 112,517 230 245 112,041 2,142 7,292 103,083 56.6% 
2013 114,847 408 442 113,797 2,047 7,445 105.155 59.1% 
2014 121,035 801 641 119,793 4,935 6,014 106.085 58.9% 
2015 123,610 798 822 121,991 5,568 6,006 110,036 58.4% 
2016 125,593 986 972 123,634 5,599 8,106 111,868 58.1% 
2017 127,251 1,185 1,092 124,994 5,625 8,206 113,418 58.0% 
2016 126,910 1,335 1,186 126,367 5,672 8,310 114,928 58.2% 
2019 130,879 1,497 1,267 127,915 5,717 8,443 116,516 58.1% 
2020 133,121 1,657 1,329 130,135 5,770 8,801 118,749 58.0% 

P ...... c:tMValu .. (2011-2020): 

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load wlo DSM values. The valuas are extracted !rom Schedule 2.3, Col, (19). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are roreca&led value& of U.. reduction on &ale!i from incremental conservation end ere mi<J.year (6-monlh) valuee reflecting 
DSM &lgnupe occurring evanly thoughout each year. The effects of conservation implementsd prior to 2011 are incorpora\sd into the load forecast 
value& In Col. (2). 

Col, (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) after adjusting ror impacl$ DSM for years 2011 • 2020 using the formula: 
Col. (5) ~Col. (2) ·Col. (3) ·Col. (4) 

Col. (6) Is the Total Retell Billed Sales. The values ere calculatsd using the formula: Col. (8) =Col. (2) . Col. (6). Col. (7). 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (9) is calculsted using Col. (2) !rom this page and Col. (2), "Totar, from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)•t 000) I ((Col. (2) • 6760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load {NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
2010 2011 2012 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh 

JAN 24,346 9,410 21,443 8,191 21,491 8,301 

FEB 16,488 7,470 17,558 7,365 17,596 7,449 

MAR 17,748 8,001 17,460 8,239 17,499 8,328 

APR 15,480 8,179 H,160 8,368 17,299 8,449 

MAY 19,217 9,950 19,255 9,905 19,410 9,992 

JUN 21,901 11,619 20,557 10,336 20,723 10,423 

JUL 21,633 11,215 21,155 11 '101 21,326 11,199 

AUG 22,256 11,651 21,679 11,218 21,853 11,323 

SEP 20,738 11,094 20,917 10,424 21,086 10,543 

OCT 19,116 9,020 19,582 9,728 19,740 9,872 

NOV 17,052 8,145 17,922 8,099 18,082 8,255 

DEC 21,153 8,619 17,787 8,202 17,946 8,383 

TOTALS 114,373 111,175 112,517 

Cols. (4)- (7) do not include the impacts of cumulative load man_agement, incremental conservation, and incremental 
load management and are consistent with values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col. (2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL developed an integrated resource planning (IRP) process in the early 1990s and has 

since utilized this approach, in whole or in part as analysis needs warranted, to determine 

when new resources are needed, what the magnitude of the needed resources are, and 

what type of resources should be added: The timing and type of new power plants, the 

primary subjects of this document, are determined as part of the IRP process work. 

This section describes FPL's basic IRP process. Some of the key assumptions, in 

addition to a new load forecast, that were used in developing the resource plan presented 

in this Site Plan are also discussed. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Fundamental 
IRP Steps 
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System 
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---- ----------· ---------------
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Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also 

determined in this step is when the MWs are needed to meet FPL's reliability criteria. 

This step is often referred to as a reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, analysis 

for the utility system. 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted 

loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in 

resource planning. Examples of this new information include, but are not limited to: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power 

plant capability and reliability assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions regarding 

three specific resource areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) firm 

capacity power purchases, and (3) DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions is based on new generating capacity additions that have 

been approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) through Determination 

of Need proceedings that evaluated both the need for, and the cost-effectiveness of, 

each of the new capacity additions. These generating capacity additions have also 

received the necessary Site Certification approvals from either the Secretary of the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) or the Governor and Cabinet 

(acting as the Siting Board). (There is also work in progress to obtain the necessary 

federal and state licenses, permits, and approvals for construction and operation of two 

new nuclear units whose earliest practical deployment dates are outside of the 2011 -

2020 reporting period of this Site Plan.) 

Several new generating unit additions will occur in the 2011 - 2020 reporting time frame 

of this document. These generating unit additions include: 

The completion of a third gas-fired CC unit at FPL's West County Energy Center 

(WCEC) site which is scheduled to come in-service in June 2011. This new unit, 

WCEC Unit 3, will add approximately 1,219 MW (Summer) of generation capacity. 
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FPSC approval for this unit was obtained in September 2008 and site certification 

was granted in November 2008. 

Two existing generating plant sites, each featuring two older fossil fuel-fired steam 

generating units, are in the process of being modernized by removing the existing 

generating units and replacing them with one new, highly efficient CC unit. The new 

CC plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site is projected to be placed in-service in 2013. 

This new CC unit is projected to have a peak output of 1,210 MW and will be called 

the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center. The new plant at FPL's 

Riviera site is projected to be placed in-service in 2014 and it is expected to have a 

peak output of 1,212 MW. This new plant will be called the Riviera Beach Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center. These modernizations were approved by the FPSC 

in September 2008. The site certification application for Cape Canaveral was granted 

in October 2009. The site certification application for Riviera Beach was granted in 

November 2009. 

In addition, FPL will be adding approximately 450 MW of generating capacity at its 

existing nuclear power plants at the Turkey Point and St. Lucie sites. This added 

capacity is scheduled to come in-service in the 2011 - 2013 time period. These 

capacity "uprates" were approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The Final Order for 

the Site Certification was issued in September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and in 

October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates. 

These new generating units and generating capacity additions were selected for a variety 

of reasons including cost-effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, fuel diversity, and 

significant system emission reductions, including greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL's current 

projection of firm capacity purchases is generally similar to the projection shown in FPL's 

2010 Site Plan. However, FPL's current projection does include an additional 90 MW 

from the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority (SWA). FPL and SWA are currently seeking 

FPSC approval for this capacity addition. In total, the projected firm capacity purchases 

are from a combination of utility and independent power producers. Details, including the 

annual total capacity values for these purchases, are presented in Chapter I in Tables 

I.B.1 and I.B.2. These purchased capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional demand 

side management (DSM) that is anticipated to be implemented annually over the ten-year 
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period. Since 1994, FPL's resource planning work has assumed that, at a minimum, the 

DSM MW called for in FPL's approved DSM Goals will be achieved as planned. The 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan fully accounts for the new DSM goals. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then 

applied in the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of 

FPL's future resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability 

analyses which for FPL are currently based on dual planning criteria of a minimum peak 

period reserve margin of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a 

maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are 

commonly used throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

employed in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the 

annual system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively 

simple deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an 

indication of the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its 

load during peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account 

probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: 

two 50 MW units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in 

regard to utility system reliability than is one 1 00 MW unit which can also be counted on 

to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of probabilistic 

methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. Of these, the most 

widely used is loss-of-load probability or LOLP. Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how 

well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a measure of how often 

load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve margin, the calculation of 

LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while taking into consideration such 

probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual generators due to scheduled 

maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of the ~number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 
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methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and of when the MW are needed. Information regarding 

the timing and magnitude of these resource needs is then used in the second 

fundamental step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

preliminary economic screening analyses of new capacity options are often conducted to 

determine which new capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's 

system. This preliminary analysis wori<: can also help identify capacity size (MW) values, 

projected construction/permitting schedules, and operating parameters and costs. 

Similarly, preliminary economic screening analyses of new DSM options and/or continued 

growth in existing DSM options are typically conducted. 

FPL typically utilizes the P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, 

and/or the Strategist model, as well as spreadsheet analyses, to perform the preliminary 

economic screening of generation resource options. For the preliminary economic 

screening analyses of DSM resource options, FPL typically uses its DSM cost~ 

effectiveness model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved 

methodology for performing preliminary cost-effectiveness screening of individual DSM 

measures and programs. FPL also utilizes its non-linear programming model for 

analyzing the potential for lowering system peak loads through additional load 

management capacity. Then FPL typically utilizes its linear programming model to 

develop DSM portfolios that are subsequently used in developing resource plans for final 

system analyses of DSM-based resource plans. 

The individual new resource options emerging from these preliminary economic 

screening analyses are then typically "packagedN into different resource plans which are 
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designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are 

created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL's projected new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource 

plans is typically carried out using spreadsheet and/or dynamic programming techniques. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to 

System Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans in final, or system, 

economic analyses that attempt to account for all of the impacts to the FPL system from 

the competing resource options/resource plans. (These system impacts are typically not 

accounted for in preliminary economic screening analyses.) In FPL's 2010 and early 

2011 resource planning work, once the resource plans were developed, FPL utilized the 

P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or the Strategist 

model, to perform the system economic analyses. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the objective generally 

being to minimize FPL's projected leveled system average rate (i.e., a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM methodology). In cases in which the DSM contribution was assumed as 

a given and the only competing options were new generating units and/or purchase 

options, comparisons of competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates and on 

system revenue requirements are equivalent. Consequently, the competing options and 

plans in such cases were evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue requirement 

(CPVRR) basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic terms, such as percentages, tons, etc. rather 
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than in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" 

that include (but are not necessarily limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, system emission levels, and maintaining a regional balance between load 

and generating capacity, particularly in the Southeastern Florida counties of Miami-Dade 

and Broward. In conducting the evaluations needed to detennine which resource options 

and resource plans are best for FPL's system, both the economic and non-economic 

evaluations are conducted with an eye to whether the system concern is positively or 

negatively impacted by a given resource option or resource plan. 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps are typically used to develop the 

current resource plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

III.B Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2011 through 

2020 are depicted in Table 111.8.1. These capacity additions/changes result from a variety 

of actions that primarily consist of: (i) changes to existing units (which are frequently 

achieved as a result of plant component replacements during major overhauls), (ii) the 

construction of an approved third new generating unit at the West County Energy Center 

(WCEC), (iii) increases in generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear units, (iv) the 

temporary return of certain generating units from Inactive Reserve status to active 

service, then returning these units to Inactive Reserve status, (v) changes in the amounts 

of purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract 

schedules or by entering into new purchase contracts, (vi) the projected modernizations 

of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites by the removal of the steam 

generating units that were previously on the sites and the addition of one new, very fuel

efficient CC generating unit at each site, and (vii) the projected addition of new, very fuel

efficient new CC generating capacity at sites yet to be determined. 3 

3 These new CC capacity additions may take the form of new CC units at Greenfield sites, Brownfield sites, and/or 
through modernizations at existing sites. These decisions have not yet been made at the time the 2011 Site Plan was 
being developed. For reference purposes, these additions are referred to in the 2011 Site Plan as "Greenfield CC units". 
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Although the DSM additions that are consistent with the DSM goals imposed by the 

FPSC through 2020 are not explicitly presented in this table, these DSM additions have 

been fully accounted for in all of FPL's resource planning work reflected in this document. 

In addition, the projected MW reductions from these DSM additions are reflected in the 

projected reserve margin values shown in the table below and in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 

presented later in this chapter. 
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Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes for FPL ''' 
Net Capacity 

Chanqu(MWJ 
Ye.tr Projected Capacity Changes Wtntw1"1 Summar141 

2011 Inactive Reserve of Existing Units- offline 1e1 (775) (1,922) 
Riviera Plant - removed for modernization -- (565) 
Scherer Plant - Upgrade -- 26 
St. lucie Unit 2 Uprate- Outage 171 -- 17 
St. lucie Unit 2 - Interim Increase 17> (726) ---
West County Unit 3 i&J -- 1,219 

2012 Changes to Existing Purchases 1' 1 -- (100) 
St. lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed - 122 
Tul1<ey Point Unit 3 Uprates - Completed -- 109 
Inactive Reserve of Existing Units - offline 181 (394) --
Inactive Reserve Units (PE Units 3 & 4)- active status 765 761 
Manatee 2 ESP - Outage 18> (822) --
Riviera Plant- removed for modernization (571) --
Scherer Plant - upgrade 26 --
St. lucie Unit 1 Uprate - Outage 171 (853) --
St. lucie Unit 2 - Interim Increase 171 17 -
St. lucie Unit 2 Uprate - Outage 171 - (731) 
Tul1<ey Point Unit 3 Uprate- Outage 17> (717) -
West County Unit 3 1"> 1,335 --

2013 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 101 - 1,210 
St. lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed 122 --
St. lucie Unit 2 Uprates - Completed 93 93 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates - Completed 109 --
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates - Completed - 109 
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- inactive status 191 (765) (761) 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage 181 (822) --
Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage 1"1 -- (826) 

2014 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1"1 1,355 --
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates - Completed 109 ---
Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage 18! (832) ---
Martin Unit 2 ESP - Outage (8! - (826) 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1"1 - 1,212 

2015 Change to Existing Qualifying Facilities ISJ - 90 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1•1 1,344 ---

2016 Changes to Existing Purchases !51 (841) (1,306) 

Change to Existing Qualifying Facilities 151 - ---
Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle r•l - 1,191 

2017 Changes to Existing Purchases 101 (383) ---
Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle lSI 1,351 ---

2018 - -- ---
2019 - -- ------- --- ----- --==------------------ .. ---
2020 Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle '"' -- 1,191 

(1) Additional infonnation about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) The Summer and Winter reserve margins reflect an additional 350 MW in Summer and 550 MW In Winter of unspecified average 

capacity scheduled lo be out during those peak periods. See Chapler Ill for more delails. 
(3) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. 
(4) Summer 1181ues era forecasted values for August of the year shown. 
(5) These are finn capacity and energy contracts with OF, utilities, and other enlltie&. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(6) All new un~ additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June ere included 

in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and in the Winter reserve margin calculalion starting with the next year. 
(7) Outages for uprete wort<:. 
(8) Outages for ESP work. (Assumes EPA final Toxlcs Rule require& ESP&, thus necessitating outages.) 
(9) A number of existing FPL power plants he\18 been removed from service and placed on Inactive Reser\18 slalus. See Chapter Ill for e 

discussion of the units on Inactive Reserves_ 
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III.C Discussion of the Projected Resource Plan and Issues Impacting 

FPL's Resource Planning Work 

A.s indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL's resource planning efforts in 2010 and 

early 2011 were influenced by a number of factors. Furthermore, these factors are 

expected to continue to influence FPL's resource planning work for the foreseeable 

future. There are 7 such factors that are of primary importance: 

1) Growing difficulty in scheduling fossil-fueled power plant maintenance; 

2) High projected costs of returning generating units on Inactive Reserve status to 

active service; 

3) Securing additional natural gas (and doing so in a manner that enhances the 

reliability of the natural gas supply system); 

4) Maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system; 

5) Maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern 

Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward counties; 

6) Growing dependence upon DSM resources to maintain FPL system reliability; 

and, 

7) Possible establishment of "Clean Energy Standards" or another mechanism to 

promote large scale utilization of renewable energy. 

These 7 factors, and their various impacts on FPL's resource planning efforts including 

the current resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan, are briefly discussed below. 

1. Growing Difficulty in Scheduling Fossil-Fueled Power Plant Maintenance: 

FPL's fleet of fossil generation units is increasingly made up of CC units. These units 

have the desirable attributes of being very fuel-efficient and operating with very low 

air emissions. However, the key components of each CC unit are combustion 

turbines (CT). The maintenance schedule for the CT components is directly tied to 

the CT's operating hours. When operating hour thresholds are reached, scheduled 

maintenance of the CTs must take place. This fact reduces flexibility in scheduling 

planned maintenance of CC units, and, in turn, reduces flexibility in scheduling 

planned maintenance of other fossil-fueled generating units on FPL's system. 

FPL has historically attempted to avoid scheduling planned maintenance of its 

generating units during its peak load months of January and August. However, as the 
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number of CC units on its system has increased (and will continue to increase with 

the addition of WCEC 3, the modernizations, etc.), this scheduling of planned 

maintenance outside of the peak months has become more difficult to do. 

Compounding this issue is the fact that the Winter peak can occur in months other 

than January such as December or February, and the Summer peak can occur in 

months other than August such as June or July. FPL already schedules planned 

maintenance during these other months. 

Consequently, FPL will now begin scheduling planned maintenance during the 

months of January and August. For reserve margin projection purposes, FPL is now 

projecting that, on average, 550 MW will be out of service for planned maintenance 

during its Winter peak months and 350 MW will be out of service for planned 

maintenance during its Summer peak months. These projections are based on 

averages of currently planned maintenance in Winter peak months other than 

January, and on averages of currently planned maintenance in Summer peak. months 

other than August. 

This projection of scheduled planned maintenance during peak months is now 

reflected in Schedules 7.1 through 7.4 which present, respectively, the projected 

Summer and Winter reserve margins. (In practice, the actual number of MW that will 

be out of service on any day in January and/or August will likely vary from these 

average amounts.) One effect of this change is that it increases FPL's projected 

resource needs in future years. 

2. Projected High Costs of Returning Generating Units on Inactive Reserve Status 

to Active Service: 

In FPL's 2010 Site Plan, FPL's then-current resource plan (reflecting FPL's 2009 and 

early 2010 resource planning work) assumed that the generating units that were 

being placed on Inactive Reserve status would begin to be returned to active service 

as needed to maintain system reliability. No economic analyses had been done at 

that time to compare this option to other alternatives. FPL's recent analyses of these 

generating units, particularly regarding the projected high costs of returning them to 

active service in comparison with the net system costs of new generation options, 

indicate that the addition of new generation will be less costly. 
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In comparison with new CC capacity, FPL's ongoing analyses currently show that it is 

projected to be more cost-effective for FPL's customers to add new CC capacity 

rather than to return the Inactive Reserve units to active service. As a result, FPL 

currently projects the following in regard to the units currently on Inactive Reserve 

status: 

Sanford 3 and Cutler 5 & 6 are projected to be retired by 2012. FPL will be 

examining other potential uses for these sites, including their potential use as 

sites for new renewable energy facilities. 

Turkey Point 2 operation has been changed from a unit that provides 

electricity to the grid to a synchronous condenser that provides voltage 

support for the transmission system in Southeastern Florida. Turkey Point 2 

is currently projected to continue serving in this role for the foreseeable 

future. 

Two of the four steam units at FPL's Port Everglades site, Port Everglades 

units 3 & 4, are currently scheduled to be returned to active service in 2012, 

then to return to Inactive Reserve status until the modernized units at Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera are in normal operation (i.e., until mid-2014). A 

decision on the future role of these two units will be made at that time or at a 

later date. 

The remaining units on Inactive Reserve, Port Everglades 1 & 2, will remain 

on Inactive Reserve status for the immediate future. A decision on their 

future roles will be made at a later date. 

FPL's current projections indicate that the Inactive Reserve units are not the 

economic choice with which to meet FPL's future resource needs. FPL currently 

projects that it will have resource needs beginning in 2016 and increasing each year 

through 2020, the last year of the reporting period of this document. 

For planning purposes, FPL's 2011 Site Plan shows the addition of one new 

MGreenfield" CC unit in 2016 and another new Greenfield CC unit in 2020. These new 

CC units are currently projected to be the same type of unit that is being added in the 

modernizations of Cape Canaveral and Riviera. These projected in-service dates are 

subject to change as a result of FPL's on-going resource planning work. 

As mentioned previously in a footnote, FPL has not yet made a decision regarding 

the site for new CC capacity additions. Therefore, new CC capacity could be added 
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at a Greenfield site, a Brownfield site, and/or at an existing site as part of a 

modernization similar to those currently taking place at FPL's Cape Canaveral and 

Riviera sites. 

In regard to potential modernization of existing sites, there are a number of factors 

that must be analyzed including: fuel delivery costs/issues, transmission impacts 

(especially in the Southeastern region of Florida as will be discussed later), system 

reliability issues due to the removal of existing units from active service prior to 

construction of new capacity at the site, overall system economics, etc. FPL's 

analyses to-date have identified Port Everglades as a potential candidate for 

modernization. This site, plus other Greenfield and Brownfield sites, is being 

evaluated in FPL's on-going analyses. These potential sites are discussed in detail in 

Chapter IV. 

3. Securing Additional Natural Gas: 

The recent trend of increasing reliance upon natural gas to produce electricity for 

FPL's customers is projected to continue with the addition of WCEC 3, the Cape 

Canaveral modernization, and the Riviera modernization, plus the projection of new 

CC capacity starting in 2016. Therefore, FPL will need to secure more natural gas 

supply and more gas transportation capacity. The issue is how to secure these 

additional natural gas resources in a manner that is economical for FPL's customers 

and which maintains and/or enhances the reliability of natural gas supply and 

deliverability to FPL's generating units. 

FPL has historically purchased the gas transportation capacity required for new 

natural gas supply from two existing natural gas pipeline companies. A.s more natural 

gas is delivered through two pipelines entering Florida, the impact of a supply 

disruption on either pipeline becomes more problematic. Therefore, FPL sought 

approval in 2009 from the FPSC for the construction of a new, third natural gas 

pipeline into Florida capable of serving future gas-fired generation needs for FPL and 

others in the state. Such a third pipeline was projected to have benefits for FPL and 

its customers by increasing the diversity of FPL's fuel supply sources, increasing the 

physical reliability of the pipeline delivery system, and enhancing competition among 

pipelines. However, the application for an FPL-owned pipeline was denied by the 

FPSC in 2009. FPL is continuing to evaluate how additional significant amounts of 
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natural gas can best be delivered to its system in the future and FPL will be 

addressing this issue with the FPSC in 2011. 

4. Maintaining/Enhancing System Fuel Diversity; 

FPL is currently dependent upon using natural gas to generate more than half of the 

electricity it delivers to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL's electricity 

that is generated by natural gas is projected to steadily increase. Therefore, FPL is 

continually seeking opportunities to maintain and enhance the fuel diversity of its 

system. 

In 2007, FPL sought approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology 

coal units to its system. These two new units would have been placed in-service in 

2013 and 2014. However, in part due to concerns over potential greenhouse gas 

emission legislation/regulation, FPL was unable to obtain approval for these units. 

Consequently, FPL does not believe that new advanced technology coal units are 

viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida for the foreseeable future. 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy and renewable energy to 

enhance its fuel diversity, and to using natural gas more efficiently. In regard to 

nuclear energy, FPL obtained approval to increase capacity at each of its four 

existing nuclear units. In total, these capacity "uprates" will add approximately 450 

MW of nuclear capacity and energy for FPL's customers beginning in the 2011 -2013 

time period. In 2008, the FPSC approved the need for these uprates and authorized 

FPL to recover uprates-related expenditures. The schedule for this additional nuclear 

capacity has changed slightly from that projected in FPL's 2010 Site Plan. An 

"interim" capacity increase of approximately 17 MW (FPL's share) from St. Lucie 2 is 

now projected to become available by April 2011 . No such "interim" capacity increase 

was projected in the 2010 Site Plan. Another projected change involves the schedule 

for St. Lucie 1. The completion of the uprates work is now projected to occur several 

months later than originally projected, primarily due to delays in federal licensing for 

this project. Smaller delays in the completion of the uprate projects at St. Lucie 2 and 

Turkey Point 3 are also now projected. 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that 

would be necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey 

Point site in the future. These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with 
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the option to construct these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be 

up to 20 years from the time the licenses and permits are granted, and then to 

operate the units. A decision regarding construction of these new units will be made 

once the licenses and permits are granted. (Based on the current estimated time for 

construction, the earliest practical deployment dates for the two new units would be 

beyond the 1 0-year reporting period for this Site Plan. Therefore, these units are not 

shown in this document.) 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining 

renewable resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a 

variety of discussions with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or 

extending current agreements that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting 

period of this document. Also FPL sought and received approval from the FPSC in 

2008 to add 110 MW through three new FPL-owned solar facilities, one solar thermal 

facility and two photovoltaic (PV) facilities. One 25 MW PV facility began commercial 

operation in 2009. The remaining two solar facilities, a 10 MW PV facility and a 75 

MW solar thermal steam generating facility, began commercial operation in 2010. 

The addition of these renewable energy facilities was made possible due to enabling 

legislation from the Florida Legislature in 2008. FPL remains strongly supportive of 

Federal and/or State legislation that enables electric utilities to add renewable energy 

resources and authorize the utilities to recover costs for these resources. 

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from 

the FPSC to build a third highly efficient CC unit at its West County Energy Center 

site (WCEC Unit 3) and to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant 

sites with new, highly efficient CC units that replace the former steam units. WCEC 

Unit 3 is currently projected to go in-service in 2011. The modernizations of Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera are currently projected to go in-service in 2013 and 2014, 

respectively. 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain 

or enhance system fuel diversity. FPL also plans to maintain the ability to utilize fuel 

oil at those existing units that have that capability, although cost factors currently limit 

the expected use of this fuel. Furthermore, as previously discussed, FPL continues to 

evaluate the potential for greater diversity in the delivery of natural gas through a 

new, third natural gas pipeline. A third pipeline would result in a more reliable, and 

more economic, natural gas supply for FPL's customers. 
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5. Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation in Southeastern Florida: 

In recent years, an imbalance was projected to develop between regionally installed 

generation and regional peak load in Southeastern Florida. With such an imbalance, 

a significant amount of energy required in the Southeastern Florida region during 

peak periods would need to be provided either by operating less efficient generating 

units located in Southeastern Florida out of economic dispatch, or by importing the 

energy through the transmission system from plants located outside the region. FPL's 

prior planning work concluded that either additional installed generating capacity in 

this region, or additional installed transmission capacity capable of delivering 

electricity from outside the region, would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, 

four recent capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 

3) were evaluated as the most cost-effective options to meet FPL's capacity needs in 

the near-term. Adding these units contributes to reducing the imbalance between 

generation and load in Southeastern Florida. 

In addition, FPL will be adding increased capacity at FPL's existing two nuclear units 

at Turkey Point in 2012 and 2013 and will increase the generating capacity at its 

Riviera site through a modernization of that site in 2014. These generating unit 

additions in Southeastern Florida are expected to address the imbalance for most, if 

not all, of the 2011 - 2020 reporting period addressed in this document. 

However, because of the combination of a number of factors including: (i) the 

projected retirement of the Cutler 5 & 6 units, (ii) placing the Port Everglades steam 

units (Units 1 - 4) on Inactive Reserve status for most of this reporting period, (iii) 

dedicating Turkey Point 2 to a transmission support role, plus (iv) projected growth in 

electrical demand in the region, FPL still projects that an imbalance between 

generation and load in the region will eventually occur. The recent WCEC unit 

additions, and the modernization of the Rivera site, have had the effect of effectively 

Mshrinkingft the region of concern regarding imbalance. The former area of concern 

included Miami-Dade County, Broward County, and parts of Palm Beach County. 

After these capacity additions in Palm Beach County, the region of concern regarding 

a load-generation imbalance for the foreseeable future now consists of Miami-Dade 

and Broward counties, which is south of the former area of concern. 
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The Southeastern Florida imbalance issue will remain a consideration in FPL's on

going resource planning work, particularly as FPL's planning analyses in future years 

begin to increasingly focus on the 2020-on time frame. 

6. Growing Dependence Upon DSM Resources to Maintain System Reliability: 

In late 2009, the FPSC imposed significantly higher DSM Goals than had been 

deemed appropriate in previous DSM Goals dockets. One result of the higher 

amounts of DSM is that it will result in higher electric rates for all of FPL's customers. 

Another result is that FPL is projected to become increasingly dependent upon DSM, 

instead of generation resources, to maintain system reliability. In order to 

demonstrate this point, FPL has added two new schedules, Schedule 7.3 and 7 .4, to 

its 2011 Site Plan. These new schedules are presented in the back portion of this 

chapter. Both of the new schedules use Schedule 7.1, which presents FPL's 

projected Summer reserve margins, as a starting point. 

In Schedule 7.3, Column (14), FPL projects what a "generation-only" reserve margin 

would be for each year in the 1 0-year reporting period by making two changes in 

Schedule 7.1. First, the projected DSM values in Column (8) have been zeroed out to 

remove the projected contribution from DSM. Second, the projected additions of one 

Greenfield CC unit in both 2016 and 2020 have been removed. These two changes 

result in a projection of reserve margins that are based solely on generation 

resources that currently exist or which have been approved by the FPSC. 

The result is a projected generation-only reserve margin in the range of 

approximately 11% to 12% through 2015, but which would decrease significantly 

thereafter. It decreases to 4.5% in 2016 and becomes negative by 2020. 

In Schedule 7.4, the projected additions of the 2016 and 2020 Greenfield CC units 

have been added back in as indicated by the values in Column (1 ). The projected 

generation-only reserve margin for the year 2016 increases to 9.3%. Although 

substantially higher than the 4.5% value for 2016 projected in Schedule 7 .3, the 9.3% 

value is also considerably lower than the 11% to 12% range for the years 2011 

through 2015. In the years after 2016, the projected generation-only reserve margin 

steadily decreases to less than 5% by 2019. Even with the projected addition of 
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another new CC unit in 2020, this generation·only reserve margin does increase 

again, but only slightly above 7%. 

Therefore, FPL's projected system reserves, already dependent to a significant 

degree upon DSM resources, are becoming increasingly more dependent upon DSM. 

Stated another way, the FPL system's ability to continue to provide reliable electricity 

service to FPL's customers is becoming increasingly dependent upon DSM. FPL 

currently believes that generation-only reserves at these projected low levels may not 

be adequate, and FPL witt continue to evaluate the appropriateness of a minimum 

generation·only requirement as part of its on-going resource planning work. 

7. Possible Establishment of "Clean Energy Standards": 

At the time this document is being prepared, neither the United States nor the State 

of Florida has established a MClean Energy Standard" which would require that a 

certain amount of energy be supplied by "clean" energy sources. A similar 

"Renewable Portfolio Standard" proposal was prepared by the FPSC and sent to the 

Florida Legislature for their consideration, including an option to change the standard 

to a Clean Energy Standard, during the 2009 legislative session. However, no such 

legislation was enacted during either the 2009 or 2010 session. Such legislation, or 

other legislative initiatives regarding clean energy contributions, may occur in the 

future. If such legislation is enacted in 2011 or in a later year, FPL will then determine 

what steps need to be taken to comply with the legislation. Such steps would then be 

discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

Ill. D Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 

through 2010 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

4,371 MW (Summer) at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 

approximately 55,462 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for 

reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2010 have eliminated the need 

to construct more than 13 new 400 MW generating units. 

As previously discussed in Chapter I and earlier in this chapter, the FPSC in late 2009 

imposed significantly higher DSM Goals for FPL for 2010 - 2019 than were deemed 
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appropriate in prior DSM Goals dockets. The DSM Goals recently imposed by the FPSC 

have three components: Summer MW reductions, Winter MW reductions, and GWh 

reductions. Table III.D.1 presents the cumulative Summer MW reduction component of 

these goals. (The Summer MW component, and to a much lesser degree the Winter MW 

reduction component, impacts FPL's need for future resources such as those discussed 

in this document. The GWh reduction component has no impact on FPL's need for future 

resources.) 

Table 111.0.1: FPL's Summer MW Reduction Goals for DSM 

(at the Generator) 

Cumulative 
SununerMW 

DSM Goals for FPL 
Year (at Generator) 
2010 110 
2011 253 
2012 419 
2013 599 
2014 783 
2015 955 
2016 1 '111 
2017 1,251 
2018 1,379 
2019 1,498 

The next step in regard to FPL's DSM efforts is to obtain FPSC approval for a DSM Plan 

with which it proposes to meet the DSM Goals. At the time this Site Plan is being 

prepared, FPL has not received FPSC approval for a DSM Plan. Consequently, FPL 

does not yet know with certainty what its portfolio of approved DSM programs will be. 

FPL expects to have an approved DSM Plan later in 2011. (Assuming this is the case, 

FPL expects to provide a description of its approved DSM programs in its 2012 Site 

Plan.) Nonetheless, FPL's resource planning work in 2010 and early 2011, reflected in 

this document, assumed that the FPSC-approved DSM Goals would be met. 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. 

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2009 data (the last year for 

which the DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan is being developed), FPL 

ranked # 2 nationally in cumulative DSM demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has 

achieved these significant DSM accomplishments while seeking to lessen the DSM

based impact on electric rates for all of its customers. 
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In regard to DSM, FPL's intent is to meet the FPSC's DSM Goals and to continue its 

national leadership role in DSM consistent with efforts both to continue to lessen the 

DSM-based impact on electric rates for all of FPL's customers, and to ensure that FPL's 

system reliability does not become too dependent upon DSM resources. 

III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy to FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Tenninals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (Mo/Yr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 

FPL St. Johns 11 Pringle 25 Dec- 16 230 759 

FPL Manatee"' BobWhite 30 Dec -15 230 1190 

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006. This project is to be completed in two 

phases. Phase I consisted of 4 miles of new 230kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed in May-2009. 

Phase II consists of 21 miles of new 230kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by 

Dec-2016. 

2/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on November 6, 2008. This project consists of 30 miles of new 

230kV line (Manatee to Bobwhite) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2015 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

projected generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities for the projected generating capacity additions at the West County 

Energy Center site Unit 3, the capacity increases (uprates) at the existing St. Lucie and 

Turkey Point nuclear sites, and the Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach modernizations 

are described on the following pages. 

In regard to the existing generating units that have been placed on Inactive Reserve 

status, there are no projected impacts to FPL's transmission system from these units. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 

The work required to connect West County Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 in 2011 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Build new Sugar 230 kV Substation on WCEC site. 

3. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Sugar 230kV 

Substation. 

4. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

5. At Corbett Substation, relocate Germantown 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

6. At Corbett Substation, relocate Broward/Yamato 230 kV line terminal from Corbett to 

Sugar Sub. 

7. At Corbett Substation, install new Sugar 230 kV line terminal in Bay 2W. 

8. At Corbett Substation, install one 5-ohm inductor on the 230 kV side of the 500/230 

kV autotransformer. 

9. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate Germantown 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

2. Relocate Broward/Yamato 230 kV line from Corbett to Sugar. 

3. Construct one mile 230 kV 1190 MVA line from Sugar to Corbett. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 uprates in 2011 for Unit 1 and in 

2012 for Unit 2, in regard to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Midway Substation, replace eleven 230 kV disconnect switches, and remove six 

wave traps. Also upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

2. At St. Lucie Switchyard, replace eighteen 230 kV disconnect switches and remove 

six wave traps. 

3. Up rate the Unit 1A and 1 B main step-up transformers to 635 MVA. Unit 1 B main 

step-up transformer is to be replaced by the uprated spare main step-up transformer. 

Existing Unit 1 B main step-up transformer is to become the new station spare 

4. Uprate the spare main step-up transformer to 635 MVA to replace Unit 2A main step

up transformer. 

5. Replace the Unit 2A and Unit 26 main step-up transformer with new one rated at 

635 MVA. 

6. Add fiber optic relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the three existing St. Lucie-Midway 230 kV lines with spacers between the 

conductors to achieve a normal (continuous) rating of 2790 Amperes. 

2. Replace one existing overhead ground wire on each of the three existing St. Lucie 

Midway 230kV line with fiber optic overhead ground wire for protective relay 

communication. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uprates in 2012 in regard to 

the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Turkey Point Switchyard, install two 5-0hm series phase inductors combined with 

external shunt capacitors on the southeast and southwest 230 kV operating busses. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard, replace twelve 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

3. Uprate the Unit 3 and Unit 4 main step-up transformers to 970 MVA. 

4. Replace spare main step-up transformer with 1028 MVA transformer. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Replace breaker failure panels at Davis Substation. 

7. Replace breaker failure panels at Flagami Substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for both Units 3 & 4 between the main step-up 

transformers and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Projected Modernization) 

The work required to connect the projected Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center in 2013 to the FPL grid is forecasted to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Cape Canaveral 

230kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Cape Canaveral Switchyard replace eight 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

5. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate the Cape Canaverai-Grissom 115 kV line. 
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III.E.5 Transmission Facilities for Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Projected Modernization) 

The work required to connect the projected Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center in 2014 to the FPL grid is forecasted to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Expand the Riviera 230 kV Switchyard five breakers to accommodate terminals for 

one combustion turbine (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct a new 138 kV Riviera Switchyard- five bays, 14 breakers with terminals to 

connect two CT units and seven 138 kV lines. 

3. Add four main step-up transfonners (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

5. At Ranch Substation, add a new 230 kV bay 5 and upgrade bay 4 to 3000 Amperes. 

6. Breaker replacements: 

Ranch Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Broward Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. Break the Indiantown-Riviera 230kV and extend each of the line segments south 

(approx. 4 miles) to connect to the Ranch 230 kV Substation forming Indiantown

Ranch and a Ranch-Riviera 230 kV circuits. 

2. Remove Corbett-Ranch #2 230 kV line at Ranch and: 

a. extend to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV line N/S corridor (approx. 10 miles). 

3. Break Cedar -Corbett 230 kV (near Ranch Sub in Corbett-Jog section) and: 

a. Extend Cedar side to Riviera, (approx. 15 miles) creating new Cedar-Riviera 230 

kV. 

b. Extend Corbett side to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV N/S corridor (approx. 

10 miles). 

4. Break Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV (near 230 corridor running N/S) 

a. Connect Cedar side to meet 3.b. to create a Cedar to Corbett 230 kV. 

b. Connect Lauderdale side to meet 2.a. to create a Corbett to Lauderdale 230 kV. 

5. Upgrade the existing IBM-Yamato 138 kV line to 1200 Amperes. 

6. New underground 138 kV tie line between new Riviera 138 kV Switchyard and 560 

MVA, 230/138 kV autotransformer in the expanded Riviera 230 kV Substation. 

7. Relocate six existing 138 kV lines from existing Riviera 138 kV Switchyard to new 

Riviera 138 kV Switchyard. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable 

energy technologies to serve its customers. FPL has been involved since 1976 in 

renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the implementation of 

various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL's renewable 

energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five categories. 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential solar photovoltaic (PV) system east of the 

Mississippi. This PV installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation 

for over 15 years and provided valuable information about PV performance 

capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second 

PV system at the FPL Flagami substation in Miami. This 10-kilowatt (kW) system was 

placed into operation in 1984. (The system was removed in 1990 to make room for 

substation expansion once testing of this PV installation had been completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. This FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was 

installed as a result of FPL's early "green pricing" efforts. 

2} Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers choosing solar water heaters. Before the program ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid incentives to 

approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate 

information about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable 

in Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created 
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complete construction blueprints for six passive home designs with the assistance of 

the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a 

low cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. 

Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased out 

due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). This revision 

was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to 

evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential 

swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed results. 

Some of the performance problems identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the 

significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer 

satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this 

particular solar application. 

FPL has since continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts 

have included a PV research, development, and education project, and participation 

in the State of Florida's PV for Schools program. With resources from the FPL Group 

Foundation, FPL contributed 30 kw of PV to schools and educational non-profits in its 

service area during 2010. This initiative also delivers teacher training and curriculum 

that is tied to the Sunshine Teacher Standards in Florida. Additionally, it provides 

teacher grants to promote and fund projects in the classrooms. As part of its green 

pricing research efforts, 2 kw PV arrays were placed in each of 4 schools, and in the 

Miami Science Museum, for a total of 10 kw of PV in educational facilities. FPL's 

green pricing efforts also resulted in a 250 kw PV array at Rothenbach Park in 

Sarasota. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included 5 locations. The research projects were 
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useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL 

works with customers to interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through 

December 2010, approximately 1,074 customer systems (predominantly residential) 

have been interconnected. 

Finally, as part of its DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for 

Florida's investor-owned utilities to spend up to a set, not-to-exceed amount of 

money annually to facilitate demand side solar water heater and photovoltaic 

applications. FPL's not-to-exceed annual amount of money for these applications is 

approximately $15.5 million. These expenditures will be made in accordance with the 

solar water heater and PV aspects of FPL's DSM Plan once FPL receives approval 

for its Plan. 

3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available 

energy, have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables 1.8.1, 1.8.2, and Table I.C.1 in Chapter 1). 

Periodically, FPL invites renewables suppliers to provide proposals for renewable 

power and energy at or below avoided costs in response to FPL's Requests for 

Proposals (RFPs). FPL issued Renewable RFPs in 2007 and 2008 soliciting 

proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below avoided 

costs from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries for 

information from prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or phone. 

With regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste 

Authority of Palm Beach (SWA) recently agreed to extend their contract that expired 

March 31, 2010 for a 20-year term from April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. In 

addition, a new contract for an additional 90 MW between FPL and SWA has been 
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signed and has been submitted to the FPSC for approval. Also, the firm capacity and 

energy contract with Broward South that expired August 2009 was not renewed, but 

Broward South continues as an as-available supplier of renewable energy to FPL. 

4) Supply Side Efforts- FPL Facilities: 

With regard to solar projects, FPL has completed construction of three solar facilities: 

(i) a 75 MW steam generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next 

Generation Solar Energy Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in 

DeSoto County (the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 10 MW 

PV electric generation facility in Brevard County at NASA's Kennedy Space Center 

(the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center). The DeSoto County project 

was completed in 2009 and the other two projects were completed in 201 0. These 

three projects were completed in response to the Florida Legislature's House Bill 

7135 which was signed into law by then-Governor Crist in June 2008. House Bill 

7135 (hereafter referred to as the 2008 Energy Bill), was enacted to enable the 

development of clean, zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable generation in the 

State of Florida. Specifically, the 2008 Energy Bill authorized cost recovery for the 

first 110 MW of eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, zoning, and 

transmission rights in place. FPL's three solar projects met the specified criteria, and 

were granted approval for cost recovery in 2008. Each of the three solar projects is 

discussed below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar 

thermal capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on 

the FPL system. This facility consists of solar thermal technology which 

generates steam that is integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin 

Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant. This project is the first Mhybrid" solar plant in 

the wor1d, the second largest solar facility in the wor1d, and the largest solar plant 

of any kind in the U.S. outside of California. 

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 and provides up to 25 MW 

of non-firm capacity and energy, making It the second largest PV facility in the 

U.S. The facility utilizes a tracking array that is designed to follow the sun as it 

traverses across the sky. 
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c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative 

public/private partnership with NASA. This non-tracking PV facility began 

commercial operation in 2010 and provides up to 10 MW of non-firm capacity 

and energy. 

Each of these facilities is a significant and innovative renewable generating plant in 

its own right. Collectively, these Next Generation Solar Energy Centers are expected 

to produce a total of approximately 225,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity 

each year, and at peak production provide enough energy to serve the requirements 

of more than 15,000 homes. 

For resource planning purposes, FPL projects that the output from these renewable 

facilities will be "as available", non-firm energy only. This is due to several factors. 

First, the Martin solar thermal facility is a "fuel-substitute" facility, not a facility that 

provides additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the use 

of fossil fuel to produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility is 

operating. Second, in regard to the two PV facilities, the intermittent nature of the 

solar resource makes it difficult to accurately determine what contribution the PV 

facilities at these specific locations can consistently make at FPL's late Summer 

afternoon and early Winter morning peak load hours. Once site-specific operating 

data has been gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will then re-evaluate 

the actual output from each PV facility to determine what portion, if any, of its output 

can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

In addition to these three approved projects, FPL is currently in the process of 

identifying other potential solar sites in the state in the event that a future Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS), Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (CPS), or other legislation 

is enacted by the Florida legislature that enables FPL to construct and recover costs 

for additional solar generation. FPL is evaluating existing FPL generation sites along 

with potential Greenfield sites within FPL's service territory. These potential FPL and 

Greenfield sites are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

FPL remains hopeful of developing a wind generation project on South Hutchinson 

Island in St. Lucie County. This project is known as the St. Lucie Wind Project and it 

would consist of up to six wind turbine generators capable of generating up to 
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approximately 13.8 MW. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use approval 

process, and soon after applied for the necessary federal and state 

permitting. However, a decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie 

Wind Project's permitting will not be finalized until the local land use approval process 

is completed. At the time this Site Plan is being developed, the local land use 

approval process has not been completed. An in-service date for the project is 

dependent upon a successful outcome to the local approval and permitting process. 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote 

development of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance has been 

established with the newly formed Southeast National Marine Renewable Energy 

Center (SNMREC) at Florida Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the 

commercialization of ocean current, ocean thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as 

cold water air conditioning), and hydrogen technologies. FPL has been taking the 

lead in assisting FAU with the discussions being held with the U.S. Department of the 

Interior's Minerals Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and 

Enforcement (BOEMRE). BOEMRE is working to establish the permitting process for 

ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support its 

biomass-related studies to determine improved vegetative management techniques 

for use in minimizing maintenance costs at FPL's current and future solar sites and to 

perform wind studies within the state. In addition, FPL has partnered with the Florida 

Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology and with the Florida State Universities 

Center for Applied Power System in regard to grid integration of ocean energy and 

other renewables. 

FPL has also developed a "Living Lab" to demonstrate FPL's solar energy 

commitment to employees and visitors at its Juno Beach facility. FPL is evaluating 

multiple solar technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a 

renewable business model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of 

solar energy for FPL customers. FPL will expand the Living Lab as new solar 

products come to market. 
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FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple 

emerging technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, 

fuel cell technology, biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

lii.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. 

In the early 1980s, FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first 

added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership and additional purchases from 

the St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to meet its customers' 

energy needs with a more diversifted mix of energy sources. Additional coal 

resources were added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which 

began serving FPL's customers in 1991. Starting in 1997, petroleum coke was 

added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP. 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural 

gas that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to 

FPL's customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long 

term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. In 2009, FPL placed into commercial 

operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site. A third new CC unit will be added to the WCEC site in 2011. In addition, FPL is 

currently modernizing its existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites by 

removing the steam generating units previously on the sites and replacing them with 

two highly efficient new CC units, one at each site. These new CC units will provide 

highly efficient generation that will dramatically improve FPL's overall system 

generation efficiency. 

In addition, FPL is increasing its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates 

of its four i'txisting nuclear units. These uprates will add a total of approximately 450 

MW of nuclear generation capacity in the 2011 - 2013 time period. (FPL is also 

pursuing plans to obtain licenses, permits, and approvals to construct and operate 

two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site that, in total, would add 
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approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity. The earliest dates by 

which those new nuclear units could practically be deployed are outside of the ten

year reporting time frame of this document.) 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has added 110 MW of solar generating 

capacity through a 75 MW solar thermal facility at FPL's existing Martin site, a 25 MW 

PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in Brevard County. The 25 MW 

PV facility was placed into commercial operation in 2009. The other two solar 

facilities were placed into commercial operation in 201 0. 

FPL's future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and 

evaluating alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance 

FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the 

purchase of power from renewable energy facilities, additional FPL-owned renewable 

energy facilities, obtaining access to diversified sources of natural gas such as 

liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from the Mid-Continent unconventional 

reserves, preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, and increased 

utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously discussed, new advanced technology 

coal generating units are not currently considered as viable options in Florida in the 

ten-year reporting period of this document due, in part, to concerns over greenhouse 

gas emissions legislation/regulation.) The evaluation of the feasibility and cost

effectiveness of these, and other possible alternatives, will be part of on-going 

resource planning efforts. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of 

this ''fuel mix" through 2020 based on the resource plan presented in this document, 

is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. FPL's Fossil Fuel Cost Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between 

fuels, are major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future resource 

needs. FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary 

forecasts. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke 

prices, are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and 

uncontrollable drivers that influence the short-and long-term price of oil, natural gas, 

coal, and petroleum coke. These drivers include: 
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a. Current and projected worldwide demand for crude oil and petroleum 

products; 

b. Current and projected worldwide refinery capacity/production; 

c. Expected worldwide economic growth, in particular in China, and other 

Pacific Rim countries; 

d. Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production, the 

availability of spare OPEC production capacity and the assumed growth in 

spare OPEC production capacity; 

e. Non-OPEC production and expected growth in non-OPEC production; 

f. The geopolitics of the Middle East, West Africa, the Former Soviet Union, 

Nigeria, Venezuela, etc., as well as, the uncertainty and impact upon 

worldwide energy consumption related to U.S. and worldwide environmental 

legislation, politics, etc.; 

g. Current and projected North American natural gas demand; 

h. Current and projected U.S., Canadian, and Mexican natural gas production; 

i. The worldwide supply and demand for LNG; and 

j. The growth in solid fuel generation on aU. S. and worldwide basis. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow 

clearly underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid 

fuel (coal and petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of 

long-term price outcomes. In this light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and 

High price forecasts for fossil fuels in some of its 2010 and early 2011 resource 

planning wor1<:, particularly in regard to nuclear cost recovery filing work. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For 

oil and natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the 

following methodology: 

a. For 2011 through 2013, the methodology used the January 14, 2011 forward 

curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur 

heavy oil, ultra low sulfur diesel fuel oil, and Henry Hub natural gas 

commodity prices; 
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b. For the next two years (2014 and 2015), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the 

January 14, 2011 forward curve and the most current projections at the time 

from The PIRA Energy Group; 

c. For the 2016 through 2025 period, FPL used the annual projections from The 

PIRA Energy Group, and; 

d. For the period beyond 2025, FPL used the real rate of escalation provided in 

the Energy Information Administration (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook 2011 

Early Release publication. FPL assumed a 2.5% annual rate of escalation to 

convert real prices to nominal prices prior to 2025, with no escalation from 

2025 forward. In addition to the development of oil and natural gas 

commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and 

natural gas transportation costs. The addition of commodity and 

transportation forecasts resulted in delivered price forecasts. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum 

coke prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following 

approach: 

a. The price forecasts for Central Appalachian coal (CAPP), Powder River 

Basin (PRB), South American coal, and petroleum coke were provided by JD 

Energy; 

b. The marine transportation rates from the loading port for coal and petroleum 

coke to an import terminal were also provided by JD Energy; 

c. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until 

expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet generation 

requirements. 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward 

price, one year ahead. FPL developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty 

which exists within each commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts 

reflect a range of reasonable forecast outcomes. 
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3. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to 

the nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and 

other comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a 

commercial nuclear power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from 

the ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in

situ leaching operations, or production as a by-product from other mining 

operations, such as gold, copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first 

step is the raw uranium delivered as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as 

yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further 

removes any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, 

which requires uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0.711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at 

an atomic mass of 238 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a 

higher percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural 

uranium does not contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases 

the percentage amount of U-235 from 0.711% to a level specified when 

designing the reactor core (typically in a range from approximately 3% to as high 

as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is enriched uranium in the form of 

UF6. 

(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is 

changed to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are 

sealed and bundled together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are 

then delivered to the plant site for insertion in a reactor. 
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Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining: There is some volatility in the current uranium market. Current 

demand continues to be rather stable and outputs from production facilities have 

been increasing steadily. The following are the current major contributors that 

led to some volatility in the prices for uranium: 

• Hedge funds are now back in the market, now that the recent financial 

crisis is resolving itself. This causes more speculative demand, not tied 

to market fundamentals, and causes the market price to move according 

to news potentially affecting potential future supply/demand balance, or 

news regarding current suppliers. 

• The large inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is being 

withheld from the market due to political pressure from suppliers. Some 

of this uranium finds its way into the market periodically to fund cleanup 

of certain Department of Energy facilities. 

• The U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) has imposed restrictions on 

the import of nuclear fuel from France and Russia. 

• Although a limited number of new nuclear units is scheduled to start 

production in the US during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, more 

specifically China, has announced a significant increase in construction 

of new units which has caused short term increase in uranium market 

price. 

Over a 1 0 year horizon, FPL expects the market to be more consistent with 

market fundamentals The supply picture is more stable, with laws enacted to 

resolve the import of Russian-enriched uranium, by allowing some imports of 

Russian-enriched uranium to about 20-25% of needs for currently operating 

units, but with no restriction on the first core for new units and no restrictions after 

2020. New and current facilities continue to add capacity to meet demands. 

Actual demand tends to grow over time because of the long lead time to build 

nuclear units. However, FPL cannot discount the possibility of future periodic 

sharp increase in prices, but believes such occurrences will likely be temporary in 

nature. 
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FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on 

inputs from various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. 

(2) Conversion: FPL's price forecast considers the construction of new nuclear 

units. Just like for raw uranium, an increase in demand for conversion services 

would result from this need. Insufficient planned production is currently 

forecasted after 2013 to meet the higher demand scenario. As with additional 

raw uranium production, supply will expand beyond current level once more firm 

commitments are made including commitments to building new nuclear units. 

{3) Enrichment: With no new production capacity, the current tight market 

supply for economically produced enrichment services will continue until 2013. 

The current diffusion plants, which use significant amount of electricity, can 

make up any gaps in supply of enrichment services now that prices for electricity 

have decreased. In addition, there are a number of new facilities coming on-line 

through 2013, using more efficient and proven processes such as the use of 

centrifuges for enrichment of uranium. As with supply for the other steps of the 

nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible within the lead time for 

constructing new nuclear units and any other projected increase in demand. 

Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue to be balanced such that FPL 

expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The tight supply/demand will 

most likely causes the price of enrichment services to continue to rise in the 

future. 

{4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated 

by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can 

qualify as suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and 

demand is expected to show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable 

future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. supply and demand. The supply for the 

U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet U.S. demand for the foreseeable 

future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

The calculations for the nuclear fuel cost forecasts used in FPL's 2010 and early 

2011 resource planning work were performed consistent with the method then 

used for FPL's Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of refueling outages 

every 18 months. The costs for each step to fabricate the nuclear fuels were 
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added to come up with the total costs of the fresh fuel to be loaded at each 

refueling (acquisition costs). The acquisition cost for each group of fresh fuel 

assemblies were then amortized over the energy produced by each group of fuel 

assemblies. FPL also added 1 mill per kilowatt hour net to reflect payment to 

DOE for spent fuel disposal. 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requl....,enb 

(for FPL only) 

Adual1/ Forecas1ed 
E!!!l ~ulrementa Y.!!!l! mit 3211 m! ~ WA a!!H !ill ~ mz ~ W.! 2020 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BlU 250 250 257 217 276 292 269 290 295 290 290 296 

(2) Coal 1,000TON 3,577 3,191 3,570 3,250 3,959 3,845 3,956 3,655 3,951 3,599 3,932 3,633 

(3) Residual (F06) - Total 1,000 BBL 7,489 6,754 2,489 1,455 845 712 907 1,066 1,256 1,213 1,376 1,240 
(4) Slaam 1,000 BBL 7,489 6,754 2,469 1,455 645 712 907 1,068 1,256 1,213 1,376 1,240 

(5) Dislillata (F02) ·Total 1,000 BBL 47 522 121 2 5 0 15 19 71 47 63 2 
(6) Slaam 1,000 BBL 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(7) cc 1,000 BBL 6 194 100 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) CT 1,000 BBL 40 324 21 0 1 0 15 19 71 47 63 2 

(9) Natural Gas - Total 1,000 MCF 461,428 504,996 529,619 542,420 505,993 538,762 541,699 575,212 589,224 605,055 612,589 626,151 
(10) S1eam 1,000 MCF 81,260 56,729 40,917 27,439 13,860 11,609 13,620 16,789 19,179 16,634 21,159 19,606 
(11) cc 1,000 MCF 395,703 443,108 487,142 514,015 491,405 526,628 527,571 557,375 567,865 584,757 589,172 605,395 
(12) CT 1,000 MCF 4A82 5,159 1,559 986 728 544 709 1,048 2,180 1,884 2,258 1,148 

1/ Sourw: A Schedulea. 
Note: Solar cont~butlons are provided on Sclledutes 6. t and 8.2. 
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Schadule 8.1 
Energy Source• 

Actual" Fo...:a.Ud 
~ll!Uill: 12YIBI .!llllll. ag .am. ~ 2012 ~ 201.( 2015 2018 2017 2011 W! 2020 

(1) Annual energy GWH 9,508 8,333 5,797 5,9.(7 5,274 5,163 5,082 1,728 0 0 0 0 
Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear GWH 22,893 22,850 20,758 19,718 25,388 26,720 28.406 26,SEI7 28,981 26,591 26,491 27,058 

(3) Coal GWH 6,362 5,721 6,738 6,230 7,.(46 6,903 7,.(40 6,926 7,426 6,795 7,390 6,873 

(4) Rssiduai(F06) ·TaiBI GWH 4,580 4,081 1,627 964 559 467 602 704 829 801 909 820 
(5) Sleem GWH 4,580 4,081 1,627 964 559 467 802 704 829 801 909 820 

(6) Diolillete(F02) -Total GWH 21 279 93 2 4 0 5 6 25 15 20 
(7) Staam GWH 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) cc GWH 3 143 84 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(9) CT GWH 15 134 9 0 0 0 5 8 25 15 20 

(1 0) Natural Gaa -Tolal GWH 82,72B 66,771 73,272 75,939 71,971 77,352 78,200 83,199 85,127 87,618 88,496 90,766 
(11) Steam GWH 8,705 5,041 3,984 2.711 1,365 1,134 1,347 1,655 1,89.( 1,838 2,087 1,935 
(12) cc GWH 53.836 61,304 69,186 73,151 70,549 76,174 78,797 81,464 83,071 85,651 66,241 88.742 
(13) CT GWH 387 426 123 n 57 .... 56 81 163 126 169 90 

(14) Solar~ GWH 0 69 228 227 226 225 225 225 224 224 222 221 
(15) PI/ GWH 0 69 73 73 72 71 71 71 70 70 69 69 
(16) Solar Thermal" GWH 0 0 155 155 154 154 154 154 154 154 153 152 

(17) 01/ler " GWH 5,231 6,339 2,663 3,489 3,780 4,204 5,650 8,239 6,836 6,869 7,149 7,380 

Net Energy For Load 61 GWH 111,304 114,373 111,176 112,517 114,647 121,035 123,610 125,593 127,250 128,910 130.879 133,121 

1/ Source; A. Sct>edul"" 
21 The projected flgurea ara based on estimated energy purdlasea from SJRPP end the Southam C<lrnpanles (UPS conlnlct). 
31 ~nta output from FPL'a PI/ end solar thermal facilities. 
4/ Estimated projected YBilles.Solar thermal does not produce GWh, but produces steam that displaces fossil fuel-<lerived oleam. 

Actl.laleotar thermal corrtrlbutlon lor 2010 ""'s relaliYBiy small due to the teet that the facility did nol begin commercial operation until 
late 2010. tis 2010 contribution 1o the Martin 8 CCGWn output Is rolled Into row(12) for raportin9 purpooe9. Its projected contribuUons lor 2011-2020 
are provided separately on row (18). 

5I Represent& e k>recaol of energy expected lobe purchesiKI from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Poooer Producers, net of 
Economy and Dlhar Power Sales. 

6/ Net Energy For Loed values for the years 2011 • 2020 ara ahlo shown in Schedule 2.3. 
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Sdledule&.2 
l!n•'liY s~•• %by Fuel TyPe 

Actuo1 11 Forec.,.ted 
&!!!!Ill! !12!1"'1 YJ!!!! ~ mJI i!11 .w1 .wJ. 19H ~ m! mi 221! m! am 

(1) Annual Energy % 8.5 7.3 5.2 5.3 4.6 4.3 4.1 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
lnten:hanjje v 

(2} Nud"r 'l(, 20.6 20.0 18.7 17.5 22.1 22.1 21.4 21.2 21.2 20.6 20.3 20.3 

(3) Cool 'l(, 5.7 5.0 6.1 5.5 6.5 5.7 8.0 5.5 5.8 5.3 5.7 5.2 

(4) Residual (F06) ·Total % 4.1 3.6 1.5 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.6 
(5) Sleam % 4.1 3.6 1.5 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.6 

(6) Oistlllet.o (F02) -Total % 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(7) S1eem 'l(, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(8) cc % 0.0 O.f 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(9) CT 'l(, 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 

(10) Naturlll G.$ -Total % 56.4 58.4 65.9 67.5 62.8 63.9 63.3 66.2 66.9 88.0 67.7 68.2 
(It) Steam % 7.8 4.4 3.6 2.4 1.2 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.5 
(12) cc % 48.2 53.6 62.2 65.0 111.5 62.9 62.1 64.9 65.3 66.4 66.0 1111.7 
(13) CT % 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 .1 0.1 

(14) Solar" % o.o 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
(15) PV 'l(, 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
(16) Sol or Thormol" 'l(, 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

(17) other "' 'l(, 4.7 5.5 2.4 3.1 3.3 3.5 4.6 5.0 5.2 5.3 5.5 5.5 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Soun:e; A Scl>&dulet 
21 Tha ~ fogti'IIS ere baeed on ..clmeled energy purchases !rom SJRPP end the Sou1h8m Companies (UPS COII!nlet). 
31 Reprea- cxqut fn>m FPL'a PV and solar lllerm8l fllcillieo. 
4/ Eolimeted projected valuea.Solar thermal doee nol produce GWh, but pnx!Uces aleam lhllt displacea loeai luel~erilled &18am. 

Acluol eolar thermal contribution for 2010 wao nllei!Yely emaM due to tile r.ct 11\at the facility did nol begin oommerc:lal apera!lon unlll 
late 2010. lis 2010 contribution to lho Martin 8 CC GWh output is rolled into row (12) for raportlng purposes. Its projecled contributiona for 2011 • 2020 
are provided oeperately on row (16). 

5I R.epreoenla e tbrecast of energy expected to be purc:h.osed fn>m Qualifying Fac:il"ies, lndopendent Power Producen, net ol 
Economy end other Powor Sa lea. 

&'Not Energy Fot load values for the yeero2011 • 2020 are atao shown in Schedule 2.3. 

Florida Power & Light Company 93 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 108 of 277

Schedule 7.1 

Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 
Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Finn 
Finn Finn Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Finn Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of peak MW MW %of peak 

2011 22,462 1,461 0 595 24,518 21,679 1,981 19,698 4,819 24.5 350 4,469 22.7 
2012 23,437 1,306 0 650 25,393 21,853 2,141 19,712 5,681 28.8 1,064 4,617 23.4 
2013 24,105 1,306 0 650 26,061 22,155 2,317 19,838 6,223 31.4 1,176 5,047 25.4 
2014 25,317 1,306 0 650 27,273 23,452 2,534 20,918 6,354 30.4 1,176 5,178 24.8 
2015 25,317 1,306 0 740 27,363 24,172 2,710 21,462 5,900 27.5 350 5,550 25.9 
2016 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 24,605 2,871 21,734 5,514 25.4 350 5,164 23.8 
2017 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 25,025 3,016 22,009 5,239 23.8 350 4,889 22.2 
2018 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 25,266 3,149 22,117 5, 130 23.2 350 4,780 21.6 
2019 26,506 0 0 740 27,248 25,690 3,271 22,419 4,828 21.5 350 4,478 20.0 
2020 27,699 0 0 740 28,439 26,193 3,371 22,822 5,616 24.6 350 5,266 23.1 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MWs are generelly considered to 
be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) ... Co1.(3)- Co1.(4) ... Col.(5). 
Col. (7) renects the 2011 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capabilrty, plus incremental conservation, from 1/2011-on intended for use with 
the 2011 load forecast. 
Col. {10) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11) = Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. This 
value is comprised of: (i) an assumed value of 350 MW on average of capacity that will be out-of-service for planned maintenance 
during the Summer months for all years; (ii) an additional 714 MW (at St. Lucie 2) of nuclear capacity that will be out-of-service 
during part of Summer in 2012 due to an eldended planned outage as part of the capacity uprates project; and (iii) an additional 
626 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin 1) and in the Summer of 
2014 (at Martin 2) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) = Col. (1 0)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At. Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 
January ol Capability Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintananca Maintenance 

Ym MW MW wrw wrw MW MW MW MW MW ~ QfPeak MY't MW ~ QfP!i!i!k 

2011 23,987 1,494 0 595 26,076 21,443 1,711 19,732 6,343 32.1 1,276 5,067 25.7 
2012 24,400 1.494 0 595 26,489 21,491 1,802 19,689 6,799 34.5 2,942 3,857 19.6 
2013 23,959 1,314 0 650 25,923 21,683 1,909 19,774 6,148 31.1 1,372 4,778 24.2 
2014 25,423 1,314 0 650 27,387 22,584 2,065 20,519 6,868 33.5 1,382 5,486 28.7 
2015 26,767 1,314 0 650 28,731 23,048 2,182 20,868 7,864 37.7 550 7,314 35.1 
2016 26,767 383 0 740 27,690 23,302 2,288 21,014 6,876 32.7 550 6,326 30.1 
2017 28,118 0 0 740 28,858 23,543 2,382 21,161 7,696 36.4 550 7,146 33.8 

. 2016 28,118 0 0 740 28,858 23,794 2.464 21,330 7,527 35.3 550 8,977 32.7 
2019 28,118 0 0 740 28,858 24,044 2,536 21,506 7,350 34.2 550 6.800 31.6 
2020 28,118 0 0 740 28,858 24,305 2,596 21,709 7,148 32.9 550 6,598 30.4 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st. These WNVs are generally considered 
to be available to meet winter peak loads which are forecasted to occur during January of the year indicated. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Co1.(4) + Co1.(5). 
Col. (7) reflects tha 2011 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 

.Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conseNation, from 1/2011-on intended for use with 
the 2011 load forecast. 

· Col. (10) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 

Col. ( 11) = Cot( 10) f Co1.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Winter peak period. This 
value is comprised of: (i) an assumed value of 550 WNV on average of capacity that will be out-of-service for planned maintenance 
during the Winter months for all years: (II) an additional726 MW(BI St. lucie 2) of nuclear capacity that will be ou1-of-service 
In Winter of 2011 due to an extended planned ou1age as part of the capacity uprates project; (iii) an additional 1 ,570 wrw 
(853 MW at St. lucie 1 and 717 MW at Turkey Point 3) of nuclear capacity that will be ou1-of-service during part of the Winter of 
2012 due to extended planned outages as part of the capacity uprates project; (iv) an additional 822 WNV that will be out-of-service 

. in the Winter of 2012 (at Manatee 2) and in the Winter of 2013 (at Manatee 1) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators; and 
· ·(v) an additional 832 MW (at Martin 1) that will be out-of-service during the Winter ol 2014 due to the installation of 
·electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) ==Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.3 

ProJection of Generation - Only Reservee 

At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming No 2016 or 2020 Generation Additions) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 

.Y@ MIN MW M'!t MW MW MW MW MW MW % ol Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2011 22,462 1,461 0 595 24,518 21,679 0 21,879 2,839 13.1 350 2,489 11.5 

2012 23,437 1,306 0 650 25,393 21,853 0 21,853 3,540 16.2 1,064 2,476 11.3 

2013 24,105 1.306 0 650 26,061 22,155 0 22,155 3,906 17.6 1,176 2,730 12.3 

2014 25,317 1,306 0 650 27,273 23,452 0 23,452 3,821 16.3 1,176 2,645 11.3 

2015 25,317 1,306 0 740 27,363 24,172 0 24,172 3,191 13.2 350 2,641 11.6 

2016 25,317 0 0 740 26,057 24,605 0 24,605 1,452 5.9 350 1,102 4.5 

2017 25,317 0 0 740 26,057 25,025 0 25,025 1,032 4.1 350 682 2.7 

2018 25,317 0 0 740 26,057 25,266 0 25,266 791 3.1 350 441 1.7 

2019 25,317 0 0 740 26,057 25,690 0 25,690 367 1.4 350 17 0.1 
2020 25,317 0 0 740 28,057 26,193 0 26,193 (137) (0.5) 350 (487) (1.9) 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes, aesumlng no genenrtlon addiUons In 2016 Of" 2020. 

Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Co1.{5). 

Col. (7) raf\ects the 2011 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 

Col. (8) ahows zero contribution from DSM In Of"der to calculate FPL's 111Hrves that a111 supplied onty by genenrtion resources. 

Col. (1 0) = Col. (6) - Col. (9) 

Col. (11) = Co1.(10) I Col.(9) 

Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. This 

value is comprised ol: (i) an assumed value of 350 MW on average of capacity that will be out-cl-$ervice for planned maintenance 

during the Summer months for all yea!l;; (ii) an additional 714 MW (lrt St. Lucia 2) of nuclear capacity thirt will be out-of-$ervice 

during part of Summar in 2012 due to en extended planned outage as part of the capacity uprates project; and (Ill) an additional 

626 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (lrt Martin 1) and in the Summer of 2014 (at Martin 2) 

due to the installation of electrostatic p111cipitato!l;. 

Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 

Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Co1.(9) 
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Schedule 7.4 

ProJection of Generation • Only ReMrves 
At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming 2016 and 2020 CC Generation Addi tions) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 

Ym MW MW M/i_ MW t.foN t.foN t.foN t.foN MW %of Peak MW MIL %of Peak 

2011 22,462 1,461 0 595 24,518 21,679 0 21,679 2,839 13.1 350 2 ,489 11.5 

2012 23,437 1,306 0 650 25,393 21,853 0 21,853 3,540 16.2 1,064 2,476 11.3 

2013 24,105 1,306 0 650 26,061 22,155 0 22,155 3,906 17.6 1,176 2,730 12.3 

2014 25,317 1,306 0 650 27,273 23,452 0 23,452 3,821 16.3 1,176 2,645 11.3 

2015 25,317 1,306 0 740 27,363 24,172 0 24,172 3,191 13.2 350 2,841 11.8 

2016 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 24,805 0 24,605 2,643 10.7 350 2,293 9.3 

2017 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 25,025 0 25,025 2,223 8.9 350 1,873 7.5 

2018 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 25,266 0 25,266 1,982 7.8 350 1,632 8.5 

2019 26,508 0 0 740 27,248 25,690 0 25,690 1,558 6.1 350 1,208 4.7 

2020 27,899 0 0 740 28,439 26,193 0 26,193 2,246 8.6 350 1,896 7.2 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes, assuming one CC un~ is added in 2016 and one CC unit is addad in 2020. 

Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

Col. (7) reflects the 2011 load fofecsst without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 

Col. (8) aho- zero contribution from DSM In order to calculate FPL's raMrves that are supplied only by generation rasoun:.as. 
Col. (10) = Col. (6)- Col. (9) 

Col. (11) = Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) Indicates the capacity of un~s projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peek period. This 
value is comprised of: (i) an assumed value of 350 MW on average of capacity that will be out-of-service for planned maintenance 
during the Summer months for all years; (ii) an additional 714 MW (at St. Lucie 2) of nuclear capacity that will be out-of-service 

during part of Summer In 2012 due to an extended planned outage as part or the capacity uprates project; end (iii) an additional 
826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-Qf-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin 1) and in the Summer of 2014 (at Martin 2) 
due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 

Col. (14) = Co1.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Page 1 of 9 
Schedule 9 

Status RePort and SPecifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: West County Energy Center Combined Cycle Unit 3 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,219 MW 
1,335 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2009 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2011 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Attemate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(6) Total Site Area: 220 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(1 0) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data .... 
Book life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2011 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): (2011 $kW-Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2011 $/MWH) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 

Natural Gas 
Distillate 

Natural Gas, Dry low No. Combustors, SCR 

0.0015% S. Distillate, & Water Injection on Distillate 

Cooling Tower 

Acres 

(Under construction, more than 50% Complete) 

2.1% 
1.1% 

96.6% (Base & Duct Firing Operation) 
Approx. 93% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,582 Btu/kWh (Base Operation) 

30 years 
709 

71 

11.63 
0.480 

1.4697 

•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement, but not firm gas transportation costs. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 2 of9 

Schedule9 
Status Report and Specification! of Proposed Generatlna Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

122 MW {Incremental) 
122 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-dale: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Statue: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencle•: 

(12) ProJected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent AvailabiNty Factor (EAF): 
Resuning Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) ProJected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): *" 
Direct Construction Cost: 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

25 years (Matches the current operating ficense period.} 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will resun from 
these analyses are axpected to be presented in FPL's May 2011 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to ear1y recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page 3 of9 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Nama and Unit Number: Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacl1y 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

109 MW (Incremental) 
109 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field consti\Jction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

(10) Cartlftcatlon Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projac;ted Unit Parfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
EQuivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/'KW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under consti\Jction) 

(Regulatory approval rece'rved, but not under consti\Jctlon) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under consti\Jction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

21 years (Matches the current operating license period.} 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1} The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cos\ projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2011 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to ear1y recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These cOSts are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/I<W values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Page4 of9 
Schedule 9 

Statue Report and Speclflcatlone of Proposed Generating Facllltlee 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 

b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

{5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Altarnata Fuel 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

17 MW (Interim Incremental FPL's ownership share), 
110 MW (final incremental FPL's ownership share) 

17 MW (Interim Incremental FPL's ownership share), 
110 MW {final incremental FPL's ownership share) 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2011 (Interim increase), 2012 (final increase) 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: T 

( 1 0) Certification Status: T 

{11) Statue with Federal Agenclal!l: T 

{12) ProJected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor {FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate {ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

{13) ProJected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): ** 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

32 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2011 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
{3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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/ 

Schedule9 
Status Report and Spaclficationa of Prooosed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Tur1c.ey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

109 MW (Incremental) 
109 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2013 

Uranium 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Stn1tegy: No change from existing unit 

(7) Cooling Method: No change from existing unit 

(8) Total Site Area: No change from existing unit 

Page 5 of9 

(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Feden1l Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): .. 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

21 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note {1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no !!dditional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates et each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed In on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2011 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
•• $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Statua Report and Specifications of ProDOeed Gel!!tt8tlna Facilltlee 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Ca~tty 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,210 MW 
1,355 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction 11tart-dale: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Altemate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

(6) AJr Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page6 of9 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) CooUng Method: Once-through cooling water 

(8) Total Site Area: 43 

(9) Construction Status: u 

( 1 0) Certification Statue: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agenclea: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • ," 
Book Ufe (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $1kW): 
Direct ConstructiOn Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC AmOIJI'II ($/kW): 
EscalatiOn ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/k.W-Yr): (2013 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $) 
K Factor: 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90 % (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,484 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
921 

98 

13.29 
0.16 

1.484 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Schedule9 
Status Report and Spec;lflcatlons of ProPosed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

1,212 MW 
1,344 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

2012 
2014 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 7 of9 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 33 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resutting Capacity Factor(%): 
Averaga Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/k.W): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/k.W): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/k.W-Yr): (2014 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $) 
K Factor: 

~ $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
"" Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

8,480 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
1,053 

121 

13.67 
0.13 

1.509 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 8of9 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Sptc!ftctt!ona of Proposed Generat!na Faellltiea 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 

(2). Capacity 
a. Summer 1,191 MW 
b. Winter 1,351 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2014 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Altemate Fuel 

(6) All Pollution and Control stnltegy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

( 11) Statu a with Federal Agenclea: 

(12) Projected Unit Perfonnance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •, .. 
Book life (Years): 
TotallnstaUed Cost (2016 SlkW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUOC Amount ($/kW); 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 
K Factor: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No,. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 
0.0015% S. DistiMate and Water Injection on DistiUate 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Planned Unit) 

2.4o/o 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6 ,607 BtuJkWh 

30 years 
956 

98 

17.65 
0.50 

1.5136 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. 
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Page 9 of9 
Schedule9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Greenfield 3x1 Combined Cycle 

(2) Cepacity 
a. Summer 1,191 MW 
b. Winter 1,351 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2018 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2020 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

(6) Air Pollution and Control strategy: Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(B) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: p 

(1 0} Certffication Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2020 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2020 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2020 $) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Planned Unit) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% {First Full Year Base Operation) 

6 ,607 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
1,076 

111 

19.79 
0.55 

1.5136 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation. and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

West County Energy Center Unit 3 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: New Sugar Substation - Corbett Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way FPL- Owned 

(4) Line Length: 1 mile 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: May 2009 
End date: November 2010 (Completed) 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $11 ,300,000 
(Trans. and Sub.} 

(8) Substations: New Sugar Substation and Corbett Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any wnew'' transmission lines. 
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Page 3 of7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 5 of7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any Mnew" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the 
modernization of the Cape Canaveral power plant site does not require any Mnew" transmission 
lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Riviera Beach Energy Center which will result from the modernization of the Riviera Beach 
power plant site will require one new line and existing lines to be extended and reconfigured to 
accommodate the increased capacity. 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Riviera - Cedar Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way Existing, FPL- Owned 

(4) Line Length: 15 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: 2012 
End date: 2014 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $12,100,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: Riviera Substation and Cedar Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2010 

(1) (2) (3) (4} (5) 
Net (MW) Caoablllty 

(6) (7) 

NEL Fuel Mix 
Generation ~ Primary Fuel Summar(MW) Summar(%) Winter(MW) Winter(%) GWhlll % 

(1} Coal 900 3.5% 902 3.3% 5,721 5.0% 
(2) Nuclear 2,939 11.4% 3,013 11.2% 22,850 20.0% 

_{_3}_ Residual 5,954 23.1% 6,004 22.3% 4 081 3.6% 
_14} Distiftate 1,908 7.4% 2,087 7.7% 279 0.2% 
(5) Natural Gas 11,986 46.4% 12,756 47.3% 66,771 58.4% 
(6) Solar 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 69 0.1% 

JI}_ FPL Existing Units Tofttl f'J: 23,722 91.9% 24,797 91.9% 99771 87.2% 

_@ Renewables_{Purchases)· Firm 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 1,004 0.9% 
(9 Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable -- Not~icable - 600 0.7% 
10 R-abie Toftll: 111.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 1,B(U 1.58% 

11 Pun;hases Other : 2,041.0 7.9% 2,074.0 7.7% 12,798 11.2% 
12 Total: 25,824.0 100.0% 26983.0 100.0% 114,373 100.0% 

Note: 
(1) FPL Existing Units Total values on row (7), columns (2) and (4), match the System Firm Generating Capacity values found on 

Schedule 1 for Summer and Winter. 
(2) Net Energy for Load GWh values on row ( 12), column (6), matches Schedule 6.1 value for 201 0. 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities 
Actuals for the Year 2010 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Renewable Annual Energy Annual Energy 
Installed Capacity Projected Annual Purchased from FPL Sold to FPL 

Type of Facility DC (MW) Output (MWh) (MWh) (MWh) 
Customer-uwnea I"V 

(0 kW to 10 kW) 4.6 5,214.7 53,476.4 146.5 
l,;Ustomer-uwnea I"'' 
(> 10 kW to 100 kW} 1.6 1,775.4 17,858.8 158.2 
customer-Owned PV 
(> 100 kW to 2 MW) 2.9 3,708.4 118,662.7 177.6 

Total: 9.2 10,698.5 189,998.0 482.2 

Notes: 

(6) = 3+4·5 
Projected 

Annual Energy 
Used by 

Customers 
(GWh) 

58.5 

19.5 

118,666.2 
118,744.2 

(1) There were approximately 1,074 customer-owned renewable generation facilities intarconnected wilh FPL on December 31,2010. 

(2) The lnstelled Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer-owned renewable genereUon 

facilities connected as of Dec. 31,2010. 

(3) The Projected Annual Output value is besed on NREL's PV Watts 1 program and the Installed Capacity value in column (2), 

adjusted for the date whe~ each facility was installed an<! assuming each tec::i!ily operated aa planned. 

(4) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value rrom FPL's metered data ror 2010. 

(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered dais for 2010. 

(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Cuslome<t; is a projected value thai equals: 

(Renewable Projected Annl,lal output+ Annual Energy Purchased from FPL ) minus the Annual Energy Sold to FPL 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. FPL 

competes for air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the demand for 

generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and 

tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that 

large corporations such as FPL wiJI conduct their business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. For example, FPL has one of the lowest carbon 

dioxide (C02) emission rates in the nation. The environmental leadership of FPL and its 

parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc., has been heralded by many outside organizations 

as demonstrated by a few recent examples. In 2010, NextEra Energy, Inc. (formerly FPL 

Group) ranked in the top 10 among companies worldwide for innovation and, for a record 

fourth consecutive year, No. 1 in its industry, according to the 2010 MWorld's Most 

Admired Companiesw report released by Fortune magazine. In addition to being named 

the most admired company in its industry, NextEra Energy, Inc. received the No. 1 

ranking among its peers in the following specific areas evaluated: innovation, people 

management, use of corporate assets, social responsibility, quality of management, long

term investment, and quality of products and services. According to Fortune, America's 

Most Admired Companies is "the definitive report card on corporate reputations". 

NextEra Energy, Inc.'s commitment to acknowledging the risks of climate change and 

effectively reducing its greenhouse gas emissions was again recognized when the 

company was named to the Carbon Disclosure Leadership Index for 2010. The Carbon 

Disclosure Leadership Index is produced annually by the Carbon Disclosure Project 

(CDP), a not-for-profit organization that reports on the business risks and opportunities of 

climate change for investors. CDP represents 534 institutional investors with $64 trillion in 

assets under management. Compiled by PricewaterhouseCoopers on behalf of CDP, the 

Carbon Disclosure Leadership Index highlights companies within the S&P 500 Index that 

excel in the area of climate change awareness and action. 
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NextEra Energy, Inc. was named to the 2010 Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) of 

the leading companies in North America for corporate sustainability. The DJSI North 

America selects the top 20 percent of companies in sustainability performance from the 

600 largest companies in North America. According to Dow Jones, corporate 

sustainability leaders achieve long-term shareholder value by "gearing their strategies 

and management to harness the market's potential for sustainability products and 

services while successfully reducing and avoiding sustainability costs and risks.~ 

FPL was recognized in 2010 by the Southeastern Electric Exchange (SEE) for 

outstanding performance in constructing the largest solar photovoltaic (PV) power plant 

at the time in the United States: the 25 MW DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy 

Center. SEE gives its Chairman's Award annually to the project it deems "best of the 

besf' among all entrants in its 11 award categories. Capable of powering approximately 

3,000 homes with renewable energy, the DeSoto PV facility was completed months 

ahead of schedule and more than $22 million under budget. 

FPL's responsible tree care practices across its 35-county service area have been 

recognized for almost a decade. FPL has been the recipient of the Tree Line USA award 

annually from 2003 - 2010. This award is sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in 

cooperation with the National Association of State Foresters. The recognition is given to 

utilities that demonstrate quality tree care practices, annual worker training, and public 

education programs. 

In October 2010, FPL won the 2010 Loggerhead Marinelife Center's "Blue Business of 

the Year'' award. The awards were given to those who are leading the way in raising 

awareness and have made significant contributions to improve and protect South 

Florida's oceans, beaches, and wildlife. The award recognized FPL's protection and 

conservation of the endangered Florida manatee and fostering public and employee 

education and support. 

The 12th Annual Sustainable Florida Best Practice Awards were announced on June 4, 

2010 in Orlando, Florida. FPL was named a finalist in the farge business category for the 

previously mentioned 25 MW DeSoto PV facility. The awards were presented by the 

Council for Sustainable Florida, the premier statewide organization committed to 

balancing the economic interests of the state with the need to be socially and 

environmentally responsible. The Sustainable Florida Award recognizes organizations for 
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protecting and preserving Florida's environment for the future while building markets for 

Florida's business. 

In December 2009, Next Era Energy was named Power Company of the Year at the 

Platts 2009 Global Energy Awards. Platts, the leading global provider of information on 

the energy industry, received more than 200 nominations for its annual awards program. 

Nominations came from more than 30 countries. FPL Group was selected as Power 

Company of the Year from among six finalists. The specific judging criteria were financial 

results, operational excellence, innovation, and strategic vision. 

As mentioned above, NextEra Energy, Inc. has taken a leadership role to address climate 

change and the call for action for a national climate change policy. The decision to step 

into the forefront of this issue goes hand-in-hand with NextEra Energy, Inc.'s longtime 

commitment to managing operations with sensitivity to the environment. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define its 

position, which it continues to stand by today. This statement reflects how FPL 

incorporates environmental values into ali aspects of its activities and serves as a 

framework for new environmental initiatives throughout the company. FPL's 

Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations, report performance, and take appropriate 

actions. 
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IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an environmental 

management system to direct and control the fulfillment of the. organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance 

program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, 

environmental risk assessment/management, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. 

The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental 

audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a 

systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the performance of the 

organization and of the specific management systems and equipment designed to protect 

the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to facilitate 

management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with existing 

environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2010 

environmental outreach activities are noted below in Table IV.E.1. In 2009 and 2010, FPL 

launched web cams at four facilities in order to increase public awareness of ongoing 

solar projects, FPL's commitment to sea turtle rehabilitiation, and the warm water refuge 

for manatees provided by power plants. The "solar cams" provide the public with a 

glimpse of the PV installation at the Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center 

and the solar thermal installation at the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center. The 
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"turtle cam" installed at the Loggerhead Marinelife Center in Juno Beach provides 

interested onlookers the opportunity to view rescued sea turtles as they are nursed back 

to health in the sea turtle hospital. Additionally, the "manatee cam" provides the public a 

glimpse of hundreds of manatees that gather in the warm waters near the FPL Riviera 

Plant each Winter during the cold weather. These web cam addresses, respectively, are: 

http://www.fpl.com/environment/solar/spacecoast cam.shtml, 

http:/ lwww. fpl.comlenvironmentlsolar/martin cam.shtml, 

http://www.fpl.com/environment/plant/turtle cam.shtml, and, 

http://www. fpl.com/environment/plant/liviera cam .shtml. 

In 2010, FPL, in partnership with the Treasured Lands Foundation, officially re-opened 

the Barley Barber Swamp at the Martin Power Plant for public tours. The tours began in 

November of 2010. 

Table IV.E.1: 2010 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Activity #of Participants 

(Approx.) 

Visitors to FPL's Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 17,000 

Visitors to Manatee Park 272,243 

Number of visits to FPL's Environmental Website 400,000 

Number of pieces of Environmental literature distributed >60,000 

Solar Schools Program (# of schools participating) 8 (6 new in 201 0) 

Visitors to Barley Barber Swamp 943 

Number of visits to Manatee Cam Website 45,000 

Number of visits to Turtle Cam Website 36,000 

Number of visits to Space Coast Web Cam Website 500 

Number of visits to Martin WebCam Website 1,500 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified five (5) Preferred 

Sites and thirteen (13) Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are 

those locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken action, 

or is currently committed to take action, to site new generation capacity. Potential Sites 
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are those sites that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under 

consideration as a location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use 

as existing generation sites and some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does 

not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation 

expansion in the case of an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this 

designation indicate that the size or technology of a generator has been determined. The 

Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include all of the remainder 

of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. FPL is also analyzing the 

potential for modernizing existing power plant sites such as is now being done at the 

Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites. For example, the existing Port Everglades site is a 

potential site for modernization. Other existing sites may also emerge in the ongoing 

analyses as potential candidates for modernization. Analyses of any modernization 

candidates would include evaluation of numerous factors including: fuel delivery, 

transmission, permitting, etc. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies five Preferred Sites in this Site Plan: the existing West County Energy 

Center (WCEC) site, the existing St. Lucie plant site, the existing Turkey Point plant site, 

the existing Cape Canaveral plant site, and the existing Riviera plant site. 

The West County Energy Center site is the location for one combined cycle (CC) capacity 

addition FPL will make in 2011. The St. lucie site is the location for nuclear capacity 

uprates that FPL will make in 2011 and 2012. The Turkey Point site is the location for 

nuclear capacity uprates that FPL will make in 2012 and 2013. (Turkey Point is also the 

site for two new nuclear units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, for which FPL is pursuing 

licensing and permit approvals. Current projections for in-service dates these new 

nuclear units are beyond the 2011-2020 reporting time frame of this document). The 

Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites are the locations for modernizations of existing power 

plant sites for capacity additions in 2013 and 2014, respectively. 

The five Preferred Sites are discussed below in general chronological order in regard to 

when the capacity additions are projected to occur. 
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Preferred Site # 1: West County Energy Center. Palm Beach County 

FPL has identified the property adjacent to the existing Corbett Substation property in 

unincorporated western Palm Beach County as a Preferred Site for the further addition of 

new generating capacity. The site was selected for the addition of another CC natural gas 

unit (Unit 3) with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) as a backup fuel. WCEC Units 1 

& 2 were constructed on this site and went into commercial operations on August 27, 

2009, and November 3, 2009, respectively. WCEC Unit 3, which began construction in 

March 2009, was approved by both the FPSC and the Secretary of the Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and is anticipated to go into commercial 

operation in June of 2011. Unit 3 will be identical to Units 1 & 2 in regard to technology 

and capacity. 

The existing site is accessible to both natural gas and electrical transmission through 

existing structures or through additional lateral connections. The facility will use natural 

gas as the primary fuel and state-of-the-art combustion controls. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS> Map 

A USGS map of the West County Energy Center (WCEC) plant site is found at the 

end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the WCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Mpo of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and -Adjacent Areas 

The site was undeveloped until February 2007 when construction of WCEC Units 1 & 

2 was initiated. The site was previously dedicated to industrial (mining) and 

agricultural use. The site had been excavated, back-filled, and totally re-graded to an 

elevation of approximately 10 feet above the surrounding land surface. Prior to the 

initiation of power plant construction, no structures were present on the site and 

vegetation was virtually non-existent. Units 1 & 2 are completed and are now in 

commercial operation. 
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e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The plant site had been significantly altered by the construction and operation of 

a limestone mine where vegetation had been cleared and removed. The 

surrounding land use is predominantly sugar cane, agriculture, and limestone 

mining. FPL's existing Corbett substation is located north of the site. The Arthur 

R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is located to the south of the 

site. 

2. Listed Species 

Construction and operation of Unit 3 at the site will not affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Wildlife utilization of the property is minimal 

as a result of the prior mining activities. Common wading birds can be observed 

on areas adjacent to, and occasionally within, the property. The property is 

adjacent to areas that have been identified as potential habitats for wood stork. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of another gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, 

or environmentally sensitive lands including the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee 

National Wildlife Refuge. Construction will not result in any onsite wetland 

impacts under federal, state, or local agency permitting criteria. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design of Unit 3 comprises the following: one 1 ,219 MW (Summer capacity) unit 

consisting of: three combustion turbines (CT), three heat recovery steam generators 

(HRSG), and a new steam turbine. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the primary 

fuel type for this facility with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) serving as a 

backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the project site is "Rural 

Residential" according to the Palm Beach County Future Land Use Map. 
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Designations for the area under the Palm Beach County Unified land Development 

Code classified the project site and surrounding area as Special Agricultural District. 

The site has been granted conditional use for electrical power facilities under a 

General Industrial zoning district. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of various factors 

including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding 

factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other 

environmental issues. 

i. Water Resources 

The primary water source for the entire site is reclaimed (reuse) water from Palm 

Beach County Water Utilities Department. Reclaimed water is being used for 

cooling, service, and process water for Units 1 and 2 and as start-up water for Unit 3. 

Backup water sources include utilizing the Floridan Aquifer allocation permitted for 

WCEC Units 1, 2, & 3. Potable water is purchased from the Palm Beach County 

water municipality. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by approximately 13,000 feet of sedimentary rock strata. The 

basement complex in this area consists of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic 

rocks. little information is known about these rocks due to their great depth. 

Overlying the basement complex to the ground surface are sedimentary rocks and 

deposits that are primarily marine in origin. Below a depth of about 400 feet these 

rocks are predominantly limestone and dolomite. Above 400 feet the deposits are 

largely composed of sand, silt, clay, and phosphate grains. The deepest formation in 

Palm Beach County on which significant published data are available is the Eocene 

Age Avon Park. 

Testing during construction of Exploratory Welf 2 (EW-2) demonstrated the presence 

of a highly permeable zone (Boulder Zone) in the Oldsmar Formation below a depth 

of 2,790 feet below pad level (bpi) overlain by a thick confining interval (Avon Park 

Formation) from approximately 2,000 to 2,790 feet bpi. The base of the Underground 

Source of Drinking Water (USDW) was identified between the depths of 1 ,932 and 

1,959 feet bpi through interpretation of packer tests, water quality data, and 
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geophysical logs. Injection testing confirmed that the hydrogeology of the EW-2 site 

is favorable for disposal of fluids via a deep injection well system. FPL converted 

EW-2 to an injection well and installed a second injection well {IW-1 and IW-2, 

respectively). FPL conducted operational testing on the wells and applied for an 

operational permit. FDEP has issued a Notice of Intent to issue a Class I operational 

permit for the two injections wells and the associated dual-zone monitoring well. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated annual average quantity of water required for industrial processing 

and cooling for all 3 units is up to 29 million gallons per day {mgd). Cooling water for 

the three generating units would be cycled through cooling towers. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

WCEC Units 1 & 2, and eventually Unit 3, will use reclaimed water as the primary 

source of cooling water for the cooling tower with the Floridan Aquifer as backup. 

The cooling tower will also act as a heat sink for the facility auxiliary cooling system. 

Such needs for cooling and process water will comply with the existing South Florida 

Water Management District (SFWMD) regulations for consumptive water use. In 

addition, reclaimed water used at WCEC must meet all relevant requirements of 

Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., Part Ill, for use in cooling towers. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The use of reclaimed water is a water conservation strategy because it is a beneficial 

use of wastewater. Impacts on the surficial aquifer would be minimized and used only 

for potable water, if necessary. Water from the Floridan Aquifer will be used for 

cooling purposes as a backup water source and cooling towers will be utilized. In 

addition, captured storm water may be reused in the cooling tower whenever 

feasible. Storm water captured in the storm water ponds will also recharge the 

surficial aquifer. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heat will be dissipated in the cooling towers. Slowdown water from the cooling 

towers, along with other waste streams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the 

Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be 

none at this facility. Storm water runoff will be collected and used to recharge the 

surficial aquifer via a storm water management system. Design elements will be 

included to capture suspended sediments. In addition, captured storm water may be 

Florida Power & Light Company 128 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 143 of 277

reused in the cooling towers, whenever feasible. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Deliverv. Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

The site is serviced by a new natural gas transmission pipeline that is capable of 

providing a sufficient quantity of gas to the entire site. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil 

(distillate) will be received by truck and stored in above-ground storage tanks to serve 

as backup fuel for the WCEC generating units. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil (distillate) and combustion 

controls will minimize air emissions from these units and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of 

sulfur dioxide (S02 ), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminants. 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil {distillate) as backup fuel. These design alternatives constitute 

the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such 

emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. In total, 

the designs of the WCEC generating units incorporate features that will make the 

units among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of ApPlications 

In regard to WCEC Unit 3, a Site Certification Application (SCA) was filed in 

December 2007 and the unit received Site Certification by the Secretary of the FDEP, 

in lieu of the Governor and Cabinet, in November 2008. A Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) air permit was filed in December 2007. The permit was issued 

Florida Power & Light Company 129 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 144 of 277

by FDEP in July 2008. FPL initiated construction in March 2009 and anticipates an in

service date of June 2011. WCEC Unit 3 will utilize the underground injection control 

(UIC) system permitted for the entire site. 

Preferred Site # 2: St. Lucie Plant. St. Lucie County 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an FPL

owned 1, 130-acre site. The plant site is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and 

the Indian River Lagoon to the west. Located on the site are two nuclear-powered 

generating units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, which have been in operation since 1976 and 

1983, respectively. 

The generating capacity addition is an increase in the capacity of the two existing nuclear 

generating units that is used to serve FPL's customers of approximately 122 MW for St. 

Lucie Unit 1 and 110 MW for St. Lucie Unit 2. The difference between the two values is 

due to FPL's 100% ownership share of St. Lucie 1 and its 85% ownership share of St. 

Lucie Unit 2. This wor1< will involve changes to several existing main components within 

the existing facilities to increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of 

electricity. No new facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate.ft This capacity 

uprate, along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing Turkey Point nuclear units, 

was approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at St. Lucie for the 

two nuclear units sited there are projected to be in-service partially beginning in 2011 and 

in their entirety in 2012.4 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the FPL St. Lucie Nuclear site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

4 
FPl. has also been pursuing the addition of six wind turbines at the St. lucie plant site for a number of years. However. 

to-date FPl. has been unable to obtain the necessary local land use approvals that would first be needed before state and 
federal approvals could be sought. 
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d. Existing land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are pressurized water reactors, each having two steam 

generators. The prominent structures, enclosed facilities, and equipment associated 

with St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 include the containment building, the turbine generator 

building, the auxiliary building, and the fuel handling building. 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake and discharge 

canals, switchyard, spent-fuel storage facilities, technical and administrative support 

facilities, and public education facilities (the Energy Encounter and the College of 

Turtle Knowledge). Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are 

predominately undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the 

Atlantic Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the only changes will be modifications to 

the existing power generation facilities within the power block area, modifications to 

the switchyard facilities, and modifications to the transmission lines from St. Lucie to 

Midway substation. None of the other existing facilities at the plant will change as a 

result of the uprates. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an 

FPL-owned 1, 130-acre site. The St. Lucie Plant includes the reactor buildings, 

turbine buildings, access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance 

facilities, and miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the 

operation of Units 1 & 2. The site includes adjacent undeveloped mangrove 

areas. As a result of the approved capacity uprates, the site characteristics will 

not change. 

2. Listed Species 

Some listed species known to occur in the area of the plant location are Atlantic 

sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), green sea 

turtle (Chelonia mydas), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill 

sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbriccata), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), 

kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidoche/ys kemp1), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

black skimmer (Rynchops niger), and least tern (Sterna anti/larum). 
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In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, neither the development work, nor the 

continued operation of the two nuclear units after the uprate work has been 

completed, are expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened 

species. No changes in wildlife populations at the adjacent undeveloped areas 

are anticipated, including listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not 

change and it is expected that wildlife will continue to use the undeveloped areas 

within the St. Lucie Plant boundary. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are predominately 

undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the Atlantic 

Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The cooling 

system for the two generating units is a once-through system. The effects of the 

discharge of cooling water via these discharge structures were evaluated and mixing 

zones were established to allow compliance with thermal water quality standards as 

a part of the Plant's NPDES (Permit No. FL0002208). These mixing zones include 

the volume of water beyond the discharge structures, at the edge of which the water 

temperature is no greater than 17F abov e the ambient temperature of the intake 

water. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, the once-through cooling system will 

continue to be used for the nuclear units. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are located in unincorporated St. Lucie County, Florida. The 

County has adopted a comprehensive plan, which is updated on a periodic basis. 

The County Comprehensive Plan incorporates a map that depicts the future land use 

categories of all property falling within the unincorporated portions of the County. The 

St. Lucie Plant has a Future Land Use category of Transportation/Utilities (T/U) 

according to the St. Lucie County Future Land Use Map. The T/U category is 
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described in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element 

Future Land Use. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 

i. Water Resources 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The once

through cooling system flow will not change as a result of the nuclear uprates. Due to 

the existing nature of the St. Lucie Plant, surrounding surface waters will not be 

adversely affected by the generation capacity addition. Stormwater will be handled by 

the existing facilities and no new areas will be impacted. Wetlands, groundwater, and 

nearby surface waters will not be impacted. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Beneath the land surface, there is a peat layer 4 to 6 feet thick. Below this layer is the 

Anastasia Formation, a sedimentary rock formation composed of clay lenses, sandy 

limestone, and silty fine to medium sand with fragmented shells. This highly 

permeable stratum extends 35 to 90 feet below mean sea level (msl). Underlying this 

stratum there is a semi-permeable zone, The Hawthorn Formation, consisting of 

slightly clayey and very fine silt which extends 600 feet below msl. 

The original surficial deposits at the St. Lucie Plant were excavated to a depth of 60 

feet and backfilled with Category I or II fill. The fill is underlain by the Anastasia 

formation, a sequence of partially cemented sand and sandy limestone, which 

extends to an average depth of about 145 feet. The Anastasia is underlain to a depth 

of about 600 to 700 teet by the partially cemented and indurated sands, clays, and 

sandy limestones of The Hawthorn Formation. Underlying these surface strata are 

about 13,000 feet of Jurassic through Tertiary Formations, primarily carbonate rocks. 

These formations have a relatively gentle slope to the southeast. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

No change is expected in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters 

generated by the facility. Therefore, no change in that compliance achievement 

status is expected. The capacity uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or 
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water quality conditions due to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water 

flow. The St. Lucie Plant does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current 

operations and it will not withdraw groundwater after the capacity uprates work is 

completed. The use of water supplied by the City of Fort Pierce, which does withdraw 

groundwater, will remain unchanged and there will be no changes to the groundwater 

discharges. There will be no quality, quantity, or hydrological changes, either by 

withdrawal or discharge to a drinking water source. Therefore, there will be no 

impacts on drinking water. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. General 

plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and potable water are 

obtained from City of Fort Pierce. Process water uses include demineralizer 

regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. 

The existing St. Lucie Plant water use is projected to be unchanged as a result of the 

nuclear capacity uprates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

uprates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 use once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to 

remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers via the Circulating Water System 

(CWS), and to remove heat from other auxiliary equipment via the Auxiliary 

Equipment Cooling Water System (AECWS). The great majority of this cooling water 

is used for the CWS. 

Under emergency conditions, water can be withdrawn from Big Mud Creek via the 

Emergency Intake Canal through two 54-inch pipe assemblies in the barrier wall that 

separates the Creek from the Canal. FPL does not use this intake during normal 

operations, but does test this system quarterly. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

Florida Power & Light Company 134 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 149 of 277

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are licensed for uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched 

uranium-235. The uranium~dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy 

tubes with welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into 

assemblies designed for loading into the reactor core. Each reactor core includes 217 

fuel assemblies. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 

average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 47,000 megawatt~days per 

metric ton uranium. In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used due to the increased capacity of each generating unit. No changes in the 

fuel-handling facilities are required. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the onsite 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) approved spent fuel storage facilities. 

Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent more nuclear fuel will 

be used to increase the capacity of each generating unit. No changes in the fuel

handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main plant 

generators, two building generators, and various general purpose diesel engines. 

The main plant emergency generators will not be changed as a result of the 

generation capacity additions. These emergency generators are for standby use only 

and are tested to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel fuel is delivered to the 

St. Lucie Plant by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The St. Lucie Plant is classified as a minor source of air pollution, since FDEP has 

issued a Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) to keep emissions 

less than 100 tons per year for any air pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

The applicable units at the St. Lucie Plant consist of eight large main plant diesel 

engines, two smaller diesel engines, and various general-purpose diesel engines. 

The air emissions from these engines are limited by the use of 0.05-percent sulfur 

diesel fuel and good combustion practices. Best Available Control Technology 

(BACT) is not applicable to these existing emission units. 

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the operation of the diesel engines comprise the 

limiting pollutant for these diesel units at the St Lucie Plant. The FDEP FESOP limits 

Florida Power & Light Company 135 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 150 of 277

NOx emissions to 99.4 tons, which includes fuel use limits on the large main plant 

emergency diesel engines of 97,000 gallons in any 12-month consecutive period and 

the smaller building and general purpose diesel engines of 190,000 gallons in any 

12-month consecutive period. Also, the Plant may choose to combine the diesel 

units' fuel-tracking, which then limits the NOx totals for a 12-month consecutive period 

to a maximum of 80 tons. There will be no change in the operation or emissions of 

the diesel engines resulting from the nuclear capacity uprates. 

In addition, the generation capacity additions will not result in an increase of C02 or 

other greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, the increases in generation capacity are 

projected to result in decreased FPL system-wide emissions of C02. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Svstems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not 

expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site during 

construction or operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in December 2007 and a final order issued in September 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the St. Lucie (and Turkey Point) nuclear 

capacity uprates and the final order approving the need for these capacity additions 

was issued in January 2008. 

Preferred Site# 3: Turkey Point Plant. Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4), 

two natural gas/oil conventional steam units (Units 1 & 2), one CC natural gas unit (Unit 

5), nine small diesel generators, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife 

area, and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 
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Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 have been in operation since 1972 and 1973, respectively. The 

Turkey Point site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the increase in the capacity of 

its two existing nuclear generating units by approximately 109 MW each. This work will 

involve changes to several existing main components within the existing facilities to 

increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No new or 

expanded facilities are required as part of this capacity Muprate." This capacity uprate, 

along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The capacity uprates at Turkey Point are 

projected to be in-service in 2012 and early 2013. 

As previously mentioned, FPL is pursuing licensing for two new nuclear units at the 

Turkey Point site. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of capacity. Current 

projections for the in-service dates of these two units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, are 

beyond the 2011 - 2020 reporting time frame of this document. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 generating facility at 

the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and AdJacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The five existing power generation units and support facilities occupy approximately 

150 acres of the 11 ,000-acre Turkey Point Plant site. Support facilities include 

service buildings, an administration building, fuel oil tanks, water treatment facilities, 

circulating water intake and outfall structures, wastewater treatment basins, and a 

system substation. The cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres. 

The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at the Turkey Point Plant have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 

(Unit 2). These units currently burn residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a 

maximum equivalent sulfur content of 1 percent. The two 700-MW (nominal} nuclear 

units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit4). Turkey Point Units 3 
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and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is a nominal 

1,150-MW natural gas-fired combined cycle (CC) unit that began operation in 2007. 

Significant features in the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National Park. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The prominent structures and enclosed facilities and equipment associated with 

Units 3 & 4 include: the containment building, which contains the nuclear steam 

supply system including the reactor, steam generators, reactor coolant pumps, 

and related equipment; the turbine generator building, where the turbine 

generator and associated main condensers are located; the auxiliary building, 

which contains waste management facilities, engineered safety components, and 

other facilities; and the fuel handling building, where the spent fuel storage pool 

and storage facilities for new fuel are located. Prominent features beyond the 

power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, switchyard, 

spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units, and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. listed species known to occur at the site and 

in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site include 

the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), 

roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue heron 

(Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher 

(Haematopus palliates), least tern (Sterna antillarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus 

a/bus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are 

known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, threatened American 

Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site, primarily in and around the southern 

end of the cooling canals which lie south of the project area. The entire site is 

considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site 

for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a program for the 

conservation and enhancement of the American crocodile and is attributed with 
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survival improvement and the downlisting of the American Crocodile from 

endangered to threatened. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity on the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, 

approximately 95 percent of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 

keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles 

north of the Turkey Point plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park which contains a marina and day-use recreational 

facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uses cooling water from a closed-cycle cooling canal system 

to remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers, and to remove heat from other 

auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling canals will accommodate the increase in 

heat load that is associated with the increased capacity from the uprates. The 

maximum projected increase in water temperature entering the cooling canal system 

from the units resulting from the uprates is predicted to be about 2.5F, from 106.1 F 

to 108.6F. The associated projected rna ximum increase in water temperature 

returning to the units is about 0.9F, from 91.9F to 92.8F. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as IU-3 "Industrial, 

Unlimited Manufacturing District." There are also areas designated GU - "Interim 

District." Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU- "Interim District." 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 
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i. Water Resources 

Unique to the Turkey Point plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 interconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area 

approximately two miles wide by five miles long (5,900 acres), approximately four 

feet deep. The system perfonns the same function as a giant radiator. The water is 

circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake 

pumps. 

j. Geological Features of Site and AdJacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula 

of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 

feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated fonnations that 

range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex 

of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

k. ProJected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The addition of nuclear generating capacity as a result of the uprates will not cause 

any changes in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by 

the facility; therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected. 

The uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due 

to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water flow. The Turkey Point Plant 

does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not do 

so after the capacity uprates. Locally, groundwater is present beneath the site in the 

surficial or Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that are part of the Floridan 
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Aquifer System. There will be no effects on those deeper aquifer zones from the 

capacity uprates. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 is the cooling canal system. 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the capacity 

uprates. General plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and 

potable water are obtained from Miami-Dade County. Process water uses include 

demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for 

washdowns. The water use for the facility will not change as a result of the capacity 

uprates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the uprates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing closed cooling canal 

system. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 utilize uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-

235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 

designed for loading into the reactor core. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the 

onsite NRC-approved spent fuel storage facilities. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at refueling intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such 

that the average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days 

per metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel handling 

facilities are required. Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent 
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more nuclear fuel will be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in 

the fuel·handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main 

emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators, and various general 

purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be changed as a result of 

the capacity uprates. These emergency generators are for stand·by use only and 

only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel 

fuel for the emergency generators is delivered to the Turkey Point Plant by truck as 

needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 does not create fossil fuel·related 

air emissions. However, there are nine emergency generators associated with Units 

3 & 4. Four of these nine emergency generators are main plant emergency 

generators which are rated at 2.5 MW each. The remaining five generators are 

smaller emergency generators which are associated with the security system. In 

addition, various general purpose diesels are used as needed for Units 3 & 4. 

Turkey Point Plant Units 3 & 4's associated emergency generators and diesel 

engines, together with Units 1, 2, & 5, are classified as a major source of air pollution. 

FDEP has issued a separate Title V A.ir Operating Permit for the Turkey Point 

Nuclear Plant (Permit Number 0250003·004·AV). There are no operating limits for 

the emergency generators or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are 

limited to ultra-low sulfur distillate (0.0015% sulfur). NOx emissions are regulated 

under Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4)(b)7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 

percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the uprates was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not expected 

to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site. 
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r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in January 2008 and a final order was issued in October 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the Turkey Point (and St. Lucie) uprates and the 

final order approving the need for this additional nuclear capacity was issued in 

January 2008. 

Preferred Site # 4: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The site is bound to the east by the Indian River Lagoon and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1). The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile 

away. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The site previously housed two steam units (Units 1 & 2) with 788 MW (summer) of 

generating capacity. The units formerly occupied a portion of the 43 acres that are wholly 

owned by FPL The units have been taken out of service and dismantlement of the Cape 

Canaveral Plant began in mid-2010 and is expected to be complete by the end of first 

quarter 2011. 

The Cape Canaveral Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans for both CC and simple cycle combustion turbine (CT) generation options. FPL is in 

the process of modernizing the existing Cape Canaveral Plant, to be renamed the Cape 

Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (CCEC), by replacing the previous two 

steam generating units with a single modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next

generation clean energy center using the latest CC technology. 

a. Geological Survey fUSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the CCEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the CCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and AdJacent Areas 

·An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing and future land uses on the site are primarily dedicated to electrical 

generation; i.e., FPL's former Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2 and the future CCEC unit. 

The existing land uses that are adjacent to the site consist of single- and multi-family 

residences to the south and southwest, commercial property to the northwest, utility 

systems to the west, and a private medical/office facility to the north. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinitv 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment surrounding the site includes the Indian River Lagoon to 

the east and upland scrub, pine and hardwoods to the north and south. 

Vegetation with the approximately 45-acre offsite construction laydown and 

parking area (located west of U.S. Highway 1) consists of open land, upland 

scrub, pine, hardwoods along with exotic plant species. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

Federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals inhabiting the offsite 

construction laydown and parking area are limited to the state-listed gopher 

tortoise and the state- and federally-listed scrub jay. The warm water discharges 

from the plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL continues to work 

closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure protection of the 

manatees during the modernization process and upon operation of the new plant. 

In 2010, FPL installed a temporary heating system to warm the water for the 

manatees as required during manatee season. FPL will also be complying with 

several other manatee-related conditions of certification to ensure the protection 

of the manatees during the modernization work. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 

one new 1,210 MW (approximate) CC unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT), three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam 

turbine. The new CC unit is projected to be in-service in mid-2013. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil 

serving as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities" and the 

area has been rezoned to GML-U. Designations for the surrounding area are 

primarily "Community Commercial" and MResidential". 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Cape Canaveral Plant has been selected for a site modernization due to 

consideration of various factors including system load and economics. 

Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit 

significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. However, there 

are environmental benefits of replacing the previous steam units with a new CC unit 

including a significant reduction in system fuel use, a significant reduction in system 

air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge 

for the manatees as required during manatee season. Further, modernizing this 

existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land, 

new water sources, or additional off-site transmission siting. 

i. Water Resources 

Condenser cooling for the steam cycle portion of the new plant and auxiliary cooling 

will come from the existing cooling water intake system. Process, potable, and 

irrigation water for the new plant will come from the existing City of Cocoa's potable 

water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Cape Canaveral Plant is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and is at an 

approximate elevation of 12 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land consists 
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primarily of fine to medium sand that parallels the coast. There is a lack of shell as it 

was deposited during a time of transgression. The base of the sedimentary rocks is 

made up of a thick, primarily carbonate sequence deposited during the Jurassic age 

through the Pleistocene age. Starting in the Miocene age and continuing through the 

Holocene age, siliciclastic sedimentation became more predominant. The basement 

rocks in this area consist of low-grade metamorphic and igneous intrusives, which 

occur several thousand feet below land surface and are Precambrian, Paleozoic, and 

Mesozoic in age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 619 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Indian River Lagoon water as the 

source of once-through cooling water. Such needs for cooling water will comply with 

the St. John's River Water Management District (SJRWMD) conditions of 

certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Cocoa's potable water supply. Reclaimed water will be used for irrigation. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water sources will be required as a result of the modernization project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized site will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

systems for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system. Stormwater runoff 

will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 
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o. Fuel Deliverv. Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit will be transported to the site via a pipeline. New off-site 

or on-site gas compressors will be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing 

pipeline for the new unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will be received by truck or 

barge from Port Canaveral and stored in an existing above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The emission rates of CCEC would decrease by over 90% from the existing Cape 

Canaveral Plant, resulting in substantial annual emissions reductions and increased 

air quality benefits. The use of natural gas and ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil and 

combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure 

compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes 

emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound 

contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be 

controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction 

(SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. These design 

alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. In total, the design of the new CCEC plant will incorporate 

features that would make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the 

State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise from the operation of the new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

October 9, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of the 

DEP. 
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Preferred Site # 5: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Riviera Plant property primarily within Riviera 

Beach, Palm Beach County (with a small portion of the Site in West Palm Beach). The 

site is bound to the east by the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1). The site has barge access via the Port of Palm 

Beach. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 300 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 3 & 4) that have been taken out of service and will be dismantled 

in 2011. Units 1 & 2 were previously retired and dismantled and are no longer on the 

plant site. 

The Riviera Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans for 

both CC and simple cycle combustion turbine (CT) generation options. FPL is in the 

process of modernizing the existing Riviera Plant, to be renamed the Riviera Beach Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (RBEC), by replacing the existing generating units with 

a modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean energy center using the 

latest CC technology. The existing two steam units will first be removed from the site and 

will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the RBEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the RBEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The previous Riviera Plant consisted of two 300 MW (approximate) units with 

conventional dual-fuel fired steam boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site 

includes minimal vegetation and a landscape buffer area south of the power plant. 

Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well 

as light commercial and residential development. 
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e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation for the existing Riviera Plant generating units. The site is located 

adjacent to the Intracoastal waterway. The site provides warm water as required 

for manatees during manatee season. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable ensile habitat for fisted species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to 

ensure protection of the manatees during the modernization process and upon 

operation of the new plant. In 2009, FPL installed a temporary heating system to 

warm the water for the manatees as required during manatee season. FPL will 

also be complying with several other manatee-related conditions of certification 

to ensure the protection of the manatees during the modernization work. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing units (Units 3 & 4) with one new 1,212 

MW (approximate) unit consisting of three new combustion turbines (CT), three new 

heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit 

is projected to be in service in mid-2014. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the 

primary fuel type for the unit with ultra-low sulfur light oil serving as a backup fuel. 
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Utility". The Port of 

Palm Beach is to the north of the site. Designation to the west of the site is 

~commercial". To the south of the site is "Residential" and is in the City of West Palm 

Beach. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Riviera plant has been selected for site modernization due to consideration of 

various factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not 

a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity 

or other environmental issues. However, there are environmental benefits of 

replacing the existing steam units with a new CC unit including a significant reduction 

in system air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site and continued warm water 

discharge for the manatees as required during manatee season. Further, 

modernizing this existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not 

requiring new land or new water sources. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal waterway) is currently used for 

once-through cooling water. The new plant will utilize portions of the existing once

through cooling water intake and discharge structures. Water for cooling pump seals 

and irrigation will come from three onsite surficial aquifer wells. Process and potable 

water for the converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera Beach 

potable water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Riviera Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The Surficial 

aquifer system in eastern Palm Beach County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell, silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the 

Pleistocene and Pliocene Epochs. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the 

Pamlico Sand, Fort Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Caloosahatchee Marl 

(Pleistocene and Pliocene). Permeable sediments in the upper part of the Tamiami 

Formation (Pliocene) are also part of the aquifer system. The sediments in the 

eastern portion of the county are appreciably more permeable than in the west due to 

better sorting and less silt and clay content. 
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The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 600 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Lake Worth Lagoon water as the 

source of once-through cooling water. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation 

will come from on-site surficial aquifer wells currently authorized under SFWMD 

conditions of certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come 

from the existing City of Riviera Beach's potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water sources will be required as a result of the modernization project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system prior to discharge. 

Stormwater runoff will be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will 

employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Deliverv. Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an approximately 6 

mile FPL-owned pipeline, the RBEC Lateral. New gas compressors will be installed 

at the existing FPL 451
h Street Terminal facility in Riviera Beach to raise the gas 

pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit. Ultra-low sulfur light 

fuel oil would be received by truck, pipeline, or barge and stored in a new above

ground storage tank. 
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p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emissions at the new plant would be more than 90 percent lower 

than the previous Riviera Plant's emissions are, resulting in significant annual 

emissions reductions and air quality benefits. The use of natural gas and ultra-low 

sulfur light fuel oil and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the 

unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using these 

fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter, and other fuel

bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. These 

design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of RBEC would incorporate features 

that will make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of 

Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

November 24, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of 

the DEP. Final approval for the RBEC 6 mile pipeline lateral and compressor station 

is expected by end of March 2011 . 

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Thirteen (13) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future 

generation additions to meet FPL's projected capacity and energy needs. 5 These sites 

have been identified as Potential Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load 

5 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 
Greenfield sites that FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are 
not specifically identified as Potential Sites in order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers. 
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centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. 

These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and technologies, including both 

renewable energy and non-renewable energy technologies for various sites. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for sites more 

suited for non-renewable energy technologies, it was assumed that either one dual-fuel 

(natural gas and light oil) simple cycle CT or a natural gas-fired CC unit would be 

constructed at these Potential Sites unless otherwise noted. 

A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute (gpm) for both 

process and cooling water (assuming a cooling tower was utilized). A CC unit would 

require approximately up to 150 gpm for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per 

day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower is utilized). If an existing 

power plant site is ultimately selected for modernization (as is the case with FPL's Cape 

Canaveral and Riviera sites), the water requirements discussed above for a cc unit 

would be approximately correct for the modernized site. If a renewable energy 

generating technology is ultimately selected for one of these sites, the water 

requirements would be significantly less than those for CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time, FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. As noted previously, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include all of the remainder 

of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 

Potential Site # 1: Babcock Ranch . Charlotte County 

This site is located within the proposed Babcock Ranch Community on the north side of 

Tuckers Grade, approximately 10.5 miles north of the intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 

and 1.1 miles east of SR-31. The project is bordered on the north by the Babcock Ranch 

Preserve owned by the State of Florida. The site is within the SFWMD and, therefore, 

the drainage would be in accordance with the SFWMD Basis of Review. Permitting of 

the surface water management system would be through the Florida Department of 
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Environmental Protection (FDEP) - South District. This site is a possibility for an FPL 

photovoltaic (PV) facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is the Babcock Ranch Overlay District, and it is zoned as 

the Babcock Ranch Overlay Zoning District. This land use and zoning allows for solar 

facilities. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL would anticipate mitigating for any panther and/or wetland impacts as a result of 

a PV project at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall Any such 

water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site# 2: DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located at 4051 Northeast Karson Street approximately 0.3 miles east 

of US 17 and immediately north of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site is located in 

Sections 26, 27, & 35, Township 36 South, and Range 25 East. FPL owns an 

approximate 13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL has designated approximately 

5,177 acres for development of a photovoltaic (PV) facility. 

The DeSoto site was previously selected as the site for the addition of a 25 MW PV 

facility, which is operational. There is also a potential to create an additional275 MW PV 

generating facility which could be implemented in phases on the additional land. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The future land use is Electric 

Generating Facility. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a future expansion of the existing PV 

facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required at for an expanded PV facility. A small amount may 

be needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall 

and potable water will be required in the administration building and maintenance 

building. FPL would propose to utilize existing wells onsite to accommodate water 

needs. 

Potential Site# 3: Florida Heartland, Glades County 

This site is located within Glades County off of SR 78. This site is a possibility for an FPL 

PV facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing land use on the site is agriculture. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL would anticipate mitigating for any wildlife and/or wetland impacts as a result of 

a PV project at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 
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e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such 

water would be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site # 4: Hendry County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Hendry County for a future PV facility or 

fossil generation. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 1,500 acres. No 

specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey CUSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Hendry County has predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. Fossil generation would 

require approximately up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and up to 

7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower 

is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. The supply of 

water for fossil generation would be dependent upon the selection of a specific site. 

Potential Site# 5: Manatee Plant Site. Manatee County 

The existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site is located in unincorporated north-central 

Manatee County. The existing power generating facilities are located in all or portions of 

Sections 18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E. The plant site lies approximately 5 
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miles east of Parrish, Florida. It is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. 301 and 9.5 miles 

east of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75). The existing plant is approximately 2.5 miles south 

of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line; a portion of the north property boundary of the 

plant site abuts the county line. State Road 62 (SR 62) is about 0.7 mile south of the 

plant, with the plant entrance road going north from that highway. This site is a possible 

location for an FPL PV.facility. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS] Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The property is zoned Planned 

Development I Public Interest (PO-PI), which will allow for electrical generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL would anticipate mitigating for any wildlife and/or wetland impacts as a result of 

a PV project at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potential Site# 6: Martin County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Martin County for a future PV facility. No 

specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 
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c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potential Site # 7: Northeast Okeechobee County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Northeast Okeechobee County for a future 

PV facility or fossil generation. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 

1 ,500 acres. No specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Northeast Okeechobee County has predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities for fossil generation would be up to 

150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day 

(mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower would be utilized). Needed 

water quantities would be significantly less for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater and/or regional water supply initiatives are potential water 

sources. 
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Potential Site# 8: Palatka Site, Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating a site adjacent to the FPL Putnam Plant in Putnam County for 

future fossil generation. The approximately 170 acre site was the location of the former 

FPL Palatka Plant which was dismantled in the 1990s. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS\ Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The site has a land use designation of Industrial. 

c. Environmental Features 

The majority of site has been previously impacted by past power plant operations. 

No significant environmental features have been identified at this time. 

d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per 

minute (gpm) for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit 

for cooling water (assuming cooling tower). 

e. Supply Sources 

The StJohn's River, existing groundwater, and/or regional water supply initiatives are 

potential water sources. 

Potential Site# 9: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

The 94-acre FPL Port Everglades plant site is located at Port Everglades in Broward 

County. The site has convenient access to State Road (S.R.) 84 and 1-595. Rail line is 

located near the plant. The existing plant consists of four steam boiler generating units: 

two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) sized units. The four steam 

boilers are capable of firing residual fuel oil, natural gas, or a combination .of both. The 

site is also home to 12 simple cycle gas turbine (GT) peaking units of 35 MW 

(approximate) each. The GTs are capable of firing either natural gas or liquid fuel. This 

site is being considered for a potential modernization. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Land Uses 

The land on this site is primarily industrial. The adjacent land uses are port facilities 

and associated industrial activities, oil storage, cruise ships, and light commercial. 

c. Environmental Features 

The shoreline of the intake and discharge canal banks are vegetated with fringing 

mangrove, with some open, maintained grass areas on the side. 

d. Water Quantities 

Water quantities would be up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and 

up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming cooling 

tower). 

e. Supplv Sources 

Existing groundwater or the municipal water supply could be used for industrial 

process and makeup water. Industrial cooling water needs could be met using the 

existing once-through cooling water system. 

Potential Site# 10: Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Putnam County for a future PV facility or 

fossil generation. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 2,800 acres. No 

specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS} Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. Fossil generation would 

require approximately up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and up to 
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7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower 

is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater is a potential water source. 

Potential Site# 11: Southwest Indian River County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Southwest Indian River County for a future 

PV facility or fossil generation. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 

1 ,500 acres. No specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Southwestern Indian River County has predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time. 

d. Water quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities for fossil generation would be up to 

150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day 

(mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower is utilized). Needed water 

quantities would be significantly less for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater is a potential water source. 

Potential Site# 12: Space Coast Solar Expansion, Brevard County 

The Space Coast site is located at NASA's Kennedy Space Center property in Brevard 

County. This site currently consists of a 10 MW PV facility with the potential to expand by 

another 10 MW. Also, FPL is evaluating the potential for further expansion beyond the 

existing site, within the Space Center property. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

NASA, a federal agency, has approved use of the land at the site for PV generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for an expansion of the PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

No water would be required for an expansion of the PV facility except the small 

amount that may be needed to occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of 

sufficient rainfall. Any such water would be brought to the site by truck or would come 

from existing onsite wells. 

Potential Site# 13: West Broward, Broward County 

FPL has identified its Andytown Substation property in western unincorporated Broward 

County as a potential site for the addition of new fossil generating capacity and FPL 

refers to this potential site as the West Broward site. Current facilities on-site include an 

electric substation. The existing site is an area accessible to both natural gas and 

electrical transmission through existing structures or through additional lateral 

connections. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The land uses for the site are designated as agricultural use. 

c. Environmental Features 

Extensive low-quality wetlands are present on the site. Known presence of listed 

species nearby, e.g. wood storks, will require further investigation. 
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d. Water Quantities 

As previously discussed, needed water quantities for fossil generation would be up to 

150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day 

(mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 

Groundwater from the shallow aquifer or a local source of reclaimed (reuse) water 

has been identified as potential water sources. The Floridan Aquifer has also been 

identified as a potential cooling water source. FPL will also consider the potential for 

alternative water development options at this site. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site#1: West County Energy Center 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #2: St. Lucie Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #3: Turkey Point Plant 

Florida Power & Light Company 177 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 192 of 277

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 178 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 193 of 277

t . , 

Turll'fY Polrll Plan! 

. - ! ~· 
FPL 

TURK EY POINT POVVER PLANT 

USGS LOCAT ION MAP 

REFERE NCES 

Florida Power & Light Company 179 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 194 of 277

---
~ .. . 
~~ ·---.......---··· ~ =~~~.:...."-;-1.;.~ ....... , 

-~-..... .. - ..... ·~':1-fll- ... 
~ -- ................ - _.c.:. ... .,. ... ~ .. -

--
fPL 

TURKEY POINTP\..ANT UNITS 3 & 4 

FACILITY PLOT PLAN 

FIGURc2 

Florida Power & Light Company 180 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 195 of 277

F;:<L 
, ;JRI!t:.• 1'0 ' !f P::.tli\~RR.~''IT 

LAND USE /LAND COVER 

REFERENCES 

Florida Power & Light Company 181 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 196 of 277

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 182 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 197 of 277

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #4: Cape Canaveral Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #5: Riviera Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Babcock Ranch 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #2: Desoto Solar Expansion 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #3: Florida Heartland Solar 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site # 4: Hendry County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #5: Manatee Plant Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #6: Martin County 

Florida Power & Light Company 215 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 230 of 277

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 216 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 231 of 277

I 
: 

f.l ~n10 County 

REFERENC ES 

Florida Power & Light Company 217 

FPL 
MARTIN COUNTY 

USGS LOCATION MAP 

.., . 

FIGURE 1 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 232 of 277

N 

J-1-_____ ______:.____:,__J 

FFi t. 
MARTUJ COUNTY 

ell:/ • = 
LAND USE I LAND COVER 

R EFERE!~CE:S 

Florida Power & Light Company 218 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 233 of 277

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #7: Northeast Okeechobee County 

Florida Power & Light Company 219 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 234 of 277

(This page is left intentionally blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 220 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 235 of 277

I ' • 

FPL 
NORTHEAST OKEECHOBEE COUNTY 

USGS LOCAT ION MAP 

• T;~ ,,;::.EF-=E:.::R E"-'-·N~C_=.ES~--;;;;-::-:-:----

Florida Power & Light Company 221 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 236 of 277

REFERENCES 

Florida Power & Light Company 222 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 237 of 277

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #8: Palatka Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #9: Port Everglades Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1 0: Putnam County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #11: Southwest Indian River County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #12: Space Coast Solar Expansion 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #13: West Broward 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. 

Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled "Other 

Planning Assumptions and Information", These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a 

utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of 

these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items•. 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: 

external limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its 

neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for the 

amount of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as wen as the amount and price 

of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated both in the 

reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external 

assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL 

from outside its system as well as historical levels of available assistance. In the loss of load 

probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external 

assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the 

peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical 

values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations for 

potential new units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's system. 

The internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting 

new units at different locations and by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit 

location combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system. Both of these site- and 

system-related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or 

groups of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be imported into the 
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Southeastern (Miami-Dade and Broward counties) region of FPL's system are also developed for 

use in FPL's production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern Florida 

region, and the need to maintain a regional balance between generation and transmission 

contributions, is found in Chapter Ill.} 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address 

limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission facilities to 

interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item# 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any changes 

in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load 

forecast. 

FPL typically perfonns economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an economic 

criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses the 

equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL system. 6 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan was developed in February 2011. 

FPL has not performed sensitivity analyses on forecasts that differ from this recently developed 

load forecast. 

6 FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 
DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis (i.e., when only new generating options are considered), the lowest 
electric rate basis approach and the lowest system revenue requirements basis approach, yield identical results in terms 
of which resource options are more economic. In such cases FPL evaluates options on the simpler- to- calculate (but 
equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case 

fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case 

plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were 

performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the 

sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning 

process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the 

high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were not 

evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter Ill 

of this document. FPL used three fuel cost, and three environmental compliance cost, forecasts 

in its 201 0 nuclear cost recovery filings. FPL utilized one fuel cost forecast, and one 

environmental compliance cost forecast in its DSM Plan analysis work in 2010 and early 2011. 

The high and low fuel cost forecasts are derived from a calculation of the historical volatility of the 

12-month forward price for one year ahead. From this range of volatility, a reasonable value from 

the high end of the range is applied to the medium cost fuel cost forecast to develop a high cost 

fuel cost forecast. Similarly, a reasonable value from the low end of the range is applied to the 

medium cost fuel cost forecast to develop a low cost fuel cost forecast. 

The use of varying high and low fuel cost forecasts did not affect the generation expansion plan 

used in any of FPL's 2010 planning efforts. 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For that 

reason, this resource plan, with the recently developed February 2011 load forecast, has not 

been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost 

forecasts in its 2010 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not represent a 

constant cost differential between oiUgas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials were 

represented in these forecasts. 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 in Chapter I and Schedule 8 in Chapter Ill present the current and 

projected capacity output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat 

rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

However, as discussed briefly in the Executive Summary, and again in more detail in Chapter Ill, 

FPL is now projecting that it will begin to perform planned maintenance of its fossil-fueled 

generating units during the peak months of January and August. Please refer to Chapter Ill for 

this discussion. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and 

variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heat 

rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning work. A summary 

of this information for the new capacity options FPL currently projects to add over the planning 

horizon is presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

In its 201 0 resource planning work, FPL used several sets of financial assumptions. Two sets of 

these assumptions were initially used in FPL's 201 0 resource planning work. The first set 

consisted of: (i) a capital structure of 44.8% debt and 55.2% equity; (ii) a 6.48% cost of debt; (iii) 

a 10.0% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 7.30%. A second set of data with 

the same debt-to-equity ratio and cost of debt, but with an 11 .75% return on equity and an after

tax discount rate of 8.27%, was also used. 

Later in 2010, FPL adjusted its financial assumptions and used new two sets of financial 

assumptions. The first set consisted of: i) a capital structure of 40.88% debt and 59.12% equity; 

(ii) a 6.51% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.0% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 

7.55%. Again, a second set of data with the same debt-to-equity ratio and cost of debt, but with 

an 11.75% return on equity and an after-tax discount rate of 8.58%, was used. 
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Going forward in 2011, FPL has again adjusted its financial assumptions. The base case 

financial assumptions are currently projected to be: i) a capital structure of 40.88% debt and 

59.12% equity; (ii) a 5.50% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.0% return on equity; and (iv} an after-tax 

discount rate of 7.29%. For certain analyses, such as sensitivity analyses for FPL's two nuclear 

projects, a second set of financial assumptions may be used. This second set of data is currently 

projected to consist of the same debt-to-equity ratio and cost of debt as just described, but with 

an 11.75% return on equity and an after-tax discount rate of 8.33%. 

Discussion Item# 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource Planning 

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or 

total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic IRP 

process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the objective generally 

being to minimize FPL's projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity 

rate perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective 

are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing resource plans. Therefore, in 

planning work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent cumulative present value of 

revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL currently uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses 

generation, purchase, and DSM options. One of these is a minimum 20% Summer and Winter 

reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load

probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. As 

discussed briefly in the Executive Summary, and in more detail in Chapter Ill, FPL will be 

examining the extent to which its system reserves are projected to be dependent upon DSM 

resources and generation resources in its 2011 resource planning work. The results of this 

examination could require in a change to FPL's reliability criteria. 
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In regard to transmission reliability analysis wor1<., FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that 

are consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the Reliability 

Standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). The NERC 

Reliability Standards are available on the internet site (http://www.nerc.coml). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a 

Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the FPL OA IT 

Documents directory at https:l/www.oatioasis.comiFPL.Jindex..html. 

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. The normal 

and contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below: 

Nonnal/Contingency 

Voltage Level CkV> Vmin (p.u.) 

69, 115, 138 0.95/0.95 

230 

500 

Turkey Point (*) 

St. Lucie (*) 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

1.0111.01 

1.00/1.00 

(*)Voltage range criteria for FPL's Nuclear Power Plants 

Vmax: (p.u.) 

1.05/1.07 

1.06/1.07 

1.07/1.09 

1.06/1.06 

1.06/1.06 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate from 

the general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence these criteria, such 

as the overall number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage 

actually occurring, or transmission system performance, as well as others. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The impact of FPL's DSM programs on demand and energy consumption is revised periodically. 

Engineering models, calibrated with current field-metered data, are updated at regular intervals. 

Participation trends are tracked for all of the FPL DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each 

year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by program participants. 
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Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and energy 

saving benefits of the utility program versus what would be installed in the absence of the 

program. For these DSM measures which involve the utilization of load management, FPL 

conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that it is functioning correctly. 

Discussion Item # 1 0: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning 

process. 

The Executive Summary and Chapter Ill provide a discussion of a variety of system 

concerns/issues that influence FPL's resource planning process. Please see those chapters for 

a discussion of those concerns/issues. 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) technology 

risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include 

both economic and non-economic aspects. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, has a 

higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, assuming all else equal, is Jess 

desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from an 

environmental perspective for a plan are those which minimize environmental impacts for the 

FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use and/or state of the art controls. 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors related 

to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in question. 

Projects that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Florida Power & Light Company 255 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 270 of 277

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to 

utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility's ten· 

year site plan. 

As has been previously discussed in prior FPL Site Plans, elements of FPL's recent and future 

capacity additions include the construction of new generating capacity at the West County 

Energy Center (WCEC) site, WCEC Unit 3. This generation construction project was selected 

after evaluating competing bids received in response to Requests for Proposals (RFP) issued by 

FPL. The FPSC subsequently approved FPL's decision to construct this new combined cycle 

(CC) unit in a Determination of Need docket. 

In regard to the Modernization projects at FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plants, 

these projects were also evaluated using the competing bids received in response to the RFP 

issued for WCEC Unit 3. In addition, bids from competing vendors were also evaluated for FPL's 

recent solar thermal and PV projects. 

The nuclear capacity additions, both the nuclear uprates and the new nuclear units, do not lend 

themselves to an RFP approach involving bids from third parties who would build new nuclear 

generation capacity. In addition, nuclear capacity additions are exempted from the Commission's 

Bid Rule by section 403.519 (4) (c). For these nuclear projects, FPL's procurement activities were 

conducted to ensure the best combination of quality and cost for the delivered products. 

Construction capacity addition decisions for non-nuclear generation for the years 2016 through 

2020 presented in this document are expected to be conducted in a manner consistent with the 

Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units for which FPL may be then seeking approval, in future FPL 

Site Plans will not be an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may 

conduct. The identification of future generating units is required of FPL in its Site Plan filings and 

represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective self-build options 

at the time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other self-build 

options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of 
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which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued tor Supply options, FPL reserves the right to 

choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act 

(403.52- 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any 

new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line that required certification 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued in April 2006. The new line is to 

be completed in two phases connecting FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's Pringle 

Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). Phase 1 was completed in May 

2009 and consisted of a new line connecting Pringle to a new Pellicer Substation. Phase 

2 is planned to connect St. Johns to Pellicer and is scheduled to be completed by 

December 2016. The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230kV transmission line (by December 2015) that 

required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

November 2008. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's proposed 

Bob White Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). The construction of this 

line, scheduled to be completed in 2015, is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

Florida Power & Light Company 257 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 272 of 277

(This page is intentionally left blank.) 

Florida Power & Light Company 258 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 273 of 277

COM 
APA 
ECR 

Florida PowP.r II. ••.,!>• rr'llpl 215 S. ~ 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Ms. Ann Cole 

FiECEIVE D--~PSC 

11 JUN I 0 PH 2: lt 5 

COMHISSIOH 
CLERK 

Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Room 110 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

ute 810, Tallahassee, Fl32301 
Jessica Cano 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Lighl Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 
(561) 304-5226 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 

June 10,2011 

Re: Docket No. 11 0000; Corrections to FPL's 2011 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Please find enclosed an original and 25 copies of four replacement pages for 
FPL's 2011 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan, originally filed on April 1, 2011, reflecting 
corrected information. 

Specifically, pages 45, 46, 98, and 11 6 are being replaced. Corrections are 
included in red, bold font. 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this filing. 

Si/'rely, 1 "' 

1 }&pt7U f().._, t.,4Jia;r-c./ 
-fix_ Jessica Cano 

Enclosures 

cc: Charles Murphy 

~2s-Pn·d,if ~\\\s 
sse 
ADM 
OPC 
CLK 

an FPL Group company 

0 4 0 3 2 JUN 10 = 
FPSC-COHHISSIOH CLEHK 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2011 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-K, Page 274 of 277

Schedule 3.1 
Hletory 1nd Forec111 of Summer Pe1k Dem1nd (MW) 

(Hiatorlcll) 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) IV) (10) 

Res. loac! Rnidentiool ClllOlld Cit NelFotm 
Year Total v.Jho!•• ... Retail lntenup!ob:e t.141negerntnt Conserv1lion t.l4onegemenl Conservation Demand 

2001 18,754 169 18,585 0 842 697 481 481 11.423 
2002 19,219 261 18,956 0 87f 754 489 617 17,U1 
2003 19,668 253 10,415 0 8112 788 677 664 18,200 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 8t4 846 688 177 ti,OU 
2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 to2 895 GOO 611 20,858 
200!1 21,810 256 21 ,&53 0 •a• 848 635 840 20,25t 
2007 2U82 281 21,70 1 0 t52 882 718 883 20,215 
2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 818 1042 760 708 tt,»4 
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 tat 1097 811 732 20,658 
2010 22,258 419 21,837 0 8$0 1147 815 74t 18,155 

Hlstor1ctl Vllues (2001 • 2010): 

Col (2) · Col. (4) ereiClual •olueslor histotlcal Summ!! petks At aueh, lhtTinco<p«!lelhe effects ot cons!!ntion (Col 7 & Col 8), - mey 
lnc:orporelllhe etleds or toed conttol l load conltol wn opltfated on these peak deya. Therefore, Col. (2) ,....,,, the ectual Net Firm O.mend 

Col (5) ·Col (9) repreuntecluet OSIA c.pab:Itiu alerting rrom Jen.,.ry 18&8 end ere ll!ltlUal (12-month) valuu e.upl for 2010 ve'ues v.tlieh ere 
Auguslvelues. Notelhatlhe velues I« FPl'o l«merlnlerrvpl~e Rete ere lnc«poreted Into Col. (8), wh!ch also lnc:ludeo BusLII!ss On Ctll (80C~ 
CILC, end Commerc!tl /lndustr!el Dlmand Reduction (COR) ltlotorlcel Realdontlalload Managamanti.IWo ronoct the ellect or 
now t.leasurtmentend Vertlncallon kw/partlclpant factors. 

Col. (10) reprHtnts a HYPOTHETICAL "Nil Firm Demand ' es r the toed conttol values had dal.,itely bHn exercised on the peak. Col {10) Is 
de<ived by 1helormu!a· Col. {10) c Col.{2) ·Col (8) • Col.(8~ 

Schedule S.1 
Hlatory and Forecut of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Projected) 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

August or Ru. LOlld Re•identio l C/lloed C/1 Net Firm 
Yeat Total Wh«••··· Reteil lolttrvp!l!>il IAanegemenl Contt rvation Mar,.gement Conservetion Oemtnd 

2011 21,878 313 21,295 0 1.005 78 858 39 18,697 
2012 21,853 sas 21 ,488 0 1,011 154 878 83 111,712 
2013 22,155 343 21,812 • 1.023 244 1196 154 18,837 
2014 23,452 1,120 22,322 0 1,041 343 034 218 20,917 
2015 24,172 1,130 23,037 • 1,044 442 952 272 21,4&2 
2016 24,605 1,143 23,463 0 1,047 536 871 318 21 ,734 
2017 25,025 1.150 23.875 0 1,050 625 1189 353 22,008 
2018 25,266 1,157 24,100 0 1,053 711 1,007 378 22,117 
2019 25,690 1,185 24,528 0 1,058 782 1,028 3117 22,419 
2020 26.183 1,172 25,022 0 1.080 837 1,042 412 22,823 

Projected Valuu (2011 • 2020): 

Col (2) ·Col (4) represent FPL'a IO<eelsted peek w/o lneremtnlll conservetlon, wmutetive toed rnanegemant, 0< Incremental load menagemlnl. 

Col (5) - Col (9) represent cumutelive load menegemenl, end lnc:!emental conservetion end toed management. AH values ere projected August 
va•ues The 201 I values ere based on IRP prolections aner the 2010 Summer peak !Old FPL's nrN OStA Goals for 2011 . The projections lor 
20121hrough 2020 ere based on FPL's OSt.l COllis Res. load Management end en load Management Include lAW values of 
load mantgement cspabllityfrom Lee Countythtl con be Initiated al FPL'erequest. 

Col (8) reprennla FPL's Businast On Cell, COR, CILC, end Curtebb!a progremshelu. 

Col (10) reprlltntl a 'Nat Firm Demand ' which eccounts lor ell ollhe lnerementtl conoorvation end essumu el olthe loed control Is 
Implemented on the peak. Col. ( 10) Is derived by using U1e rormu!a· Col (10) • Col (2) · Col (5) - Col. (6) - Col (7) - Col. (8} - Col. (9) 
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Schedule J.2 
HI a tory and Forte" I of Winter Peak Oemand:Baaa c ... 

(Hialorlcal) 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) (7) (8) (9) {10) 

f"llm Res. Load Residential cnLoad Cll "'-'finn Yew Total Who:aaala R.Ca•l lnlerrupt;j)!t ~lanaa!ment ConsaNalion !:IMiagemenl Constl\'at.on Demand 

2001 18,1011 150 18,0.9 0 7~ 459 448 1n 17,002 2002 17,597 145 17.452 0 768 600 457 116 16,373 
2003 20,190 246 lt,IW4 0 102 646 453 206 18,835 201M 14,752 211 14,S.1 0 813 667 634 227 1M05 2005 18,108 225 17,M3 0 818 583 S.2 233 18,751 2006 111,683 225 18,458 0 823 100 650 240 18,311 
2007 16,815 223 16.5e2 0 848 620 677 249 15,)92 
2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 868 644 63$ 271 16,651 2009 20,081 201 19,e74 0 811 886 878 285 18,524 
2010 2U46 500 23.848 0 895 687 721 211 21,752 

Hlotorlcal Valult (2001 • 2010): 

Cot. (2) ·CoL (4) ate ac:tualvaluas lot hlslofical \<'Mlat peaks. As sud\ lhay lncotpcwalt the etreru ol e<>nU~Vallon (Col 7 & Cot. t~ and may 
lncolporate the allads ot load conttol ~load control was opetatad on lhasa peak clays. Theafota, Col (2) raptasents the actual Nat Firm Demand 

Col (5) ·Col (9) for 20011hrough 2010 rapttsont aclUoli OSM capabii!Uts starting l'fom Januery 1988 end are annual (12-fnOt\th) values for 
Docombor 3111 of !he prior ytor. 

Nota that the vo'ues lor FPL's former lnltmsplible Rale .... lncolporaltd lnlo Col (8), y,hlch also Includes OusintH On Call (80C), CILC. end 
Cornmarc'-1 nndusltlal Demand ReductiOn (COR) His torical Rui<lenliallood Mono~ttmtfll MW1 ranee! tht all oct of 
now Mouuromtnl and VtrtJncoUon kW/particlpantlactO<I . 

Cot. (10) rtprtsenls 1 HYPOTHETICAL "Htl Film Demond ' 11 if the k>ad control vo'uas had defin:toly bton IXIICistd on lha peak. Col. (10) Is 
derived by the formula. CoL (10) • Col (2) • Col.(8) • Col.(8) 

Schedule 2.2 
Hlatory and forte: .. I or Winter Peak Oamand:Ba .. Cna 

(Projected) 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

January of Firm Raa. load Raaldenliol en load C/1 "'-I F..., 
Year Total ~sala It .Coli lnlt!!Uf~le t.lan!!!!f!!tnl Constl\'alion l.lan!Atm!!ll Conterval.on pomanc~ 

2011 21.443 378 21,087 0 811 31 754 15 19,732 
2012 21,491 378 21.113 0 822 63 789 47 19,889 
2013 21.683 380 21,303 0 132 liM 784 89 19,774 
2014 22,584 1,015 21,!$1 0 ese 168 817 134 20.518 
2015 23,048 1,222 21,828 0 859 214 832 177 20.886 
2015 23,302 1.221 22.07) 0 961 287 846 215 21,014 
2017 23,543 1,237 22,308 0 1183 314 1160 244 21,181 
2018 23,71W 1,245 22,550 0 eM 368 174 2116 21,331 
2019 24,044 1,252 22,782 0 eM 398 889 282 21 ,508 
2020 24,305 1,280 23,045 0 870 431 to2 293 21 ,7011 

P'rojoctod Values (2011 • 2020): 

Col (2) . Col.(4) raptaunt FPL'o forocoSled peok wlo Incremental conserv•tion, cumulot;v. k>ld mono~mant, ()( incremont•lload monagemont. 

Col (5) . Col (I) rop<esent cumulative k>ld m.na~t~Mtnl, end warnantal consel\'ation end load mon~~ttmanl All voluos wa projoctacl Januory 
voues. Thl 2011 volu.s 111 bosad on IRP projoclions aRarlhe 2010 Wontar peak and FPL'a new DSM Goals for 2011. Thl prqtcllons for 
20121hrough 2020 ora basad on FPl'l DSIA Goals Rea. Load l~onagom•ntond en Load Monegemt nt lnclude MW values of 
load msnagomtnl capobllily from lot Countylhol eon bolnlllatod at FPL'a roque& I 

Col. (8) IOPftllrU FPL'o Bus'nan On Call COR, CILC, and C\Kioilobla p<ogr..-ns/rales 

Col. (10) rop<esents a 'Not Flrn> Otmend' .,11.'Gh IICCOUnta f()( al ollha ine<emen~t conseNalion end assumes •• of the load conltolls 
ltlljl .. menlad on tha paok. Col (10) II dtrt.adbyusing tha formula Col (10) • Col (2). Col (5) ·Col. (8) ·Col (7) · Col (8) ·Col (9) 
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_ill_ 
(2 
{3 
(4 

_1_5 
16} 
(7) 

_ill_ 
(9) 

10 

11 
12 

Note: 

Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2010 

J1j (2) (3) (<I) (5} 
Net (MW) CapabilitY 

Generetlon by Primary Fuel SummeriMWl_ Summer(%) Wlnter{MW) Winter(%) 
Coal 900 3.5% 902 3.3% 
Nuclear 2 939 11.<1% 3013 11.2% 
Residual 595 ... 23.1% 6<10"' 22.3% 
Dis tillite 11108 7.4% 2037 1.7% 
Natural Gas 11 986 ... 6 .... % 12756 47.3% 
Solar 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 

FPL E~tlstlng Unlls Tot11/ CIJ: 13721 OU% Z41fJ7 t1.fJY. 
Renewablesl_Purchasea)· Firm 61.0 0.2% 112.0 M% 
Renewables IPurchaaesl· Non-Firm Not APDI'IC8ble ... Not Aoolicable . .. 

R~ewable Total: 61.0 0.2% 11%.0 0.4% 

Purchues Other : 2041.0 7.1% 1074.0 7.7% 
Total: 25824.0 100.0% 28083.0 100.0% 

j6) 
NEL 

GWhlll 
5721 

22850 
4081 
279 

66 771 
611 

(J9 771 
1004 
800 

1f04 

11708 
114 373 

(1) FPL Exlsllng Units Total vakMs on r1111 (7). columns (2) and (4). match lhe S~stem Firm Generallng Capacity values found on 
Schedule 1 for Summer and Winter. 

(2) Net Energy for Load GWh values on row(12). column (6), matches Schedule 6.1 value for 2010. 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities 
Actuals tor the Year 2010 

(7) 
F~IMix 

% 
5.0% 
20.0% 
3.6Yo 
0.2% 

51!.4% 
0.1% 

87.%% 

0.9% 
0.7% 
U8% 
11.2% 

100.0% 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6). 3+4-5 
Projected 

Annual Energy 
Renewable Annual Energy Annual Energy Used by 

Installed Capacity Projected Annual Purchased from FPL Sold to FPL Customers 
Type of Facility DC(MW) Output (MWh) (MWh) (MWh) (GWh) 

{;Ustomer-uwneo PV 
(0 kW to 10 kW) 4.6 5,214.7 53.476.4 146.5 68.5 

customer-owned PV 
(> 10 kW to 100 kW) 1.6 1,775.4 17,858.8 158.2 19.15 
customer-OWned PV 
(> 100 kW to 2 MW) 2.9 3,708.4 118,662.7 177.6 118,666.2 

Total: 9.2 10,698.5 189,998.0 482.2 118,744.2 

Notes: 

(1) There ware approximately 1,064 customer-owned renewable generation facll~ies interconnected w~h fPL on December 31, 2010. 

(2) The Installed Capaclly value Is the sum of the n11meplate relings (DC MW) for all or the wslomer-owned renewable generation 
faclilles connected as ot Dec. 31 .2010. 

(3) The Projected Annuel Output value n based on NREL's PV Walls 1 pr()jlram and the Installed Ca~clly value In column (2). 

adjusted for the date \'men eaCh facil~y was Installed and assuming eaCh faclrrty operated as pl,nned. 

(4) The Annual Energy Pureh.,ed from FPLis an aclual value from FPL's metered data for 2010. 

(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL Is an aclual value from FPL 's metered data lor 2010. 

(6) The Pfojec.ted Annual Eneroy Used by cuslomerals a projected value lhat equals: 

(Renewable Projected Annual output + Annual Energy Purchased from FPL ) minus lhe Annuel Energy Sold to FPL. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan should include an estimate of the utility's future electric power 

generating needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs might be met, and 

disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. The 

information contained in this Site Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-

22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2011 and 

that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2012. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the years 2012 through 2021. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A s·1te Plan 

contains tentative information and all of this information is subject to change at the discretion of 

the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general 

manner. Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification 

process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I- Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill- Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL's IRP work in 2011 and 

Florida Power & Light Company 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 10 of 252

early 2012. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site 

locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is 

included in a Site Plan filing. 
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FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

Unit Type BIT Bituminous Coal 

cc Combined Cycle 

CT Combustion Turbine 

GT Gas Turbine 

IC Internal Combustion 

NP Nuclear Power 

PV Photovoltaic 

ST Steam Unit 

Fuel Type UR Uranium 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

F02 #1. #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

NG Natural Gas 

No None 

Solar Solar Energy 

SUB Sub Bituminous Coal 

Pet Petroleum Coke 

Fuel Transportation No None 

Pl Pipeline 

RR Railroad 

TK Truck 

WA Water 

UniUSite Status OT Other 

p Planned Unit 

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

u Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

v Under construction . more than 50% Complete 

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2012 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or 

purchased) as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2012 -

2021 time period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e. , 

electric generation capability and the sites for these additions. The supply side additions 

discussed in this document are resources projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's 

demand side management (DSM) efforts and the significant energy efficiency contributions tram 

the current federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The projected impacts of the 

federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards are accounted for in FPL's load forecast which 

is discussed in Chapter II. The projected impacts of FPL's DSM efforts are addressed as 

projected reductions to the forecasted load. FPL's DSM programs are presented in Chapter Ill. 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan contains a number of key similarities 

to the resource plan presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan. On the other hand, there are specific 

factors that result in changes in FPL's current resource plan compared to the resource plan 

presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan. There are also other factors that will continue to influence 

FPL's on-going resource planning work. A brief discussion of these similarities, changes, and 

factors is provided below. Additional information regarding many of these topics is presented in 

Chapter Ill. 

I. Similarities to the Resource Plan Previously Presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan: 

There are four key similarities in the current resource plan presented in this document compared 

to the resource plan presented in the 2011 Site Plan. 

Similarity # 1: Generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear generation units will 

continue to increase in the 2012-2013 time frame. 

FPL will be adding approximately 490 MW of increased generating capacity from "uprates" at its 

existing Turkey Point and St. Lucie nuclear power plants. 31 MW of this increased capacity has 

already come in-service at St. Lucie Unit 2 and is already benefiting FPL's customers. The 

capacity uprates at 3 of the 4 nuclear units are currently projected to be completed by the end of 

2012 and the uprate at the 4Lh unit is projected to be completed by March 2013. The need for 

these nuclear capacity uprates was approved by the FPSC in January 2008 in Order No. PSC-

08-0021-FOF -E I. The Final Order for the Site Certification was issued in September 2008 for the 
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St. Lucie uprates in Order No. DEP 08-0942 and in October 2008 for the Turkey Point uprates in 

Order No. DEP 08-1141. 1 

Similarity # 2: FPL continues to pursue licenses, permits, and approvals that would be 

necessary for future construction and operation of two new nuclear generating units at its 

Turkey Point site. 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that would be 

necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. 

These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to construct these 

nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the licenses 

and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter. The 

earliest practical deployment dates for the two new units continue to be beyond the 1 0-year 

reporting period for this Site Plan. Therefore, these additions are not shown in this document. 

Similarity # 3: A number of existing generating units have been placed on Inactive 

Reserve. 

In 2009, FPL began to take a number of its existing generating units out of active service and has 

placed them on Inactive Reserve status. The specific generating units that have been placed on 

Inactive Reserve status are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. However, there are 

changes in regard to FPL's current plans for these units that are discussed later in this Executive 

Summary and in more detail in Chapter Ill. 

Similarity# 4: The modernizations of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites 

are underway and are projected to be completed on time in 2013 and 2014, respectively. 

FPL's 2011 Site Plan projected that the modernizations of these two existing sites would be 

completed in 2013 (Cape Canaveral) and 2014 (Riviera). FPL received need determination 

approval from the FPSC for both of these modernizations in September 2008 in Order No. PSC-

08-0591-FOF-EI. Site Certification was received for Cape Canaveral in October 2009 in Order 

No. DEP 09-1015. Site Certifi cation was received for Riviera in November 2009 in Order No. DEP 

09-1245. The work to complete these modernizations is underway, on budget and these 

modernizations are again reflected in this Site Plan with no changes to the projected completion 

dates. 

1 
The nuclear uprate project outage schedules for 2012 and 2013 are still being developed at the time the 2012 Site Plan 

is being finalized . The project schedule dates presented in this Site Plan document are the best available information 
available at this time. However. this schedule information is subject to change. 
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II. Factors That Are Driving Changes in FPL's Resource Plan: 

There are two primary factors that are driving changes in FPL's 2012 resource plan compared to 

the resource plan presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan. These changes are summarized below. 

Factor# 1: It will not be necessary to schedule planned maintenance outages for FPL's 

fleet of fossil-fueled generating units during all Summer and Winter peak load months. 

In FPL's 2011 Site Plan, it was projected that scheduled maintenance for FPL's generating units 

would need to be extended into all Summer and Winter peak load months. After further analysis , 

FPL concluded that it would not be necessary to schedule maintenance during all peak load 

months. (However, FPL will maintain the practice of using available capacity year-round for 

scheduling maintenance of its fossil-fueled units as opportunities arise.) 

Factor# 2: Changes in the load forecast, generating unit capabilities, and power purchase 

capabilities have combined to result in a net lowering of FPL's projected resource needs 

through 2021. 

The combined effect of several factors has led to a lowering of FPL's projected resource needs. 

In addition to the aforementioned removal of scheduled maintenance during peak load months, 

FPL is also projecting a load forecast that is slightly lower than the forecast used in the 2011 Site 

Plan. Also, several FPL units are now projected to increase their capabilities during the 2012-

2021 time frame. These increases include additional incremental generation from the 

modernization at the Port Everglades site, greater than previously projected output from the 

nuclear capacity uprates project, and upgrades to the combustion turbines at several of FPL's 

combined cycle plant sites. The effect of these projects is only slightly offset by a decrease in the 

amount of a purchased power agreement (PPA) with Palm Beach SWA. However, the combined 

net effects result in an overall decrease in FPL's projected resource needs. 

Ill. Resulting Changes in FPL's Resource Plan Compared to the Resource Plan 

Previously Presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan: 

The combined effect of the factors discussed above contributed to three significant changes in 

FPL's resource plan presented in this document compared to the resource plan previously 
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presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan. These changes are presented below and are discussed in 

more detail in Chapter Ill. 

Change # 1: FPL's next resource need will be met by the modernization of FPL's Port 

Everglades site. 

In its 2011 Site Plan, FPL projected, for planning purposes, to meet its next resource need with a 

Greenfield combined cycle (CC) unit that would come in-service in 2016. However, FPL 

discussed in its 2011 Site Plan that FPL was examining a variety of options with which to meet 

this need including a modernization of the Port Everglades site. Subsequent analyses 

determined that a modernization of this site was the most economic and best option for FPL's 

customers. FPL filed for a need determination for the modernization on November 21, 2011. The 

FPSC voted on March 27, 2012, to approve the modernization of Port Everglades with a 2016 in

service date. (As a result, Port Everglades' existing generating units 1 - 4, currently on Inactive 

Reserve status, will eventually be removed as part of the modernization process.) 

Change# 2: Three generating units are being retired and two other generating units have 

been/will be switched to operate as synchronous condensers. 

Sanford Unit 3, Cutler Unit 5, and Cutler Unit 6 are currently on Inactive Reserve status and will 

be retired in the fourth quarter of 2012. In addition, Turkey Point Unit 2 has been converted to 

operate in synchronous condenser mode to provide voltage support for the transmission system 

in Southeastern Florida. FPL also projects that Turkey Point Unit 1 will be similarly converted to 

run in synchronous condenser mode starting in 2016. 

Change # 3: FPL's next resource need is now projected to be in 2021. 

FPL's 2011 Site Plan showed a resource need in 2020 that was originally projected to be met 

with a Greenfield CC unit. This resource need has moved back one year from 2020 to 2021. FPL 

has made no decision regarding how this need will be met. For planning purposes, FPL is 

currently assuming that this 2021 resource need will be met by a PPA in 2021. 

IV. Additional Factors Influencing FPL's Resource Planning Work: 

In addition to the two factors previously mentioned {no necessity to schedule or execute planned 

maintenance in all peak load months and a projection of lower resource needs through the end of 

the 1 0-year reporting time frame of this document) that are driving changes in FPL's resource 

plans, there are additional factors that also influence FPL's resource planning work. Among these 
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other additional factors are two that FPL typically refers to as on-going system concerns that FPL 

has considered in its resource planning work for a number of years. These two on-going system 

concerns are: (1) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system , and (2) maintaining a 

balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida, particularly in Miami

Dade and Broward Counties. 

A third factor that could affect FPL's resource planning is the possibility of the establishment of a 

Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy. A Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

proposal was prepared by the FPSC, and then sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, 

with a possible change to a Clean Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. 

However, no RPS or CPS legislation has been enacted in subsequent legislative sessions. 

Furthermore, during the 2012 legislative session the legislature deleted a now obsolete directive 

to the FPSC that had instructed them to adopt RPS rules. RPS or CPS legislation, or other 

legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, may still occur in the 

future. If such legislation is enacted in later years, FPL would then determine what steps need to 

be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then be discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the 

year following the enactment of such legislation. 

A fourth factor that will affect FPL's resource planning is the issue of how best to reliably obtain 

additional natural gas for FPL's system which is needed due to growing electrical load. This need 

for additional natural gas is minimized, but only in part, by the addition of highly fuel-effic ient 

natural gas-fired generating units with the modernizations of the Cape Canaveral, Riviera, and 

Port Everglades plant sites. 

A fifth factor or issue that will affect FPL's resource planning is the extent to which FPL's reserves 

are projected to become increasingly dependent upon DSM resources as opposed to generation 

resources. This projected imbalance in future reserves is becoming more pronounced, in part, 

because of the high level of DSM currently required to be implemented while FPL's projected 

resource needs have decreased (as previously mentioned). 

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL's on-going resource planning work 

during the rest of 2012 and in future years. 

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm 

capacity purchases for 2012- 2021 in terms of Summer MW. Table ES-2 then expands upon the 

information presented in Table ES-1 by adding projections of Winter MW impacts, Summer 

reserve margins, Winter reserve margins, etc. (Although neither table specifically identifies the 

Florida Power & Light Company 9 
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impacts of projected DSM additions on FPL's resource needs and resource plan, FPL's projected 

DSM additions have been fully accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan .) 
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes 

Summer 
Year • Projected Capacity & Finn Purchase Power Changes MW Date 
2012 Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- active service 761 January-12 

DeSoto 1 Short Term Purchase 150 January-12 
DeSoto 2 Short Term Purchase 155 January-12 
Sanford 5 CT Upgrade 19 March-12 
Palm Beach SWA- PPA extension 40 April-12 
TECO System Gen Short Term Purchase 125 April-12 
Oleander PPA- contract ends (155) May-12 
St Lucie Unit 2 outage (745) August-12 
St Lucie Unit 1 Uprates- completed 129 July-12 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates- completed 123 August-12 

Total of MW ab~M~~;Jes to Summer-firm ~.city; 602. 
2013 TECO System Gen Short Term Purchase (125) October-12 

St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprates - completed 84 November-12 
Martin 8 CT Upgrade 10 December-12 
DeSoto 1 Short Term Purchase (150) December-12 
DeSoto 2 Short Term Purchase (155) December-12 
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- inactive status (761) January-13 
Sanford 5 CT Upgrade 9 February-13 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates- completed 123 March-13 
Sanford 4 CT Upgrade 31 April-12 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1.210 June-13 
Martin 1 ESP - outage (826) June-13 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm lfllpaclry) (550) 
2014 Sanford 5 CT Upgrade 10 September-13 

Martin 2 ESP - outage (826) March-14 
Manatee 3 CT Upgrade 19 May-14 
Turkey Point 5 CT Upgrade 33 June-14 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,212 June-14 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 448 ' 

2015 Manatee 3 CT Upgrade 20 September-14 : 

2016 

2017 

2018 

20 19 

2020 

2021 

• Fatt Mvers 2 CT Upgrades 51 May-15 ' 
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 71 

· UPS Replacement (928) December-15 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 70 April-16 

. Port Everglades Moderniza tion 1,277 June-16 
Turkey Point 1 synchronous condenser (396) June-16 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 23 
SJRPP suspens1on of energy (375) April· 17 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (375) 

Total of MW changes to Summer finn capacity: 0 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: ,.-..--
1-

Short T E!ll'Jl Purchase 250 May -21 
TotaJ Qf MW changes to Summer finn capacity: 250 

• Year shown renects when the MW change begins \o be accounted for in Summer reserve margin 
calculations (Note that addition of MW values for each year will not yield a current cumulative value.) 
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Table ES-2: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 111 

Changes (Mm 
Net Capacity I 

Year Projectad Capacity Changes Winter 1"1 Summer~"1 

2012 Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 
Manatee Unit 2 
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprate- Outage 161 

St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates - Completed 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprate - Outage 161 

Changes to Existing Purchases 1' 1 

Scherer Unit 4 
Inactive Reserve Units (PE Units 3 & 4) -return to active status 1" 1 

Manatee Unit 2 ESP - Outage 111 

2013 Cape canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center,,, 

Manatee Unit 2 
Changes to Existing Purchases 1' 1 

Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 
Martin Unit 8 CT Upgrade 
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 
Scherer Unit 4 
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprates - Completed 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates - Completed 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates - Completed 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates - Outage 101 

Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4)- return to inactive status 101 

Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage 1' 1 

---
--

(853) 
---
--
--

375 
-

765 

@_22) 
-
(3) 

(555) 
19 
10 
22 

(28) 
129 
84 
123 
--

(717) 
(765) 
(822) 

19 
(3) 
---

129 
123 
(745) 
470 
(30) 
761 
-

1,210 
---

(430) 
9 
10 
31 
···-
--

84 
--

1n 
--

(761) 

--

Reserve Margin (%) 
After Maintenance 
Winter Summer 

31.9% 28.0% 

!--=- Martin Unit 1 ESP - Out=a«gc:ce_
1
--,
71
,----cc,----:::----::c----,.;;--- - ---t- ----,- --'= = - + --2=-6"'."'9-"-o/c=-o ___ 27.8% 

2014 cape canave~al Next-Generation Clean Energy Center 151 
-- (826) 

1,355 
,Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 
Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 
Turkey Po1nt Unit 5 CT Upgrade 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Up rates - Completed 

Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage 171 

Martin Unit 2 ESP- Outage 171 

16 
19 
--
--

123 
(832) 

---

---
--

10 
19 
33 
--
---

(826) 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Cen ter 151 33.6% 26.8% 

2015 Manatee Unit 3 C-'rupgrade - --------~----------+---::-:::---~:::-"--!·-~- .c..- -.- - '---- -1 
-- 1.212 

Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade 

39 
33 
-

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center !51 

2016. ~hanges [;-Existing""Pu;ch;;esi<i ·· - ---=-'-''.!......=='---- ------f-'-'-=-
1,3~4 

(858) 
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade 

' Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed to synchronous condenser 

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 151 

2017 Changes to El!isting Purchases 1" 1 -----

Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed to synchronous condenser 

r- _ ~-rt· Everg~~~s Next Generation _Clean Ener9y Center 101 

-

-

51 
--
- ------

(398) 
1.429 

20 
---

51 

· -- 42.5% 28.6% 

(858) 
---

(396) 
1,277 37.6% 26.4% 
(37 5) 

-
--- 41 .9% 24 .2% -
---2018 Changes to Existing Purchases (<l r-2619 -----~- - .. .. ---- ·---=---__ -_ -----------t----'=:::<-------t--c~~~ 

rw:df -- - - - -
(~) z~ -f~ 39.?% 

--- - 38.3% -:r2.s%-
·-- -- 37.2% 

2021 Short Term Purchase -- 250 36.0 %-

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively 
(2) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. 
(3) Summer values are forecasted values for August of the year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with QF, utilities , and other entities. See Table I 8.1 and Table I.B.Z for more details. 
(5) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service 1n June of the yea r shown. All additions assumed to start 1n June are Included 

1n the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and 1n the Winter reserve margin calculation starting with the next year. 
(6) Outages for uprate work. 
(7) Outages for ESP worK. 
(8) A number of eXIsting FPL power plants have been removed from service and placed on Inactive Reserve status See Chapter Ill for a 

d1scuss1on of the umts on Inactive Reserves. 

Florida Power & Light Company 12 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.8 million people. FPL served an average of 4,547,051 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2011. These customers were served by a variety of 

resources including: FPL-owned fossil-fueled, renewable, and nuclear generating units, 

non-utility owned generation, demand side management (DSM). and 

interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL~Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at seventeen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory including one site in Georgia (partial 

FPL ownership of one unit) and one site in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of 

two units). The current electrical generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three 

coal units, fifteen combined cycle (CC) units, twelve fossil steam units. forty-eight 

combustion gas turbines, one simple cycle combustion turbine, and two photovoltaic 

facilities2
. The locations of these eighty-five generating units are shown on Figure I.A. 1 

and in Table I A 1. Table I.A.2 provides a "break down" of the capacity provided by the 

combustion turbine (CT) and steam turbine (ST) components of FPL's existing CC units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,721 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 587 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

2 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the 
other units mentioned above do Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for 
electricity generation 

Florida Power & Light Company 15 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

Location/ 
Map Key 

A 

8 

c 
D 

E 
F 

G 

H 

K 

L 

M 

N 

0 
p 

Turkey Point 
11 

St. Lucie v 

Manatee 

Fort Myers 

Culler v 
Lauderdale 

Plant Name 

Port Everglades " "
1 

Riviere
41 

Mart1n 

Cape Canaveral 41 

Senford 31 

Putnam 

St. John's River Power Park n 

WestCotmty 

DeSoto~ 

Space Coast 51 

Scherers. 

Gas Turbines 

total System Genetation 
rota I System Generation withoullnactive Reserves 

System Firm Generation = 

I / Turkey Point Unit 2 IS now e sync~ronous condense' 

Number 
ofUnlls 

2 

4 

0 

0 

3 

3 

1 

48 

85 
78 
78 

2. 930 

1 .584 

2,735 

1 ,747 

205 

884 

1,187 

0 
3,722 

0 

2,050 

4S8 

254 

3,657 

25 

10 

672 

1,908 

24,068 
22,538 
22.503 

21 Represents FPL 's cwnersh1p :S:hare· St Luc1e nuch~ac 100% UM ~ . 65% Unrt ::!· St .J ohn! River· 20% of two unit'S 
31 Cutle; UnttS 5 J.t\ Poit Everg:~ des Units 1· 4 a~d Sanford Un11 3 are on lna.c!1ve f:esP.Ne stallls 

Their cap.,<::iW vall.le!i are prl::'5;ented on fhP MW-by-:.m 11 l1ne only Ia assisl m compa:isons bJck !o prev10t.:S S1te P lans. 

HowevtH, !he C::!pa~ lty riOm Lhe !naCIIVf! Reserve ur.!IS hai Ooee'll t ernoveQ ~~om the .. ~o\.a! System Generahon Wllhou t 

lnact~ve Reserves rrM al the er~d of the "'~e . 

4/ Will bP. s1te or new Modemiz:a:-:~n P1ants. 

5/ Ttle 25 MIN of PV ot D€Soto aile' t~•e 10 MW ol PV at Space Coa$~ are co!"!sldered as non -f1~m ge~e~atmg capac1~y 

and the capactry ~rorn !)"lest! units has been mmoved hom the HSysl.m flm Gene; ati0:-1" row 3\ the t!nd of the !<3ble 
6/ The Schefer un11 is located 1n Georg ia and is nol shOONn on lh1s m<~p 

[=:J Non-FPL Territory 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2011) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2011) 

Number 
Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel 

Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 
St. Lucie" Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 

Total Nuclear: 4 

Coal Steam 

SJRPP '' Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 

Total Coal Steam: 3 

Combined-C:icle ~ 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL Gas 
Manatee Parrish , FL 1 Gas 
Martin Indiantown, FL 3 Gas 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL Gas/Oil 
Lauderdale Dania. FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 
West County Palm Beach County, FL 3 Gas/Oil 

Total Combined Cycle : 15 

Oil/Gas Steam 

Cutler 41 Miami . FL 2 Gas 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 
Martin lndiantown.FL 2 Oil/Gas 

Port Everglades 
41 

Port E verg Ia des, F L 4 Oil/Gas 

Sanford 41 
Lake Monroe, FL 1 Oil/Gas 

Turkey Point 51 Florida City, FL 1 Oil/Gas 
Total Oil/Gas Steam: 12 

Gas Turbines[GT!/Diesels{ICl 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 
Port Everglades (GT) Port E verg Ia des, F L 12 Gas/Oil 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 

Total Gas Turbines/Diesels: 48 

Combustion Turbines~ 
Fort Myers 61 

Fort Myers. FL Gas/Oil 
Total Combustion Turbines: 

PV 

DeSoto 71 DeSoto, FL Solar Energy 

Space Coast 71 Brevard County , FL 1 Solar Energy 
Total PV: 2 

Total System Generation as of December 31,2011 = 85 
Total System Generation without Inactive Reserves as of December 31 , 2011 = 78 

System Firm Generation as of December 31, 2011 = 76 

1/ Tol.al capability of each unit is 8531839 MW. FPL's ownership share of Sl. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%. respectively. 
21 Capabilities shown repre!1,9111 FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92 .5% and exclude the Orlando UliiHies 

Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit 
Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal. 20% of two units). 

31 The Combined Cycles an.d Combustion Turbines are broken down by components on Table 1.A.2. 

Summer 
MW 

1,386 

1,584 
2,970 

254 
672 
926 

1,912 
1,432 
1, 111 
2 ,070 
1,148 
884 
498 

3,657 
12,712 

205 
1,624 
1.652 

1 '187 

138 

396 
5,202 

840 
420 
648 

1,908 

315 
315 

25 

10 
35 

24,068 
22,538 
22,503 

41 Cutler Units 5 & 6. Port Ew.rgiades Units 1-4 and Sanford Unit 3 are on Inactive Reserve status. Tl1e1r capacity values are presented 
on the MW-by-un~ tin., only to assist in comparisons back to previous Site Plans However, the capacity from the 
Inactive R.,serve umls has been removed from the "Total System Generahon without Inactive Reserves as of 
December 31 . 2011" row at the end of the table_ 

5I Turkey Point Unit 2 IS now a synchronous condenser 

61 This unit cons1sts of two combustion turbines. 
71 The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of PV at Space Coast are considered as non-firm generating capacity 

and the capacity from these units has been remp'led !rom the "System Firm Generation" row at the end of the table. 
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Table I.A.2: Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Components 

Summer MW* 

Combined-Cycle CT CT 
B 

CT 
c 

CT 
0 

CT 
E 

CT Steam Steam BOP Total Unit 
Plant Name/ Unit No A F 1 2 Aux MW 

Ft Myers 2 159 159 159 159 159 159 59 
Lauderdale 4 158 158 - - - - 131 
Lauderdale 5 158 158 - - - --- 131 

Manatee 3 167 167 167 167 457 
Martin 3 166 166 - --- 144 
Martin 4 166 166 - -- - -- 144 
Martin 8 170 170 170 170 --- -- 476 

Putnam 1 71 71 -- --- -- --- 112 
Putnam 2 71 71 --- --- -- --- 112 
Sanford 4 160 160 160 160 --- --- 328 
Sanford 5 159 159 159 159 -- -- 330 

Turkev Point 5 174 174 174 174 -- -- 478 
West County 1 248 248 248 --- --- --- 499 
West ounty 248 248 248 --- - 499 
West County 3 248 248 248 --- -- 499 

Combustion Turbines 

Fl. Myers 31 158 I 158 I 

This table shows the breakdown of total MW for each unit by CT and steam component. 

• The total MW values shown in this table may differ slightly from values shown in other tables 
due to rounding of per-component values. 
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437 (2.0) 1,433 
-- (5) 442 
- (5) 442 

(17 1, 109 
-- (6) 469 
-- (6) 469 
-- 23) 1,135 
--- (5) 249 
-- (5) 249 
--- (1 2) 958 
--- (13) 954 
--- 26) 1,149 
--- 25) 1,219 
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- (25) 1,219 

(1) 315 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 27 of 252

Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2011) 

Location 
(City or County) Fuel 

I. Purchases from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 
Indiantown Cogen . LP 
Broward South 
Broward North 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 
UPS from Southern Company 
SJRPP 

Ill. Other Purchases: 
Oleander (Extension) 

Non-Firm Energy Purchases fMWHl 

Project 

Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New Hope 
Power Partners) 
Broward South 
Tomoka Farms 

Waste Management - Renewable Energy 
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill 

Tropicana 
Calnetix 

Georgia Pacific 
Rothenbach Par.k (known as MMA Bee Ridge) 

First Solar 
Customer - Owned PV & Wind 

Palm Beach SWA 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Duval Coal (Cogen) 
Martin Coal (Cogen) 

Broward Solid Waste 
Broward Solid Waste 

Total: 

Various in Georgia Coal 
Jacksonville, FL Coal 

Total: 

Brevard Gas 

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 

County Fuel 

Palm Beach Bagasse/V\Iood 
Broward Garbage 
Volusia Landfill Gas 
Broward Landfill Gas 
Broward Landfill Gas 
Manatee Natural Gas 

Palm Beach Natural Gas 
Putnam Paper by-product 

Sarasota PV 
Miami PV 

Various PV/V\Iind 
Palm Beach Solid Waste 

19 

Summer 
MW 

250 
330 
4 
11 

595 

928 
375 

1,303 

155 
155 

2,053 

Energy (MWH) 
Delivered to 
FPL in 2011 

172.050 
289,953 

0 
59,719 
18,046 
30,532 

0 
2,013 
321 
10 

415 
346,035 
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• Po.ver Pi a-1t S t; 
• Tran smissionS ubstat1on 

500<.V 
230kV 

N 0 TE: This map is not a complete representation ofF PL 's 
Transmission System 

(SOU) 

Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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1.8 Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPI!..'s resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with five qualifying facili ties; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy as shown in Table I.A.3, Table 

1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produ ces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial , commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste , 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source (at least 50%) solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable 

resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 928 MW from the Southern 

Company (Soutlnern) through the end of December 2015. This capacity will be supplied 

by Southern from a mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 375 MW (Summer) and 383 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal 

Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from 

this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will 

be reached in the Spring of 2017. Once this limit is reached, FPL will be unable to receive 

firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, FPL will continue to receive 

firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the SJRPP units.) 

FPL has an additional one-year contract with TECO for 125 MW of firm capacity through 

December 2012. 

These purchases are shown in Table I.A.3, Table 1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. FPL also has 

ownership interest in the SJRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1 , in Table IA1, and on Schedule 1. 
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Other Purchases: 

FPL has three other short-term firm capacity purchase contracts with non-OF, non-utility 

suppliers. One of these purchase contracts runs through May 2012 and the other two run 

through December 2012. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present the Summer and Winter MW, 

respectively, resulting from these contracts under the category heading of Other 

Purchases. 

Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration Small Power Contract Contract 
Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2 012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31126 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1 4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Broward South 01101195 12/31126 1.5 1.5 1 5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1 5 1 5 
Broward South 01/01/97 12131126 06 0.6 0 6 0 .6 0.6 0.6 06 0.6 0.6 0 .6 
Browald North 01 /0 1/93 12/31126 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01101/95 12/31126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1 5 1.5 15 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01 101 /97 1213'1126 2 5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2 5 2 5 2.5 2.5 2 .5 
Cedar Ba.,- Generating Co 01125194 12/31124 250 250 250 250 2 50 250 250 250 250 250 
Ind iantown COllen. LP 12122195 12101/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 3 30 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA · extension 01/01/1 2 04/01/32 40 40 40 40 4 0 40 40 40 40 40 
Palm Beach SWA . additional 04101/16 04101132 0 0 0 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 

QF Purchases Sub. Total: 6 35 635 635 635 705 705 705 ' 705 705 705 

11. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Oate 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 20 18 2019 2020 2021 

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12131115 928 928 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SJRPP 04102/82 04101117. 3 75 375 375 375 375 0 0 0 0 0 
ll t:CU 01101/12 12131/12 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub To ta l: 1,428 1,303 1 ,303 1,303 375 0 0 0 0 0 

Total of OF and Utiliiy Pllrc hases "! 2,063I1,93BI1,93Bj1,938l1 ,osol 705 I 705 I 705 I 705 I 705 I 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contmct Contract 
Start Date End Date 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2 020 

Oleander (Ex1ension) 06/01107 05131/12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dt<Soto Unit 1 01/01/12 12/31112 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 De::>oto umt z 01101/12 1213111 2 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Purchases Sub Total: 305 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Contract End Date shown for thn JJRPP p.~rcnase does nOf' r1111J"Bstlf'1 the actu;a " ~Contract end date !:1stead, th1s date represents a 
proJeCtiOn of ~ earliest date at wh::ctl. F'P.L's ability to rece~11e tu rttJe·· capactrt ar'td energy frorn th;~ pu:--ctlase could be suspended 
due to IRS regulalions. 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's · 
Cogeneration Small Contract Contract 
Power Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Broward South 01 /01/93 12/31126 14 14 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 14 
Broward South 01i01195 12131126 1.5 1.5 1.5 1 5 1 5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1 5 1.5 
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0 .6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0 .6 0 .6 06 
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01101/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1 5 
Broward North 01/01/97 12131/26 2.5 25 2 5 2 .5 2.5 2.5 2 .5 2.5 2 .5 2 .. 5 
Cedar Bav Generatino Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 2 50 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogen. , LP 12/22/95 12/01125 330 330 330 330 330 3.30 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA ·extension 01101/12 04/01/32 40 40 40 4 0 40 40 40 4 0 40 40 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 04/01116 04/01132 0 0 0 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 

QF Purchases SubTotal : 635 635 635 635 7 05 705 705 705 705 705 

11. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Dale End Date 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

UPS Reola.cement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 928 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SJRPP 04/02182 04/01117 ' 383 383 383 383 383 383 0 0 0 0 
TECO 01/01/12 12/31/12 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,386 1,311 1,311 1,311 383 383 0 0 0 0 

Total of OF and Utllity Purchases =j2,021l1,946l1 ,94611 ,94611,08811 ,oeal 705 I· 705 I 705 I 705 I 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2 017 2018 2019 2020 

Oleander ( Ext.,nsion) 06/01/07 05/31/1 2 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DeSoto Unrt 1 01/01 /12 12/31/12 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DeSoto Unrt 2 01/01 /12 12/31 /12 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 485 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.. Contract End Date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract ei1d date_ Instead. this date represents a 

projection of the earliest date al wh1ch FPL's ability lo receive further capacity and energy from I his purchase could be suspended 
due to IRS regulat1ons. 
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I.C Non~Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2011 

from these facilities. 

Table I.C.1: As-Avai I able Energy Purchases From Non-Utility Generators in 2011 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date FPL in 2011 
Okeelanta (known as Flonda Crystals and New 

Hope Power Partners) Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 11/95 172,050 
Broward South Broward Garbage 9/09 289,953 
Tomoka Farms Vol usia Landfill Gas 7198 0 

Waste Management- Renewable Energy Broward Landfill Gas 1/10 59.719 
Waste Management- Collier County Landfill Broward Landf'1ll Gas 5/1/2011 18,046 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 30,532 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 0 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2/94 2,013 
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge) Sarasota PV 10/07 321 

Firs\ Solar Miami PV 4/1/2011 10 
Customer- Owned PV & Wind Various PVANind Various 415 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 4/10 346,035 

I.D. Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2011 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 4,513 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 59,890 Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2011 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of more than 13 new 400 MW generating 

units. DSM is discussed further in Chapter Ill. 

Florida Power & Light Company 25 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 34 of 252

Page 1 of3 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2011 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) ( 12) (13) (14) 

All Actual/ 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen. Max.. Net Capabil ity 11 

Unil Unit Fuel Transpor1 Days In-ServiCe Ret1remen1 Nameplate Win\er Summer 

Plant Name !i2. ~ ~ Pri AI! Pri 8.!1. Use Mo~Jb/X~~l .M2ntblY~J~r !S""i MW MW 

Cape Car,ave~al :t· Brevard County 

19124S/36F Q .Q Q 
ST F06 NG WA PL UnKnown Apr-65 Jun-10 0 0 

ST FOS NG WA PL Un~noW'fl May-69 Jun-10 0 0 0 

Cutler~ Miam1 Dade County 

27155SI40E 2J.IU2Q ill 205 

5 ST NG No PL No Unkno'M"l Nov-54 Nov-12 75,000 69 68 

6 ST NG No PL No Unknown Jul-55 Nov-12 181,500 138 137 

DeSoto 
41 

DeSoto County 

27136S/25E 27000 ~ ~ 

PV N/A N/A NIA NIA Unknown Ocl-09 Unknown 27,000 25 25 

Fort Mye r~ Lee County 

35143S/25E 2.895 890 Lill. 2395 

2 cc NG No Pl No Unknown Jun-{)2 Unknown 1,775,390 1,490 1.432 

3A & B CT NG F02 Pl PL Unknown ,lun-03 Unkn~vm 376 380 352 315 

1·12 GT F02 No PL No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 710 646 

Lauderdale Broward County 

30/50S/42E 1 873 968 1&Q.1 1.Zl1 
cc NG F02 PL PL :Jnbown May-93 Unknown 526.250 483 442 

5 cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown hn-93 Unknown 526.250 483 442 

1-12 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410.734 459 420 

13-24 GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Un'Known 410.734 459 420 

Ma:"'atee Manatee 

Collnty 

18133S/20E 2 951 110 Lilli £.ill 
ST f06 NG WA PL Unknown Oc l-76 Unknown 863.300 822 8~2 

ST f06 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863.300 822 612 

3 cc NG No PL No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224.510 1.158 1.111 

1/ These ral~ngs are peak capability. 

2; The Cape Canaveral mode-rnt7a1ion project has msuitcd m the removr11 of the two steam umts prev\ous ly at the Canaveral slle to dear thl! s1tc for 

the introduction of a new combined cycle generating umt Thrs new unit is projected to go ~nto service in June 2013 

3/ Cut:er Unrts 5 & 6 are on lnact1ve Reserve status. The1r capac1ty vaiues are presented on lhe MW+by~un ft line only to assisl m comparisons back La 

prevK>us S1te Plans. However, the capacity from lhe lnaclrve Reserve units has been removed from the "To!al System Generation without lnactrve 

Reserves as of December 31, 201 1" row al the end ollhe 1able. Cu~er Uni1s 5 & 6 wi" be retired by the end of 2012. 

41 The capacity shown for the PV facWty al DeSoto IS oonsidP.red as nofl-firm generating capa c..:ity ar1d :he capaCity from these un1ts has been removed 

from lho "Syslem rim\ Generating Capacity as o f OP.cember 31 201 1" row at lhe end of lhe !able. 
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Page 2 of3 

(I ) (2) (3) 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2011 

(4) (5) 16) 17) (8) 110) {11) (12) (13) (14) 

Act~al/ 

Fuel 

(9) 

All 

Fuel 

Day• 

~ 

Commercial Expec::led Gen Max 

Nameplate 

Net c~pab tlity II 

Unit 

]','Q_ 

Ur -.1 Fve: T nmspof'1 h'l-Ser vrce Relr~ement Wrnter Summer 

Ira!! lli 6!1_ Pn All Mo!1th/Yetn Mo1ti"·/Year 't:!i. !!:Y::f. MW 

W.ar!:rr 

3 

B" 

Port Everglades 

1-12 

Pulnarr-

3 

5 

Schc-:'t.lr '' 

M~:1rn County 

29/29SI38E 

~o,f ffOI'(Wood 

2~:J50S/42E 

PLP'11Ul1 COL:.nty 

1 ~11 DSI2;'E 

City ot RfYiera Beach 

3:\.142Si43E 

V~County 

1 1\''~S/30E 

1/ Tre~ rslrrgs are peak f:Emility 

ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown 

S'l f 06 NG PL PL Uoknown 

CC NG No PL Wo Lioknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL PL Un\<nown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

Sl f' >)6 NG WA PL Unknown 

51 F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL WA Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL WA Unknown 

S i F06 NG WA Pl Unknown 

S T FOS NG WA PL Unkr~owr1 

S T F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

C(' NG No Pl No Unknown 

CC NG No Pl No U:1known 

BIT SUB No RR No Unknown 

Dec-80 

Jun-81 

Fel>-94 

Apc-94 

Jun-05 

Jun-60 

Apr-<;1 

Jul-64 

Apr-65 

.t,ug-71 

Un~nown 

Un..known 

934.~:>0 

934.5-l O 

Un>:.nown 612..000 46d 

Unknown ~1 :1 000 469 

Unlmown 1. 2.2<1 . :- ~ o 1,219 

Jan-13 

Jan-13 

Jan-13 

Jan-13 

Unknown 

~ .l..§g 

221-~JO 214 

2.2 ~ 250 214 

402 050 3B9 

402 . .050 376 

410 ,7 ;4 1.59 

Apr-76 ll'll.no.o!'l 
~ 
2911.004 

2dt.· 004 

~ 

265 

265 Aug4 77 Unknown 

Ju~ ~2 

MaJ-63 

May-59 

Oc!-03 

Ju.n-02 

Jul-89 

Ft·b -11 

Fe.!t-'$ t 

Nov 12 

Q Q 

0 

Unknown 1 186.860 1 .040 

Unknown 1, lf!3 .~ 1 .047 

Unknown 

~ 
68 0.368 

2J Mlrbn Unli 6 is also pa. y fueled by a 75 MW so!a h ermal t~f::iu ity !ila: supplies slearn when a:Ceq.Jatil ;s.u~1l tght ~~ ~ ~~~--- !JIU. '4ed~l~ 

'tluit h.o0!11se 

J/ Port [ blerQiad es Unlls ~ ~- and Sanford Un•t 3 a.re on .,,a,.; Uve Reserv~ status. lhe~r capactty values are p re~nted o n lhe MW-by-unit line Only 

'l:ll ~ m W:'TlpaJ'llml• ~a ro .. ~rious Stte Ptat:a 1~. IM c-.~aclf;. o ·1; 111e ln.active 'Reserve uf'H!s havll! been 111move..cJ (1 un lhe 

·1 o'!aJ System Ger.era l.AJPI" wi~nout !~acllve Reser"~.!!!~ u "'l:>f Dece:.,...b!P.'" 3 t . 2.0 ~ 1M row a l the end of the table . Sanford Un1l .... ._....; ~ tle re1~red by 

w ..-.;~ 20 1 2 

4/ l rt~se ratings. rrspresroN f •onda Po~· & Light Company's sh"Etre nf"Schftr~~ Unit~ . adjus ted for lransmlssion losses 
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Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2011 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (6) (S) (10) (11) (12) 

AI\ Actual/ 

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen Max. 

Unit Unll Fuel Transport Days In-service Ret1rem ent Nameplate 

Piant Name No ~.9.D ~ Pri [ill_ Pn &!!. 1,!~~ Month!'Year Month/Year KW 

Space Coast v Brevard County 

13123SI36E 10000 

PV NIA NIA NIA NIA Unknown Apr-10 Unkf'IO'Wn 10 .000 

St. J o.'lns River Duval Ccxmty 

Power Park 31 12115128E 

(RPC4) :n~, B36 

BIT BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,916 

BIT BIT Pe\ RR WA Unknown May-SB Unknown 13s g,s 

St. Lucie .ot./ St Lucie County 

1Gi36SI41E uz.~ . .zu 
NP UR No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 850.000 

NP UR No TK NO Unknown Jun-83 Un);no~tm 723.775 

Turkey Point Miami Dade Coun~ 

2 7!57SI40E 3 548 550 

ST F06 NG WA PL UnknO'M'l Apr·6i Unknown 402.050 
2~ ST FOS NG WA PL Unknown Apr-66 Unknown 402 050 

NP UR NO TK NO Unknc~ Nov-72 Unknown 759_g7o 

NP UR No TK NO Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 759.970 

cc NG F02 PL PL Unknown May· Ol Unknown l.22~ . 5 1C 

West Count~ Palm Beach County 

29&32143SI40E 2_7~3_6CQ 

cc NG F02 Pl PL Unknown Aug -OS Unknown 1,365.600 

cc NG F02 PL PL UnKnown Nov-09 Unknown 1.36.5.800 

cc NG F0 2 PL PL Unkf'JoOIN'n May-11 Unknown 1,366,800 

Total System Gene-rating Capacity as o r December 31', 2011 fil = 
Total System Generation without Inactive Reserves as of December 31 1 2011 71= 

System Firm Generating Capadty as of De-cember 31, 2011 at= 

1/ These ralings are i)eak capability. 

2 lhe capaDty shown for the PV fac1l1ty at Spa.ce Coa.st is c.:on s1der& c as non·firm generatH"'Q capac,ty d~e to the m~erm1t1~nt nature of 

the solar res.ou~ce 

31 Then~: capabi!Jt)' ralmg~ represent flonda Power & U9hl Company's share of SL Johns River Park Un1ts 1 and 2, exclud1:ng the 

Jacksonville Eleclnc A uthonty (JEA) s'rtare o~ 80%. 

Page 3 of3 

(13) (1~) 

Net Capabllit~ l .' 

Winter Summe r 

!&{:! !&{:! 

lQ lQ 
10 10 

£2Q 254 

130 127 

130 127 

1-ill 1.58'-

853 839 

757 745 

MlJ2 ~ 

3Q8 396 

0 

7 17 693 

717 693 

1,178 1.148 

~ lMl 
1,335 1.219 

1 .335 1 219 

1 .335 1 .2' 9 

25,323 24,068 

23,783 22, 538 

23,748 22.503 

4! Tolal c.a.pabihty of e ach un11 i~ 8531839 MW. FPL's owners'11p st1are of St. Lucie Units"\ and 2 IS iCY.:l%(8531839) and 85% ( i 14.1726), res~ct~vely. as 

shown above FPL's shar2- o f the dehverabfe capacity from each unit ts approl( 92 5%) and exc~LJOP. the Orlando Uhlmes CommiSSIOn {OUC) and 

Florida Mvn~cipa~ Power A 9ency (FMPA) comb1~d porl!on or a~proXJmately 7A4776% per un11 

51 Th1S generating U'll\ is cu~rently serving i!S a synchrono us condense( 

61 The Total Syslem Generatmg Cpadty value shown Includes FPL-owned rirm and r.on-t\rm generaimg capacity 

7i The- To tal System Ger~eration Without the Inactive Reserves Units (ClJtler Un1ts 5 & 6 . Port Everglades Un1ts 1· 4, Sanford Umt 3}. 

81 T1'le System F1rm GeneraHng Capacity value st1own includes only firm generarmg capacity 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are typically 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term 

forecasts were developed by FPL in late 2011 that replaced the previous long-term load 

forecasts that were used by FPL during 2011 in much of its resource planning work and 

which were presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized 

throughout FPL's 2012 Site Plan. These forecasts are a key input to the models used to 

develop FPL's integrated resource plan. 

The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the 

long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. Consistent with past forecasts, the 

primary drivers to develop these forecasts include economic conditions and weather. 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting 

firm IHS Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Florida Legislature's 

Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). These projections are developed, 

in conjunction with the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the 

University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical models in 

terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Three 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling and heating degree-hours based on 72° F, winter heating degree-days 

based on 66° F, and heating degree-days based on 45° F are used to forecast 

energy sales. 

2. The maximum temperature on the peak day, along with the build-up of cooling 

degree-hours prior to the peak, are used to forecast Summer peaks. 

3. The minimum temperature on the peak day, along with the build-up of heating 

degree-hours based on 66° F on the day prior to the peak, are used to forecast 

Winter peaks. 

The cooling degree-hours and winter heating degree-days are used to capture the 

changes in the electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners 

and electric space heaters. Heating degree-days based on 45° F are used to capture 
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heating load resulting from sustained periods of unusually cold weather not fully captured 

by heating degree-days based on 66° F. A composite hourly temperature profile is 

derived using hourly temperatures across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, 

Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations from which temperatures are 

obtained. In developing the composite hourly profile, these regional temperatures are 

weighted by regional energy sales. The resulting composite temperature is used to derive 

projected cooling degree-hours and heating degree-days. Similarly, composite 

temperature and hourly profiles of temperatures are used for the Summer and Winter 

peak models. 

II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

FPL's current load forecast is somewhat lower than the load forecast presented in its 

2011 Site Plan. There are three primary factors that are driving the current load forecast 

projected population growth, a projection of gradual recovery following the economic 

recession in Florida, and energy efficiency standards. The net impact of these three 

factors is that the current load forecast is lower than the 2011 Site Plan forecast. 

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections. Population projections 

are derived from the EDR's August 2011 Demographic Estimating Conference. This 

forecast indicates generally lower population levels than previously forecasted although 

long-term rates of population growth are comparable. Net migration into Florida fell to a 

record low in 2009 during the height of the recession. Florida has since experienced a 

small rebound in net migration, but population growth rates have remained well below 

their historical averages. The population growth rate projected for 201 2 reflects a 

continuation of the low rates of population growth Florida has experienced since the start 

of the recession. Progressively higher rates of population growth are projected until 2016 

when population growth approaches the level historically experienced in Florida. 

Consistent with prior population projection from EDR, the rate of population growth is 

expected to gradually stabilize after 2016. 

FPL's customer base is expected to mirror the state's projected rates of population 

growth. As population growth recovers, modestly higher customer growth is projected 

thru 2016, followed by relatively stable growth thereafter. By 2019, the total number of 

customer accounts (customers) is expected to exceed five million. Between 2012 and 

2021 , the total number of customers projected in the current load forecast is about 1% 
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below the levels projected in FPL's 2011 Site Plan, however the longer-term percentage 

growth rates are comparable. 

After suffering for years under the lingering effects of the recent recession, the outlook 

on the Florida economy is now one of cautious optimism. By year-end 2011, Florida was 

adding jobs at an annual rate of more than 100,000; more than in any year since 2006. 

Although significant problems persist in the housing market, the outlook for Florida is for 

positive, if somewhat modest economic growth. Accordingly, IHS Global Insight is 

projecting a steady increase in employment and income growth through 2015 after which 

growth moderates. 

Estimates of savings from energy efficiency standards are developed by ITRON, a 

leading expert in this area. Included in these estimates are savings from federal and 

state energy efficiency standards, including the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 

2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the savings occurring from the use of 

compact fluorescent bulbs. 3 

Consistent with the forecast presented in FPL's 2011 Site Plan, the total growth projected 

for the ten-year reporting period of this document is significant. The Summer peak is 

projected to increase to 25,960 MW by 2021, an increase of 4 ,341 MW over the 2011 

actual Summer peak. Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 133,646 GWH in 2021 , an 

increase of 21,192 GWH from the actual 2011 value. 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for each revenue class and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 

2012 - 2021 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this chapter. 

Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software 

package MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each 

jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of: cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, 

3 Note that in addition to the fact that these energy effi ciency standards lower the forecasted load (as described in more 
detail later in this chapter), these standards also lower the efficiency potential that would otherwise be available through 
utility DSM programs. 
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lagged cooling degree-hours, lagged heating degree-hours, a proxy for energy 

prices, and Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population 

employed. The impact of weather is captured by the cooling degree-hours, heating 

degree-hours, and the one month lag of these variables. The proxy for energy prices 

incorporates the impact of energy prices on electric consumption. As energy prices 

rise, less disposable income is available for all goods and services, electricity 

included. To capture economic conditions, the model includes a composite variable 

based on Florida real per capita income and the percent of the state's population that 

is employed. Because of the relatively large percentage of Florida's population that 

has been unemployed during the recession, real per capita income alone does not 

capture the full magnitude of the downturn. The composite variable more accurately 

reflects economic conditions. Residential energy sales are forecasted by multiplying 

the residential use per customer forecast by the number of residential customers 

forecasted. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida real per capita 

income weighted by the percent of the population employed, cooling degree-hours, 

heating degree-hours, lagged cooling degree-hours, a variable designed to reflect the 

impact of empty homes, a dummy variable for the month of December and for the 

specific month of January 2007, and an autoregressive term. Cooling degree-hours, 

heating degree-hours, and the one month lag of cooling degree-hours are used to 

capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial class is comprised of three distinct groups: very small accounts (those 

with less than 20 kW of demand), medium accounts (those with 21 kW to 499 kW of 

demand), and large accounts (those with demands of 500 kW or higher). As such , 

the forecast is developed using a separate econometric model for each group of 

industrial customers. The small industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: 

Florida real disposable income, cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, a 

dummy variable for the specific month of February 2009, and an autoregressive term. 

The medium industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: cooling degree

hours, Florida real disposable income, a dummy variable for the specific month of 

February 2006, and two autoregressive terms. The large industrial sales model 

utilizes the following variables: Florida real per capita income, the Consumer Price 
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Index, the industrial real price of electricity (a 24-month moving averag e), and a 

dummy variable for the specific month of October 2004. 

4. Railroad and Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

This class consists solely of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. The projections 

for railroad and railways sales are based on historical average use per customer 

which is multiplied by the forecasted number of customers. The number of customers 

is based on the planned addition of new Metrorail stations. 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by using a trended use per 

customer, which is multiplied by the number of forecasted customers. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

This revenue class is closed to new customers. This class consists of sports fields 

and one government account. The forecast for this class is based on historical 

knowledge of its usage characteristics. 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead. they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. Currently there are five customers in this class: the Florida Keys 

Electric Cooperative: City of Key West; Metro-Dade County; Lee County Electric 

Cooperative; and Wauchula. In addition, FPL will begin making sales to Seminole 

Electric Cooperative in June 2014 under a long term ag reement 4
. 

Beginning in May 2011. FPL began providing service to the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative under a long-term full requirements contract. Previously FPL was 

serving the Florida Keys under a partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida 

Keys Electric Cooperative are based on customer-supplied information and historical 

load factors. 

4 
FPL is currently evaluating llle possibility of serving the electrical loads o f several entities (Including Vero Beach and 

Lake Worth) at the time the 201 2 S ite Plan is being prepared. Because these possibilities a re still being evaluated , the 
load forecast presented in this Site P lan does not inciLJde these potential loads. 
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FPL's sales to the City of Key West are expected to terminate in 2013. Forecasted 

sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract 

demand and expected load factor. 

Metro-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy Florida. Line losses are billed to 

Metro-Dade under a wholesale contract. This contract expires in 2013. 

Lee County has contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of their load through 

2013, then to begin serving their entire load beginning in 2014. This contract began 

in January 2010. Lee County provides a forecast of their sales by delivery point which 

is used to derive their sales forecast. 

A new contract with Seminole Electric Cooperative is included in the forecast which 

includes delivery of 200 MW beginning in June 2014. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The inputs 

to the model include Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the 

population employed, and a proxy for energy prices. The model also includes three 

weather variables: Cooling degree-hours, winter heating degree-days, and heating 

degree-days based on 45° F. In addition, the model also includes variables for weather

sensitive energy efficiency standards and a variable designed to capture the impact of 

empty homes. Seasonal dummy variables are included for the months of February, April, 

June, September, and November and the specific months of March 2003 , May 2004, and 

November 2005. There is also an autoregressive term in the model. 

The weather-sensitive energy efficiency variable is included to capture the weather 

sensitive impacts of the 2005 National Energy Policy Act and the 2007 Energy 

Independence and Security Act. The estimated impact of this factor for the 2012 - 2021 

time period is a reduction , on average, of 7,837 GWh per year. This reduction is 

inclusive of engineering estimates and any resulting behavioral changes. The increase in 

the number of empty homes resulting from the current housing slump has affected use 

per customer and is captured in a separate variable. The forecast was also adjusted for 

additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles, beginning in 2011 , which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 1,010 GWh by the end of the ten-year reporting period. The 

forecast is also adjusted for projected incremental load resulting from FPL's economic 
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development riders which will impact the forecast beginning in 2013, and result in an 

increase, on average, of 311 GWh per year between 2013 and 2021. 

The NEL forecast is developed by multiplying the NEL per customer forecast by the total 

number of customers forecasted. Once the NEL forecast is obtained, total billed sales are 

computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts previously 

discussed are then adjusted to match the total billed sales. The forecasted NEL values 

for 2012 - 2021 are presented in Schedule 3. 3 that appears at the end of this chapter. 

II.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute grow1h in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of 

the customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions, changing 

patterns of customer behavior (including an increased stock of electricity-consuming 

appliances), and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. Impacts of the 2005 National Energy 

Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the impact of compact 

fluorescent light bulbs are taken into account in developing the peak forecast. The 

estimated impact of these energy efficiency standards for the 2012 - 2021 time frame is a 

reduction of approximately 692 MW (Summer) and 521 MW (Winter) in 2012, and 

approximately 1 ,484 MW (Summer) and 1 ,360 MW (Winter) by 2021. The forecast was 

also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles which resulted in an 

increase of approximately 163 MW in the Summer and 58 MW in the Winter by the end of 

the ten-year reporting period. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2012 - 2021 are presented at the end of this chapter in Schedules 3 .1 and 3.2, and in 

Chapter Ill in Schedules 7.1 through 7.4. 

1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the real price of electricity lagged one month, Florida real 

per capita income weighted by the percent of the population employed, cooling 

degree-hours in the day prior to the peak, the maximum temperature on the day of 

the peak, dummy variables for the years 1982, 1989, and 1990, and a variable for 

energy efficiency standards. The model is based on the Summer peak contribution 
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per customer and is, therefore, multiplied by total customers, and adjusted to account 

for incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, and 

incremental load from FPL's economic development riders to derive FPL's system 

Summer peak. 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the minimum temperature on the 

peak day and heating degree-hours for the prior day squared. The model also 

includes a dummy variable for winter peaks occurring on weekends and an 

autoregressive term. The forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of energy 

efficiency standards. The model is based on the Winter peak contribution per 

customer and is, therefore, multiplied by total customers, and adjusted to account for 

incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, and FPL's 

economic development riders, to derive FPL's system Winter peak. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to the appropriate seasonal peak. 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2012- 2021 are produced using 

a System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses years of historical FPL 

hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model allows calibration of hourly values where the peak is maintained or 

where both the peak and minimum load-to-peak ratio is maintained. 
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II.G. Uncertainty 

In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL 

first evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in 

evaluating the input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, 

identifying outliers in the series, and assessing the series ' consistency with past 

forecasts. As needed, FPL reviews additional factors which may affect the input 

variables. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models 

are used to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling process, 

the relevant statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute deviation 

(MAD), mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure that the 

models adequately explain historical variation. Once a forecast is developed , it is 

compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past forecasts are examined in light of 

changes in input assumptions to ensure that the drivers underlying the forecast are well 

understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL are compared with 

their actual values as they become available. An ongoing process of variance analyses is 

performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large unexplained 

deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric model 

may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to 

FPL's overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL's 

resource planning work, FPL's utilization of a 20% reserve margin criterion (approved by 

the FPSC) is designed , in part, to maintain reliable electric service to FPL's customers in 

light of forecasting uncertainty. In regard to operational planning, an extreme weather 

load forecast for the projected Summer peak day is developed based on the historical 

distribution of temperatures on the day of the Summer peak. This produces a probability 

distribution of Summer peak outcomes with associated probabilities. Likewise, an 

extreme weather Winter peak forecast is developed based on the historical distribution of 

temperatures on the day of the Winter peak. Statistical analysis on the distribution of 

historical weather data is performed to evaluate and understand the impact of extreme 

weather on the peaks and on NEL, and the likelihood of experiencing extreme weather. 
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II.H. DSM 

The effects of FPL's DSM energy efficiency programs implementation through August 

2011 are assumed to be imbedded in the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. 

Any change in usage pattern, be it the impact of FPL's DSM energy efficiency efforts, 

price impact, or weather impact, is reflected in the actual observed load data. Therefore , 

energy efficiency impacts, whether market-driven or as a result of FPL's DSM programs, 

are assumed to be included in the historical usage data for peaks and NEL. 

The impacts of incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the future, 

plus the cumulative and projected incremental impacts of FPL's load management 

programs, are accounted for as "line item reductions" to the forecasts as part of the IRP 

process as shown in Schedules 7.1 through 7.4. After making these adjustments to the 

load forecasts, the resulting "firm" load forecast is then used in FPL's IRP work. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Historical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Meh1bers Average Average kWh Average Average kWh 
per No. of Consumption No of Consumption 

Year PoQulation Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer 

2002 7,898,628 2.21 50,865 3,566,167 14 ,263 40,029 435,313 91 ,gs5 
2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14.643 41 ,425 444,650 93, 163 
2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14.020 42,064 458,053 91 ,832 

2005 8,46g,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,1g6 43,468 469,973 92,4go 
2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3.906,267 n,g7o 44,487 478,867 g2,go; 

2007 8,72g,806 2.1g 55,138 3,g81,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121 
2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,22g 3.992,257 13,333 45,561 500 ,748 90,987 
2009 8,732,591 2.19 53.950 3.984 ,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 8g ,860 
2010 8.762.399 2 19 56.343 4,004,366 14.070 44,544 503,529 88.464 
2011 8.810,688 2.19 54 ,642 4,026,760 13,570 45,052 508,005 88.685 

Historical Values 12002 • 2011 ): 

CoL (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and CoL (7) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (5) and Col (8) represent the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Schedule 2.1 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Projected) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh 
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

Year PoQulalion Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer 
2012 8,907,33g 2 20 52,523 4,048,790 12,g72 45,624 517,894 88 ,095 
2013 8.g86.g56 2 20 53.197 4,084,gao 13.023 46,666 527.238 88,511 
2014 9,101.294 2.20 54 ,385 4.136,952 13,146 47.882 536,g43 ag,176 
2015 9,239,272 2.20 55,785 4,199,669 13,283 49,215 547,026 89,968 
2016 g,384,g8a 2.20 56.832 4.265.904 13.322 4g_965 556,g37 89,714 
2017 9,522,465 2.20 57,741 4,328,393 13.340 50,568 566,462 89.26g 
2018 9.654.385 2 20 58.5g5 4 388,357 13,352 51,166 575.771 88,864 
201g g,785,765 2.20 59 ,565 4,448,075 13,391 51,761 585,184 88,452 
2020 g,g16,132 2.20 61 ,093 4,507,333 13,554 52,760 594,671 88,721 
2021 10,044.320 2.20 62,713 4,565,600 13,736 53,970 604,150 89.333 

Projected Values (2012. 2021): 

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col (4) and Col (7) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of incremental conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col (5) and CoL (8} represent the annual average of the twelve month values. 
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Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Historical) 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
Industrial Railroads Street& Sales to 

Average Average kWh & H1ghway Public 
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh 

2002 4,057 15,533 261,199 ag 420 63 
2003 4,004 17,029 235,135 93 425 64 
2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 
2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 
2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 
2007 3,774 18.732 201,499 91 437 53 
2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 
2009 3,245 10,084 321,796 80 422 34 
2010 3,130 8,910 351 ,31B B1 431 2B 
2011 3.086 8.691 355.104 82 437 27 

Historical Values (2002- 2011): 

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing 
conservation. These values are at the meter. 

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) + Ool. (13) +Col. (14) +Col (15). 

Schedule 2.2 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Projected) 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) {14) {15) 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 
·Ave rage Average kWh & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 
Year GWh Custom!itrs Per Customer GWh GWh GWh 
2012 3,092 B,B13 350.834 92 450 2B 
2013 3,021 9,174 329,265 93 461 2B 
2014 3,045 9,634 316,036 93 471 2B 
2015 3,090 10.257 301,272 93 482 27 
2016 3,095 10,787 286.896 93 492 27 
201 7 3,042 11,064 274,927 93 503 27 
2018 2,940 11.167 263.278 93 513 27 
2019 2,873 11,3 16 253.860 93 523 27 
2020 2,B31 11,496 246,272 93 533 27 
2021 2,7B2 11 ,637 239,091 93 543 27 

Projected Values (2012- 2021): 

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent forecasted energy sales that do n2l include the impact 
of incremental conservation. These values are at the meier. 

Col (11) represents the annual average of the twelve month values. 

Col. (16) =Col (4) +Col. (7) +Col (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15) 
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(16) 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

95,523 
99 ,4g6 
99,095 
102,296 
103,659 
105,415 
102,919 
102,755 
104,557 
103,327 

(16) 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

101 ,BOB 
103,465 
105,903 
10B.691 
110,504 
111,972 
113.333 
114,841 
117,336 
120,127 
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Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast of Energy Consumption 
And Number or Customers by Customer Class 

(Historical) 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 
Utility Net Average 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers 

2002 1,233 7,443 104,199 2.792 4,019,605 
2003 1,511 7,366 108.393 2,879 4,117,221 
2004 1,531 7,467 108.093 3,029 4,224,509 

2005 1.506 7,498 111,301 3,156 4,321.895 
2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,218 4,409,563 
2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589 
2008 993 7,092 111,004 3,348 4,509,730 

2009 1, 1 55 7,394 111,303 3,439 4,499,067 
2010 2,:.149 7,870 114.475 3,523 4 ,520,328 
2011 2,176 6,950 112.454 3.596 4,547,051 

Historical Values (2002- 2011): 

Col. (19) represents actual energy sales~ the impacts of existing conservation. 

Col (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) ... Col. (18). Histoncal NEL includes the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (5) on schedule 3.3. Historical GWH are based on fiscal 
calendar. The 2011 value is based on 12/29/10 to 12/31/11. 

Col. (20) represents the annual average of lhe twelve month values 

Col. (21) =Col. (5) ... Col. (8) +Col. (1 t) +Col. (20). 

Schedule 2.3 
History and Forecast or Energy Consumption 
And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(Projected) 

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 
Utility Net Average 

s.a~ rn· Use& Energy No. of Total Average 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of 

Year GWh GWh GWh CustomE;)rs Customers 
2012 2,314 7,034 111,156 3,678 4,579,174 
2013 2,210 6,812 112,487 3,757 4,625,149 
2014 5,013 7,065 117,982 3,836 4,687 ,365 
2015 5,667 7,049 121,407 3,915 4,760,867 
2016 5.699 7,107 123,310 3,993 4,837,621 
2017 5.657 7,177 124,806 4,069 4,909,988 
2018 5,677 7,260 126,270 4,145 4,979,439 
2019 5.717 7,360 127,918 4,220 5,048,794 
2020 5,768 7,527 130,631 4,294 5,117 ,793 
2021 5,812 7,706 133,646 4,369 5,185,756 

Projected 1/atues (2012- 2021): 

Col. (19) represents forecasted energy sales that_ do not include the impact of incremental 
conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 

Col (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) + Col (18) These values are based on calendar year. 

Col. (20) represents the annual average of lhe twelve month values. 

Col (21) = Col. (5) +CoL (8) +CoL (11) + Col (20) 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast ol Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Historical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6] (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residentia l C/1 Load C/1 NerFirm 
Year Total W holesale Retail lnterrup~ble Manaqement Conservation Management Conserva tion Demand 

2002 19,219 261 18.958 0 879 754 489 517 17.851 
2003 19.668 253 19.415 0 892 798 577 554 18.200 
2004 20.54 5 258 20,287 0 894 846 588 577 19.063 
2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 902 895 600 61 1 20,858 
2006 21,819 256 2 1.563 0 928 946 635 640 20, 256 
2007 21.\)62 261 2 1.701 0 952 982 716 683 20.295 
2008 21.060 181 20,879 0 966 1.042 760 706 19.334 
2009 22.351 249 22. 102 0 981 1,097 811 732 20,558 
2010 22 ,256 4 19 21 .837 0 990 1.181 815 756 18,512 
2011 21 ,61 8 427 21.191 0 1,002 1,252 82 1 776 17.767 

Historical Values (2002- 2011): 

Col (2) - Col. (4) are actual values for historical Summer peaks. As such, they in·corporate the effects of conservation (C~I 7 & Col. 9). and rray 
incorporate lhe effects ol load control 1l load central was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represe"ts the aclua! Ne l Fim1 Demand. 

CoL (5) -Cot (9) represent actual DSM capabWties starting from January 1986 and are ar.nua\ t12-rnonth) value~ except for 2011 values which are 
through August Note th~ l the values tor FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporaled into CoL (8). which also includes Busmess On Call (BOC), 
GIL C. and Commercial /Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (1 0 ) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the lOad control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) 1s 
denved by the formula: Co!. (10) = Col (2) - Cot(6) - Col (8). 

Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Projected) 

(1) (2) (3] (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) 

Augusto( Res Load Residential Gil Load C/1 Net Firm 
v .. ar Total W hoJesale Retail Interruptible Managemenf• Conservalton Management ~ Conservation Demand 

20 12 21,623 432 21,1 91 0 1,036 54 865 25 19,632 
2013 21.931 389 2 1.542 0 1,048 125 884 56 19 8 17 
2014 2.3.243 1.187 22,056 0 1.075 190 922 90 20.966 
2015 23.785 1,194 22.592 0 1,088 257 940 123 2U78 
2016 24.3 15 1,201 23.1 14 0 1,10 1 324 959 155 21 .775 
2017 24,529 1.195 23.334 0 1.114 391 978 188 2 T.858 
201 8 24.674 1,202 23.472 0 1,127 458 996 221 2\ ,871 
2019 25 .04 1 1,210 23.832 0 1,140 526 1 015 253 22 ,107 
2020 25.499 1,217 24,282 0 1,156 579 1,028 280 22,456 
2021 25 ,960 1,225 24,735 0 1.172 526 1,042 303 22 .8 16 

Proj ected Values (2012- 2021) : 

Col. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL'!i forecasled peak w fo rncremental conserva tion, cumulative load management or 1ncrementa~ load management 

CoL (5) · Col (9) represent cumulative load martagement. and 1n:::remental consP-rvation and load management. All v"'lues are projected August 
values. The projections for 2012 through 2019 are based on the FPSC's 20 11 Of-der in lhe OSM Pfah docket. Projeded DSM values for 2C20 and 2021 
assume 100 MWfyear OJ incremental OSM. 

Col. (B) represents F PLfs Business On Call. COR. CILC. and Ourta!rable programs/rales 

Col (10) represen ts a 'Net F~rm Demand" wh1ch accounts for all or the mcremental conservation and assumes all of the load comrof ls 
impJemented oo the peoK. Col. ( 10) IS derived by using the formula Col. ( 10) =Col. (2) - Col. (5)- Col. (6) - Col. (7) - Col (8) - CoL (9). 

• Res Load Manageme-nt and C/1 Load Management 1nc.I'.Jde MW values of load management fmm Lee County. 
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Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(H lstorical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10 ) 

Firm Res Load Residential C/1 Load C i t Net F"m 
Year Total W holesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

2002 17.597 145 17,452 0 768 500 457 196 16,373 

2003 20,190 246 19.944 0 802 546 453 206 18,935 
2004 14.752 211 14,541 0 813 567 534 227 13,405 
2005 18,108 225 17,883 0 816 583 542 233 16,751 

2006 19.683 225 19.458 0 823 600 550 240 18,311 
2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 846 620 577 249 15,392 
2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 868 844 636 279 16,551 

2009 20.081 ~07 19,874 0 881 666 676 285 18,524 
2010 24.346 500 23.846 0 895 687 721 291 22,730 

2011 21 ,1 26 383 20.743 0 903 7 17 722 303 19,501 

Historical Values (2002- 201 1): 

Col. (2)- Col (4) are actual values for historical Winter peaks As such. they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9). and may 
incorporate the effects of load control 1f load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Nel Firm Demand. 
For year 2011 , the actual peaked OOt;Urred in December of 2010. 

Col (5)- Col. (9) for 2002 through 2011 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual ( t 2-mon th) values. 
Note that the values for FPL's forme: l~lerrupllble Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also mcludes Business On Call (BOC ). CILC . and 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Rc<luclion (CDR). 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exerc1sed on the peak Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col ( 1 0) = Col(2)- Col,(6)- Coi(B) 

Schedule 3.2 
History and Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(Projected) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (g) (10) 

January of Flfm Res. Load Residentia l C/1 Load C/1 Net F!rm 
Year Total W holesale Retail Interruptible Man!!Qement• Co~servation Management• Conservat ion Demand 

2012 20,889 4 1 t 20,478 0 1,003 15 652 3 19.216 
2013 21,101 413 20.688 0 1,015 74 664 34 19 ,314 
2014 21,959 1,038 20,921 0 1,048 136 695 66 20.014 
2015 22,412 1.245 21 ,167 0 1.060 203 708 99 20,342 

2016 22675 1,252 21,423 0 1.073 271 720 131 20,481 
2017 22,902 1 ,246 21 ,658 0 1,085 338 732 t84 20.584 
2018 23.151 t,254 21 ,8g7 0 1.097 405 745 197 20,708 
2019 23,403 1.261 22,142 0 1,1 tO 472 757 229 20.835 
2020 23.667 1,269 22, 398 0 1 ,124 522 767 254 21 .000 
2021 23,952 1,276 22,675 0 1,1 39 565 778 275 2t.195 

Projected Values (2012 -2021): 

Col (2) - Col.(4) represent FPL's forecas\ed peak w/o lne::"Mnenlll(()nservalion, curnulat1ve load m anagement, or incremental load 1nanagernent 

Col. (5) - Col. (g) represent cumulative load management. and Incremental conservation and lo ad maoagernent. All values are protected January 
values The projections for 2012lhrough 2019 are based on the FPSC's 201 1 order in the DSM Plan docket. ProJected DSM values for 2020 and 2021 
assume 100 MW/year of incrernen~al DSM. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Bus1ness On Call, CDR, CtLC, and Curtailable prograrn~l rates . 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net F irm Dc"'llnd" which accounts for all of the Incremental conservation and assumes all of the load conlrol1s 
Implemented on the peak Col (1 0) IS denved by using the formula Col ( t 0) = Col (2)- Col (5) -Col (6) - Col (7)- Col. (8)- Col. (9) 

• Res. Load Management and C/1 Load Managem ent 1nclud., MW values or load management from Lee County. 
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Schedule J.J 
History of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh) 

tAil value" 81"ti "at fh& g&nc rntor"' value't t'lllccpl ror Col (e)) 

IH is to rica I) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (51 (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Ne! EnerQy Actua l 
For Load Resid4!nlial c~ Net Energy Sales for UniHy Use TolaJ 8 11led 

Without DSM Conservation ConservatJ~n For load Resale & l osses Re!a1! Energy Load 
Ye.,r GWh GWh ~ GWh GWh GWh _,Sates rGWh' Faclo'('~'i 

2002 107.380 1.682 1.499 104,199 1,233 7 443 95,523 61 9o/o 
2003 1\ '.784 1 773 1.€19 106.393 1 ,511 7,366 ~.496 62 9°/c. 
2:J04 1\ ' ,659 1.872 1.693 108.093 1,531 i.467 99,095 59.9% 
2005 115.065 1 970 1.793 11\.301 1,506 7.498 \ 02,296 55.8% 
2006 117,116 2.078 1,901 113 137 \, 56il 7.909 103,659 59 2 % 
20:J7 118,518 2.138 2.066 114.3 15 1,499 7.401 105,415 594% 
200B 115,J 79 2.249 2 126 111.004 993 7.092 102,919 600% 
2009 115.844 2.345 2. 198 "''n.Jo3 '.155 7.394 102.,755 56,8% 
2010 119,.<20 2,467 2,259 114,475 2,049 7.670 104.557 58 7% 
2011 117 ,460 2.683 2,324 112,454 2,176 6.950 W1,327 594% 

Hi~lorioal Yolue• (2002- 2011); 

Col (2} repr~sents derived 'ictal NEtt Energy For load w/o DSM''. The 11alues are ca icu!ated ustng 1he rorm'..Jia Col. (2)"" Cot {3) +Col (4 ) + Col (5) 

Co: (3) & Col. (4) are DSM values ~tarttr.Q tn Jan uary 1988 and are cmmJa f ( 12~month ) vai:.JeS Col (3) and Col {4) for 2011 
are '"esttmated aciuals" and are also annual (12·month) vaJues. The lolalues repmsent the total GWh reductions experienced each yeaf. 

Col (5) is lhe aclual Nel Energy for Load (NEL) lor yea~ 2002. 2011 

Col. (8) is lhe lotal Retai' Bilied S3ie s_ The values are calculated ustng the formula_ Co1 (6) ~ Cof. (5) r Co1. (6) ·Cor. {7). These 11a~ues areal ttle meter. 

Col t9} ts ca lcutaled us tng Col ($) from t.,is page ana Col (2). 'totel"', from Schedule 3 1 LJStng the fomnJia Col. (9) ~((Col. (5)' 1000) f (~Cot (2) • 8760) 
AdJ I,..!SfmP,nts are made ror leap y·e-a~ 

(1) m (3) 
ForecastQd 
Net Energy 

For Load Re~iden lial 

withou1 DSM Conser\lation 
Year GWJ1 ~ 

2G12 11 1,156 87 
2013 1'2.487 1 ~ 3 

2 014 1H ,'f!B2 282 
2 D15 121.407 383 
2 016 123.310 483 
2017 124 8~ 594 
20 i8 126 .270 685 
20111 127 .918 7 86 
?1);;l) 130,631 857 
~t:.-.2 1 133 ,846 927 

Projecl<>d Yaluoo (20t2- 2021): 

Schedule 3.3 
History of Annual Not Energy for load [GWh) 

(All values are .. at the generator .. va:lue& except for Col (8)) 
[Projected) 

(4) (51 (6) (7) 
Net Energy 
For Load 

C!l AdJusted for S.al_es ror ut,lityU5e 
Conservat1on DSM Res aiEl & Losses 

~-~b. QYfll ~ ~ 

46 1 11.021 2.,3-1: 4 7 .0 34 
104 112 .. 2.01 2 .~ 10 6,812 
162 117.538 5 Oi3 7,065 
222 120.802 5.657 7 .049 
262 122.545 5.899 7,1 07 
342 123.860 5.657 7 ,177 
40 1 125.183 5 .677 7.260 
451 126.671 5.717 7 ,360 
503 129 .271 5 766 7.527 
545 132.174 5,812 7 .706 

(8) (9) 
Forecas ted 
Total Bjl!ed 

Re!at! Energy 
Sales wto DSM Load 

ffiXtl Factcn'%) 

101.808 583%. 
103.455 5iltl'k 
105 903 57 9°/o 
108.691 56 J<'k 
110 504 57 7% 
111,972 SB 1%· 
1 i3,333 56 4 % 
114,841 583% 
11"7.336 56.3% 
120 .12! 58 8°/t> 

Co1 (2 ) represents Forecasted Nm. ~ for l oad w/o tncreme.ntal DSM from 2:012 • on ih-e Col (21 values are extrf!c1ed from Schedule 2.3, Col.(~ 9). 
The effects of oonservat:on 1mp_~nted pnor to September 201 1 are ;ncorporated into I he laa1 forecast va:ues if\ Col (2} 

Col (3) & Col. (4; aJe f:>recasted value s of the reductron on sales from tncrementa l consmva!tiar~ frotr' Ja!:'l 2012- o r <Jn:::l are rnid-year (6·month) values 
retleclmg DSM srgn.ups occurnng evenly thoughout each year 

Cot (51 is the foreca!>ted Net Ener9Y ror Load {NEL) afl8r adJUSilng for impacts of ll"'tCremental DSM for years 2012 · 2021 using the formu-ra: 
Col. (6! • Col (2) • Coi (3)- Col (4) 

Cot (3) is lhe Total Retatl Billed Sales. The IJalues are calc'.Jiated ustng the- rorrn~a· Cot (8) ,._Cot (2) - C~i (6) ·Col. (7). 
These. \lalutts are at ti re me ter 

Col (9) :s :::alculale-d us1r.g Col. (2) fron1 th1$ p.age 3fld Col (2). 'totar . from Schedule~'\ CoL (9) ~({Cot (2). 1000) I ((Cor (2) • 8760) 
Adjuhtrnents a re l"flflde for leap y.:;;o:~ rs. 
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Schedule 4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
20 1: 2012 2013 

ACTUAL FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh 

JAN 18,552 8 ,061 20,889 8,291 21 '101 8,429 

FEB 14,483 7 ,228 16,965 7,420 17,137 7,547 

MAR 16,088 8 ,082 16,965 8,318 17,137 8,440 

APR 19,615 9,730 17.278 8,495 17,524 8,598 

MAY 19,747 9 ,721 19.296 9,804 19,570 9,902 

JUN 21,222 10,924 19,572 10,217 19,851 10,279 

JUL 21,377 11,848 20,184 11 '124 20,471 11,195 

AUG 21,619 11,326 21 ,623 11,103 21,931 11,174 

SEP 20,035 10,531 20,061 10,295 20,347 10,380 

OCT 18,757 9,051 18,808 9,674 19,076 9,792 

NOV 16,831 8,021 17,601 8,089 18,317 8,240 

DEC 14,575 7,931 17,616 8,328 18,332 8,511 

TOTALS 112,454 111,156 112,487 

Col. (3) annual value shown is consistent with value shown in Col.(5) of Schedule 3.3 

Cols. (4)- (7) do not include the impacts of cumulative load management, incremental conservation. and incremental 
load management and are consistent with values shown in Col. (19) of Schedule 2.3 and Col. (2) of Schedule 3.3 . 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL utilizes its well established integrated resource planning (IRP) process in whole or in 

part as analysis needs warranted, to determine when new resources are needed, what 

the magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be 

added. The timing and type of new power plants, the primary subjects of this document. 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. 

This section describes FPL's basic IRP process. Some of the key assumptions, in 

addition to a new load forecast, that were used in developing the resource plan presented 

in this Site Plan are also discussed. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e .. identify 

competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Figure lll.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 

Florida Power & Light Company 52 

- - - - - -

- - - - - -

-- - - - -
FPL 

~ 
Commitment 
to near-term 

options 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 61 of 252

Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also 

determined in this step is when the MW additions are needed to meet FPL's reliability 

criteria. This step is often referred to as a reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, 

analysis for the utility system. 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted 

loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in 

resource planning. Examples of this new information include, but are not limited to: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power 

plant capability and operating assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions 

regarding three specific resource areas: ( 1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) 

firm capacity power purchases, and (3) DSM implementation. 

The first of these assumptions is based on new generating capacity additions that have 

been approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) through Determination 

of Need proceedings that evaluated both the need for, and the cost-effectiveness of, 

each of the new capacity additions. These generating capacity additions have also either 

received the necessary Site Certification approvals from either the Secretary of the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) or the Governor and Cabinet 

(acting as the Siting Board), or these approvals have been applied for. (There is also 

work in progress to obtain the necessary federal and state licenses, permits, and 

approvals for construction and operation of two new nuclear units whose earliest practical 

deployment dates continue to be outside of the 2012 - 2021 reporting period of this Site 

Plan.) 

Several new generating unit additions will occur in the 2012- 2021 reporting time frame 

of this document. These generating unit additions include: 

Two existing generating plant sites, each featuring two older fossil fuel-fired steam 

generating units, are currently in the process of being modernized by removing the 

existing generating units and replacing them with one new, highly efficient combined 
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cycle (CC) unit. The new CC plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site is projected to be 

placed in-service in mid-2013. This new CC unit is projected to have a peak Summer 

output of 1 ,210 MW and will be called the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center (CCEC). The new CC unit at FPL's Riviera site is projected to be 

placed in-service in mid-2014 and it is expected to have a peak Summer output of 

1,212 MW. This new plant will be called the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center (RBEC). These modernizations were approved by the FPSC in 

September 2008. The site certification application for Cape Canaveral was granted in 

October 2009. The site certification application for Riviera Beach was granted in 

November 2009. 

Similar to the two modernization projects mentioned above, the four existing steam 

units at the Port Everglades site will be removed and replaced with a new highly 

efficient CC unit. This unit, called the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center (PEEC), is projected to be in-service in mid-2016 and is projected to have a 

peak Summer output of 1,277 MW. The FPSC voted to approve this modernization 

project on March 27,2012. The site certification process is underway. 

FPL will be adding approximately 490 MW of generating capacity at its existing 

nuclear power plants at the Turkey Point and St. Lucie sites. 31 MW of this increased 

capacity has already been added at St. Lucie Unit 2 and this additional nuclear 

capacity is already benefiting FPL's customers. The remaining increased capacity is 

scheduled to come in-service in the 2012- 2013 time period. These capacity uprates 

were approved by the FPSC in January 2008. The Final Order for the Site 

Certification was issued in September 2008 for the St. Lucie uprates and in October 

2008 for the Turkey Point uprates. 

In the fourth quarter of 2011, FPL started upgrading the 7FA combustion turbines 

(CT) that are components of several of its CC units. These upgrades will 

economically benefit FPL's customers by increasing the MW output of these CC units 

by approximately 228 MW (Summer peak value) in total. As reflected in Schedule 1, 

26 MW of the increased capacity from these CT upgrades is already in service at 

Martin 8. The remaining upgrades are projected to be completed during the 2012 

through 2015 time period. 

These new generating units and generating capacity additions were selected for a variety 

of reasons including cost-effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, fuel diversity , 

mitigation of regional generation/load imbalances, and significant system emission 

reductions , including greenhouse gas emission reductions. 
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The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL's current 

projection of firm capacity purchases has changed from the projection in the 2011 Site 

Plan. FPL has three additional short-term purchases for the year 2012 only. These 

purchases consist of a 125 MW agreement with TECO and two purchases totaling 305 

MW from CT facilities in DeSoto County. FPL's current projection also includes an 

additional 70 MW from the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority (SWA) starting in year 

2016. However, the total projected incremental capacity from Palm Beach SWA has 

decreased by 35 MW compared to the 2011 Site Plan projection . Also, FPL now projects 

that its purchase agreement with Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for St. Johns 

Regional Power Park (SJRPP)-based capacity and energy will allow FPL to continue to 

receive purchased capacity and energy until the Spring of 2017. At that time, FPL 

projects that Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations regarding the amount of energy 

that FPL can receive will result in the suspension of any further capacity and energy by 

FPL. 5 

In total, the projected firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and 

independent power producers. Details, including the annual total capacity values for 

these purchases, are presented in Chapter I in Tables I.B.1 and I.B.2. These purchased 

capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional DSM that 

is anticipated to be implemented annually over the ten-year period. Since 1994, FPL's 

resource planning work has assumed that, at a minimum, the DSM MW called for in 

FPL's approved DSM Plan will be achieved. The resource plan presented in FPL's 201 2 

Site Plan fully accounts for the DSM Plan direction provided by the FPSC in 2011. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then 

applied in the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of 

FPL's future resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability 

analyses which for FPL are currently based on dual planning criteria of a minimum peak 

period reserve margin of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a 

maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are 

commonly used throughout the utility industry. 

5 
FPL's projected suspension date for the SJRPP purchase is based on a system reliability perspective; i.e., the earliest 

projected da te at which the suspension of capacity and energy could occur. 
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Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

utilized in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the annual 

system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively simple 

deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an indication of 

the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its load during 

peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account probabilistic

related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: two 50 MW 

units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in regard to 

utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit which can also be counted on to run 90% 

of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of probabilistic 

methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. Among the most 

widely used is loss-of-load probability (LOLP) which FPL utilizes. Simply stated, LOLP is 

an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a 

measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve 

margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while 

taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual 

generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year" that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and when the MW are needed. Information regarding the 

timing and magnitude of these resource needs is then used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 
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Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

preliminary economic screening analyses of new capacity options that are very similar in 

regard to certain key characteristics may be conducted to determine which new capacity 

options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. This preliminary analysis 

work can also help identify capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting 

schedules, and operating parameters and costs. Similarly, preliminary economic 

screening analyses of new DSM options and/or continued growth in existing DSM options 

are often conducted. 

FPL typically utilizes the P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, 

and/or the Strategist model, as well as spreadsheet analyses, to perform the preliminary 

economic screening of generation resource options. For the preliminary economic 

screening analyses of DSM resource options, FPL typically uses its DSM cost

effectiveness model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved 

methodology for performing preliminary cost-effectiveness screening of individual DSM 

measures and programs. FPL also utilizes its non-linear programming model for 

analyzing the potential for lowering system peak loads through additional load 

management/demand response capability. Then FPL typically utilizes its linear 

programming model to develop DSM portfolios that are subsequently used in developing 

resource plans for final system analyses of DSM-based resource plans. 

The individual new resource options emerging from these preliminary economic 

screening analyses are then typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are 

designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created 

by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's 

projected new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans 

is typically carried out using spreadsheet and/or dynamic programming techniques. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 
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Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to System 

Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans in final, or system, 

economic analyses that attempt to account for all of the impacts to the FPL system from 

the competing resource options/resource plans. (These system impacts are typically not 

accounted for in preliminary economic screening analyses.) In FPL's 2011 and early 

2012 resource planning work, once the resource plans were developed, FPL utilized the 

P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or the Strategist 

model, to perform the system economic analyses. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the objective generally 

being to minimize FPL's projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate 

Impact Measure or RIM methodology). In cases in which the DSM contribution was 

assumed as a given and the only competing options were new generating units and/or 

purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates 

and on system revenue requirements will yield identical outcomes in regard to the relative 

rankings of the resource options being evaluated. Consequently, the competing options 

and plans in such cases were evaluated on a cumulative present value revenue 

requirement (CPVRR) basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic terms, such as percentages, tons, etc. rather 

than in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" 

that include (but are not necessarily limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the 

FPL system, system emission levels, and maintaining a regional balance between load 

and generating capacity, particularly in the Southeastern Florida counties of Miami-Dade 

and Broward. In conducting the evaluations needed to determine which resource options 

and resource plans are best for FPL's system, the non-economic evaluations are 

conducted with an eye to whether the system concern is positively or negatively impacted 

by a given resource option or resource plan. 
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Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps are typically used to develop the 

current resource plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2012 through 

2021 are depicted in Table 111.8.1. These capacity additions/changes result from a variety 

of actions that primarily consist of: (i) changes to existing units (which are frequently 

achieved as a result of plant component replacements during major overhauls), (ii) 

increases in generating capacity at FPL's four existing nuclear units, (iii) the temporary 

return of certain generating units from Inactive Reserve status to active service, then 

returning these units to Inactive Reserve status, (iv) changes in the amounts of 

purchased power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules 

or by entering into new purchase contracts, (v) the modernizations of FPL's existing Cape 

Canaveral, Riviera, and Port Everglades sites by the removal of the steam generating 

units that were previously, or are currently, on the sites and the addition of one new, very 

fuel-efficient CC generating unit at each site, and (vi) upgrades to the CTs at a number of 

existing combined cycle plants. 

Although the DSM additions that are consistent with the FPSC's directions regarding 

FPL's DSM Plan are not explicitly presented in this table, these DSM additions have been 

fully accounted for in all of FPL's resource planning work reflected in this document. The 

DSM Plan projects annual DSM additions through 2019. For planning purposes, FPL 

currently projects an additional 100 MW (Summer) of DSM per year for the subsequent 

two years (2020 and 2021) addressed in this document. In addition, the projected MW 

reductions from these DSM additions are reflected in the projected reserve margin values 

shown in the table below and in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 presented later in this chapter. 

(Subsequent analyses will ultimately determine the actual levels of DSM that should be 

implemented in these later years.) 
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Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 
Projected Capacity Changes 

Net Capacity 
Chang_es (M~ 

Year Projected Capacity Changes Winter''' Summer'"' 

2012 Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade - 19 
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprate - Outage 151 (853) --
St . Lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed -- 129 
Turkey Point Unil 3 Uprates -Completed - 123 
St. Lucie Unit 2 Uprate - Outage 1'' -- (745) 
Changes to E;x1sting Purchases 131 375 470 
Scherer Unit 4 - (30) 
Manatee Unit2 - (3) 
Inactive Reserve Units (PE Units 3 & 4) -return to active status 1' 1 765 761 

'2o13 
Manatee Unit 2 ESP- Outage'"' 

'-- ~ ~ 

Cape Canav~;;1 Next Ganeration-~Energy Center '' - 1.210 
Changes to Existing Purchases ,,, (555) (430) 
Manatee Unit 2 (3) ---
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade jg g 

Martin Unit 8 CT Upgrade 10 10 
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 22 31 
Scherer Unit 4 (28) --
St. Lucie Unit 1 Uprates - Completed 129 ---
Sl. Lucie Unit 2 Uprates - Completed 84 84 
Turkey Point Unit 3 Uprates -Completed 123 ---
Turkey Pomt Unit4 Uprates -Completed - 123 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprates -Outage ' '' (717) --
Inactive Reserve Unit (PE Units 3 & 4) - return to inact1ve stet us ' 71 (765) (761) 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP- Outage <•> (822) --
Ma_r:tjr;_Unit 1 ESP -O~t'!lge '61 _ - (826) 

2014 Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center ''' 1,355 --
Sanford. Uni\4 CT Upgrade 16 --
Sanford Unrt 5 CT Upgrade 19 10 
Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade - - 19 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade -- 33 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Upratas - Completed 123 --
Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage r•1 (832) ---
Martin Unit 2 ESP - Outage 151 -- (826) 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1' 1 - 1,21 2 

2015 Manatee Unrt 3 CT Upgrade 39 20 
T urkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 33 --
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade -- 51 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center r<l 1.344 -

2016 Ch-;ng;~-toE;isti~g Purchases 131 ---
(858) (858) 

Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade 51 --
Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed to synchronous condenser -- (396) 

~rt Ev~glades ~xt Generation,Ciean Energy Center ''1 - - 1,277 -- . -
201 7 Changes to Extshng Purchases ·- · -- (375) 

Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed. to synchronous condenser (398 ) --
Port Everglades Next Gener~tion Clean Energy Center 1' 1 1429 ---

2018 ~-;;ng~s to Exisl!i~-!~'Utctms~s 13>--- - -- - r-
683\ -- -2i519 -----. 1-

~ -- --- - - -
2020 -- - -
2021 Shorr Term ~urchase - - 250 

( 1) W1nte~ values are rorecasled values for January or Lhe year shown. 

(2) Summer values are forecasted values for August of the year shown. 
(3) These are fi rm capaCity and energy contracts with OF, u!ilrties. and other entitres. See Table I 8.1 and Table I 8.2 for more deta11s 
(4) All new unrt add1t1ons are scheduled to be tn-servtce 1n June of tile year shown All aod1trons assumed to start in June are rncluded 

in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and in the W mter reserve margin calculatiOn start1ng with the next year 

(5) Outages far uprale worl< 
(6) Outages for ESP work. 
(7) A number of existing FPL power plants have been removed from servrce and placed on lnactrve Reserve status See Chapter Ill for a 

discussion of the un1ts on lnact1ve Reserves 
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III.C Discussion of the Projected Resource Plan and Issues Impacting 

FPL 1S Resource Planning Work 

As indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL's resource planning efforts in 2011 and 

early 2012 were influenced by a number of factors. Furthermore, these factors are 

expected to continue to influence FPL's resource planning work for the foreseeable 

future. There are 5 such factors that are of primary importance: 

1) Maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system; 

2) Maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern 

Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties; 

3) Growing dependence upon DSM resources to maintain FPL system reliability; 

4) Securing additional natural gas (and doing so in a manner that enhances the 

reliability of the natural gas supply system); and, 

5) Possible establishment of "Clean Energy Standards" or another mechanism to 

promote large scale utilization of renewable energy. 

These 5 factors, and their various impacts on FPL's resource planning efforts including 

the current resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan , are briefly discussed below. 

1. MaintainingfEnhancing System Fuel Diversity; 

FPL is currently dependent upon using natural gas to generate more than half of the 

electricity it delivers to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL's electricity 

that is generated by natural gas is projected to increase. Therefore, FPL is 

continually seeking opportunities to maintain and enhance the fuel diversity of its 

system. 

In 2007, following express direction by the Commission to do so, FPL sought 

approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal units to its 

system. These two new units would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 2014. 

However, in part due to concerns over potential greenhouse gas emission 

legislation/regulation, FPL was unable to obtain approval for these units. Several 

other factors are currently unfavorable to new coal units compared to new CC units. 

The first of these factors is a significant reduction in the fuel cost difference between 

coal and natural gas compared to the fuel cost difference projected in 2007 that 

favored coal; i.e., the projected cost advantage of coal versus natural gas has been 
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significantly reduced. Second is the continuation of significantly .h igher capital cost 

for coal units compared to capital cost for CC units. Third is the increased fuel 

efficiency of new CC units compared to projected CC unit efficiencies in 2007. 

Fourth are the stricter non-greenhouse gas environmental regulations that are more 

unfavorable to new coal units than to new CC units. Consequently, FPL does not 

believe that new advanced technology coa l units are currently economically, 

politically, or environmentally viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida. 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy and renewable energy to 

enhance its fuel diversity and to using natural gas more efficiently. In regard to 

nuclear energy, FPL previously obtained approval to increase capacity at each of its 

four existing nuclear units. In total, these capacity uprates will add approximately 490 

MW of nuclear capacity and energy for FPL's customers. 31 MW of increased 

nuclear capacity from the uprates have been achieved at St. Lucie Unit 2 and this 

increased nuclear capacity is already benefiting FPL's customers. The remaining 

increased nuclear capacity from the uprates p roject is scheduled to come on-line 

during 2012 through early 2013. In 2008, the FPSC approved the need for these 

uprates and authorized FPL to recover uprates-related expenditures that are 

approved as a result of annual nuclear cost recovery filings. 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that 

would be necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey 

Point site in the future. These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with 

the opportunity to construct these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a commercial 

operations date expected to be up to 20 years from the time the licenses and permits 

are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter. The 

earliest practical deployment dates for the two new units continue to be beyond the 

1 0-year reporting period for this Site Plan. Therefore, these units are not shown in 

this document. 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining 

renewable resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a 

variety of discussions with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or 

extending current agreements that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting 

period of this document. FPL also sought and received approval from the FPSC in 

2008 to add 110 MW through three new FPL-owned solar facilities: one solar thermal 

facility and two photovoltaic (PV) facilities. One 25 MW PV facility began commercial 
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operation in 2009. The remaining two solar facilities, a 10 MW PV facility and a 75 

MW solar thermal steam generating facility, began commercial operation in 2010. 

The addition of these renewable energy facilities was made possible due to enabling 

legislation from the Florida Legislature in 2008. FPL remains strongly supportive of 

Federal and/or State legislation that enables electric utilities to add renewable energy 

resources and authorize the utilities to recover appropriate costs for these resources. 

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from 

the FPSC to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera plant sites with new, 

highly efficient CC units that replace the former steam generating units on each of 

those sites. The modernizations of Cape Canaveral and Riviera are currently 

underway and are projected to go in-service on time in mid-2013 and mid-2014, 

respectively. On March 27, 2012, FPL received FPSC approval to proceed with a 

similar modernization project at the Port Everglades site which is scheduled for 

completion in mid-2016. The modernization of Port Everglades will retain the 

capability of receiving water-borne delivery of oil as a backup fuel. 

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain 

or enhance system fuel diversity. Moreover, FPL is also maintaining the ability to 

utilize fuel oil at existing units that have that capability. FPL is in the process of 

installing electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) at its four 800 MW steam generating units 

at the Martin and Manatee sites which will enable FPL to retain the ability to burn oil, 

as needed, at these sites while retaining the flexibility to use natural gas when 

economically attractive. Furthermore, FPL continues to evaluate the potential for 

greater diversity in the delivery of natural gas through a new, third natural gas 

pipeline. A third pipeline would result in a more reliable, and more economic and 

more diverse, natural gas supply for FPL's customers and the state of Florida. 

2. Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation in Southeastern Florida: 

In recent years, an imbalance was projected to develop between regionally installed 

generation and regional peak load in Southeastern Florida. With such an imbalance, 

a significant amount of energy required in the Southeastern Florida region during 

peak periods would need to be provided either by operating less efficient generating 

units located in Southeastern Florida out of economic dispatch, or by importing the 

energy through the transmission system from plants located outside the region. FPL's 

prior planning work concluded that either additional installed generating capacity in 
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this region, or additional installed transmission capacity capable of delivering more 

electricity from outside the region, would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, 

four recent capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 

3) were determined to be the most cost-effective options to meet FPL's capacity 

needs in the near-term. In addition, FPL will be adding increased capacity at FPL's 

existing two nuclear units at Turkey Point in 2012 and 2013. The recently approved 

Port Everglades modernization project scheduled for completion in 2016 will also 

significantly aid in mitigating this imbalance. Adding this additional generation 

capacity contributes to addressing the imbalance between generation and load in 

Southeastern Florida for the approximately the remainder of this decade. 

The planned two new nuclear units at FPL's Turkey Point site will also address the 

imbalance issue for an additional period of time. Due to steadily increasing load in the 

Southeastern region, the Southeastern Florida imbalance issue will remain an 

important consideration in FPL's on-going resource planning work in future years. 

3. Growing Dependence Upon DSM Resources to Maintain System Reliability: 

In late 2009, the FPSC imposed significantly higher DSM Goals than had been 

deemed appropriate in previous DSM Goals dockets. The FPSC's 2011 DSM Plan 

decision lowered these required levels of DSM, but only by a relatively small amount. 

As a result, FPL is projected to become increasingly dependent upon DSM 

resources, instead of generation resources, to maintain system reliability. Schedules 

7.3 and 7.4 demonstrate this point. These schedules are presented in the back 

portion of this chapter. Both of these schedules use Schedule 7.1, which presents 

FPL's projected Summer reserve margins, as a starting point. 

In Schedule 7.3, Column (14), FPL projects what a "generation-only" reserve margin 

would be for each year in the 1 0-year reporting period, after accounting for all 

approved generation additions through 2016, by making two changes in Schedule 

7. 1. First, the projected DSM values in Column (8) have been zeroed out to remove 

the projected contribution from DSM. Second, the projected addition of a 250 MW 

short-term power purchase in 2021 has been removed. These two changes result in 
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a projection of reserve margins that are based solely on generation resources that 

currently exist or which have been approved by the FPSC. 

The result is a projected generation-only reserve margin in the range of 

approximately 16% to 13% through 2016 , but which decreases steadily thereafter to 

4.5% by 2021. 

In Schedule 7.4, the projected addition of the projected 2021 PPA has been added 

back in as reflected by the values in Column (1 ). The projected generation-only 

reserve margin for the year 2021 now increases, but only to 5.5%. Although 

marginally higher than the 4.5% value for 2021 projected in Schedule 7.3, the 5.5% 

value is also considerably lower than the 16% to 13% range for the years 2012 

through 2016. In the years from 2017 through 2020, the projected generation-only 

reserve margin steadily decreases to less than 6.5% by 2020 and under 6% by 2021. 

Therefore , FPL's projected system reserves, already dependent to a significant 

degree upon DSM resources, are becoming increasingly more dependent upon DSM. 

Stated another way, the FPL system's ability to continue to provide reliable electricity 

service to FPL's customers is becoming increasingly dependent upon DSM. FPL 

currently believes that generation-only reserves at these projected low levels may not 

be adequate, and FPL will continue to evaluate the appropriateness of a minimum 

generation-only requirement as part of its on-going resource planning work. 

4. Securing Additional Natural Gas; 

The recent trend of increasing reliance upon natural gas to produce electricity for 

FPL's customers is projected to continue due to FPL's growing load. The addition of 

the highly fuel-efficient Cape Canaveral, Riviera. and Port Everglades modernizations 

will serve to reduce the growth in natural gas use from what it otherwise might have 

been due to the high fuel-efficiency levels of these new CC units, but these 

efficiencies do not offset the effects of FPL's growing load. Therefore, FPL will need 

to secure more natural gas supply and more gas transportation capacity. The issue is 

how to secure these additional natural gas resources in a manner that is economical 

for FPL's customers and which maintains and/or enhances the reliability of natural 

gas supply and deliverability to FPL's generating units. 
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FPL has historically purchased the gas transportation capacity required for new 

natural gas supply from two existing natural gas pipeline companies. As more natural 

gas is delivered through two pipelines entering Florida, the impact of a supply 

disruption on either pipeline becomes more problematic. Therefore , FPL sought 

approval in 2009 from the FPSC for the construction of a new, third natural gas 

pipeline into Florida capable of serving future gas-fired generation needs for FPL and 

others in the state. Such a third pipeline was projected to have benefits for FPL and 

its customers by increasing the diversity of FPL's fuel supply sources, increasing the 

physical reliability of the pipeline delivery system, and enhancing competition among 

pipelines. However, the application for an FPL-owned pipeline was denied by the 

FPSC in 2009. FPL is continuing to evaluate alternatives to increase the diversity of 

natural gas deliveries in order to meet the future gas requirements of FPL and the 

State of Florida. 

5. Possible Establishment of "Clean Energy Standards": 

At the time this document is being prepared, neither the United States nor the State 

of Florida has established a "Clean Energy Standard" which would require that a 

certain amount of energy be supplied by "clean" energy sources. A similar 

"Renewable Portfolio Standard" proposal was prepared by the FPSC and sent to the 

Florida Legislature for their consideration, including an option to change the standard 

to a Clean Energy Standard, during the 2009 legislative session. However, no such 

legislation was enacted during the 2009 session or in subsequent legislative 

sessions. Such legislation , or other legislative initiatives regarding clean energy 

contributions, may occur in the future. If such legislation is enacted in a future year, 

FPL will then determine what steps need to be taken to comply with the legislation. 

Such steps would then be discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the 

enactment of such legislation. 

III.D Demand Side Management (DSM) 

During 2011 and early 2012, FPL offered the following DSM programs to its customers: 

Residential DSM Programs 

1. Residential Building Envelope: Offers rebates to residential customers to install 

energy-efficient reflective roof and ceiling insulation measures. 
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2. Duct System Testing and Repair: Provides reduced cost duct system testing to 

identify leaks in air conditioning duct systems, and encourages the repair of those 

leaks by qualified contractors. Rebates are offered for duct system repair. 

3. Residential Air Conditioning: Offers rebates to customers to purchase higher 

efficiency air conditioning and heating equipment. The program includes additional 

rebates for plenum repair measure and air handler units with electronically 

commutated motors. 

4. Residential Load Management (On Call Program): Offers load control of major 

appliances/household equipment in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. Direct 

load control equipment is installed on selected customer end-use equipment allowing 

FPL to control these customer loads as needed. Qualifying equipment includes 

central electric air conditioners, central electric heaters, conventional electric water 

heaters, and swimming pool pumps. 

5. Residential New Construction [BuildSmart): Encourages the design and 

construction of energy-efficient homes by offering education to contractors on energy 

efficiency measures, and providing construction design reviews and home 

inspections. 

6. Residential Low Income Weatherization: Combines energy audits and incentives 

to encourage low income housing administrators to retrofit homes with energy 

efficiency measures. The housing authorities include: weatherization agency 

providers (WAPS), non-weatherization agency providers (non-WAPS), and other 

providers approved by FPL. The rebates are used by these providers to leverage 

their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the homes they are retrofitting. 

FPL offers rebates for HVAC maintenance, reduced air infiltration measures, and 

room air conditioning replacement. 

7. Residential ConseiVation SeiVice: Offers a walk-through energy audit, a computer

generated Class A audit, and a customer-assisted energy audit. For customer

assisted energy audits, mail-in, phone, and Internet a:Jdit options are available. (Note 

that FPL does not count demand and energy savings from this program towards its 

DSM Goals.) 

Business DSM Programs 

1. Business Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning (HVAC): Offers business 

customers financial rebates to upgrade to higher efficiency HVAC equipment that 
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exceed the minimum efficiencies mandated by the U.S. Department of Energy. The 

current FPL program includes rebates for: 1) thermal storage; 2) chillers; 3) energy 

recovery ventilator units; 4) direct expansion (DX) units and efficient air conditioning 

room units; 5) demand control ventilation systems including kitchen hood control; and 

6) electrically com mutated motors for air conditioning systems. 

2. Business Efficient Lighting: Offers business customers financial rebates to install 

high efficiency lighting measures at the time of replacement. FPL's program 

addresses linear fluorescent, plus other, efficient lighting technologies. 

3. Business Building Envelope: Offers financial rebates to customers to install high 

efficiency building envelope measures such as roof/ceiling insulation, reflective roof 

coatings, and window treatments. 

4. Business Custom Incentive: Serves as a "catch-all" program for customer-specific 

cost-effective efficiency measures which are not included in other FPL programs. 

DSM measures must reduce or shift at least 25 kW during peak hours, have 

verifiable demand and energy savings, and pass FPL's preliminary cost-effectiveness 

screening testing. 

5. Business On Call: Offers load control of central air conditioning units to both small 

non-demand-billed, and medium demand-billed, customers in exchange for monthly 

electric bill credits. 

6. Commercial Industrial Demand Reduction {CDR): Reduces peak demand by 

allowing the direct control of customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of 

extreme demand or capacity shortages. Participants contract for a firm demand level 

which may not be exceeded during load control periods. In return, participants 

receive a monthly credit. Participants must provide a 5-year termination notice to 

discontinue service under this program. 

7. Business Energy Evaluation: Offers free standard level energy evaluations on-site 

and on-line. More detailed evaluations are available through this audit program with 

costs shared between FPL and the participating customer. Participation in FPL's 

other business DSM programs is promoted through this program. (Note that FPL 

does not count demand or energy savings from this program towards its DSM Goals.) 

8. Commercial/Industrial Load Control: Reduces peak demand by controlling 

customer loads of 200 kW or greater during periods of extreme demand or capacity 
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shortages in exchange for monthly electric bill credits. (This program has been closed 

to new participants since the year 2000}. 

9. Business Water Heating: Encourages the installation of energy-efficient heat 

recovery units or heat pump water heaters. 

10. Business Refrigeration: Encourages the installation of controls and equipment to 

reduce the usage of electric strip heat for defrosting purposes. 

11. Cogeneration and Small Power Production: Facilitates FPL compliance with all 

regulatory requirements concerning qualifying facilities and small power producers. 

One role of the program is to assist customers in the evaluation of potential 

cogeneration projects, including self-generation . (Note that FPL does not count 

demand or energy savings from this program towards its DSM Goals.) 

DSM Research and Development: 

FPL's Conservation Research and Development (CRD) Program is an umbrella 

research project under which new DSM technologies are analyzed. Several FPL DSM 

programs have emerged from the CRD program including the business Building 

Envelope, Business On Call, and Residential New Construction programs. The program 

has also resulted in the addition of cost-effective measures to existing programs, such as 

the proposed inclusion of Energy Recovery Ventilators to the Business HVAC Program. 

FPL operates the CRD program based on DSM Plan approval, or for 6 years, whichever 

occurs first, with a spending cap as approved in the most current DSM Plan. 

In summary regarding FPL's DSM efforts, FPL has sought out and implemented cost

effective DSM programs since 1978. These programs include both conservation 

initiatives and load management. FPL's DSM efforts through 2011 have resulted in a 

cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,513 MW (Summer) at the 

generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 59,890 Gigawatt 

Hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's 

DSM efforts through 2011 have eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of more 

than 13 new 400 MW generating units. 

The FPSC in late 2009 imposed significantly higher DSM Goals for FPL for 2010- 2019 

than were deemed appropriate in prior DSM Goals dockets. The DSM Goals recently 

imposed by the FPSC have three components: Summer MW reductions, Winter MW 

reductions, and GWh reductions. The Summer MW component, and to a much lesser 
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degree the Winter MW reduction component, impacts FPL's need for future resources 

such as those discussed in this document. The GWh reduction component has no impact 

on FPL's need for future resources. 

In 2011, based on concerns over the projected higher electric rates that would occur if a 

new DSM Plan to meet the new DSM Goals were implemented, the FPSC determined in 

the DSM Plan docket that FPL should continue to implement the specific DSM programs, 

that FPL was implementing at that time (FPSC Order PSC-11-0590-FOF-EG). The 

projected demand reduction impact of these DSM programs from 2012 through 2019 

(plus an assumed additional 100 MW per calendar year for 2020 and 2021) is presented 

below in Table 111.0.1. (Subsequent analyses will ultimately determine the actual levels of 

DSM that should be added in these later years.) 

Table 111.0.1: FPL's Projected DSM Summer MW Reduction for 2012- 2021 

August MW values (at the Generator) 

Cumulative 
Summer MW 

DSM Goals for FPL 
Year (at Generator) 
2012 136 
2013 259 
2014 422 
2015 553 
2016 685 
2017 816 
2018 947 
2019 1079 
2020 1188 
2021 1288 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. 

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2010 data (the last year for 

which the DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan is being developed), FPL 

ranked # 2 nationally in cumulative DSM demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has 

achieved these significant DSM accomplishments while seeking to lessen the DSM

based impact on electric rates for all of its customers. 

In regard to DSM, FPL's intent is to follow the FPSC's directions regarding DSM 

implementation and to continue its national leadership role in DSM consistent with efforts 

both to continue to lessen the DSM-based impact on electric rates for all of FPL's 
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customers, and to ensure that FPL's system reliability does not become too dependent 

upon DSM resources. 

III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy to FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission tines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 
- --···- ·-- ··---- ·- - ·--· 

(1} {2} (3) (4) (5) (6} (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (MoNr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 
---

FPL St. Johns " Pringle 25 Dec - 16 230 759 
.. 

FPL Manatee 41 Bob White 30 Dec - 14 230 1195 

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21 , 2006. This project is to be completed in two 

phases. Phase I consisted of 4 miles of new 230 kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed 1n May-2009. 

Phase II consists of 21 miles of new 230 kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and 1S scheduled to be completed by 

Dec-2016. 

2/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on November 6, 2008. This project consists of 30 miles of new 

230 kV line (Manatee to Bob White) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2014 

In addition, there wilt be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

prolected generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities (described on the following pages) are for the capacity increases 

(uprates) at the existing St. Lucie and Turkey Point nuclear sites, and the generating 

capacity additions with the Cape Canaveral , Riviera Beach and Port Everglades 

modernizations. 

In regard to the existing generating units that have been placed on Inactive Reserve 

status and/or which wilt be retired in late 2012, there are no projected impacts to FPL's 

transmission system from these units. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 uprates in 2012 in regard to the 

FPL grid consists of the following: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Midway Substation, replace eleven 230 kV disconnect switches, and remove six 

wave traps. Also upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

2. At St. Lucie Switchyard, replace eighteen 230 kV disconnect switches and remove 

six wave traps. 

3. Uprate the Unit 1A and 1 B main step-up transformers to 635 MVA. Unit 1 B main 

step-up transformer is to be replaced by the uprated spare main step-up transformer. 

Existing Unit 1 B main step-up transformer is to become the new station spare 

4. Uprate the spare main step-up transformer to 635 MVA to replace Unit 2A main step

up transformer. 

5. Replace the Unit 2A and Unit 28 main step-up transformer with a new one rated at 

635 MVA. 

6. Add fiber optic relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the three existing St. Lucie-Midway 230 kV lines with spacers between the 

conductors to achieve a normal (continuous) rating of 2790 Amperes. 

2. Replace one existing overhead ground wire on each of the three existing St. Lucie 

Midway 230 kV line with fiber optic overhead ground wire for protective relay 

communication. 

Florida Power & Light Company 72 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 81 of 252

III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 Capacity Uprates 

The work required to address the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uprates in 2012 for Unit 3 and 

in 2012-2013 for Unit 4, in regard to the FPL grid consists of the following: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Turkey Point Switchyard, install two 5-0hm series phase inductors combined with 

external shunt capacitors on the southeast and southwest 230 kV operating busses. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard, replace twelve 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

3. Up rate the Unit 3 and Unit 4 main step-up transformers to 970 MV A. 

4. Replace spare main step-up transformer with 1028 MVA transformer. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Replace breaker failure panels at Davis Substation. 

7. Replace breaker failure panels at Flagami Substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for both Units 3 & 4 between the main step-up 

transformers and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 
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III.E.J Transmission Facilities for Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

in 2013 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Cape Canaveral 230 

kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Cape Canaveral Switchyard replace eight 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

5. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate the Cape Canaverai-Grissom 115 kV line. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center in 

2014 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Expand the Riviera 230 kV Switchyard five breakers to accommodate terminals for 

one combustion turbine (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct a new 138 kV Riviera Switchyard -five bays, 14 breakers with terminals to 

connect two CT units and seven 138 kV lines. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

5. At Ranch Substation, add a new 230 kV bay 5 and upgrade bay 4 to 3000 Amperes. 

6. Breaker replacements: 

Ranch Substation -Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Broward Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. Break the Indiantown-Riviera 230 kV and extend each of the line segments south 

(approx. 4 miles) to connect to the Ranch 230 kV Substation forming Indiantown

Ranch and a Ranch-Riviera 230 kV circuits. 

2. Remove Corbett-Ranch #2 230 kV line at Ranch and: 

a. extend to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV line N/S corridor (approx. 10 miles). 

3. Break Cedar-Corbett 230 kV (near Ranch Sub in Corbett-Jog section) and: 

a. Extend Cedar side to Riviera, (approx. 15 miles) creating new Cedar-Riviera 230 

kV. 

b. Extend Corbett side to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV N/S corridor (approx. 

10 miles). 

4. Break Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV (near 230 corridor running N/S) 

a. Connect Cedar side to meet 3.b. to create a Cedar to Corbett 230 kV. 

b. Connect Lauderdale side to meet 2.a. to create a Corbett to Lauderdale 230 kV. 

5. Upgrade the existing IBM-Yamato 138 kV line to 1200 Amperes. 

6. New underground 138 kV tie line between new Riviera 138 kV Switch yard and 560 

MV A, 230/138 kV autotransformer in the expanded Riviera 230 kV Substation. 

7. Relocate six existing 138 kV lines from existing Riviera 138 kV Switch yard to new 

Riviera 138 kV Switchyard. 
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III.E.S Transmission Facilities for Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

in 2016 to the FPL grid is projected to be as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Construct two string busses to connect two combustion turbines (CT) to the Port 

Everglades 138 kV Substation. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect one CT, and one steam turbine (ST) to the 

Port Everglades 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-450 MVA, 1-580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Replace ten (1 0) 138 kV breakers 

5. Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers 

6. At Port Everglades Switchyard replace twenty-two 138 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work, and equipment connections. 

7. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade of existing transmission facilities: 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades-Port Everglades 

Tap 138kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades Tap-Port 

Everglade Tap 2 138 kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Port Everglades Tap 1-Dania 138 

kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Dania-Hollywood 138 kV line 

section. 
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III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable 

energy technologies to serve its customers. FP L has been involved since 1976 in 

renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the implementation of 

various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL's renewable 

energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five categories. 

Two of these categories are Supply-Side Efforts- Power Purchases and Supply-Side 

Efforts- FPL Facilities. In 2011, the energy (MWh) total output from these renewable 

energy sources was greater than the energy produced from oil-fired generation. This 

information is presented in Schedule 11.1 at the end of this chapter. 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential PV system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a 

daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami 

substation in Miami. This 1 0-kilowatt (kW) system was placed into operation in 1984. 

(The system was removed in 1990 to make room for substation expansion once PV 

testing had been completed.) 

For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. This FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site is now the home for PV capacity which was 

installed as a result of FPL's "green pricing" efforts. 

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Healing Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers who chose solar water heaters. Before the program ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer cost-effective) , FPL paid incentives to 

approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 
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In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate 

information about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable 

in Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created 

complete construction blueprints for six passive home designs with the assistance of 

the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a 

low cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. 

Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased out 

due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code {Code). This revision 

was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code was one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to 

evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential 

swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed results. 

Some of the performance problems identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high cost of PV, the 

significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer 

satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this 

particular solar application. 

FPL has since continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts 

have included PV research, development, and education, as well as development 

and implementation of the FPL Next Generation Solar Station Program. As part of 

this program in 2011, FPL contributed 30 kW of PV to schools and educational non

profit organizations within its service area. This initiative also delivers teacher training 

and curriculum that is tied to the Sunshine Teacher Standards in Florida. Additionally, 

the program provides teacher grants to promote and fund projects in the classrooms. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL 

works with customers to interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through 

December 2011, approximately 1,580 customer systems (predominantly residential) 

have been interconnected. 
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As part of its 2009 DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for 

Florida's investor-owned utilities to spend up to a set, not-to-exceed amount of 

money annually to facilitate demand side solar water heater and photovoltaic 

applications. FPL's not-to-exceed amount of money for these applications is 

approximately $15.5 million per year through 2014. In regard to this direction, FPL 

received approval from the FPSC in 2011 to initiate a solar pilot portfolio that consists 

of three PV-based programs and three solar water heating-based programs. These 

programs are currently projected to be offered through 2014. FPL is now evaluating 

the results from the first year of implementation of these programs. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included five locations. The research projects were 

useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 

3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipa l waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available 

energy, have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables 1.8.1 , 1.8.2, and I.C .1 in Chapter 1). 

Periodica lly, FPL invites renewable energy suppliers to provide proposals for 

renewable power and energy at or below avoided costs in response to FPL's 

Requests for Proposals (RFPs). FPL issued Renewable RFPs in 2007 and 2008 

so lic iting proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below 

avoided costs, from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries 

for information from prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or 

phone. 
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With regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste 

Authority of Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 

31, 2010 for a 20-year term beginning in April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. 

However, the SWA refurbished their generating unit ahead of schedule and, as of 

January 2012, this unit began delivering firm capacity to FPL In 2011 , the FPSC 

approved a contract for an additional 70 MW between FPL and SWA for a new unit to 

be constructed. Construction has now commenced. At the end of December 2011, 

the contract between FPL and Okeelanta (New Hope) expired. However, Okeelanta 

continues to deliver energy to FPL as an as-available, non-firm supplier of renewable 

energy. 

4) Supply Side Efforts- FPL Facilities: 

With regard to solar generating facilities, FPL has three such facilities: (i) a 75 MW 

steam generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next Generation 

Solar Energy Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in DeSoto County 

(the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 10 MW PV electric 

generation facility in Brevard County at NASA's Kennedy Space Center (the Space 

Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center). The DeSoto County project was 

completed in 2009 and the other two projects were completed in 2010. These three 

solar facilities were constructed in response to the Florida Legislature's House Bill 

7135 which was signed into law by then-Governor Crist in June 2008. House Bill 

7135 was enacted to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse gas emitting 

renewable generation in the State of Florida. Specifically, the bill authorized cost 

recovery for the first 110 MW of eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, 

zoning, and transmission rights in place. FPL's three solar projects met the specified 

criteria, and were granted approval for cost recovery in 2008. Each of the three 

solar facilities is discussed below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar 

thermal capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on 

the FPL system. This facility consists of solar thermal technology which 

generates steam that is integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin 

Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant. This project is the first "hybrid" solar plant in 

the world, the second largest solar facility in the world, and the largest solar plant 

of any kind in the U.S. outside of California. 
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b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 and provides 25 MW of non

firm capacity and energy, making it one of the largest PV facilities in the U.S. 

The facility utilizes a tracking PV array that is designed to follow the sun as it 

traverses across the sky. 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative 

public/private partnership with NASA. This non-tracking PV facility began 

commercial operation in 2010 and provides 10 MW of non-ftrm capacity and 

energy. 

Collectively, these Next Generation Solar Energy Centers are expected to produce a 

total of approximately 200,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity each year, and at 

peak production provide enough energy to serve the requirements of more than 

14,380 homes at current levels of average residential use. 

For resource planning purposes, FPL currently projects that the output from these 

renewable facilities will be "as available," non-firm energy only. This is due to several 

factors. First, the Martin solar thermal facility is a "fue:.substitute" facility, not a facility 

that provides additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the 

use of fossil fuel to produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility 

is operating. Second, in regard to the two PV facilities, the intermittent nature of the 

solar resource makes it difficu It to accurately determine what contribution the PV 

facilities at these specific locations can consistently make at FPL's late Summer 

afternoon and early Winter morning peak load hours. Once site-specific operating 

data has been gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will then re-evaluate 

the actual output from each PV facility to determine what portion, if any, of its output 

can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

ln addition to these three solar facilities, FPL is currently in the process of identifying 

other potential solar sites in the state in the event that a future Renewable Portfolio 

Standard (RPS), Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (CPS), or other energy legislation 

is enacted by the Florida legislature that enables FPL to construct and recover costs 

for additional renewable energy generation. FPL is evaluating existing FPL 
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generation sites along with potential Greenfield sites within FPL's service territory. 

These potential FPL and Greenfield sites are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

FPL remains hopeful of developing a wind generation project on South Hutchinson 

Island in St. Lucie County. This project is known as the St. Lucie Wind Project and it 

would consist of up to six wind turbine generators capable of generating up to 

approximately 13.8 MW. In 2007, FPL began the St. Lucie County land use approval 

process, and soon after applied for the necessary federal and state 

permitting. However, a decision by the state and federal agencies on the St. Lucie 

Wind Project's permitting cannot be finalized until the local land use approval process 

is completed. At the time this Site Plan document is being developed, the local land 

use approval process has not been completed. An in-service date for the project is 

dependent upon a successful outcome in the local approval and permitting process. 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote 

development of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance has been 

established with the newly formed Southeast National Marine Renewabfe Energy 

Center (SNMREC) at Florida Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the 

commercialization of ocean current, ocean thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as 

cold water air conditioning), and hydrogen technologies. FPL has been taking the 

lead in assisting FAU with the discussions being held with the U.S. Department of the 

Interior's Minerals Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and 

Enforcement (BOEMRE). BOEMRE is working to establish the permitting process for 

ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support its 

biomass-related studies to determine improved vegetative management techniques 

for use in minimizing maintenance costs at FPL's current and future solar sites and to 

perform wind studies within the state. In addition, FPL has partnered with the Florida 

Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology and with the Florida State Universities 

Center for Applied Power System in regard to grid integration of ocean energy and 

other renewables. 

FPL has also developed a "Living Lab" to demonstrate FPL's solar energy 

commitment to employees and visitors at its Juno Beach office facility. To-date, FPL 

has installed five different PV arrays (different technologies) of rooftop PV totaling 24 
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kW at the Living Lab. In addition, construction of two PV-covered parking structures 

with a total of approximately 90 kW of PV is near completion at the FPL Juno office 

parking lot. Through these Living Lab projects, FPL is able to evaluate multiple solar 

technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a renewable business 

model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of solar energy for FPL's 

customers. FPL plans to continue to expand the Living Lab as new solar products 

come to market. 

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple 

emerging technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, 

fuel cell technology, biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. 

In the early 1980s, FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first 

added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership (20%) and additional 

purchases (30%) from the St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to 

meet its customers' energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. 

Additional coal resources were added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer 

Unit 4 which began serving FPL's customers in 1991. Starting in 1997, petroleum 

coke was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP when economic. 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural 

gas that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introdLction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to 

FPL's customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long 

term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. In 2009, FPL placed into commercial 

operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site. A third new CC unit was added to the WCEC site in 2011. In addition, FPL is 

currently modernizing its existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera J:;lant sites by 

removing the steam generating units previously on the sites and replacing them with 

two highly efficient new CC units, one at each site. FPL has also recently received 
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FPSC approval to perform a similar modernization project at its Port Everglades site. 

These new CC units will provide highly efficient generation that will dramatically 

improve the efficiency of FPL's generation system in general, and, more specifically, 

the efficiency at which natural gas is utilized .. 

In addition, FPL is increasing its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates 

of its four existing nuclear units. These uprates have begun and will add a total of 

approximately 490 MW of nuclear generation capacity by early 2013. 31 MW of the 

projected 490 MW total increase have already been added at FPL's St. Lucie Unit 2 

and this increased nuclear capacity is already benefitting FPL's customers. (FPL is 

also pursuing plans to obtain licenses, permits, and approvals to construct and 

operate two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site that, in total, would add 

approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity. The earliest dates by 

which those new nuclear units could practically be deployed continue to be outside of 

the ten-year reporting time frame of this document.) 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has added 110 MW of solar generating 

capacity through a 75 MW solar thermal steam generating facility at FPL's existing 

Martin site, a 25 MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in 

Brevard County. The DeSoto facility was placed into commercial operation in 2009. 

The other two solar facilities were placed into commercial operation in 2010. 

FPL's future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and 

evaluating alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance 

FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the 

purchase of power from renewable energy facilities, additional FPL-owned renewable 

energy facilities, obtaining additional access to diversified sources of natural gas 

such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from the Mid-Continent 

unconventional reserves, preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, 

and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously discussed, new advanced 

technology coal generating units are not currently considered as viable options in 

Florida in the ten-year reporting period of this document due, in part, to current 

projections of relatively small differences in fuel costs between coal and natural gas, 

significantly higher capital costs for coal units compared to CC units , greater 

efficiencies of CC units, and concerns over non-greenhouse gas environmental 

regulations that would impact coal units more negatively than CC units.) The 
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evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible fuel 

diversity alternatives, will be part of on-going resource planning efforts. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of 

this "fuel mix" through 2021 based on the resource plan presented in this document, 

is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 

2. FPL's Fossil Fuel Cost Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between 

fuels, are major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future resource 

needs. FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary 

forecasts. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke 

prices, are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and 

uncontrollable drivers that influence the short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, 

coal, and petroleum coke. These drivers include U.S. and worldwide demand, 

production capacity, economic growth, environmental legislation, and politics. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow 

clearly underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid 

fuel (coal and petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of 

long-term price outcomes. ln th.ls light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and 

High price forecasts for fossil fuels in some of its 2011 and early 2012 resource 

planning work, particularly in regard to analyses conducted as part of the nuclear cost 

recovery filing work. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For 

oil and natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the 

following methodology: 

a. For 2011 through 2013, the methodology used the November 14, 2011 

forward curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U.S. Gulf Coast 1% 

sulfur heavy oil, ultra low sulfur diesel fuel oil, and Henry Hub natural gas 

commodity prices; 

b. For the next two years (2014 and 2015), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the 

November 14, 2011 forward curve and the most current projections at the 

time from The PIRA Energy Group; 
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c. For the 2016 through 2025 period, FPL used the annual projections from The 

PIRA Energy Group; and, 

d. For the period beyond 2025, FPL used the real rate of escalation from the 

Energy Information Administration (EIA). In addition to the development of oil 

and natural gas commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also were 

prepared for oil and natural gas transportation costs. The addition of 

commodity and transportation forecasts resulted in delivered price forecasts. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum 

coke prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following 

approach: 

a. Delivered price forecasts for Central Appalachian (CAPP), Illinois Basin (IB), 

Powder River Basin (PRB), and South American coal and petroleum coke 

were provided by JD Energy; and, 

b. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until 

expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet generation 

requirements. 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward 

price, one year ahead. FPL developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty 

which exists within each commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts 

reflect a range of reasonable forecast outcomes. 

3. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to 

the nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and 

other comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a 

commercial nuclear power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan , and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from 
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the ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in

situ leaching operations, or production as a by-product from other mining 

operations, such as gold , copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first 

step is the raw uranium delivered as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as 

yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further 

removes any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, 

which requires uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0.711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at 

an atomic mass of 238 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a 

higher percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural 

uran·lum does not contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases 

the percentage amount of U-235 from 0.711% to a level specified when 

designing the reactor core (typically in a range from approximately 3% to as high 

as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is enriched uraniuiTi in the form of 

UF6. 

(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is 

changed to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are 

sealed and bundled together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are 

then delivered to the plant site for insertion in a reactor. 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other comoonents of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining: There is some volatility in the current uranium market. Current 

demand continues to be rather stable and outputs from production facilities have 

been increasing steadily. The following are the current major contributors that 

led to some volatility in the prices for uranium: 

• In March 2011, an earthquake and tsunami struck the Fukushima 

nuclear complex in Japan. The immediate impact was a perceived 
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reduction in worldwide nuclear fuel demand and thus prices have 

generally declined, with some small periodic increases through 2011. 

• Hedge funds are currently in the market. This causes more speculative 

demand, not tied to market fundamentals, and causes the market price 

to move according to news potentially affecting potential future 

supply/demand balance, or news regarding current suppliers. 

• The large inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is being 

withheld from the market due to political pressure from suppliers. Some 

of this uranium finds its way into the market periodically to fund cleanup 

of certain Department of Energy facilities. 

• The U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) has imposed restrictions on 

the import of nuclear fuel from France and Russia. 

• Although a limited number of new nuclear units is scheduled to start 

production in the U.S. during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, 

more specifically China, have announced a significant increase in 

construction of new units which has caused a short term increase in the 

uranium market price. 

Over a 1 0-year horizon, FPL expects the market to be more consistent with 

market fundamentals The supply picture is more stable, with laws enacted to 

resolve the import of Russian-enriched uranium, by allowing some imports of 

Russian-enriched uranium to meet about 20-25% of needs for currently operating 

units, but with no restriction on the first core for new units and no restrictions after 

2020. New and current facilities continue to add capacity to meet demands. 

Actual demand tends to grow over time because of the long lead time to build 

nuclear units. However, FPL cannot discount the possibility of future periodic 

sharp increase in prices, but believes such occurrences will likely be temporary in 

nature. 

FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on 

inputs from various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. 

(2) Conversion: FPL's price forecast considers the construction of new nuclear 

units. Just like for raw uranium, an increase in demand for conversion services 

would result from this need. Insufficient planned production is currently 
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forecasted after 2013 to meet the higher demand scenario, but is sufficient to 

meet most reference case scenarios. As with additional raw uranium production, 

supply will expand beyond current level once more firm commitments are made 

including commitments to building new nuclear units. 

(3) Enrichment: As a result of the Fukushima events in March 2011, the near

term price of enrichment services has declined. However, plans for several of 

the new facilities that were expected to come on-line in the next few years have 

been delayed. Also, some of the current high operating cost diffusion plants are 

indicating that they will shutdown in the next year or two. As with supply for the 

other steps of the nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible 

within the lead time for constructing new nuclear units and any other projected 

increase in demand. Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue to be 

balanced such that FPL expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The 

tight supply/demand profile will most likely cause the price of enrichment services 

to remain stable or decline for the next few years before starting to increase. 

(4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated 

by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can 

qualify as suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and 

demand is expected to show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable 

future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. supply and demand. The supply for the 

U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet U.S. demand for the foreseeable 

future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

The calculations for the nuclear fuel cost forecasts used in FPL's 2011 and early 

2012 resource planning work were performed consistent with the method then 

used for FPL's Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of refueling outages 

every 18 months and plant operation at power uprate levels. The costs for each 

step to fabricate the nuclear fuels were added to come up with the total costs of 

the fresh fuel to be loaded at each refueling (acquisition costs). The acquisition 

cost for each group of fresh fuel assemblies were then amortized over the energy 

produced by each group of fuel assemblies. FPL also added 1 mill per kilowatt 

hour net to reflect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 

Flonda Power & Light Company 89 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 98 of 252

Schedule 5 
Fuel Requl rernents 

(for FP~ only) 

Actua111 Forecasted 
F\lel Reg"Uirements Units 2010 ill! 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 201 9 2020 2021 

(1) Nuclear Tnll1on BTU 250 24 1 208 286 303 285 307 307 294 305 305 :Z94 

[2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,1 91 3.135 2,895 3,497 3,254 3,832 3,699 4 .069 3,713 4.065 3,761 4,079 

(3) Residual (f06)- Total 1 000 BBL 6,754 1,141 1.516 664 494 671 768 731 635 690 766 1,041 
(4) S1eam 1.000 BBL 6,754 1,141 1.516 664 494 671 768 731 636 690 766 1,041 

(5) DiSIIIIale (F02)- Total 1.000 BBL 522 332 51 0 0 15 5 32 63 76 
(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(7) cc 1,000 BBL 194 290 0 12 0 0 4 3 8 16 23 
(8) CT 1,000 BB~ 324 40 2 40 0 0 11 2 24 47 53 

(9) Natural Gas - Total 1,000 MCF 504.996 555.988 565,962 514,784 535.1 40 545,403 546,986 563,767 588.554 585.343 602,249 624.406 
( 10) Steam 1,000 MCF 56,729 61 .272 29.586 10.538 7,785 10,572 ~1 2,601 11.852 10,409 11.206 12 447 16 .842 
(11) cc 1,0GOMCF 443,108 486,1 16 535.610 502.562 527.04 5 534,746 533.91 4 551 ,606 577.940 574,7 88 589.2 10 606 .514 
(12) CT 1,000 MCF 5.159 8,600 766 1,684 310 84 471 31 0 205 349 591 1,050 

1/ Source: A Schedules 
Note: Solar contributions are provided on Schedules fi . 1 and 6.2. 
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Schedule 6.1 
Energy Source9 

Actual " Forecasted 
Energ~ Sources Units 2010 lQ!1 £!l.1l 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 lliQ 2021 

(1) An"ual E"ergy GWH 8,333 6 ,008 4,214 3.205 3,197 4.091 2,805 658 0 0 0 0 
l"terchange 2J 

(2) Nuclear GWH 22.~;,0 2 1 5t 0 19,162 26.493 28,076 26,465 28.458 28,463 27.286 28,376 28.545 27.288 

(3) Coal GWH 5,721 5,634 5,064 6.029 5,683 6 ,825 6.743 7,395 6,791 7,391 6,884 7.417 

(4) Res1duai(F06) -Total GWH 4,06 ' 630 971 422 314 430 491 468 407 441 490 666 
(5) Steam GWH 4.mH 630 971 422 314 430 491 468 407 441 490 666 

(6) Dlstillate(F02)-Total GWH iT~ 123 1 21 0 0 7 3 5 14 27 36 
(7) Sleam GWH 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(6) cc GWH 14? 107 0 9 0 0 4 2 6 13 19 
(9) CT GWH 1J~ 15 12 0 4 2 7 14 17 

(10i Natural Gas -Total GWH 65.171 74,388 78,888 73,106 77.223 78,824 79 ,606 82.436 86,264 85.886 88,106 90,976 
<1~ ) Steam GWH 5,041 5.429 2,826 995 739 1,008 1.197 1,127 989 1 ,06'6 1.164 1.603 
(1 2) cc GWH 61,3{)4 68,328 75,999 n oos 76,4 57 77,609 78 ,376 81,285 85.258 84,795 86,B79 89,293 
(13) CT GWH 426 631 61 105 27 7 35 24 16 26 44 80 

(14f So,ar 31 
GWH '19 71 195 209 209 186 208 192 207 206 200 206 

I 1 ~~ PV GWH tiT! 71 73 72 72 71 71 70 70 69 69 68 

(161 Solar Therma! 41 GWH 0 0 122 137 137 115 138 122 137 137 131 137 

(17) Other s.o GWH 6,44 1 4.090 2.662 3.003 3,280 4 ,587 4,990 5,192 5 ,310 5.604 6,380 7,057 

~---.-----------
Ne\ Energy For Load 61 GWH 114,4i'S tt 2.454 111,156 1" 2,487 117,982 111.407 123.310 124 .806 12-5270 127.919 130,631 133.646 

11 So<m:e: A Schedules 
21 T he projecled f1gures are· based on e'$11rr.ated en~rgy purchases rrom SJRPP and the Southern Companies (UPS contract). 
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solat l! lermal facil1tres_ 
41 Estimated prOJeCted vatues Solar thermal doe.s not produce GWh, blll produces steam that displaces fossil fuel·derived steam 

Its 20~ 1 contributiOn to rhe Mar1m 8 CC GW h output ts rolled 1pto row (1 2) for reporting purposes Its projected co:"lhibutions for 2012- 2021 
are prov1ded separa!ety o n row {16) 

51 Represents a fo recast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities. Independent Po....,r Producers. nel of 
t'conomy and other Power Sales 

ul Net Energy For Load values for the years 2012 • 2021 are also shown rn Col. (19) on Schedule 2 3 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources %by Fuel Type 

Actual 11 Forecasted 
Energ:r- Source Units 2010 2011 W1 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 ~ 2020 2021 

(1) Annual Energy % 7.3 5.3 38 2.8 27 3.4 2.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Interchange 
,, 

(2) Nuclear % 200 19.1 17 2 23 6 23 8 21.8 23.1 228 21 6 222 21 g 20.4 

(3) Coal % 5.0 5.0 4.6 54 4.8 58 55 59 5.4 5.8 5.3 55 

(4) Residual [F06) -Total % 3.6 0.6 o_g 04 03 0.4 0.4 04 03 03 0.4 05 
(5) Steam % 36 0.6 09 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 03 03 0.4 0.5 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 02 0 1 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 
(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0 0 00 
(5) cc % 0 1 0 1 0.0 00 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 
(9) CT % 0.1 0.0 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 0 0 0.0 

(10) Natural Gas ·Total % 583 681 71.0 65.0 65.5 649 646 66.1 66 3 67 1 67.4 68.1 
(11) Steam % 4 4 4.6 2 5 09 OS 08 1 0 0.9 0 8 08 09 1 2 
(12) cc % 53.6 60 8 68.4 640 648 64.1 63.6 65 1 67 5 6G3 G6 5 668 
(13) CT % 04 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.1 

(14) SDiar :!J % 0.1 0.1 02 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 02 02 02 0.2 0.2 
(1 5) PV % 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 01 01 0 1 

(16) Solar Therm al"' % 00 0.0 0.1 01 0 1 01 01 0.1 01 0 1 01 0 1 

(17) Other " % 56 36 2.4 2.7 2.8 38 4.0 42 4.2 4.4 4.9 53 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules 
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP and the Southern Compan1es (UPS contract) 
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solar therma.t facilities 
4/ Estimated projected values Solar thermal does not produce GWh. but produces steam lMl diSplaces fossi l fuel-derived steam. 

Its 2011 contnbuhon to \he Martin 8 CC GWh outpulls rolled into row {12) for report1ng purposes. Its projected contrioutions for 2012- 2021 
are provided separarely on row (16) 

5/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to oe purchased from QuaHtying Facili~es . Independent Power Producers, net of 
Economy and other Power Sales. 

61 Net Energy For Load values for the years 2012-2021 are also shown 1n Col. (19) on Schedule 23. 
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Schedule 7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13} (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW 

2012 23,502 1,733 0 635 25,870 21 .623 1.991 19,632 6,238 31.8 745 5.493 
2013 24,208 1.303 0 635 26,146 21.931 2,114 19,817 6.329 31.9 826 5,503 
2014 25.482 1,303 0 635 27.420 23,243 2,277 20,966 6.453 30.8 826 5,627 
2015 25,553 1,303 0 635 27,491 23.786 2.408 21,378 6,113 28 6 0 6,113 
2016 26.434 375 0 705 27,514 24,315 2,540 21,775 5.738 26.4 0 5,738 
2017 26.434 0 0 705 27,139 24,529 2,671 21,858 5,280 24.2 0 5,280 
2018 26.434 0 0 705 27,139 24,674 2,802 21.871 5,267 24.1 0 5.267 
2019 26.434 0 0 705 27,139 25.041 2,934 22,107 5,031 22.8 0 5,031 
2020 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 25.499 3,043 22.456 4,683 20.9 0 4.683 
2021 26,684 0 0 705 27,389 25,960 3,143 22.817 4,572 20.0 0 4,572 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to 
be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. 
Col (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) +Col (5). 
Col. (7) reflects the 2011 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation, from 112012-on intended for use with 
the 2C 11 load forecast. 
Col (10) =Col (6)- CoL (9) 
Col. (11) = Col. (1 0) I Col.(9) 
Col, (12 ) indicates the capacity of units protected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. This 
value is comprised of· 

%of Peak 

28.0 
27.8 
26.8 
28.6 
26.4 
24.2 
24.1 
22.8 
20.9 
20 0 

(i} 745 MW (at St. Lucie Unit 2) of nuclear capacity that will be out-o(-service during part of SL~mmer in 2012 due to an extended planned outage 
as part of the capacity uprates prOJect; 
(ii) an additional 826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin Unit 1} and in the Summer of 
2014 (at Martin Unit 2) due to the installation of electrostatic prec ipitators. 
Col (13) =Col (10)- Col. (12) 
Col (14) = Col. (1 3} I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2} (3} (4} (5) (6) (7} (8) (9} (10) (11) (12) (13) (14} 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 
January of Capability Import Export QF Available Demand OSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 

Yw MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of P~!i!k MW 

2012 24,513 1,666 0 635 27 014 20,889 1,673 19,216 7,797 40.6 1,675 
2013 24,104 1,311 0 635 26,050 21,101 1,787 19 314 6,735 34.9 1,539 
2014 25,617 1,311 0 635 27,563 21,959 1,946 20,014 7,549 37.7 632 
2015 27,034 1 311 0 635 28,980 22,412 2,070 20,342 8,638 42.5 0 
2016 27,084 383 0 705 28,172 22,675 2,194 20,481 7,691 37.6 0 
2017 26,115 363 0 705 29,203 22 902 2,319 20,584 8,619 41 .9 0 
2018 28,115 0 0 705 28,820 23,151 2,444 20,708 8,112 39.2 0 
2019 28,115 0 0 705 28,820 23,403 2,568 20.635 7,985 38.3 0 
2020 28.115 0 0 705 28 820 23,667 2,667 21,000 7,819 37.2 0 
2021 28,115 0 0 705 26 620 23,952 2,757 21.195 7,624 36.0 0 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st. These MW are generally considered 
to be available to meet winter peak loads which are forecasted to occur during JantJary of the year indicated. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Co/.(4} + Col.(5). 

MW 

6 ,122 
5,196 
6,717 
8,638 
7,691 
8,619 
8,112 
7,985 
7,619 
7,624 

Col. (7) refiects the 2011 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 2011 load is an actual load value. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation , from 112011-on intended for use with 
the 2011 load forecast. 
Col. (10} = Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11} = Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Winter peak period. ThJS 
value is comprised of: 
(i)an additional 853 MW (at St. Lucie Unit 1} of nuclear capacity that will be out-of-service during part of the Winter of 2012 due to 
extended planned outages as part of the capac·lty uprates project: (ii} 717 MW(al Turkey Point Unil4) thai will be out-of-service in Winter of 
2013 due to an extended planned outage as part of the capacity uprates project; (iii} an additional 822 MW that will be out-of-service 
in the Winter of 2012 (at Manatee Unit2) and in the Winter of 2013 (at Manatee Unit 1) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators; 
and (iv} an additional 832 MW {at Martin Unit 1} that will be out-of-service during the Winter of 2014 due to the ·Installation of 
electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Co1.(13) I Col.(9) 

Florida Power & Light Company 94 

%of Peak 

31.9 
26.9 
33.6 
42.5 
37.6 
41.9 
39.2 
38.3 
37.2 
36.0 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 103 of 252

Schedule 7.3 
Projection of Generation- Only Reserves 

At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming PEEC in 2016 but no 2021 PPA) 

(i) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10 ) (11 ) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

Augus\ of Capacity Import Export OF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW % of Peak 

2012 23,502 1,733 0 635 25.870 21.623 0 21.623 4 ,246 19 .6 745 3,501 16.2 
2013 24,208 1,303 0 635 26,146 21,931 0 21.931 4 ,214 19.2 826 3,388 15.5 

2014 25,482 1,303 0 635 27,420 23,243 0 23.243 4,176 18 .0 826 3,350 14.4 

2015 25,553 1,303 0 635 27,491 23.786 0 23,786 3,704 15.6 0 3,704 15.6 
2016 26,434 375 0 705 27,514 24 ,315 0 24,315 3,199 13 2 0 3,199 13.2 

2017 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 24,529 0 24,529 2,609 10 .6 0 2,609 10.6 

2018 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 24 .674 0 24,674 2 ,465 10.0 0 2,465 10.0 

2019 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 25.041 0 25,041 2 ,097 8.4 0 2,097 8.4 

2020 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 2 5,499 0 25.499 1,640 6.4 0 1,640 6.4 

2021 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 25,960 0 25,960 1,179 45 0 1,179 4.5 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes. assuming no generation additions in 2021. 

Col. (6):: Co\.(2) + Col (3) - Col (4) + Col. (5). 

Col. (7) reflects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) shows zero contribution from DSM in order to calculate FPL's reserves that are supplied only by generation res ourc€ 

Col. (1 0) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 

Col. (11) = Co\.(10) I Co\.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of un1ts projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. This 

v<~lue is comprised of: (i) 745 MW (at St Lucie Unit 2) of nuclear capacity that will be out-of-service 
during part of Summer in 2012 due to an extended planned outage as part of the capacity uprates project: and (ii) an additional 

826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (a\ Mart in Unit 1) and in the Summer of 2014 (a\ M 

due to the installatior:J of electrostallc precipitators 
Col. (13) =Col. (10) - Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Co\.(13) I Co\.(9) 
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Schedule 7.4 

Projection of Generation -Only Reserves 
At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming PEEC in 2016 and 2021 PPA) 

(1) (2} (3} (4) (5} (6) (7) (8} (9} (1 0} (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export OF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2012 23,502 1)33 0 635 25,870 21,623 0 21,623 4,246 19.6 745 3.501 16.2 
2013 24 ,208 1,303 0 635 26,146 21,931 0 21 ,931 4 ,214 19.2 826 3,388 15.5 

2014 25,482 1,303 0 635 27,420 23.243 0 23,243 4,176 18.0 826 3,350 14.4 

2015 25,553 1,303 0 635 27.491 23,786 0 23.786 3,704 15.6 0 3,704 15.6 
2016 26.434 375 0 705 27.514 24,315 0 24 ,31 5 3,199 13.2 0 3,199 13.2 

2017 26.434 0 0 705 27,139 24,529 0 24,529 2,609 10.6 0 2,609 10.6 
2018 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 24,674 0 24,674 2,465 10.0 0 2,465 10.0 
2019 26,434 0 0 705 27 ,139 25,041 0 25,041 2,097 8.4 0 2,097 6.4 
2020 26,434 0 0 705 27,139 25,499 0 25,499 1,640 6.4 0 1,640 6.4 

2021 26,684 0 0 705 27,389 25,960 0 25,960 1,429 5.5 0 1,429 5.5 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes, assuming a 250 MW PPA is added in 2021. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Co1.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 

Col. (7) renects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) shows zero contribution from DSM in order to calculate FPL's reserves that are supplied only by generation resourcE 

Col. (10) =Col (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. {11)::: Col {10) I Col.(9} 

Col. (12} indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. This 
value is comprised of: (i) an additional 745 MW {at St. Lucie Unit 2) of nuclear capacity that will be out-of-service 

during part of Summer in 2012 due to an extended planned outage as part of the capacity uprates project; and (ii) an addi tional 
826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin Unit 1) and in the Summer of 2014 (at M 
due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospectrve Generating Facility Additions And Changes 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

129 MW (Incremental) 
129 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor ( FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received , but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received , but not under construction) 

Average Net Operat1ng Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change. from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW) 
Direct Construction Cost: 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW) 
Escalation ($/kW ): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

25 years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation .) 
(See Note (3) for explanation .) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additiona l O&M 1m pac t from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cos.t values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently be1ng 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that w111 result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2012 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

* $/kW values are based on incremental S ummer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

123 MW (Incremental) 
123 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(B) Total Site Area: 

(g) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 

Uranium 

No change From existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction} 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from exist ing unit Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data • 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($fl<.W -Yr.}: 
Variable O&M ($/MWH}: 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

21 years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.} 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. T he capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 201 2 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

84 MW (final incremental FPL's ownership share; 31 MW have already been achieved) 
84 MW (final incremental FPL's ownership share; 31 MW have already been ach1eved) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date. 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(B) Total Sae Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2012 (final increase) 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from exJsting unit 

No change from existing unit 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data* :• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW) 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr. )· 
Variable O&M ($/MWH) 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

32 years (Matches the current operating license period. ) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation .) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from th1s project. 
There is no additional O&M 1mpact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
rev iewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented In FPL's May 2012 Nuclear Cost Recovery fi ling. 
nuclear units. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

• $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capac1ty. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate} 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

123 MW (Incremental) 
123 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5} Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2013 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

Page 4 of 7 

(9} Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(10) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •,•• 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): •• 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/l<W): 
Escalation ($/l<W): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Vanable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

NOTE: 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 

21 years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 
TBD (See Note (1) for explanation.) 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity uprates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 
reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2012 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

* $/l<W values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Page 5 of 7 
Schedule 9 

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 1,210 MW 
b. Winter 1,355 MW 

(3) Technology Type: Combmed Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 43 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data •:• 
Book Life (Years)·. 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2013 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $) 
K Factor· 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
•• Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,484 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
921 

98 

13.29 
0.16 

1.484 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,212 MW 
1,344 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2012 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 6 of 7 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 33 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F . 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2014 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost Includes capital replacement. 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,480 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
1,053 

121 

13.67 
0.13 

1.509 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC.Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2/ Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1.277 MW 
1,429 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2014 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No. Burners, SCR , Natural Gas, 

Page 7 of 7 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water 

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres 

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit) 

(1 0) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF/: 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F. 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*:* 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 
D1rect Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/KW): 
F1xed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost inc ludes capital replacement. 

3.5% 
1.1% 

95.4% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,330 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
928 

87 

30.00 
0.10 
1.51 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interc:Jnnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 1 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 2 of 7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 3 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The St. Lucie 2 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 4 of 7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Page 5 of 7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the 
modernization of the Cape Canaveral power plant site does not require any "new" transmission 
lines. 
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Page 6 of 7 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Riviera Beach Energy Center which will result from the modernization of the Riviera Beach 
power plant site will require one new line and existing lines to be extended and reconfigured to 
accommodate the increased capacity. 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Riviera - Cedar Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way Existing, FPL- Owned 

(4) Line Length: 15 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: 2012 
End date: 2014 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $12,100,000 
(Trans. and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: Riviera Substation and Cedar Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

The Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the 
modernization of the Port Everglades power plant site does not require any "new" transmission 
lines. 
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(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
{4) 
(5) 

Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2011 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Net (MJV) Capability 

Generation by Primary Fuel Summer(MW) Summer(%) Winter (MW) Winter(%) 
Coal 926 3.8% 928 36% 
Nuclear 2.970 12.1% 3,044 11.7% 
Residual 3.672 14.9% 3,706 14.3% 
Distillate 1,908 7.7% 2,087 8.0% 
Natural Gas 13,027 52.9% 13,941 53.8% 

(6) Solar 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 
(7) FPL Existing Units Total 1'1 : 22,538 91.5% 23,741 91.6% 

(8) Renewables (Purchases )- Firm 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.5% 
(9) Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable - Not Applicable --

I {10) Renewab.le Total: 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.5% 

I (11} Purchases Other : 2,038.0 8.3% 2,074.0 8.0% 
I (12} Total: 24,637.0 100.0% 25,927.0 100.0% 

Note. 

(6) 
NEL 

GWh 121 

5.634 
21.510 

630 
123 

74,388 
71 

102,356 

965 
885 

1,850 

8,248 
112,454 

(1) FPL Existing Units Total valu~s on row (7), columns (2) and (4) , match the System F~rm Generatmg Capac1ty values lound on 

Schedule 1 for Summer and W mter. 
(2) Net Energy for Load GWh value> on row (12), column (6) matches Schedule 6.1 value for 2011. 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-service Renewable Generation Facilities 

Actuals for the Year 2011 

(7) 
Fuel Mix 

% 
5.0% 
19.1% 
06% 
0.1% 

661% 
01% 

91.0% 

09% 
0.8% 

1.65% 

7.3% 
100.0% 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) = 3+4-5 
Projected 

Annual Energy 
Renewable Annual Energy Annual Energy Used by 

Installed Capacity Projected Annual Purchased from FPL Sold to FPL Customers 
Type of Facility DC(MW} Output (MWh) (MWh) (MWh) 

Customer-Owned 1-'V 
(0 kW to 10 kW} 7.3 7,298.5 61,881.5 163.3 

customer-owned 1-'V 
(> 10 kW to 100 kW) 3.5 3 ,148.1 116,049.8 192.0 
Customer-Owned PV 
(> 100 kW to 2 MW) 3.3 4,100.1 118,972.0 59.8 

Total: 14.1 14,546.7 296,903.3 415.1 

Notes· 

(1) There were approximately 1.580 c;ustomer-owned renewa ble genera lion facilities interconnecte d with FPL on December 31. 2011. 

(2) The Installed Capacrty value is I' ·"" sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer~wned renewable generation 

fac11111es connected as of Dec. J • ,2011. 

(GWh) 

69.0 

119.0 

123.0 

311.0 

(3) The Projected Annual Output val;;;, 1S based on NREL's PV Watts 1 program and the installed capacity for each customer, <Jdjusted for 

the days they were actively intPrconnected dunng 2011 and assummg each facility operated as planned. 

(4) The Annual Energy Purchased !rom FPL 1S an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2011. 

(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPk '" an actual number of kWH cred1 ted back to the customer from FPL's metered data for 201 t . 

(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a pcc;ected value that equals: 

Renewable Projected Annual output+ Annual Energy Purchased from FPL- Annual Energy Sold to FPL. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV .A Protection of the Environment 

FPL operates in a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of 

distinct ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. FPL 

competes for air, land, and water resources that are necessary to meet the demand for 

generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. At the same time, residents and 

tourists want unspoiled natural amenities, and the general public has an expectation that 

large corporations such as FPL will conduct their business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. For example, FPL has one of the lowest emissions 

profiles among U.S. utilities and its carbon dioxide (C02 ) emission rate is 36% lower 

(better) than the industry average. The environmental leadership of FPL and its parent 

company, NextEra Energy, Inc., has been heralded by many outside organizations as 

demonstrated by a few recent examples. In 2011 , NextEra Energy, Inc. ranked in the top 

10 among companies worldwide for social responsibility and, for a record sixth 

consecutive year, No. 1 in its industry, according to the 2011 "World's Most Admired 

Companies" report released by Fortune magazine. Being ranked first, for five consecutive 

years, is unprecedented in the industry and according to Fortune, America's Most 

Admired Companies is "the definitive report card on corporate reputations". 

NextEra Energy, Inc. was named to the 2011 Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) of 

the leading companies in North America for corporate sustainability for the third 

consecutive year. The DJSI North America selects the top 20 percent of companies in 

sustainability performance from the 600 largest companies in North America. According 

to Sustainable Asset Management, the investment research firm that conducts the DJSI 

research, the evaluation is continuously adapted to capture the sustainability trends that 

are at the forefront of each industry sector and are likely to have an impact on the 

companies' competitive landscape. 

FPL was recognized in 2010 by the Southeastern Electric Exchange (SEE) for 

outstanding performance in constructing the largest photovoltaic (PV) power plant at the 

time in the United States: the 25 MW DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center. SEE 

gives its Chairman's Award annually to the project it deems "best of the best" among all 
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entrants in its 11 award categories. Capable of powering approximately 3,000 homes with 

renewable energy, the DeSoto PV facility was completed months ahead of schedule and 

more than $22 million under budget. 

In 2011, FPL's Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center earned NextEra Energy 

recognition as a finalist in the competition for the Edison Award, presented annually by 

EEl. The award for "distinguished leadership, innovation and contribution to the 

advancement of the electric industry for the benefit of all" is EEl's most prestigious award. 

Also in 2011, the Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center was named Project of the 

Year - Best Renewable Project by Power Engineering magazine, the leading power 

generation industry publication. 

FPL was named a finalist in the Annual Sustainable Florida Best Practice Awards in both 

2010 and 2011. In 2010, Sustainable Florida recognized the previously mentioned 25 

MW DeSoto PV facility and in 2011 the organization recognized FPL's partnership with 

Palm Beach County to utilize reclaimed water at the West County Energy Center. The 

awards were presented by the Council for Sustainable Florida, the premier statewide 

organizat"1on committed to balancing the economic interests of the state with the need to 

be socially and environmentally responsible. The Sustainable Florida Award recognizes 

organizations for protecting and preserving Florida's environment for the future while 

building markets for Florida's businesses. 

FPL's responsible tree care practices across its 35-county service area have been 

recognized for almost a decade. FPL has been the recipient of the Tree Line USA award 

annually from 2003 - 2011. This award is sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in 

cooperation with the National Association of State Foresters. The recognition is given to 

utilities that demonstrate quality tree care practices, annual worker training , and public 

education programs. 

In October 2010, FPL won the 2010 Loggerhead Marinelife Center's "Blue Business of 

the Year" award. The awards were given to those who are leading the way ·m raising 

awareness about, and have made significant contributions to improve and protect South 

Florida's oceans, beaches, and wildlife. The award recognized FPL's protection and 

conservation of the endangered Florida manatee and fostering pub I ic and employee 

education and support. 
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IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define its 

position, which it continues to stand by today. This statement reflects how FPL 

incorporates environmental values into all aspects of its activities and serves as a 

framework for new environ mental initiatives throughout the company. FP L's 

Environmental Statement is: 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards. 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities. 

• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment. 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues. 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations and report performance. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL established an Environmental 

Management System to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program that is discussed below. Other components include: executive 

management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance 

program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities. allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs). environmental incident and/or emergency response. 

environmental risk assessment/management, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems. 
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IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities which are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. 

The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental 

audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a 

systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the performance of the 

organization and of the specific management systems and equipment designed to protect 

the environment. The environ mental audit's primary objectives are to facilitate 

management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with existing 

environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2011 

environmental outreach activities are summarized below in Table IV.E.1. 

Table IV.E.1: 2011 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Activity #of Participants 

(Approx.) 

Visitors to FPL's Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 12,000 

Visitors to Manatee Park 146,814 

Number of visits to FPL's Environmental Website >500,000 

Number of pieces of Environmental literature distributed >20,000 

Solar Schools Program (#of schools participating) 1 school and 2 non-profits 

Visitors to Barley Barber Swamp 2,955 
.... ----

Number of visits to Manatee Cam Website 66,769 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs. FPL has identified f1ve (5) Preferred 

Sites and ten (1 0) Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are 
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those locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken action, 

or is currently committed to take action, to site new generation capacity. Potential Sites 

are those sites that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under 

consideration as a location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use 

as existing generation sites and some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does 

not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation 

expansion in the case of an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this 

designation indicate that the size or technology of a generator has been determined. The 

Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below. 

As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include all of the remainder 

of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. FPL will continue to analyze 

the potential for modernizing existing power plant sites such as is now being done at the 

Cape Canaveral and Riviera sites, and which will occur by 2016 at the existing Port 

Everglades site. Analyses of any modernization candidates would include evaluation of 

numerous factors including: fuel delivery, transmission, permitting, etc. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL identifies f;ve Preferred Sttes and all of them are existing plant sites: the St. Lucie 

plant site. the Turkey Point plant site, the Cape Canaveral plant site, the Riviera plant site 

and the Port Everglades plant site. 

The St. Lucie site is the location for nuclear capacity uprates that FPL will complete work 

for in 2012. The Turkey Point site is the location for nuclear capacity up rates that FPL 

will complete work for in 2012 and 2013. (Turkey Point is also the site for two new 

nuclear units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, for which FPL is pursuing licensing and permit 

approvals. Current projections for in-service dates for these new nuclear units remain 

beyond the 2012 through 2021 reporting time frame of this document). The Cape 

Canaveral, Riviera, and Port Everglades sites are the locations for modernizations of 

existing power plant sites for capacity additions in 2013, 2014, and 2016, respectively. 

The five Preferred Sites are discussed below in general chronological order in regard to 

when the capacity additions are projected to occur. 
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Preferred Site# 1: St. Lucie Plant, St. Lucie County 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an FPL

owned 1, 130-acre site. The plant site is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and 

the Indian River Lagoon to the west. Located on the site are two nuclear-powered 

generating units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, which have been in operation since 1976 and 

1983, respectively. 

The generating capacity addition is an increase in the capacity of the two existing nuclear 

generating units that is used to serve FPL's customers of approximately 129 MW for St. 

Lucie Unit 1 and 115 MW for St. Lucie Unit 2. This capacity uprate is referred to as an 

Extended Power Uprate (EPU). The difference between the two values is due to FPL's 

100% ownership share of St. Lucie Unit 1 and its 85% ownership share of St. Lucie Unit 

2. This work involves changes to several existing main components within the existing 

facilities to increase their capability to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No 

new site facilities are required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, 

along with a similar capacity uprate of FPL's existing Turkey Point nuclear units, was 

approved by the FPSC in January 2008. A portion (31 MW) of the uprated capacity for St. 

Lucie Unit 2 has already been implemented and the remainder of the uprated capacity is 

projected to be in-service by the end of 2012. 6 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the FPL St. Lucie Nuclear site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the proposed generating facilities at the site is found 

at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are pressurized water reactors , each having two steam 

generators. The prominent structures, enclosed facilities , and equipment associated 

6 
FPL has also been pursuing the addition of six wind turbines al the Sl. Lucie plant site for a number of years. However, 

to-date FPL has been unable to obtain the necessary local land use approvals that would first be needed before state and 
federal approvals could be sought. 
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with St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 include the containment building, the turbine generator 

building, the auxiliary building, and the fuel handling building. 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake and discharge 

canals, switchyard, spent-fuel storage facilities, technical and administrative support 

facilities, and public education facilities (the Energy Encounter and the College of 

Turtle Knowledge). Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are 

predominately undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the 

Atlantic Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates. the only changes will be modifications to 

the existing power generation facilities within the power block area, modifications to 

the switchyard facilities, and modifications to the transmission lines from St. Lucie to 

Midway substation. None of the other existing facilities at the plant will change as a 

result of the up rates. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

FPL's St. Lucie Plant is located in St. Lucie County on Hutchinson Island on an 

FPL-owned 1, 130-acre site. The St. Lucie Plant includes the reactor buildings, 

turbine buildings, access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance 

facilities, and miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the 

operation of Units 1 & 2. The site includes adjacent undeveloped mangrove 

areas. As a result of the capacity uprates, the site characteristics will not change. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units, and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Some listed species known to occur in the 

area of the plant location are Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus), smalltooth 

sawfish (Pristis pectinate), loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), green sea 

turtle (Chelonia mydas), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), hawksbill 

sea turtle (Eretmochefys imbriccata), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus). 

kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kemp1), wood stork (Mycteria americana), 

black skimmer (Rynchops niger), and least tern (Stema antiffarum). 

Florida Power & Light Company 123 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 132 of 252

No changes in wildlife populations at the adjacent undeveloped areas are 

anticipated, including listed species. Noise and lighting impacts will not change 

and it is expected that wildlife will continue to use the undeveloped areas within 

the St. Lucie Plant boundary. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features surrounding the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are predominately 

undeveloped land and water bodies including; Big Mud Creek, the Atlantic 

Ocean, Herman's Bay, and Indian River Lagoon. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The cooling 

system for the two generating units is a once-through system. The effects of the 

discharge of cooling water via these discharge structures were evaluated and mixing 

zones were established to allow compliance with thermal water quality standards as 

a part of the Plant's NPDES (Permit No. FL0002208). In regard to the nuclear 

capacity uprates, the once-through cooling system will continue to be used for the 

nuclear units. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are located in unincorporated St. Lucie County, Florida. The 

County has adopted a comprehensive plan, which is updated on a periodic basis. 

The County Comprehensive Plan incorporates a map that depicts the future land use 

categories of all property falling within the unincorporated portions of the County. The 

St. Lucie Plant has a Future Land Use category of Transportation/Utilities (T/U) 

according to the St. Lucie County Future Land Use Map. The T/U category is 

described in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element 

Future Land Use. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 
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i. Water Resources 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. The once

through cooling system flow will not change as a result of the nuclear uprates. Due to 

the existing nature of the St. Lucie Plant, surrounding suriace waters will not be 

adversely affected by the generation capacity addition. Storm water will be handled 

by the existing facilities and no new areas will be impacted. Wetlands , groundwater, 

and nearby suriace waters will not be impacted. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Beneath the land suriace, there is a peat layer 4 to 6 feet thick. Below this layer is the 

Anastasia Formation, a sedimentary rock formation composed of clay lenses, sandy 

limestone, and silty fine to medium sand with fragmented shells. This highly 

permeable stratum extends 35 to 90 feet below mean sea level (msl). Underlying this 

stratum there is a semi-permeable zone, The Hawthorn Formation , consisting of 

slightly clayey and very fine silt which extends 600 feet below msl. 

The original surficial deposits at the St. Lucie Plant were excavated to a depth of 60 

feet and backfilled with Category I or II fill. The fill is underlain by the Anastasia 

formation, a sequence of partially cemented sand and sandy limestone, which 

extends to an average depth of about 145 feet. The Anastasia is underlain to a depth 

of about 600 to 700 feet by the partially cemented and indurated sands, clays, and 

sandy limestones of The Hawthorn Formation. Underlying these suriace strata are 

about 13,000 feet of Jurassic through Tertiary Formations, primarily carbonate rocks. 

These formations have a relatively gentle slope to the southeast. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

No change is expected in the quantity of industrial wastewaters generated by the 

facility. Therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected. The 

capacity uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions 

due to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water now. The St. Lucie Plant 

does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations and it will not 

withdraw groundwater after the capacity uprates work is completed. The use of water 

supplied by the City of Fort Pierce will remain unchanged and there will be no 

changes to the groundwater discharges. There will be no quality, quantity, or 

hydrological changes , either by withdrawal or discharge to a drinking water source. 

Therefore , there will be no impacts on drinking water. 
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I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The source of cooling water for the St. Lucie Plant is the Atlantic Ocean. General 

plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and potable water are 

obtained from City of Fort Pierce. Process water uses include demineralizer 

regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. 

The existing St. Lucie Plant water use is projected to be unchanged as a result of the 

nuclear capacity uprates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

uprates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 use once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to 

remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers via the Circulating Water System 

(CWS), and to remove heat from other auxiliary equipment via the Auxiliary 

Equipment Cooling Water System (AECWS). The great majority of this cooling water 

is used for the CWS. 

Under emergency conditions, water can be withdrawn from Big Mud Creek via the 

Emergency Intake Canal through two 54-inch pipe assemblies in the barrier wall that 

separates the Creek from the Canal. FPL does not use this intake during normal 

operations, but does test this system quarterly. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 are licensed for uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched 

uranium-235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy 

tubes with welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into 

assemblies designed for loading into the reactor core. Each reactor core includes 217 

fuel assemblies. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such that the 
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average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 47,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton uranium. In regard to the nuclear capacity uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used due to the increased capacity of each generating unit. Used fuel assemblies 

are stored in the onsite Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)-approved spent fuel 

storage facilities. Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent more 

nuclear fuel will be used to increase the capacity of each generating unit. No 

changes in the fuel-handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main plant 

generators, two building generators, and various general purpose diesel engines. 

The main plant emergency generators will not be changed as a result of the 

generation capacity additions. These emergency generators are for standby use only 

and are tested to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel fuel is delivered to the 

St. Lucie Plant by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The St. Lucie Plant is classified as a minor source of air pollution, since FDEP has 

issued a Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) to keep emissions 

less than 100 tons per year for any air pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

The applicable units at the St. Lucie Plant consist of eight large main plant diesel 

engines, two smaller diesel engines, and various general-purpose diesel engines. 

The air emissions from these engines are limited by the use of 0.05-percent sulfur 

diesel fuel and good combustion practices. Best Available Control Technology 

(BACT) is not applicable to these existing emission units. 

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the operation of the diesel engines comprise 

the limiting pollutant for these diesel units at the St Lucie Plant. The FDEP FESOP 

limits NOx emissions to 99.4 tons, which includes fuel use limits on the large main 

plant emergency diesel engines of 97,000 gallons in any 12-month consecutive 

period and the smaller building and general purpose diesel engines of 190,000 

gallons in any 12-month consecutive period. Also, the Plant may choose to combine 

the diesel units' fuel-tracking which then limits the NOx totals for a 12-month 

consecutive period to a maximum of 80 tons. There will be no change in the 

operation or emissions of the diesel engines resu~ting from the nuclear capacity 

uprates. 
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In addition, the generation capacity additions will not result in an increase of C02 or 

other greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, the increases in emission-free nuclear 

generation capacity are projected to result in decreased FPL system-wide emissions 

of C02. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by 

construction activities at the site was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not 

expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site during 

construction or operation. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in December 2007 and a final order issued in September 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the St. Lucie (and Turkey Point) nuclear 

capacity uprates and the final order approving the need for these capacity additions 

was issued in January 2008. 

A License Amendment request for the EPU was submitted to the NRC in November 

2010. There are two components to that application; one is the Environmental 

Assessment (EA) and the other is the Safety component. The St. Lucie Plant EA was 

published in the Federal Register in January 2012. The Application is still in process. 

Preferred Site# 2: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south of 

Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. Public access to the plant site is 

limited due to the nuclear units located there. The land surrounding the site is owned by 

FPL and acts as a buffer zone. The site is comprised of two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4 ), 

two natural gas/oil conventional steam units (Units 1 & 2 with Unit 2 currently serving in a 

synchronous condenser mode to provide voltage support), one CC natural gas unit (Unit 

5), nine smaU diesel generators, the cooling canals, an FPL-maintained natural wildlife 

area. and wetlands that have been set aside as the Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMB). 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 have been in operation since 1972 and 1973, respectively. The 

Turkey Point site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the increase in the capacity of 
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its two existing nuclear generating units by approximately 123 MW each. This capacity 

uprate is referred to as an Extended Power Uprate (EPU). This work involves changes to 

several existing main components within the existing facilities to increase their capability 

to produce steam for the generation of electricity. No new or expanded facilities are 

required as part of this capacity "uprate." This capacity uprate, along with a similar 

capacity uprate of FPL's existing St. Lucie nuclear units, was approved by the FPSC in 

January 2008. The capacity uprates at Turkey Point are projected to be in-service, in 

part, during 2012 and completely in-service in 2013. 

As previously mentioned, FPL is pursuing licensing for two new nuclear units at the 

Turkey Point site. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of capacity. Current 

projections for the in-service dates of these two units, Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, remain 

beyond the 2012 through 2021 reporting time frame of this document. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Turkey Point plant site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 generating facilities at 

the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles 

south of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is 

geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. 

The five existing generating units and support facilities occupy approximately 150 

acres of the approximately 11 ,000-acre Turkey Point Plant site. 

Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake system, cooling 

canal system, switch yard , spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and 

admi nistrat"1ve support facilities The cooling can a I system occupies approximately 

5,900 acres. 
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The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at the Turkey Point Plant have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 

(Unit 2). These units have historically burned residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with 

a maximum equivalent sulfur content of 1 percent. Unit 2 is currently serving, not as a 

power generating unit, but as a synchronous condenser to provide voltage support to 

the southeastern end of FPL's transmission system. The two 700-MW (nomina!} 

nuclear units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4). Turkey 

Point Units 3 and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 5 is 

a nominal 1. 150-MW natural gas-fired combined cycle (CC) unit that began operation 

in 2007. Significant features in the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, 

the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natu raJ Environment 

The Turkey Point Plant site is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles 

south of Miami. The site is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is 

geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. 

The Turkey Point Plant includes the reactor buildings, turbine buildings, 

access/security building, auxiliary building, maintenance facilities, and 

miscellaneous warehouses and other buildings associated with the operation of 

Units 3 & 4. As a result of the approved capacity uprates, the site characteristics 

will not change. 

2. Listed Species 

The construction during the uprating of the units , and operation of the units after 

the capacity uprating is completed, are not expected to adversely affect any rare, 

endangered, or threatened species. Some listed species known to occur at the 

site and in the nearby Biscayne National Park that could potentially utilize the site 

include the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria 

amen·cana) , American crocodile (Crocody/us acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus 

marmoratus) , roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little 

blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), American 

oystercatcher (Haematopus paJJiates), least tern (Sterna antiffarum), the white 

ibis (Eudocimus a/bus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald 

eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, 
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threatened American Crocodile thrives at the Turkey Point site. primarily in and 

around the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the project area. 

The entire site is considered crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species 

and use of the site for foraging. traversing, and basking. FPL manages a 

program for the conservation and enhancement of the American Crocodile which 

is attributed with survival improvement and the downlisting of the American 

Crocodile from endangered to threatened. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Significant features in the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park. the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and the Everglades National 

Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included within the 

Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180.000 acres. 

approximately 95 percent of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 

keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately 2 miles 

north of the Turkey Point Plant and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County 

Homestead Bayfront Park which contains a marina and day-use recreational 

facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 uses cooling water from a closed-cycle cooling canal system 

to remove heat from the main (turbine) condensers, and to remove heat from other 

auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling canals will accommodate the increase in 

heat load that is associated with the increased capacity from the uprates. The 

maximum projected increase in water temperature entering the cooling canal system 

from the units resulting from the uprates is predicted to be about 2.5f, from 106.1 f 

to 1 08.6f. The associated projected ma ximum increase in water temperature 

returning to the units is about 0.9F. from 91 .9F to 92.8F. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use plan designates most of the site as I U-3 

"(Industrial, Utilities, and Communications) Unlimited Manufacturing District.'' There 

are also areas designated GU - ''Interim District." Designations for the surrounding 

area are primarily GU- "Interim District. " 
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h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the nuclear capacity uprates 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to the Turkey Point Plant site is the self-contained cooling canal system that 

supplies water to condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal 

system consists of 36 interconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area 

approximately two miles wide by five miles long (5,900 acres), approximately four 

feet deep. The system performs the same function as a giant radiator. The water is 

circulated through the canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake 

pumps. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Turkey Point Plant lies upon the Floridian Plateau. a partly-submerged peninsula 

of the continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 

feet of sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated formations that 

range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex 

of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 
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The addition of nuclear generating capacity as a result of the uprates will not cause 

any changes in the quantity or characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by 

the facility; therefore, no change in that compliance achievement status is expected. 

The uprates will not cause any changes in hydrologic or water quality conditions due 

to diversion, interception, or additions to surface water flow. The Turkey Point 

Nuclear Plant does not directly withdraw groundwater under its current operations 

and it will not do so after the capacity uprates. Locally, groundwater is present 

beneath the site in the surficial or Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that 

are part of the Floridan Aquifer System. There will be no effects on those deeper 

aquifer zones from the capacity uprates. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 is the cooling canal system. 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the capacity 

up rates. General plant service water, fire protection water, process water, and 

potable water are obtained from Miami-Dade County. Process water uses include 

demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle makeup, and general service water use for 

washdowns. The water use for the facility will not change as a result of the capacity 

uprates. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the nuclear capacity 

up rates. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges are dissipated using the existing closed cooling canal 

system. 

The facility employs a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 utilize uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-

235. The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 
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designed for loading into the reactor core. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the 

onsite NRC-approved spent fuel storage facilities. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at refueling intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates the reactors such 

that the average fuel usage by the reactors is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days 

per metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the uprates, more nuclear fuel will 

be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in the fuel handling 

facilities are required. Following completion of the uprates, approximately 11 percent 

more nuclear fuel will be used to increase the capacity of each unit. No changes in 

the fuel-handling facilities are required. 

Diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that include four main 

emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators, and various general 

purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be changed as a result of 

the capacity uprates. These emergency generators are for stand-by use only and 

only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for maintenance. Diesel 

fuel for the emergency generators is delivered to the Turkey Point Plant by truck as 

needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 does not create fossil fuel-related 

air emissions. However, there are nine emergency generators associated with Units 

3 & 4. Four of these nine emergency generators are main plant emergency 

generators which are rated at 2.5 MW each. The remaining five generators are 

smaller emergency generators which are associated with the security system. In 

addition, various general purpose diesels are used as needed for Units 3 & 4. 

Turkey Point Plant Units 3 & 4's associated emergency generators and diesel 

engines, together with Units 1, 2, & 5, are classified as a major source of air pollution. 

FDEP has issued a separate Title V Air Operating Permit for the Turkey Point 

Nuclear Plant (Perm it Number 0250003-004-AV). There are no operating limits for 

the emergency generators or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are 

limited to ultra-low sulfur distillate (0.0015% sulfur). NOx emissions are regulated 

under Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4)(b)7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 
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percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

A field survey and impact assessment of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the uprates was conducted. Predicted noise levels are not expected 

to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

A Site Certification Application (SCA) under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting 

Act was filed in January 2008 and a final order was issued in October 2008. The 

FPSC voted to approve the need for the Turkey Point (and St. Lucie) uprates and the 

final order approving the need for this additional nuclear capacity was issued in 

January 2008. 

A License Amendment request for the EPU was submitted to the NRC in October 

2010. There are two components to that application; one is the Environmental 

Assessment (EA) and the other is the Safety component. The Turkey Point Plant EA 

was published in the Federal Register in November 2011. The Application is still in 

process. 

Preferred Site# 3: Cape Canaveral Plant. Brevard County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The site is bound to the east by the Indian River Lagoon and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1 ). The city of Port St. Johns is located less than a mile 

away. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The site previously housed two steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 788 MW 

(Summer) of generating capacity. The units formerly occupied a portion of the 43 acres 

that are wholly owned by FPL. FPL is in the process of modernizing the existing Cape 

Canaveral Plant, to be renamed the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center (CCEC), by replacing the previous two steam generating units with a single 

modern , highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean energy center using 

advanced combined cycle (CC) technology. The old units have been taken out of service. 

The demolition of the Cape Canaveral Plant began in mid-201 0 and was completed 

Florida Power & Light Company 135 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 144 of 252

during the first quarter of 2011. Construction for the new CC unit began in March 2011 

and is expected to be completed by June 2013. 

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the CCEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the CCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing and future land uses on the site are primarily dedicated to electrical 

generation; i.e., FPL's former Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2 and the future CCEC unit. 

The existing land uses that are adjacent to the site consist of single- and multi-family 

residences to the south and southwest. commercial property to the northwest, utility 

systems to the west, and a private medical/office facility to the north. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment surrounding the site includes the Indian River Lagoon to 

the east and upland scrub, pine and hardwoods to the north and south. 

Vegetation with the approximately 45-acre offsite construction laydown and 

parking area (located west of U.S. Highway 1) consists of open land , upland 

scrub, pine, hardwoods along with exotic plant species. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

Federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals inhabiting the offsite 

construction laydown and parking area are limited to the stale-listed gopher 
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tortoise and the state- and federally-listed scrub jay. The warm water discharges 

from the plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL continues to work 

closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure protection of the 

manatees during the modernization process. In 2010, FPL installed a temporary 

heating system to warm the water for the manatees as required during manatee 

season. FPL has complied, and will continue to comply, with several other 

manatee-related conditions of certification to ensure the protection of the 

manatees during the modernization work and during subsequent operation of the 

new generating facility. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the previous steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 

one new 1,210 MW (approximate) CC unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT), three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam 

turbine. The new CC unit is projected to be in-service in mid-2013. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ULSD serving as a 

backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities" and the 

area has been rezoned to GML-U. Designations for the surrounding area are 

primarily "Community Commercial" and "Residential". A land use map of the site and 

adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Cape Canaveral Plant site was selected for a site modernization due to 

consideration of various factors including system load and economics. 

Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does not exhibit 
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significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. However. the 

significant reduction in cooling water withdrawal and thermal component of cooling 

water discharges are environmental benefits of replacing the previous steam units 

with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system fuel use, a significant 

reduction in system air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued 

warm water discharge for the manatees as required during manatee season. 

Further, modernizing this existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by 

not requiring new land, new water sources, or additional off-site transmission siting. 

i. Water Resources 

Condenser cooling for the steam cycle portion of the new plant and auxiliary cooling 

will come from the existing cooling water intake system. Process, potable, and 

reclaimed water for the new plant will come from the existing City of Cocoa's potable 

water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and is at an approximate elevation 

of 12 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land consists primarily of fine to medium 

sand that parallels the coast. There is a lack of shell as it was deposited during a time 

of transgression. The base of the sedimentary rocks is made up of a thick. primarily 

carbonate sequence deposited during the Jurassic age through the Pleistocene age. 

Starting in the Miocene age and continuing through the Holocene age, siliciclastic 

sedimentation became more predominant. The basement rocks in this area consist of 

low-grade metamorphic and igneous intrusives, which occur several thousand feet 

below land surface and are Precambrian, Paleozoic, and Mesozoic in age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 619 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Indian River Lagoon water as the 

source of once-through cooling water. Such needs for cooling water will comply with 

the St. John's River Water Management District (SJRWMD) conditions of 
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certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Cocoa's potable water supply. Reclaimed water will be used for irrigation. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. Combined cycle technology uses less water by design than traditional steam 

generation units. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized site will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

systems for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

reused to the maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before 

discharge. Reverse osmosis (R/0) reject will be mixed with the plant's once-through 

cooling water system. Storm water runoff will be collected and routed to storm water 

ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit will be transported to the site via a pipeline. New off-site 

or on-site gas compressors will be installed to raise the gas pressure of the existing 

pipeline for the new unit. ULSD "light oil" will be received by truck or barge from Port 

Canaveral and stored in an above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The emission rates of CCEC would decrease by over 90% from the former Cape 

Canaveral Plant , resulting in substantial annual emission reductions and increased 

air quality benefits per unit of energy produced. The use of natural gas, ULSD , and 

combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure 

compliance with applicable emission limiting standards . Using these fuels minimizes 

emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound 

contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen 

oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide 

and vo latile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be 

controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction 
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(SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during 

operations when using ULSD as backup fuel. These design alternatives are 

equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize 

such emissions while balancing economic, environmental , and energy impacts. In 

total, the design of the new CCEC plant will incorporate features that would make it 

among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise from the operation of the new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

October 9, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of the 

Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). 

Preferred Site# 4: Riviera Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the former FPL Riviera Plant property primarily within Riviera 

Beach , Palm Beach County (with a small portion of the Site in West Palm Beach). The 

site is bound to the east by the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) and on the 

west by a four lane highway (US. 1). The site has barge access via the Port of Palm 

Beach. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 300 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 3 & 4) that have been taken out of service and dismantled in 

2011. Units 1 & 2 were previously retired and dismantled and are no longer on the plant 

site. 

FPL is in the process of modernizing the former Riviera Plant, to be renamed the Riviera 

Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (RBEC), by replacing the existing 

generating units with a modern , highly efficient , lower-emission next-generation clean 

energy center using advanced CC technology. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the RBEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the RBEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The previous Riviera Plant consisted of two 300 MW (approximate) units with 

conventional dual-fuel fired steam boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site 

includes minimal vegetation and a landscape buffer area south of the power plant. 

Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well 

as light commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation. The site is located adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway. The site 

provides warm water as required for manatees pursuant to the facility's Manatee 

Protection Plan. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site. due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to 

ensure protection of the manatees during the modernization process. In 2009, 

FPL installed a temporary heating system to warm the water for the manatees as 

required pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. FPL will also be 

complying with several other manatee-related conditions of certification to ensure 

the protection of the manatees during the modernization work and during 

operation of the RBEC. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Florida Power & Light Company 141 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2012 10-yr site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-L, Page 150 of 252

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the previous steam generating units (Units 3 & 4) with 

one new 1,212 MW (approximate) CC unit consisting of three new combustion 

turbines (CT), three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam 

turbine. The new CC unit is projected to be in service in mid-20 14. Natural gas 

delivered via pipeline is the primary fuel type for the unit with ULSD serving as a 

backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Utility". The Port of 

Palm Beach is to the north of the site. Designation to the west of the site is 

"Commercial." To the south of the site is "Residential" and is in the City of West Palm 

Beach. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

This site has been selected for site modernization due to consideration of various 

factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. However, there are environmental benefits of replacing 

the existing steam units with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system 

air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge 

for the manatees as required during manatee season. Further, modernizing this 

existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land or 

new water resources. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) will be used for once

through cooling water. RBEC will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling 

water intake and discharge structures. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation 
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will come from three onsite surficial aquifer wells. Process and potable water for the 

converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera Beach potable water 

supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The surficial aquifer system in 

eastern Palm Beach County is primarily composed of sand, sandstone, shell, silt, 

calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the Pleistocene and Pliocene 

Epochs. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the Pamlico Sand, Fort 

Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Caloosahatchee Marl (Pleistocene and 

Pliocene). Permeable sediments in the upper part of the Tamiami Formation 

(Pliocene) are also part of the aquifer system. 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0. 232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 600 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use Lake Worth Lagoon water as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation will come 

from on-site surficial aquifer wells currently authorized under SFWMD conditions of 

certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Riviera Beach's potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. Combined cycle technology uses less water by design than traditional steam 

generation units. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 
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mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (RJO) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system prior to discharge. 

Storm water runoff will be collected and routed to storm water ponds. The facility will 

employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an approximately 6 

mile FPL-owned pipeline, the RBEC Lateral. New gas compressors will be installed 

at the existing FPL 45th Street Terminal facility in Riviera Beach to raise the gas 

pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit. ULSD would be 

received by truck, pipeline, or barge and stored in a new above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be more than 90 percent 

lower than the previous Riviera Plant's emission rates, resulting in significant annual 

emissions reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy produced. The use of 

natural gas and ULSD and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from 

the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using 

these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0 2), particulate matter, and other 

fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during operations when using ULSD as backup fuel. These design alternatives are 

equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize 

such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. 

Taken together, the design of RBEC would incorporate features that will make it 

among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 
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The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

November 24, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of 

the DEP. The project received final certification for the RBEC 6 mile pipeline lateral 

and compressor station on March 15, 2011. 

Preferred Site# 5: Port Everglades, Broward County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Port Everglades Plant property within the City of 

Hollywood, Broward County. The site is surrounded by the Port of Port Everglades. The 

site has barge access via the Port of Port Everglades. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 200 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 1 & 2) and two 400 MW (approximate) steam generating units 

(Units 3 & 4). The four units are proposed to be taken out of service and dismantled in 

2013 as part of the modernization of the pia nt site. 

The Port Everglades Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans for both CC and simple cycle combustion turbine (CT) generation options. On 

March 27, 2012, the FPSC voted to authorized the modernization of the existing Port 

Everglades Plant. As a result of the modernization of the site, the new generating unit- to 

be renamed the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC) -will 

replace the existing steam generating units with a modern, highly efficient, lower

emission next-generation clean energy center using advanced CC technology. The 

existing four steam units will first be removed from the site and will be replaced by a 

single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the PEEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the PEEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing Port Everglades Plant consists of two 200 MW (approximate) and two 

400 MW (approximate) generating units with conventional dual-fuel fired steam 

boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site includes minimal vegetation. Adjacent 

land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation for the existing Port Everglades Plant generating units. The site is 

located adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway. The site provides warm water as 

required for manatees pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to 

ensure protection of the manatees during the modernization process and upon 

operation of the new plant. FPL plans to install a temporary heating system to 

provide warm water for manatees as required pursuant to the facility's Manatee 

Protection Plan. FPL also anticipates complying with other manatee-related 

conditions of certification to ensure the protection of the manatees during the 

modernization work and during future operations of PEEC. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the slte. 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing units (Units 1 through 4) with one new 

1,277 MW (approximate) unit consisting of three new combustion turbines (CT), three 

new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC 

unit is projected to be in service in mid-2016. Natural gas delivered via the existing 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for the unit with ULSD serving as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is a combination of 

"Electrical Generating Facility" and "Utilities Use". A land use map of the site and 

adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Port Everglades Plant has been selected for site modernization due to 

consideration of various factors including system load, ability to provide generation in 

the Miami-Dade/Broward region to help balance load and generation in the region, 

and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does 

not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. 

However, there are environmental benefits of replacing the existing steam units with 

a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system air emissions, improved 

aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge for the manatees as 

required pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. Further, modernizing this 

existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land or 

new water resources. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Intracoastal Waterway via the Port of Port Everglades Slip No. 3 is 

currently used for once-through cooling water supply. The new plant will utilize 

portions of the existing once-through cooling water intake and discharge structures. 

Process and potable water for the modernized plant will come from the ex·lsting City 

of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Port Everglades Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The 

surficial aquifer system in eastern Broward County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell, silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the 

Pleistocene and Pliocene ages. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the 
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Pamlico Sand, Miami Oolite, Anastasia Formation, Key Largo Formation, and Fort 

Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Tamiami Formation (Pliocene). The 

sediments in the eastern portion of the county are appreciably more permeable than 

in the west. 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.24 million 

gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 635 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Intracoastal Waterway as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Process and potable water for the new plant will come 

from the existing City of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. Combined cycle technology uses less water by design than traditional steam 

generation units. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

reused to the maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before 

discharge. Reverse osmosis (RJO) reject will be mixed with the plant's once-through 

cooling water system prior to discharge. Stormwater runoff will be collected and 

routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management Practices 

(BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to 

prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an existing natural 

gas pipeline to the site. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the 
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pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit will be installed either at the existing 

site or off-site. ULSD would be received by truck, pipeline, or barge and stored in a 

new above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be approximately 90 percent 

lower than the previous Port Everglades Plant's emission rates, resulting in 

significant annual emissions reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy 

produced. The use of natural gas and ULSD and combustion controls would 

minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ), 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NO. emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NO. combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ULSD 

as backup fuel. These design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available 

Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of PEEC 

would incorporate features that will make it among the most eff1cient and cleanest 

power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL f1led a need determination with the FPSC on November 21, 2011. The FPSC 

authorized the need for the modernization of Port Everglades on March 27, 2012. 

The Site Certification Application (SCA) was submitted January 24, 2012. Concurrent 

with the SCA filing, FPL submitted applications for a Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration permit and an Industrial Wastewater Facility permit revision. 
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IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Ten (1 0) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for near-term future generation 

additions to meet FPL's projected capacity and energy needs7 These sites have been 

identified as Potential Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, 

infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are 

suitable for different capacity levels and technologies, including both renewable energy 

and non-renewable energy technologies for various sites. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for sites more 

suited for non-renewable energy technologies, it was assumed that either one dual-fuel 

(natural gas and light oil) simple cycle combustion turbine (CT), or a natural gas-fired CC 

unit, would be constructed at these Potential Sites unless otherwise noted. 

A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute (gpm) for both 

process and cooling water (assuming a cooling tower was utilized). A CC unit would 

require approximately up to 150 gpm for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per 

day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower is utilized). If an existing 

power plant site is ultimately selected for modernization (as is the case with FPL's CCEC, 

RBEC, and PEEC sites), the water requirements discussed above for a CC unit would be 

approximately correct for the modernized site. If a renewable energy generating 

technology is ultimately selected for one of these sites, the water requirements would be 

significantly less than those for CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time, FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. As noted previously, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for future generation additions. These include all of the remainder 

of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 

7 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans. FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 
Greenfield sites that FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary nghts to, are 
not specifically identified as Potential Sites 1n order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers. 
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Potential Site# 1: Babcock Ranch, Charlotte County 

This site is located within the proposed Babcock Ranch Community on the north side of 

Tuckers Grade, approximately 10.5 miles north of the intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 

and 1.1 miles east of SR-31. The project is bordered on the north by the Babcock Ranch 

Preserve owned by the State of Florida. This site is a possibility for an FPL photovoltaic 

(PV) facility. FPL has received all permits necessary to construct a 75 MW PV facility at 

this location. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS] Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is the Babcock Ranch Overlay District, and it is zoned as 

the Babcock Ranch Overlay Zoning District. This land use and zoning allows for solar 

facilities. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a resu It of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall Any such 

water may be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site# 2: DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located at 4051 Northeast Karson Street which is approximately 0.3 

miles east of US 17 and immediately north of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site is 

located in Sections 26, 27, & 35, Township 36 South, and Range 25 East. FPL owns an 

approximate 13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL has designated approximately 

5,177 acres for development of a photovoltaic (PV) facility. 
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The DeSoto site is home to a 25 MW PV facility that has been operational since 2009. Up 

to an additional 275 MW of PV generation could be constructed in phases on the 

remaining undeveloped land. FPL has initiated permitting for the additional PV facilities. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The future land use is Electric Generating 

Facility. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a future expansion of the existing PV 

facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for an expanded PV facility. A small amount may be 

needed to occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potable water will be required in the administration building and maintenance 

building. FPL would propose to utilize existing wells onsite to accommodate water 

needs. 

Potential Site# 3: Florida Heartland Solar, Glades County 

This site is located within Glades County off SR 78. This site is a possibility for an FPL 

PV facility. FPL has initiated permitting for a PV facility of approximately 125 MW to be 

constructed at this location. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The existing land use on the site is agriculture. 
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c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such water 

may be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site# 4: Hendry County 

FPL has acquired a site in southeast Hendry County, off CR 833. This site is a possibility 

for a future PV facility and/or natural gas power generation. The site is approximately 

3,127 acres. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Hendry County has predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a power generation project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. Natural gas generation 

would require approximately up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water 

and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a 

cooling tower is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 
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Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such 

water may be brought to the site by truck. The supply of water for fossil generation 

would be dependent upon the capacity of the generating unit(s) and the generation 

technology to be implemented. 

Potential Site# 5: Manatee Plant Site, Manatee County 

The existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site is located in unincorporated north-central 

Manatee County. The existing power generating facilities are located in all or portions of 

Sections 18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E. The plant site lies approximately 5 

miles east of Parrish, Florida. It is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. 301 and 9.5 miles 

east of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75). The existing plant is approximately 2.5 miles south 

of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line; a portion of the north property boundary of the 

plant site abuts the county line. State Road 62 (SR 62) is about 0.7 mile south of the 

plant, with the plant entrance road going north from that highway. This site is a possible 

location for an FPL PV facility. FPL has received the federal and state permits required to 

construct approximately 40 MW of PV at this location. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The property is zoned Planned 

Development I Public Interest (PO-PI), which will allow for electrical generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such water 

may be brought to the site by truck. 
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Potential Site# 6: Martin County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Martin County for a future PV facility. No 

specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potential Site# 7: Northeast Okeechobee County 

FPL has purchased a 2,832 acre site in Northeast Okeechobee County for a future PV 

facility or natural gas generation. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The site has predominantly agricultural land use. 

c. Environmental Features 
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FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Water requirements for fossil generation would be up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) 

for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water 

(assuming a cooling tower would be utilized). Needed water quantities would be 

significantly less for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater and/or reg ion a I water supply initiatives are potential water 

sources. 

Potential Site# 8: Palatka Site, Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating a site adjacent to the former FPL Putnam Plant site in Putnam 

County for future fossil-fueled generation. The approximately 170 acre site was the 

location of the former FPL Palatka Plant which was dismantled in the 1990s. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

The site has a land use designation of Industrial. 

c. Environmental Features 

The majority of site has been previously impacted by past power plant operations. No 

significant environmental features have been identified at this time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Water requirements would be up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for process water 

and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a 

cooling tower). 

e. Supply Sources 

The StJohn's River, existing groundwater, and/or regional water supply initiatives are 

potential water sources. 
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Potential Site# 9: Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating additional potential sites in Putnam County for a future PV 

facility or natural gas power generation. Sites currently under investigation are 

approximately 2,800 acres. No specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. Natural gas power 

generation would require approximately up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for 

process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water 

(assuming a cooling tower is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 

Existing groundwater is a potential water source. 

Potential Site# 10: Space Coast Solar Expansion, Brevard County 

The Space Coast site is located at NASA's Kennedy Space Center property in Brevard 

County. This site currently houses a 1 0 MW PV facility which began operating in 2010, 

with the potential to expand the PV generating capacity by an additional 1 0 MW. FPL is 

also evaluating the potential for further expansion beyond the existing site, within the 

Space Center property. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site has been included at the end of this chapter. 
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b. Land Uses 

NASA, a federal agency, has approved use of the land at the site for PV generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for an expansion of the PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Any such water would be brought to the site by truck or would come from existing 

onsite wells. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #1: St. Lucie Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #2: Turkey Point Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #3: Cape Canaveral Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #4: Riviera Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #5: Port Everglades Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Babcock Ranch 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #2: Desoto Solar Expansion 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #3: Florida Heartland Solar 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site # 4: Hendry County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #5: Manatee Plant Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #6: Martin County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #7: Northeast Okeechobee County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #8: Palatka Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #9: Putnam County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #10: Space Coast Solar Expansion 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. 

Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled "Other 

Planning Assumptions and Information." These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a 

utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of 

these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: 

external limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its 

neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for the 

amount of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount and price 

of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated both in the 

reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external 

assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL 

from outside its system as well as historical levels of available assistance. In the loss of load 

probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external 

assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the 

peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical 

values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are add res sed by identifying potential geographic locations for 

potential new generating units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's 

system. The internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs 

for siting new units at different locations, by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new 

unit/unit location combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system, and/or by 

evaluating the costs of transmission additions that may be needed to address regional concerns 

regarding an imbalance between load and generation in a given region. Both of these site- and 
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system-related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or 

groups of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be imported into the 

Southeastern (Miami-Dade and Broward Counties) region of FPL's system are also developed for 

use in FPL's production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern Florida 

region, and the need to maintain a regional balance between generation and transmission 

contributions to meet regional load, is found in Chapter Ill.) 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address 

limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission facilities to 

interconnect and integrate FPL's resource plans and those that must be certified under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act are presented in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any changes 

in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load 

forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an economic 

criterion FPL's levellzed system average electric rates {i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses the 

equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL system _a 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL 's 2012 Site Plan was developed in September 2011. 

The only load forecast sensitivities analyzed during 2011/early 2012 were high load forecast 

sensitivities developed solely to analyze the quality of FPL's future reserves and the projected 

frequency at which load control might be implemented. These analyses are on-going and the 

load forecast sensitivities have not been used to determine potential changes to the resource 

plan that is presented in this Site Plan document. 

8 FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 
DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis (i.e., when only new generating options are considered). the lowest 
electric rate basis approach and the lowest system cumulative present value of revenue requirements basis approach. 
yield identical results in terms of which resource options are more economic. In such cases FPL evaluates resource 
options on the simpler- to- calculate (but equivalent) lowest system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case 

fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case 

plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were 

performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the 

sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning 

process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the 

high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were not 

evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter Ill 

of this document. FPL used three fuel cost, and three environmental compliance cost. forecasts 

in analyses supporting its 2011 nuclear cost recovery filing. FPL also utilized one fuel cost 

forecast, and one environmental compliance cost forecast, in analyses supporting its 2011 Port 

Everglades modernization (PEEC) determination of need filing. In response to discovery requests 

in the PEEC need docket. sensitivity forecasts assuming low fuel costs, high fuel costs, and low 

environmental compliance costs were also analyzed for PEEC. 

The high and low fuel cost forecasts are derived from a calculation of the historical volatility of the 

12-month forward price for one year ahead. From this range of volatility, a reasonable value from 

the high end of the range is applied to the medium cost fuel cost forecast to develop a high cost 

fuel cost forecast. Similarly , a reasonable value from the low end of the range is applied to the 

medium cost fuel cost forecast to develop a low cost fuel cost forecast. 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For that 

reason, this resource plan has not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost 

forecasts in its 2011/early 2012 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not 

represent a constant cost differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials 

were represented in these forecasts . 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating u'nit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 in Chapter I and Schedule 8 in Chapter Ill present the current and 

projected capacity output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat 

rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and 

variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heal 

rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning work. A summary 

of this information for the new capacity options FPL currently projects to add over the reporting 

horizon for this document is presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

In its 2011 resource planning work, FPL's financial assumptions were: i) a capital structure of 

40.88% debt and 59.12% equity; (ii) a 5. 50% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.0% return on equity; and (iv) 

an after-tax discount rate oi 7 .29%. No sensitivities of these financial assumptions were used in 

FPL's 2011/early 2012 resource planning work. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource Planning 

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or 

total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic IRP 

process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the objective generally 

being to mmimize FPL's projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM approach). As discussed in response to Discussion !tern # 2, both the electricity 
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rate perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective 

are identical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing resource plans. Therefore, in 

planning work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent, but simpler to calculate, 

cumulative present value of revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL currently uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses 

generation, purchase, and DSM options. One of these is a minimum 20% Summer and Winter 

reserve margin. The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load

probability (LOLP). These reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. As 

discussed briefly in the Executive Summary, and in more detail in Chapter Ill, FPL will be 

examining the extent to which its system reserves are projected to be dependent upon DSM 

resources and generation resources in its 2012 resource planning work. The results of this 

examination could result in a change to FPL's reliability criteria. 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis work, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that 

are consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the Reliability 

Standards established by the North American Electric Reriability Council (NERC). The NERC 

Reliability Standards are available on the intemet site (htto:/fw'IM•.rne-rc.coml). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a 

Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the FPL OA TT 

Documents directory at httos:/twwv.r oatioasls.com.IFPUtndex.html. 

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thenmal rating. The normal 

and contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below: 
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Voltage Level (kV) 

69, 115, 138 

230 

500 

Turkey Point('!') 

St. Lucie(*) 

NormaiJContingency 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

l.Ol/1.01 

1.00/1.00 

(*)Voltage range criteria for FPL's Nuclear Power Plants 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05/1.07 

1.06/1.07 

1.07/ 1.09 

1.06/1.06 

1.06/1.06 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate from 

the general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence these criteria, such as 

the overall number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage actually 

occurring, or transmission system performance, as well as others. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The projected impacts of FPL's DSM programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with current field-metered data, are updated at 

regular intervals. Participation trends are tracked for all of the FPL DSM programs in order to 

adjust impacts each year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by 

program participants. For its load management programs, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load 

control equipment to ensure that the equipment is functioning correctly. These tests, plus actual, 

non-test load management events, also allow FPL to gauge the MW reduction capabilities of its 

load management programs on an on-going basis. 

Survey data is collected from non-participants in order to establish the baseline efficiency. 

Participant data is compared against non-participant data to establish the demand and energy 

saving benefits of the utility DSM program versus what would be installed in the absence of the 

program. 
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning 

process. 

The Executive Summary and Chapter Ill provide a discussion of a variety of system 

concerns/issues that influence FPL's resource planning process. Please see those chapters for a 

discussion of those concerns/issues. 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) technology 

risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include 

both economic and non-economic aspects. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, has a 

higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, assuming all else equal, is less 

desirable. 

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environ mental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from an 

environmental perspective for FPL's resource plan are those which minimize environmental 

impacts for the FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use, state of the art 

environmental controls , etc. 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors related 

to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in question. Projects 

that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decisions, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 
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Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to 

utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility's ten

year site plan. 

As shown in this 2012 Site Plan, beyond the capacity additions for which a need determination 

has already been approved (nuclear uprates and the modernizations at Cape Canaveral, Riviera, 

and Port Everglades), FPL currently projects no new capacity additions for the years 2017 

through 2021 except for a one-year power purchase of approximately 250 MW for the year 2021. 

FPL anticipates that this short-term purchase would be acquired after discussions and 

negotiations with potential capacity suppliers at some point in the future. 

In regard to the capacity additions that are underway for which a need determination has already 

been approved, the nuclear uprates (and the new nuclear units not addressed in the reporting 

period of this document), do not lend themselves to an RFP approach involving bids from third 

parties who would build new nuclear generation capacity. In addition, nuclear capacity additions 

are exempted from the Commission's Bid Rule by section 403.519 (4) (c). For these nuclear 

projects, FPL's procurement activities are conducted to ensure the best combination of quality 

and cost for the delivered products. Furthermore, the modernization projects at Cape Canaveral, 

Riviera , and Port Everglades received Commission waivers from the Bid Rule due to attributes 

specific to modernization projects (such as use of existing land. water, transmission, etc.) plus 

other economic benefits to FPL's customers. These waivers from the Bid Rule were granted in 

Order No. PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI for Cape Canaveral and Riviera and in Order No. PSC-11-0360-

PAA-EI for Port Everglades. 

If circumstances change and another large-scale capacity addition decision needs to be made 

during the reporting period of this document, FPL expects that its decision-making will be 

conducted in a manner consistent with the Commission's Bid Rule. 

Identification of self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units for which FPL may be then seeking approval, in future FPL 

Site Plans will not be an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may 

conduct. The identification of future generating units is required of FPL in its Site Plan filings and 

represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's best , most cost-effective self-build options 

at the time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other self-build 

options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of 
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which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for Supply options, FPL reserves the right to 

choose the best alternative for its customers. even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act 

(403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any 

new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line that required certification 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued in April 2006. The new line is to 

be completed in two phases connecting FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's Pringle 

Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). Phase 1 was completed in May 

2009 and consisted of a new line connecting Pringle to a new Pellicer Substation. Phase 

2 is planned to connect St. Johns to Pellicer and is scheduled to be completed by 

December 2016. The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line (by December 2014) that 

required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

November 2008. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's proposed 

Bob White Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). The construction of this 

line, scheduled to be completed in 2014, is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.8 million people. FPL served an average of 4,547,051 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2011. These customers were served by a variety of 

resources including: FPL-owned fossil-fueled, renewable, and nuclear generating units, 

non-utility owned generation, demand side management (DSM), and 

interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at seventeen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory including one site in Georgia (partial 

FPL ownership of one unit) and one site in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of 

two units). The current electrical generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three 

coal units, fifteen combined cycle (CC) units, twelve fossi l steam units, forty-eight 

combustion gas turbines, one simple cycle combustion turbine, and two photovoltaic 

facilities 1. The locations of these eighty-five generating units are shown on Figure I.A.1 

and in Table I.A.1. Table I.A.2 provides a "break down" of the capacity provided by the 

combustion turbine (CT) and steam turbine (ST) components of FPL's existing CC units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,543 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 587 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

1 FPL also has one 75 MVV solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the 
other units mentioned above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for 
electricity generation. •"'r r I ' H :-~. ~~ <U :.?: q-r :,-r 
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Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2011) 

Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31 , 2011) 

Location Summer 
(City or County) Fuel MW 

I. Purchases from QF's : Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval Coal (Cogen) 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4 
Broward North Broward Solid Waste 11 

Total : 595 

II. Purchali!~S from Utilities: 
UPS from Southern Company Various in Georgia Coal 928 
SJRPP Jacksonville, FL Coal 375 

Total : 1,303 

Ill. Other Purchases : 
Oleander (Extension) Brevard Gas 155 

155 

Total Net Finn Generating Capability: 2,053 

Non-Finn Energy Purchases IMWH) 

Energy (MWH) 
Delivered to 

Project County Fuel FPL in 2011 
Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New Hope 

Power Partners) Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 171,942 
Broward South Broward Garbage 216,511 
Broward North Broward Garbage 258,309 
Tomoka Farms Volusia Landfill Gas 0 

Waste Management - Renewable Energy Broward Landfill Gas 59,719 
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill Broward Landfill Gas 18,046 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 30,532 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 0 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2,015 
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge) Sarasota PV 323 

First Solar Miami PV 9 
Customer - Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind 415 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 346 719 

19 
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Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Historical) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 
Year Tolal Wholesale Reta11 Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

2002 19,219 261 18,958 0 879 754 489 517 17,851 
2003 19,668 253 19,415 0 892 798 577 554 18,200 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 894 846 588 577 19,063 
2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 902 895 600 611 20,858 
2006 21 ,819 258 21 ,563 0 928 948 635 640 20,256 
2007 21,962 261 21 ,701 0 952 982 716 683 20,295 
2008 21 ,060 181 20,879 0 966 1,042 760 706 19,334 
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 981 1,097 81 1 732 20,558 
2010 22,256 419 21 ,837 0 990 1,181 815 758 20,451 
201 1 21 ,618 427 21,191 0 1,002 1,252 821 776 19,795 

Historical Values (2002 - 2011 ): 

Col (2)- Col. (4) are actual values for historical Summer peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control ~ load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5)- Col. (9) represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values except for 2011 values which are 
through August. Note that the values for FPL's former Interruptible Rate are incorporated into Col. (8), which also includes Business On Call (BOC), 
CILC, and Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR). 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (1 0) IS 
deroved by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Coi.(B). 

Schedule 3.1 
History and Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(Projected) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

August of Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net F1rm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management• Conservation Management• Conservation Demand 

2012 21 ,623 432 21 ,191 0 1,036 64 865 26 19,632 
2013 21 ,931 389 21 ,542 0 1,048 125 884 58 19,817 
2014 23,243 1,187 22056 0 1,075 190 922 90 20,966 
2015 23,786 1,194 22,592 0 1,088 257 940 123 21,378 
2016 24,315 1,201 23,114 0 1,101 324 959 155 21,775 
2017 24,529 1,195 23334 0 1,114 391 978 188 21 ,858 
2018 24,674 1,202 23,472 0 1,127 458 996 221 21,871 
2019 25,041 1,210 23 832 0 1,140 526 1,015 253 22,107 
2020 25,499 1,217 24 282 0 1,156 579 1,028 280 22,456 
2021 25,960 1,225 24 735 0 1,172 626 1,042 303 22,816 

Projected Values (2012- 2021): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak w/o Incremental conservation, cumulative load management. or incremental load management. 

Col. (5)- Col (9) represent cumulative load management, and Incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected August 
values. The projections for 2012through 2019 are based on the FPSC's 201 1 order 1n the DSM Plan docket. Projected DSM values for 2020 and 2021 
assume 100 MW/year of incremental DSM. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load controi1s 
implemented on the peak. Col. (10) is denved by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5) - Col. (6)- Col. (7) - Col. (8) - Col. (9). 

• Res Load Management and C/1 Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County. 

3 1 
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Overview of the Document 

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a 

minimum existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year 

Power Plant Site Plan. This plan should include an estimate of the utility's future electric power 

generating needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs might be met, and 

disclosure of information pertaining to the utility's preferred and potential power plant sites. The 

information contained in this Site Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with rules 25-

22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

This Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) document is based on Florida Power & Light 

Company's (FPL) integrated resource planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2012 and 

that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2013. The forecasted information presented in this plan 

addresses the years 2013 through 2022. 

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan 

contains uncertain forecasts and tentative planning information. Forecasts evolve, and all 

planning information is subject to change at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data 

submitted is preliminary in nature and is presented in a general manner. Specific and detailed 

data will be submitted as part of the Florida site certification process, or through other 

proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time. 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

Chapter I - Description of Existing Resources 

This chapter provides an overview of FPL's current generating facilities. Also included is 

information on other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and 

FPL's transmission system. 

Chapter II - Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

FPL's load forecasting methodology, and its forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. 

Chapter Ill - Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

This chapter discusses FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL's 

projected resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL's IRP work in 2012 and 

Florida Power & Light Company 
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early 2013. This chapter also discusses a number of issues that may change the resource plan 

presented in this Site Plan. Furthermore, this chapter discusses FPL's current DSM programs, 

renewable energy efforts, transmission planning additions, and fuel cost forecasts. 

Chapter IV- Environmental and Land Use Information 

This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site 

locations for additional electric generation facilities. 

Chapter V- Other Planning Assumptions and Information 

This chapter addresses twelve "discussion items" which pertain to additional information that is 

included in a Site Plan filing. 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 
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FPL 
List of Abbreviations 
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition 

Unit Type cc Combined Cycle 

CT Combustion Turbine 

GT Gas Turbine 

IC Internal Combustion 

ST Nuclear Power 

PV Photovoltaic 

ST Steam Unit 

Fuel Type NP Uranium 

BIT Bituminous Coal 

F02 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate) 

F06 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy) 

NG Natural Gas 

No None 

Solar Solar Energy 

SUB Sub Bituminous Coal 

Pet Petroleum Coke 

Fuel Transportation No None 

PL Pipeline 

RR Railroad 

TK Truck 

WA Water 

UniUSite Status OT Other 

p Planned Unit 

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction 

u Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete 

v Under construction, more than 50% Complete 

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators 

Florida Power & Light Company 3 
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Executive Summary 

Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL) 2013 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) 

presents FPL's current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or 

purchased) as part of its efforts to meet its projected incremental resource needs for the 2013 -

2022 time period. By design, the primary focus of this document is on supply side additions; i.e., 

electric generation capability and the sites for these additions. The supply side additions 

discussed in this document are resources projected to be needed after accounting for FPL's 

demand side management (DSM) resource additions previously approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission (FPSC) and the significant energy efficiency contributions from the current 

federal appliance and lighting efficiency standards. The projected impacts of the federal and state 

appliance and lighting efficiency standards are accounted for in FPL's load forecast as discussed 

below and in Chapter II. The projected impacts of FPL's DSM efforts are addressed as projected 

reductions to the forecasted load in Chapters II and Ill. A discussion of FPL's current DSM 

programs is presented in Chapter Ill. 

The resource plan that is presented in FPL's 2013 Site Plan contains three key similarities to the 

resource plan presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan. However, there are several factors that have 

contributed to differences between the resource plan presented in the 2013 Site Plan and the 

resource plan that was previously presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan. Additional factors will 

continue to influence FPL's on-going resource planning work and could result in changes in the 

resource plan presented in this document. A brief discussion of these similarities and factors is 

provided below. Additional information regarding these topics is presented in Chapter Ill. 

I. Similarities Between the Current Resource Plan and the Resource Plan 

Previously Presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan: 

There are three key similarities between the current resource plan presented in this document 

and the resource plan presented in the 2012 Site Plan. 

Similarity # 1: The modernizations of FPL's existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach 

plant sites are underway and are projected to be completed on time in 2013 and 2014, 

respectively. In addition, the modernization of FPL's existing Port Everglades plant site 

has begun and it is projected to be completed in 2016. 

Florida Power & Light Company 5 
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FPL's 2012 Site Plan projected that the modernizations of two existing sites would be completed 

in 2013 (Cape Canaveral) and 2014 (Riviera Beach). FPL received need determination approval 

from the FPSC for both of these modernizations in September 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0591-

FOF-EI. Site Certification was received for Cape Canaveral in October 2009 in Order No. DEP 

09-1015. Site Certification was received for Riviera Beach in November 2009 in Order No. DEP 

09-1245. The work to complete these modernizations is underway and is proceeding as 

scheduled. These modernizations are again reflected in this Site Plan with no changes to the 

projected completion dates. In addition, work regarding a similar modernization at the existing 

Port Everglades site has begun and the project is projected to be completed in 2016. FPL 

received need determination approval from the FPSC for the Port Everglades modernization in 

April 2012 in Order No. PSC-12-0187-FOF-EI. The Site Certification order for the project, DOAH 

Case No. 12-0422EPP, was received for the Port Everglades project in October 2012. 

Similarity # 2: FPL continues to pursue additional nuclear energy generation to 

significantly (i) reduce its use of fossil fuels, (ii) lower system fuel costs, (iii) lower system 

air emissions, and (iv) provide a valuable hedge against future increases in fuel costs and 

environmental compliance costs. 

By the date this 2013 Site Plan is filed (April 1, 2013), FPL is projected to have completed 

essentially all of the work necessary to increase the generation capacity at the fourth of its four 

existing nuclear generating units, Turkey Point Unit 4. Similar work to increase the generation 

capacity at FPL's three other nuclear units, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2, and Turkey Point Unit 3 was 

completed in 2012 and FPL's customers are already benefitting from completion of that work. The 

total project, called the Extended Power Uprate (EPU) project, will have increased FPL's total 

nuclear generating capacity by over 500 MW, the equivalent of approximately one-half of a new 

nuclear unit. The addition of this nuclear generation capacity was accomplished in less than half 

the time that would be needed to license and construct a new nuclear unit. 

In addition, FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that will 

be necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. 

These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to construct these 

nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the licenses 

and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter. FPL 

received need determination approval from the FPSC for the two new nuclear units, Turkey Point 

Units 6 & 7, in April 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0237-FOF-EI. The earliest practical deployment 

dates for these two new units are currently projected to be 2022 and 2023, respectively. Because 

2022 is the last year of the 1 0-year reporting window for this Site Plan, Turkey Point Unit 6 is 
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addressed in this document (while Turkey Point Unit 7, due to its projected in-service date of 

2023, is not addressed in this document). 

Similarity# 3: Five generating units were retired in 2012. two other generating units are 

scheduled to be retired in 2013. and two other generating units have been/will be switched 

to operate as synchronous condensers. 

FPL's 2012 Site Plan discussed FPL's plans to retire specific generation units and to convert 

other generation units to synchronous condenser operation. Sanford Unit 3, Cutler Unit 5, Cutler 

Unit 6, and Port Everglades Units 1 & 2 were retired in the fourth quarter of 2012. Two other 

generating units, Port Everglades Units 3 & 4, are scheduled to be retired in 2013 as part of the 

Port Everglades Modernization project which will be completed in 2016. In addition, Turkey Point 

Unit 2 has been converted to operate in synchronous condenser mode to provide voltage support 

for the transmission system in Southeastern Florida. FPL also projects that Turkey Point Unit 1 

will be similarly converted to run in synchronous condenser mode starting in 2016. 

II. Factors Influencing FPL's Resource Planning Work Which Have Impacted, or 

Which Could Impact, FPL's Resource Plan: 

There are a number of factors that influence FPL's resource planning work. Eight (8) of these are 

briefly discussed below and are discussed again in Chapter Ill. 

Two of these factors are on-going system concerns that FPL has considered in its resource 

planning work for a number of years. These two on-going system concerns are: (1) 

maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, and (2) maintaining a balance between 

load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward 

Counties. 

The third and fourth factors that will be discussed are factors that directly impacted the resource 

plan presented in this document because they affect FPL's forecast of its future load. The third 

factor is the projection that FPL will begin serving Vera Beach's electrical load beginning January 

1, 2014. An agreement to this effect was reached between Vera Beach and FPL on February 19, 

2013, and a referendum was held on March 12, 2013 that resulted in a majority of Vera Beach 

voters approving the agreement. 

The fourth factor is an updated projection of the impact of mandated efficiency standards for 

appliances, lighting, and other electrical equipment. This updated projection of the impact of 
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these efficiency standards has been incorporated into FPL's load forecast. The magnitude of 

efficiency that is being delivered to FPL's customers through these standards is significant. For 

example, by the year 2022, FPL's Summer peak is projected to be lower by approximately 2,900 

MW compared to what the projected load would have been without the efficiency standards. This 

represents a decrease of approximately 10% in the forecasted Summer peak load for 2022. 

Likewise, FPL's forecasted net energy for load (NEL) in the year 2022 is projected to be 

approximately 11 ,850 GWh lower compared to what the projected NEL would have been without 

the efficiency standards. This represents a decrease of approximately 8% in the forecasted NEL 

for 2022. These significant reductions in FPL's peak load and NEL have been achieved solely 

through mandated efficiency standards and have been incremental to the reductions FPL has 

achieved through its DSM programs. 

In addition to lowering FPL's forecast from what it otherwise would have been, and thus lowering 

FPL's projected resource needs, this projection of increased efficiency from the efficiency 

standards also affects FPL's resource planning in another way. The mandated higher efficiency 

standards lower the potential for future MW and GWh reductions from FPL's DSM programs that 

address the specific appliances and equipment covered by the standards. 

The fifth factor is FPL's projected increasing dependence upon DSM resources to maintain 

system reliability. This factor has been previously discussed in FPL's 2011 and 2012 Site Plans, 

and it is discussed again in this 2013 Site Plan. In these previous Site Plans, FPL has discussed 

this projection of increasing dependence upon DSM resources using a new type of reserve 

margin projection as an indicator: a "generation-only reserve margin" (gen-only RM). In 

calculating the values for this indicator, all of FPL's projected incremental load management and 

energy efficiency program capabilities, and its existing load management capability, are removed 

from the reserve margin calculation. The resulting gen-only RM values indicate what FPL's 

reserve margin values are projected to be based solely on generation resources. The lower the 

gen-only RM values, the greater FPL's dependence is upon DSM resources. 

The gen-only RM projections from the 2011, 2012, and 2013 Site Plans consistently show that 

these values are projected to significantly decrease throughout the 1 0-year reporting period of the 

Site Plans, and decline to single-digit values in the latter years of the reporting periods. These 

projections indicate a steadily growing dependence on DSM resources to maintain system 

reliability. Because of the various voluntary aspects associated with customer participation in 

DSM programs, FPL believes that system reliability risk increases as dependence on DSM 

resources increases. 
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There are additional factors that did not impact the resource plan presented in this document, but 

which could result in future in changes to this resource plan. For example, a sixth factor is the 

timing of when the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will issue a new schedule for its 

review of FPL's application for a Combined Operating License (COL} for the Turkey Point Units 6 

& 7 nuclear units and the potential impact that schedule may have on the overall project 

schedule. FPL must obtain a COL from the NRC before it could proceed with construction of the 

two new nuclear units planned for the Turkey Point site. During 2012, the NRC placed several 

review schedules "under review", including FPL's COL application. At the time this Site Plan is 

being finalized, the NRC has not identified a date by which it will issue a new schedule. Once the 

NRC's new review schedule is issued, FPL will conduct a project schedule review, integrating this 

information with other relevant information, to determine the earliest practicable in-service date 

for Turkey Point Unit 6 (and Unit 7). 

The seventh factor is environmental regulation. As developments occur in regard to either new 

environmental regulations, and/or in how environmental regulations are interpreted and applied, 

the potential exists for such developments to affect FPL's resource plan that is presented in this 

document. For example, FPL has become aware of potential impacts to generating units of recent 

EPA changes to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards that include shorter duration 1-hour 

standards for nitrogen dioxide (N0 2 ) and sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ). FPL has begun the process of 

evaluating the impact of these standards on the fossil generating fleet, especially the higher 

emitting peaking gas turbines that have short emission stacks. The results of this analysis could 

potentially change FPL's resource plan information that is presented in this document. 

The eighth factor that will be discussed is the possibility of the establishment of a Florida standard 

for renewable energy or clean energy. A Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal was 

prepared by the FPSC, and then sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, with a possible 

change to a Clean Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. However, no 

RPS or CPS legislation was enacted in that session or in subsequent legislative sessions. 

Furthermore, during the 2012 legislative session, the legislature deleted a now obsolete directive 

to the FPSC that had instructed them to adopt RPS rules. RPS or CPS legislation, or other 

legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy contributions, may still occur in the 

future at either the state or national level. If such legislation is enacted in later years, FPL would 

then determine what steps need to be taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then be 

discussed in FPL's Site Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL's on-going resource planning work 

during the rest of 2013 and in future years. 
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Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm 

capacity purchases for 2013 - 2022 in terms of Summer MW. Table ES-2 then expands upon the 

information presented in Table ES-1 by adding projections of Winter MW impacts, Summer 

reserve margins, Winter reserve margins, etc. (Although neither table specifically identifies the 

impacts of projected DSM additions on FPL's resource needs and resource plan, FPL's projected 

DSM additions have been fully accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan.) 
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes 

Summer 
Year* Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes MW Date 
2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

2022 

Changes to existing purchases (425) December-12 
Port Everglades Units 3 & 4 retired for Modernization (761) January-13 
Turkey Point Unit 2 synchronous condenser (392) January-13 
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 9 February-13 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate - completed 115 March-13 
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 16 April-13 
Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage (826) June-13 
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,210 June-13 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (1,054) 
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 10 September-13 
Changes to existing purchases 37 December-13 
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 11 44 January-14 
Martin Unit 1 ESP- Outage 826 March-14 
Martin Unit 2 ESP- Outage (826) March-14 
Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 19 May-14 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 33 June-14 
Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,212 June-14 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,355 
Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 20 September-14 
Martin Unit 2 ESP - Outage 826 December-14 
Palm Beach SWA- additional capacity 70 January-15 
Fort Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrades 51 May-15 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 967 
UPS Replacement (928) December-15 
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,277 June-16 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 349 
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 11 (44) January-17 
Changes to existing purchases (37) January-17 
Turkey Point Unit 1 synchronous condenser (396) October-16 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (477) 
SJRPP suspension of energy (381) November-17 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (381) 
--- ---

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 
--- ---

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 
Eco-Gen PPA 180 January-21 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 180 
Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 1,100 June-22 

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,100 

* Year shown reflects when the MW change begins to be accounted for in Summer reserve margin 
calculations. (Note that addition of MW values for each year will not yield a current cumulative value.) 

1/ This unit will be added as part of the agreement that FPL will serve Vero Beach's electric load 
starting January, 2014. This unit is expected to be retired within 3 years. 
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Table ES-2: Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes and Reserve Margins for FPL ~'1 

Net Capacity Reserve Margin (%) 
Changes (M!OC! After Maintenance 

Year Projected Capacity Changes Winter 121 Summer1' 1 Winter Summer 
2013 Changes to Existing Purchases '"' (545) (425) 

Port Everglades Units 3 & 4 retired for Modernization (765) (761) 
Turkey Point Unit 2 operation changed to synchronous condenser (394) (392) 
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade - 9 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate - Completed -- 115 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate - Outage 15

> (717) ---
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade --- 16 
Manatee Unit 2 (3) ---
Scherer Unit 4 (28) ---
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16

> --- 1,210 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage 17> (822) ---
Martin Unit 1 ESP- Outage <

7
> -- (826) 30.6% 28.0% 

2014 Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 19 10 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16
> 1,355 ---

Changes to Existing Purchases 14> 22 37 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage (7) 822 --
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 16 ---
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 18

> 46 44 
Martin Unit 1 ESP - Outage 17

> (832) 826 
Martin Unit 2 ESP - Outage <

7
> --- (826) 

Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade --- 19 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade --- 33 

Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate - Completed 15
> 115 ---

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16
> --- 1,212 34.1% 28.5% 

2015 Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 39 20 

Martin Unit 1 ESP- Outage 17
> 832 ---

Martin Unit 2 ESP- Outage 17> --- 826 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 33 --
Changes to Existing Purchases 14

> 70 70 
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade - 51 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16
> 1,344 -- 42.2% 31.2% 

2016 Changes to Existing Purchases 14> (858) (928) 
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade 51 --
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center (6) --- 1,277 36.5% 31.3% 

2017 Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed to synchronous condenser (398) (396) 

Changes to Existing Purchases 14
> (37) (37) 

Vero Beach Combined Cycle <8> (46) (44) 
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center (6) 

1,429 --- 40.0% 27.5% 

2018 Changes to Existing Purchases <•> (388) (381) 37.0% 24.3% 
2019 --- --- --- 36.0% 22.7% 
2020 --- --- --- 34.9% 21.1% 

2021 Changes to Existing Purchases <•> 180 180 34.5% 21.0% 

2022 Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 16> --- 1,100 34.4% 23.5% 
(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 6 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. 
(3) Summer values are forecasted values for August of the year shown. 
(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with OF, utilities, and other entities. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 
(5) Outages for uprate work. 
(6) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June are included 

in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and in the Winter reserve margin calculation starting with the next year. 
{7) Outages for ESP work. 
(6) This unit will be added as part of the agreement that FPL will serve Vero Beach's electric load starting January, 2014. 

This unit is expected to be retired within 3 years. 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL's service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 8.9 million people. FPL served an average of 4,576,449 customer 

accounts in thirty-five counties during 2012. These customers were served by a variety of 

resources including: FPL-owned fossil-fueled, renewable, and nuclear generating units, 

non-utility owned generation, demand side management (DSM), and 

interchange/purchased power. 

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at fourteen generating sites 

distributed geographically around its service territory, plus one site in Georgia (partial 

FPL ownership of one unit) and one site in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of 

two units). The current electrical generating facilities consist of four nuclear units, three 

coal units, fifteen combined cycle (CC) units, eight fossil steam units, forty-eight 

combustion gas turbines, two simple cycle combustion turbines, and two photovoltaic 

facilities 1• The locations of these eighty-two generating units are shown on Figure I.A.1 

and in Table I.A.1. Table I.A.2 provides a further "break down" of the capacity provided by 

the combustion turbine (CT) and steam turbine (ST) components of FPL's existing CC 

units. 

FPL's bulk transmission system is comprised of 6,558 circuit miles of transmission lines. 

Integration of the generation, transmission, and distribution system is achieved through 

FPL's 591 substations in Florida. 

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. In addition, Figure I.A.3 shows FPL's 

interconnection ties with other utilities. 

1 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the 
other units mentioned above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for 
electricity generation. 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 

A Turkey Point 11 3,437 

B St. Lucie 21 2 1,832 

c Manatee 3 2,732 

D Fort Myers 1,748 

E Lauderdale 884 

F Port Everglades 31 761 

G Riviera 31 0 0 

H Martin 5 3,731 

I Cape Canaveral 31 0 0 

J Sanford 1,946 

K Putnam 498 

L St. John's River Power Park 21 254 

M West County 3 3,657 

N DeSoto 41 25 

0 Space Coast 41 10 
Scherer 51 642 

Gas Turbines 48 1,908 

Total System Generation 82 24,065 
System Firm Generation = 80 24,030 

11 Turkey Point Unit 2 is currently operating as a synchronous condenser. If needed, can be converted back to a 
generating unit per the existing Title V operating permit through the end of 2013 and is not accounted for 

in Reserve Margin Calculation. 

21 Represents FPL's ownership share: St Lucie nuclear: 100% Unit 1, 85% Unit 2: St. Johns River: 20% of two units. 

The 1,832 MW value shown incorporates the latest projection for incremental MW from the nuclear uprates 

available at the time this document is being finalized. 

31 Will be site of new Modernization Plants. 

4/ The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of PV at Space Coast are considered as non-firm generating capacity 
and the capacity from these units has been removed from the "System Firm Generation" row at the end of the table. 

5/ The Scherer unit is located in Georgia and is not shown on this map. 

(''"'' :1 Non-FPL Territory 

Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2012) 
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2012) 

Number 
Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel 

Nuclear 
St. Lucie" Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 

Total Nuclear: 4 

Coal Steam 

Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 
St. John's River Power Park 21 

Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 
Total Coal Steam: 3 

Combined-CJlcle 31 

Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 
Manatee Parrish, FL 1 Gas 
Martin Indiantown, FL 3 Gas 
Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 
Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Putnam Palatka, FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas/Oil 
West County Palm Beach County, FL 3 Gas/Oil 

Total Combined Cycle: 15 

Oil/Gas Steam 
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 
Martin lndiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 
Port Everglades Port Everglades, FL 2 Oil/Gas 

Turkey Point 41 
Florida City, FL 2 Oil/Gas 

Total Oil/Gas Steam: 8 

Gas Turbines{GTl 
Fort Myers (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 
Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 
Port Everglades (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 

Total Gas Turbines/Diesels: 48 

Combustion Turbines 31 

Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 2 Gas/Oil 
Total Combustion Turbines: 2 

PV 

DeSoto 51 
DeSoto, FL 1 Solar Energy 

Space Coast 51 Brevard County, FL 1 Solar Energy 
Total PV: 2 

Total System Generation as of December 31, 2012 = 82 
System Firm Generation as of December 31, 2012 = 80 

1/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 843/862. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie 
Units 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively. 

21 Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 
Represents FPL's ownership share: SJRPP coal: 20% of two units). 

3/ The Combined Cycles and Combustion Turbines are broken down by components on Table 1.A.2. 
4/ Turkey Point2 is currently operating as a synchronous condenser. If needed, can be converted back to a generating unit per the 

existing Title V operating permit through the end of 2013 and is not accounted for in Reserve Margin Calculation. 
5/ The 25 MW of PV at DeSoto and the 10 MW of PV at Space Coast are considered as non-firm generating capacity 

and the capacity from these units has been removed from the "System Firm Generation" row at the end of the table. 
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Table I.A.2: Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Components 
SummerMW* 

Combined-Cycle CT CT 
B 

CT 
c 

CT 
D 

CT 
E 

CT Steam Steam BOP Total Unit 
Plant Name/ Unit No A F 1 2 Aux MW 

Ft Myers 2 159 159 159 159 159 159 60 
Lauderdale 4 158 158 --- - 131 
Lauderdale 5 158 158 - - 131 

Manatee 3 167 167 167 167 - - 458 
Martin 3 166 166 - 144 
Martin4 166 166 - 144 
MartinS 173 173 173 173 474 

Putnam 1 71 71 - - - - 112 
Putnam 2 71 71 112 
Sanford 4 163 163 163 163 333 
Sanford 5 163 163 163 163 - - 336 

Turkey Point 5 174 174 174 174 478 
West County 1 248 248 248 499 

es: .... oumy £'f0 £'tO £'tO 499 

est oumy 248 248 248 499 

Combustion Turbines 

158 
158 

This table shows the breakdown of total MW for each unit by CT and steam component. 

• The total MW values shown in this table may differ slightly from values shown in other tables 
due to rounding of per-<:omponent values. 
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Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2012) 

Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2012) 

Location Summer 
(City or County) Fuel MW 

I. Purchases from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. Duval Coal (Cogen) 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330 
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4 
Broward North Broward Solid Waste 11 
Palm Beach SWA- extension 40 

Total: 635 

II. Purchases from Utilities: 
UPS from Southern Company Various in Georgia Coal 928 
SJRPP Jacksonville, FL Coal 381 
TECO Tampa Coal 125 

Total: 1,434 

Ill. Other Purchases: 
DeSoto Unit 1 DeSoto Natural Gas 150 
DeSoto Unit 2 DeSoto Natural Gas 155 

305 

Total Net Firm Generating Capability: 2,374 

Non-Firm Energy Purchases IMWHI 

Energy (MWH) 
Delivered to 

Project County Fuel FPL in 2012 

Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New Hope 
Power Partners) • Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 141,594 
Broward South * Broward Solid Waste 127,533 
Broward North • Broward Solid Waste 119,168 
Tomoka Farms* Volusia Landfill Gas 0 

Waste Management- Renewable Energy * Broward Landfill Gas 45,371 
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill * Broward Landfill Gas 29,303 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 22,935 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 0 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 9,550 
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge) Sarasota PV 320 

First Solar Miami PV 67 
Customer- Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind 877 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 370,109 
INEOS Bio * Indian River Wood 70 

• These Non-F"m Energy Purchases are Renewable and are reflected on Schedule 11.1 row 9 column 6. 
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• Power Plant Site 
• Transmission Substation 

SOOkV 
230kV 

NOTE: This map is not a complete representation of FPL's 
Transmission System 

(SOU) 

I 

Figure I.A.2: FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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Figure I.A.3: FPL Interconnection Diagram 
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Description of Existing Resources 

1.8 Firm Capacity Power Purchases 

Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF): 

Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL's resource mix. FPL 

currently has contracts with eight qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power 

production facilities, to purchase firm capacity and energy during the 1 0-year reporting 

period of this Site Plan as shown in Table I.A.3, Table 1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. 

A cogeneration facility is one which simultaneously produces electrical and thermal 

energy, with the thermal energy (e.g., steam) being used for industrial, commercial, or 

cooling and heating purposes. A small power production facility is one which does not 

exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, 

and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 1990) and uses as its primary 

energy source solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable resources. 

Purchases from Utilities: 

FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 928 MW from the Southern 

Company (Southern) through the end of December 2015. This capacity is being supplied 

by Southern from a mix of gas-fired and coal-fired units. 

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the 

purchase of 381 MW (Summer) and 388 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the 

St. John's River Power Park (S~IRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal 

Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from 

this purchase is limited. FPL currently assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will 

be reached in November of 2017. Once this limit is reached, FPL will be unable to 

receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. (However, FPL will continue to 

receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the S~IRPP units.) 

As part of the agreement that FPL will begin serving Vera Beach's electrical needs 

beginning in January 2014, FPL has acquired two existing power purchase agreements 

totaling approximately 37 MW of coal-fired capacity. These agreements will run through 

the end of 2016. 
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These purchases are shown in Table I.A.3, Table 1.8.1, and Table 1.8.2. FPL also has 

ownership interest in the S.IRPP units. The ownership amount is reflected in FPL's 

installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, and on Schedule 1. 

Other Purchases: 

FPL has two other firm capacity purchase contracts with non-QF, non-utility suppliers. 

These contracts with the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority were previously listed as 

QFs; however, the addition of a second unit will cause both units to no longer meet the 

statutory definition of a QF. These contracts are therefore listed as "Other Purchases" 

after the current estimated in-service date of the new unit. Table 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 present 

the Summer and Winter MW, respectively, resulting from these contracts under the 

category heading of Other Purchases. 
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Table 1.8.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration Small Power Contract Contract 
Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA -extension 01/01/12 04/01/32 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
U.S. EcoGen - Clay"' 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 
U.S. EcoGen -Okeechobee"' 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 
U.S. EcoGen- Martin"' 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 635 635 595 595 595 595 595 595 775 775 

II. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SJRPP 31 04/02/82 11/01/17 381 381 381 381 381 0 0 0 0 0 
OUC - Stanton 1 41 01/01/14 12/31/16 0 21 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OUC - Stanton 2"' 01/01/14 12/31/16 0 16 16 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,309 1,346 1,346 418 381 0 0 0 0 0 

Total of QF and Utility Purchases =I1.944I1,980I1,940I1,012J 976 I 595 I 595 I 595 I 775J 775 I 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Palm Beach SWA -extension 11 01/01/12 04/01/32 0 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 01/01/15 04/01/32 0 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 0 0 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 

1/ When the second unit comes into service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither unit will meet the standards to be a small power producers, and both units 

then will be accounted for under '"Other Purchases"'. 

2/ The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, and initially provide non-firm energy. Firm capacity delivery will commence in 2021. 

3/ Contract End Date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date. Instead, this date represents a projection of the 

earliest date at which FPL"s ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations. 

4/ These units are part of the purchase of the Vera Beach Electric System. 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown) 

I Purchases from QF's· 
Cogeneration Small Contract Contract 
Power Production Facilities Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 12/31/24 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Indiantown Cogen., LP 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 
Palm Beach SWA -extension 11 01/01/12 04/01/32 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
U.S. EcoGen- Clay "1 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 
U.S. EcoGen -Okeechobee"' 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 
U.S. EcoGen- Martin"' 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 

QF Purchases Sub Total: 635 635 595 595 595 595 595 595 775 775 

II. Purchases from Utilities: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 928 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SJRPP 01 04/02/82 11/01/17 388 388 388 388 388 0 0 0 0 0 
OUC - Stanton 1 4 01/01/14 12/31/16 0 21 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OUC - Stanton 2 41 01/01/14 12/31/16 0 16 16 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Utility Purchases Sub Total: 1,316 1,353 1,353 425 388 0 0 0 0 0 

Total of QF and Utility Purchases =l1,951l1.987l1,947l1,019l 983 I 595 I 595 I 595 I 775 I 775 

Ill. Other Purchases: Contract Contract 
Start Date End Date 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Palm Beach SWA -extension 11 01/01/12 04/01/32 0 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 
Palm Beach SWA- additional 01/01/15 04/01/32 0 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 

Other Purchases Sub Total: 0 0 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 

1/ When the second unit comes into service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither untt will meet the standards to be a small power producers, and both units 

then will be accounted for under "Other Purchases". 

21 The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, and initially provide non-firm energy. Firm capactty delivery will commence in 2021. 

31 Contract End Date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date. Instead, this date represents a projection of the 

earliest date at which FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations. 

4/ These units are part of the purchase of the Vero Beach Electric System. 

Florida Power & Light Company 25 

2022 

40 
70 

110 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 34 of 248

I.C Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small 

power production facilities. Table I.C.1 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2012 

from these facilities. 

Table 1.C.1: As-Available Energy Purchases from Non-Utility Generators in 2012 

Energy (MWH) 
In-Service Delivered to 

Project County Fuel Date 2012 
Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New 

Hope Power Partners)* Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 11/95 141,594 
Broward South * Broward Solid Waste 9/09 127,533 
Broward North * Broward Solid Waste 1/12 119,168 
Tomoka Farms • Vol usia Landfill Gas 7/98 0 

Waste Management- Renewable Energy* Broward Landfill Gas 1/10 45,371 
Waste Management- Collier County Landfill * Broward Landfill Gas 5/11 29,303 

Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 2/90 22,935 
Calnetix Palm Beach Natural Gas 7/05 0 

Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 2/94 9,550 
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge) Sarasota PV 10/07 320 

First Solar Miami PV 4/11 67 
Customer - Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind Various 877 

Palm Beach SWA Palm Beach Solid Waste 4/10 370,109 
INEOS Bio * Indian River Wood 9/12 70 

• These Non-F1rm Energy Purchases are Renewable and are reflected on Schedule 11.1 row 9 column 6. 

I.D Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management 

initiatives. FPL's DSM efforts through 2012 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak 

reduction of approximately 4,652 MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative 

energy saving of approximately 62,653 Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After 

accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2012 have 

eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 14 new 400 MW 

generating units. DSM is discussed further in Chapter Ill. 
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(1) (2) (3) 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31, 2012 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (10) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel 
Unij Fuel Transport 
~ Pri. t,]t Pri. t,]t 

(9) 

Alt. 

Fuel 
Days 
Use 

Commercial 
In-Service 

Month/Year 

(11) 

ActuaV 

Expected 
Retirement 
Month/Year 

Gen.Max. 
Nameplate 

KW 

Net Capability 11 

Unit 
No. 

Winter Summer 
Plant Name MW MW 

DeSoto 21 

Fort Myers 

Lauderdale 

Manatee 

Martin 

Port Everglades 

Putnam 

2 

3A 

3B 

1-12 

4 

5 

1-12 

13-24 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

8" 

3 

4 

1-12 

2 

1/ These ratings are peak capability. 

DeSoto County 

27/36S/25E 

Lee County 

35/43S/25E 

Broward County 

30/50S/42E 

Manatee County 

18/33S/20E 

Martin County 

29/29S/38E 

City of Hollywood 

23/50S/42E 

Putnam County 

16/10S/27E 

PV N/A N/A N/A N/A Unknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

CT NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

CT NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

GT F02 No TK No Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG PL PL Unknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

GT NG F02 PL PL Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

Oct-09 

Jun-02 

Jun-03 

Jun-03 

May-74 

May-93 

Jun-93 

Aug-70 

Aug-70 

Oct-76 

Dec-77 

Jun-05 

Dec-80 

Jun-81 

Feb-94 

Apr-94 

Jun-05 

Jul-64 

Apr-05 

Aug-71 

Apr-78 

Aug-77 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

27 000 

27,000 

£§ 

25 

3198770 ~ 

1,701,890 1,490 

376,380 176 

376,380 

744,120 

176 

710 

1873968 ~ 

Unknown 526,250 483 

Unknown 526,250 483 

Unknown 410,734 459 

Unknown 410,734 459 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Jan-13 

Jan-13 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

2951110 ~ 

863,300 822 

863,300 819 

1,224,510 1,168 

4 317 510 

934,500 

934,500 

612,000 

612,000 

~ 
832 

832 

489 

489 

1,224,510 1,228 

1214834 ~ 

402,050 389 

402,050 

410,734 

580 008 

290,004 

290,004 

376 

459 

530 

265 

265 

2/ The capacity shown for the PV facility at DeSoto is considered as non-fimn generating capacity and the capacity from these units has been removed 

from the "System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2012" row at the end of the table. 

3/ Martin Unit 8 is also partially fueled by a 75 MW solar themnal facility that supplies steam when adequate sunlight is available, thus reducing 

fossil fuel use. 
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(1) (2) (3) 

Schedule 1 

Existing Generating Facilities 
As of December 31,2012 

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (10) (11) 

Actual/ 

(12) 

Page 2 of 2 

(13) (14) 

Fuel 
Unit Fuel Transport 
llil!1 Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. 

(9) 

Alt. 

Fuel 
Days 
Use 

Commercial 
In-Service 

Month/Year 

Expected Gen.Max. 
Retirement Nameplate 

Net Capability 11 

Unit 
No. 

Winter Summer 
Plant Name MonthlY ear KW MW MW 

Sanford 

Scherer" 

Space Coast 31 

St. Johns River 

Power Park 41 

St. Lucie 51 

Turkey Point 

West County 

4 

5 

4 

2 

1" 

2" 

261 

3" 
4 71 

5 

Volusia County 

16119S/30E 

Monroe, GA 

Brevard County 

13123S/36E 

Duval County 

12115128E 

(RPC4) 

St. Lucie County 

16136S/41E 

Miami Dade County 

27157S/40E 

Palm Beach County 

29&32143S/40E 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

CC NG No PL No Unknown 

ST SUB No RR No Unknown 

PV N/A N/A NIA NIA Unknown 

ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown 

ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown 

ST NP No TK No Unknown 

ST NP No TK No Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

ST F06 NG WA PL Unknown 

ST NP No TK No Unknown 

ST NP No TK No Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown 

Oct-03 

Jun-02 

Jul-89 

Apr-10 

Mar-87 

May-88 

May-76 

Jun-83 

Apr-67 

Apr-<>8 

Nov-72 

Jun-73 

May-07 

Aug-09 

Nov-09 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

2 377 720 L1l§. 

1,188,860 1,062 

1,188,860 1,063 

680 368 

680,368 

10000 

10,000 

271 836 

135,918 

135,918 

1,000 

651 

651 

!Q 
10 

260 

130 

130 

1 7 43 775 1..§ll 

Unknown 1,020,000 1,009 

Unknown 723,775 864 

3 783 010 MjJ! 

Unknown 402,050 398 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

402,050 394 

877,200 832 

877,200 717 

1,224,510 1,178 

2733600 ~ 

1 ,366,800 1 ,335 

1,366,800 1,335 

U§. 

973 

973 

642 

642 

!Q 
10 

254 

127 

127 

~ 
987 

645 

~ 

396 

392 

808 

693 

1,148 

~ 
1,219 

1,219 

3 CC NG F02 PL TK Unknown May-11 Unknown 1,366,800 --'1-",3::3;.::5 __ -"1,.:::2.;.;19:..__ 

Total System Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2012 81 = 25,337 24,065 

System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2012 91 = 25,302 24,030 

11 These ratings are peak capability. 

21 These ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of Scherer Unit 4, adjusted for transmission losses. 

3/ The capacity shown for the PV facility at Space Coast is considered as non-firm generating capacity due to the intermittent nature of the solar resource. 

41 The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Park Units 1 and 2, excluding the 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%. 

51 Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 98711,009 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 6451864.FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 

is 100% and 85%, respectively, as shown above. FPL's share of the deliverable capacity from each unit is approx. 92.5% and exclude lhe 

O~ando Utilities Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined po~ion of approximately 7.44776% per unit. 

61 Currently operating as a synchronous condenser. If needed, it can be conve~ed back to a generating unit per the existing Title V 

operating permit through the end of 2013 and is not accounted for in Reserve Margin Calculation. 

71 Values for the Nuclear Units are approximate due to the on going testing after the EPU work has been completed. 

81 The Total System Generating Capacity value shown includes FPL-owned firm and non-firm generating capacity. 

91 The System Firm Generating Capacity value shown includes only firm generating capacity. 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Electric Power Demand 
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process 

Long-term forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads are typically 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work at FPL. New long-term 

forecasts were developed by FPL in early 2013 that replaced the previous long-term load 

forecasts that were used by FPL during 2012 in much of its resource planning work and 

which were presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan. These new load forecasts are utilized 

throughout FPL's 2013 Site Plan. These forecasts are a key input to the models used to 

develop FPL's integrated resource plan. 

The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the 

long-term forecast: sales, NEL, and peak loads. Consistent with past forecasts, the 

primary drivers to develop these forecasts include economic conditions and weather. 

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from the consulting 

firm IHS Global Insight. Population projections are obtained from the Florida Legislature's 

Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). These projections are developed 

in conjunction with the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the 

University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical models in 

terms of their impact on the future demand for electricity. 

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL's energy sales and peak demand. Three 

sets of weather variables are developed and used in FPL's forecasting models: 

1. Cooling degree-hours based on 72° F, winter heating degree-days based on 66° 

F, and heating degree-days based on 45° Fare used to forecast energy sales. 

2. The maximum temperature on the peak day, along with the build-up of cooling 

degree-hours prior to the peak, are used to forecast Summer peaks. 

3. The minimum temperature on the peak day, along with the build-up of heating 

degree-hours based on 66° F on the day prior to the peak, are used to forecast 

Winter peaks. 

The cooling degree-hours and winter heating degree-days are used to capture the 

changes in the electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners 

and electric space heaters. Heating degree-days based on 45° F are used to capture 

heating load resulting from sustained periods of unusually cold weather not fully captured 
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by heating degree-days based on 66° F. A composite hourly temperature profile is 

derived using hourly temperatures across FPL's service territory. Miami, Ft.Myers, 

Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations from which temperatures are 

obtained. In developing the composite hourly profile, these regional temperatures are 

weighted by regional energy sales. The resulting composite temperature is used to derive 

projected cooling and heating degree-hours and heating degree-days. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profiles of temperatures are used to calculate the 

weather variables used in the Summer and Winter peak models. 

II. B. Comparison of FPL's Current and Previous Load Forecasts 

While reflecting somewhat lower growth for a number of years, FPL's current load 

forecast is generally in line with the load forecast presented in its 2012 Site Plan. There 

are four primary factors that are driving the current load forecast: projected customer 

growth, a projection of gradual recovery following the economic recession in Florida, 

energy efficiency standards, and the additional load expected as a result of the 

acquisition of the City of Vera Beach electric utility. 

In early 2013, FPL came to an agreement with the City of Vera Beach to purchase the 

City's electric system. This agreement was approved by the City voters on March 12· 

2013. Beginning in January 2014, NEL, customers, and peaks for Vera Beach are 

included in FPL's forecasts and are reflected in FPL's 2013 Site Plan. 

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections as well as the actual 

levels of customer growth experienced historically and the additional customers expected 

as a result of the acquisition of Vera Beach. Population projections are derived from the 

EDR's February 2013 Demographic Estimating Conference. This forecast is generally 

consistent with previous forecasts indicating a gradual rebound in Florida's population 

growth. Net migration into Florida fell to a record low in 2009 during the height of the 

recession. Florida has since experienced some rebound in net migration, but population 

growth rates have remained low by historical standards. Moderately higher rates of 

population growth are projected from 2013 until 2017 when the projected rate of 

population growth gradually begins to decelerate. Consistent with past population 

projections, the rates of population growth in the later years of the forecast are below the 

rates historically experienced in Florida. 
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Effective January 2014 FPL is expected to begin providing electric service to more than 

34,000 customers formerly served by the City of Vera Beach. Reflecting this increase, 

the current forecast shows a significant increase in customer growth in 2014. Thereafter, 

customer growth is expected to mirror the overall level of population growth in the state. 

By 2019, the total number of customers served by FPL is expected to exceed five million. 

Between 2012 and 2022 the total number of customers is projected to increase at an 

annual rate of 1.4%, the same increase projected in the 2012 Site Plan. 

The economic projections incorporated into FPL's load forecast are provided by IHS 

Global Insight, a leading economic forecasting firm. The economic projections from IHS 

Global Insight incorporated into the current load forecast indicate less robust growth than 

that assumed in the 2012 Site Plan forecast. Although IHS Global Insight remains 

cautiously optimistic on the Florida economy, their current projections for employment 

and income growth are lower than those incorporated into the 2012 Site Plan forecast. 

Estimates of savings from energy efficiency standards are developed by ITRON, a 

leading expert in this area. Included in these estimates are savings from federal and 

state energy efficiency standards, including the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 

2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the savings occurring from the use of 

compact fluorescent bulbs2
. The impact of these savings began in 2005 and their 

cumulative impact on the Summer peak is expected to reach 2,898 MW by 2022. The 

cumulative impact from these savings on NEL is expected to reach 11,850 GWH over the 

same period while the cumulative impact on the Winter peak is expected to be 1 ,650 MW 

by 2022. 

Consistent with the forecast presented in FPL's 2012 Site Plan, the total growth projected 

for the ten-year reporting period of this document is significant. The Summer peak is 

projected to increase to 26,105 MW by 2022, an increase of 4,665 MW over the 2012 

actual Summer peak. Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 130,965 GWH in 2022, an 

increase of 20,099 GWH from the actual2012 value. 

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts 

Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for the major revenue classes 

and are adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the 

2 Note that in addition to the fact that these energy efficiency standards lower the forecasted load (as described later in 
this chapter), these standards also lower the potential for efficiency gains that would otherwise be available through utility 
DSM programs. 
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years 2013 - 2022 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 which appear at the end of this 

chapter. Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical 

software package MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts 

for each jurisdictional revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below. 

1. Residential Sales 

Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of the following variables: cooling degree-hours, 

winter heating degree-days, heating degree-days based on 45° F, lagged cooling 

degree-hours, lagged heating degree-days, retail gasoline prices, and Florida real 

per capita income weighted by the percent of the population employed. The impact of 

weather is captured by the cooling degree-hours, heating degree-days, and the one 

month lag of these variables. The impact energy prices have on electricity 

consumption is captured through retail gasoline prices. As energy prices rise, less 

disposable income is available for all goods and services, electricity included. To 

capture economic conditions, the model includes a composite variable based on 

Florida real per capita income and the percent of the state's population that is 

employed. Because of the relatively large percentage of Florida's population that was 

unemployed during the recession, real per capita income alone did not capture the 

full magnitude of the economic downturn. The composite variable more fully reflects 

economic conditions. Residential energy sales are forecasted by multiplying the 

forecasted residential use per customer by the number of residential customers 

forecasted. 

2. Commercial Sales 

The commercial sales forecast is also developed using an econometric model. 

Commercial sales are a function of the following variables: Florida real per capita 

income weighted by the percent of the population employed, cooling degree-hours, 

heating degree-hours, lagged cooling degree-hours, a variable designed to reflect the 

impact of empty homes, dummy variables for the month of December and for the 

specific months of January 2007 and November 2005, and an autoregressive term. 

Cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, and the one month lag of cooling 

degree-hours are used to capture weather-sensitive load in the commercial sector. 

3. Industrial Sales 

The industrial class is comprised of three distinct groups: very small accounts (those 

with less than 20 kW of demand), medium accounts (those with 21 kW to 499 kW of 
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demand), and large accounts (those with demands of 500 kW or higher). As such, 

the forecast is developed using a separate econometric model for each group of 

industrial customers. The small industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: 

cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, dummy variables for the specific 

months of February 2009 and August 2004, and an autoregressive term. The 

medium industrial sales model utilizes the following variables: cooling degree-hours, 

Florida real per capita income, a dummy variable for the specific month of February 

2006, two autoregressive terms, and a moving average term. The large industrial 

sales model utilizes the following variables: Florida real per capita income, the 

Consumer Price Index, and dummy variables for the specific months of October 

2004, November 2004, and October 2005. 

4. Railroad and Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales 

This class consists solely of Miami-Dade County's Metrorail system. The projections 

for railroad and railways sales are based on historical average use per customer 

which is multiplied by the forecasted number of customers. The number of customers 

is based on the planned addition of new Metrorail stations. 

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by first developing a trended 

use per customer value, then multiplying this value by the number of forecasted 

customers. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales 

This revenue class is closed to new customers. This class consists of sports fields 

and one government account. The forecast for this class is based on its historical 

usage characteristics. 

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer 

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast. 

7. Sales for Resale 

Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric 

co-operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are 

not the ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to 

their own customers. Currently there are six customers in this class: the Florida Keys 

Electric Cooperative; City of Key West; Metro-Dade County; Lee County Electric 
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Cooperative; Wauchula; and Blountstown. In addition, FPL will begin making sales to 

Seminole Electric Cooperative in June 2014 under a long term agreemene. 

Beginning in May 2011, FPL began providing service to the Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative under a long-term full requirements contract. Previously FPL was 

serving the Florida Keys under a partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida 

Keys Electric Cooperative are based on customer-supplied information and historical 

load factors. 

FPL's sales to the City of Key West are expected to terminate in 2013. Forecasted 

sales to the City of Key West are based on assumptions regarding their contract 

demand and expected load factor. 

Metro-Dade County sells 60 MW to Progress Energy Florida. Line losses are billed to 

Metro-Dade under a wholesale contract. This contract expires in 2013. 

Lee County has contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of their load through 

2013, then to begin serving their entire load beginning in 2014. This contract began 

in January 201 0. Lee County provides a forecast of their sales by delivery point which 

is used to derive their sales forecast. 

FPL's sales to Wauchula began in October 2011 and will continue through December 

2016. 

Blountstown became an FPL wholesale customer in May 2012. FPL's contract with 

Blountstown expires in April2017. 

A new contract with Seminole Electric Cooperative is included in the forecast which 

includes delivery of 200 MW beginning in June 2014 and continuing through May 

2021. 

II.D. Net Energy for Load (NEL) 

An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The inputs 

to the model include Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the 

3FPL is currently evaluating the possibility of serving the electrical loads of several entities (including Lake Worth) at the 
time the 2013 Site Plan is being prepared. Because these possibilities are still being evaluated, the load forecast 
presented in this Site Plan does not include these potential loads. 
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population employed, and a proxy for energy prices. The model also includes three 

weather variables: cooling degree-hours, winter heating degree-days, and heating 

degree-days based on 45° F. In addition, the model also includes variables for energy 

efficiency standards and a variable designed to capture the impact of empty homes. 

Seasonal dummy variables are included for the months of February, April, June, 

September, and November and the specific months of March 2003, May 2004, and 

November 2005. There is also an autoregressive term in the model. 

The energy efficiency variable is included to capture the impacts of the 2005 National 

Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, and the savings 

occurring from the use of compact fluorescent bulbs. The impact of these savings began 

in 2005 and their cumulative impact on NEL is expected to reach 11 ,850 GWH by 2022. 

This reduction is inclusive of engineering estimates and any resulting behavioral 

changes. The cumulative 2022 reduction from these energy efficiency standards 

effectively reduces FPL's NEL for that year by 8.3%. On an incremental basis, net of the 

reduction already experienced through 2012, the reduction in 2022 is expected to reach 

7,883 GWH. 

The decline in the number of empty homes resulting from the current housing recovery 

has affected use per customer and is captured in a separate variable. The forecast was 

also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles, beginning in 2013, which 

resulted in an increase of approximately 1 ,408 GWH by the end of the ten-year reporting 

period. Other adjustments to the forecast include incremental load resulting from FPL's 

economic development riders which will impact the forecast beginning in 2013, and result 

in an increase, on average, of 418 GWH per year between 2013 and 2022, and 

incremental load from the acquisition of the Vera Beach electric system. The Vera Beach 

acquisition will add, on average, 824 GWH per year between 2014 and 2022. 

The NEL forecast is developed by first multiplying the f\IEL per customer forecast by the 

total number of customers forecasted (excluding the customers formerly served by Vera 

Beach) and then adjusting the forecasted results for the expected incremental load 

resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, the Vera Beach acquisition, and 

FPL's economic development riders. Once the NEL forecast is obtained, total billed sales 

are computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts 

previously discussed are then adjusted to match the total billed sales. The forecasted 

NEL values for 2013 - 2022 are presented in Schedule 3.3 that appears at the end of this 

chapter. 
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II.E. System Peak Forecasts 

The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of 

the customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions, changing 

patterns of customer behavior, and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed 

the peak forecast models to capture these behavioral relationships. In addition, FPL's 

peak forecast also reflects changes in load expected a result of the acquisition of Vera 

Beach, changes in wholesale contracts, and the expected number of hybrid vehicles. 

The savings from energy efficiency standards incorporated into the peak forecast include 

the impacts from the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence 

and Security Act, and the use of compact fluorescent light bulbs. The impact from these 

energy efficiency standards began in 2005 and their cumulative impact on the Summer 

peak is expected to reach 2,898 MW by 2022. This reduction is inclusive of engineering 

estimates and any resulting behavioral changes. The cumulative 2022 impact from these 

energy efficiency standards effectively reduces FPL's Summer peak for that year by 10%. 

On an incremental basis, net of the reduction already experienced through 2012, the 

impact on the Summer peak from these energy efficiency standards is expected to reach 

1 ,826 MW in 2022. By 2022, the Winter peak is expected to be reduced by 1 ,650 MW 

as result of the cumulative impact from these energy efficiency standards since 2005. On 

an incremental basis, net of the reduction already experienced through 2012, the impact 

on the Winter peak from these energy efficiency standards is expected to reach 1, 126 

MW in 2022. 

The forecast was also adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles which 

resulted in an increase of approximately 357 MW in the Summer and 151 MW in the 

Winter by the end of the ten-year reporting period and for the acquisition of the Vera 

Beach electric system. The Vera Beach acquisition will add 181 MW to the Summer 

peak, and 201 MW to the Winter peak, forecast by the end of the ten-year reporting 

period. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is 

discussed below. The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 

2013 - 2022 are presented at the end of this chapter in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, and in 

Chapter Ill in Schedules 7.1 through 7.4. 
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1. System Summer Peak 

The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model. The variables 

included in the model are the 3-month average CPI for Energy, Florida real per capita 

disposable income, cooling degree-hours in the day prior to the peak, the maximum 

temperature on the day of the peak, a dummy variables for the year 1994, a variable 

for energy efficiency standards, and a moving average term. The model is based on 

the Summer peak contribution per customer which is multiplied by total customers 

(excluding the customers that have been served by Vera Beach), and adjusted to 

account for incremental loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale 

contracts, the Vera Beach acquisition, and FPL's economic development riders to 

derive FPL's system Summer peak. 

2. System Winter Peak 

Like the system Summer peak model, this model is also an econometric model. The 

model consists of two weather-related variables: the minimum temperature on the 

peak day and heating degree-hours for the prior day squared. The model also 

includes a dummy variable for Winter peaks occurring on weekends and a dummy 

variable for the year 2008. The forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of 

energy efficiency standards. The model is based on the Winter peak contribution per 

customer which is multiplied by total customers (excluding the customers that have 

been served by Vera Beach), and then adjusted for the expected incremental loads 

resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, the Vera Beach acquisition, 

and FPL's economic development riders. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following actions: 

a. Develop the historical seasonal factor for each month by using ratios of historical 

monthly peaks to the appropriate seasonal peak. 

b. Apply the monthly ratios to their respective seasonal peak forecast to derive the 

peak forecast by month. This process assumes that the seasonal factors remain 

unchanged over the forecasting period. 
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II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2013 - 2022 are produced using 

a System Load Forecasting "shaper" program. This model uses years of historical FPL 

hourly system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and 

holidays. The model generates a projection of hourly load values based on these load 

shapes and the forecast of monthly peaks and energy. 

II.G. Uncertainty 

In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL 

first evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in 

evaluating the input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, 

identifying outliers in the series, and assessing the series' consistency with past 

forecasts. As needed, FPL reviews additional factors which may affect the input 

variables. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Generally, econometric models 

are used to forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling process, 

the relevant statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute deviation 

(MAD), mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure that the 

models adequately explain historical variation. Once a forecast is developed, it is 

compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past forecasts are examined in light of 

changes in input assumptions to ensure that the drivers underlying the forecast are well 

understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL are compared with 

the actual values as these become available. An ongoing process of variance analyses is 

performed. To the extent that the variance analysis identifies large unexplained 

deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric model 

may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to 

FPL's overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL's 

resource planning work, FPL's utilization of a 20% reserve margin criterion (approved by 

the FPSC) is designed, in part, to maintain reliable electric service to FPL's customers in 

light of forecasting uncertainty. In addition, banded forecasts of the projected Summer 

peak and net energy for load are produced based on an analysis of past forecasting 

errors. In regard to operational planning, a banded forecast for the projected Summer 
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and Winter peak days is developed based on the historical weather variations. These 

bands are then used to develop similar bands for the monthly peaks. 

II.H. DSM 

The effects of FPL's DSM energy efficiency programs implementation through August 

2012 are assumed to be imbedded in the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. 

The impacts of incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the future, 

plus the cumulative and projected incremental impacts of FPL's load management 

programs, are accounted for as "line item reductions" to the forecasts as part of the IRP 

process as shown in Chapter Ill in Schedules 7.1 through 7.4. After making these 

adjustments to the load forecasts, the resulting "firm" load forecast is then used in FPL's 

IRP work. 
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Schedule 2.1 
History of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh 
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

Year Po12ulation Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer 

2003 8,079,316 2.21 53,485 3,652,663 14,643 41,425 444,650 93,163 
2004 8,247,442 2.20 52,502 3,744,915 14,020 42,064 458,053 91,832 
2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 92,490 
2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,267 13,970 44,487 478,867 92,901 
2007 8,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121 
2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500,748 90,987 
2009 8,732,591 2.19 53,950 3,984,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 89,860 
2010 8,762,399 2.19 56,343 4,004,366 14,070 44,544 503,529 88,464 
2011 8,860,158 2.20 54,642 4,026,760 13,570 45,052 508,005 88,685 
2012 8,948,850 2.21 53,434 4,052,174 13,187 45,220 511,887 88,340 

Historical Values (2003- 2012): 

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 

Schedule 2.1 
Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Rural & Residential Commercial 

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh 
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption 

Year Po12ulation Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer 
2013 8,987,099 2.20 54,824 4,085,045 13,421 46,019 519,848 88,523 
2014 9,162,108 2.20 56,113 4,164,594 13,474 47,387 528,330 89,691 
2015 9,284,559 2.20 57,122 4,220,254 13,535 48,441 537,176 90,178 
2016 9,418,917 2.20 57,976 4,281,326 13,542 49,579 546,026 90,799 
2017 9,557,516 2.20 58,469 4,344,325 13,459 50,224 554,623 90,555 
2018 9,696,552 2.20 59,084 4,407,524 13,405 50,912 562,886 90,449 
2019 9,834,273 2.20 59,668 4,470,124 13,348 51,493 570,924 90,193 
2020 9,967,411 2.20 60,439 4,530,641 13,340 52,250 578,931 90,252 
2021 10,092,586 2.20 61,011 4,587,539 13,299 52,858 586,989 90,049 
2022 10,217,742 2.20 61,832 4,644,428 13,313 53,676 595,193 90,182 

Projected Values (2013- 2022): 

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of incremental conservation. 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 
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Schedule 2.2 
History of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 

Average Average kWh & Highway Public 
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh 

2003 4,004 17,029 235,135 93 425 64 
2004 3,964 18,512 214,139 93 413 58 
2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 
2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 
2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 
2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 
2009 3,245 10,084 321,796 80 422 34 
2010 3,130 8,910 351,318 81 431 28 
2011 3,086 8,691 355,104 82 437 27 
2012 3,024 8,743 345,871 81 441 25 

Historical Values (2003- 2012): 

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing 
conservation. These values are at the meter. 

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 

Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 

Schedule 2.2 
Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to 
Average Average kWh & Highway Public 

No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities 
Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh 
2013 2,936 8,909 329,522 93 453 26 
2014 2,909 9,192 316,531 93 461 26 
2015 2,892 9,734 297,117 93 468 25 
2016 2,868 10,247 279,865 93 475 25 
2017 2,830 10,594 267,174 93 482 25 
2018 2,775 10,703 259,320 93 488 25 
2019 2,726 10,667 255,544 93 494 24 
2020 2,665 10,596 251,510 93 500 24 
2021 2,598 10,520 246,957 93 505 24 
2022 2,540 10,573 240,208 93 510 24 

Projected Values (2013- 2022): 

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact 

of incremental conservation. These values are at the meter. 

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 

Col. (16) =Col. (4) +Col. (7) +Col. (10) +Col. (13) +Col. (14) +Col. (15). 
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(16) 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

99,496 
99,095 
102,296 
103,659 
105,415 
102,919 
102,755 
104,557 
103,327 
102,226 

(16) 
Sales to 
Ultimate 

Consumers 
GWh 

104,350 
106,988 
109,042 
111,016 
112,123 
113,378 
114,498 
115,970 
117,089 
118,674 
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Schedule 2.3 
History of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) 

2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 

(17) 

Sales for 
Resale 
GWh 

1,511 
1,531 
1,506 
1,569 
1,499 
993 

1,155 
2,049 
2,176 
2,237 

(18) 
Utility 
Use& 
Losses 
GWh 

7,386 
7,467 
7,498 
7,909 
7,401 
7,092 
7,394 
7,870 
6,950 
6,403 

Historical Values (2003- 2012): 

(19) (20) (21) 
Net Average 

Energy No. of Total Average 
For Load Other Number of 

GWh Customers Customers 

108,393 2,879 4,117,221 
108,093 3,029 4,224,509 
111,301 3,156 4,321,895 
113,137 3,218 4,409,563 
114,315 3,276 4,496,589 
111,004 3,348 4,509,730 
111,303 3,439 4,499,067 
114,475 3,523 4,520,328 
112,454 3,596 4,547,051 
110,866 3,645 4,576,449 

Col. (19) represents actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 

Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). Historical NEL includes the impacts of existing 

conservation and agrees to Col. (5) on schedule 3.3. Historical GWH, prior to 2011, are 
based on a fiscal year beginning 12/29 and ending 12/28. The 2011 value is based on 
12/29/10 to 12/31/11. The 2012 value is based on calendar year. 

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 

Col. (21) =Col. (5) +Col. (8) +Col. (11) +Col. (20). 

Schedule 2.3 
Forecast of Energy Consumption 

And Number of Customers by Customer Class 

(1) 

Year 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 

(17) 

Sales for 
Resale 
GWh 

2,174 
4,924 
5,573 
5,620 
5,593 
5,636 
5,696 
5,763 
5,342 
5,059 

(18) 
Utility 
Use& 
Losses 
GWh 

6,512 
6,806 
6,730 
6,817 
6,870 
6,944 
7,006 
7,095 
7,112 
7,231 

Projected Values (2013- 2022): 

(19) (20) (21) 
Net Average 

Energy No. of Total Average 
For Load Other Number of 

GWh Customers Customers 
113,036 3,707 4,617,509 
118,718 3,763 4,705,879 
121,345 3,817 4,770,981 
123,453 3,867 4,841,466 
124,586 3,913 4,913,456 
125,957 3,958 4,985,069 
127,200 3,999 5,055,714 
128,829 4,039 5,124,207 
129,543 4,075 5,189,124 
130,965 4,110 5,254,304 

Col. (19) represents forecasted energy sales that_ do not include the impact of incremental 
conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3. 

Col. (19) =Col. (16) +Col. (17) +Col. (18). These values are based on calendar year. 

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values. 

Col. (21) =Col. (5) +Col. (8) +Col. (11) +Col. (20). 
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Schedule 3.1 
History of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Res. Load Residential en Load en Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

2003 19,668 253 19,415 0 892 798 577 554 18,200 
2004 20,545 258 20,287 0 894 846 588 577 19,063 
2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 902 895 600 611 20,858 
2006 21,819 256 21,563 0 928 948 635 640 20,256 
2007 21,962 261 21,701 0 952 982 716 683 20,295 
2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 966 1,042 760 706 19,334 
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 981 1,097 811 732 20,558 
2010 22,256 419 21,837 0 990 1,181 815 758 20,451 
2011 21,619 427 21,192 0 1,000 1,281 821 781 19,798 
2012 21,440 425 21,015 0 1,027 1,328 827 797 19,586 

Historical Values (2003. 2012): 

Col. (2) ° Col. (4) are actual values for historical Summer peaks. 1>5 such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 

Col. (5) ° Col. (9) represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12omonth) values except for 2012 values which are 
through August. 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (1 0) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2) ° Col.(6) ° Col.(8). 

Schedule 3.1 
Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) [1) (8) (9) (10) 

Augusto! Res. Load Residential en Load en Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management• Conservation Management• Conservation Demand 

2013 21,790 399 21,391 0 1,056 64 854 32 19,785 
2014 22,928 1,184 21,744 0 1,072 128 889 64 20,775 
2015 23,359 1,191 22,168 0 1,081 194 907 96 21,080 
2016 23,733 1,197 22,536 0 1,090 261 925 128 21,329 
2017 24,122 1,182 22,940 0 1,099 327 943 160 21,593 
2018 24,493 1,189 23,304 0 1,109 393 961 192 21,839 
2019 24,901 1,196 23,705 0 1,118 459 979 224 22,121 
2020 25,302 1,203 24,099 0 1,127 506 996 250 22,422 
2021 25,560 1,010 24,550 0 1,136 557 1,014 273 22,580 
2022 26,105 1,017 25,Q88 0 1,145 608 1,032 295 23,025 

Projected Values (2013 ° 2022): 

Col. (2) ° Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management. 

Col. (5) ° Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected August 
values. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2) ° Col. (5)- Col. (6) ° Col. (7) ° Col. (8) ° Col. (9). 

• Res. Load Management and en Load Management include MWvalues of load management from Lee County and FKEC. 
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Schedule 3.2 
History of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) (10) 

Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 Net Firm 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand 

2003 20,190 246 19,944 0 B02 546 453 206 1B,935 
2004 14,752 211 14,541 0 B13 567 534 227 13,405 
2005 1B,10B 225 17,BB3 0 B16 5B3 542 233 16,751 
2006 19,6B3 225 19,45B 0 B23 600 550 240 1B,311 
2007 16,B15 223 16,592 0 846 620 577 249 15,392 
200B 1B,055 163 17,B92 0 B6B 644 636 279 16,551 
2009 20,0B1 207 19,B74 0 BB1 666 676 2B5 1B,524 
2010 24,346 500 23,B46 0 B95 6B7 721 291 22,730 
2011 21,126 3B3 20,743 0 903 717 723 303 19,501 
2012 17,934 3B2 17,552 0 B56 755 722 314 16,356 

Historical Values (2003 • 2012): 

Col. (2). Col. (4) are actual values for historical Winter peaks. As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may 
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days. Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand. 
For year 2011, the actual peaked occurred in December of 2010. 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) for 2003 through 2012 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 19BB and are annual (12-month) values. 

Col. (1 0) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. 
derived by the formula: Col. (1 0) = Col.(2)- Col.(6)- Coi.(B). 

Schedule 3.2 
Forecast of Winter Peak Demand:Base Case 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (B) (9) 

January of Firm Res. Load Residential C/1 Load C/1 
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management .. Conservation Management• Conservation 

2013 20,270 410 19,B60 0 B63 27 57B 12 
2014 21,593 941 20,652 0 BBO 66 603 23 
2015 22,154 1,142 21,012 0 BB7 10B 612 33 
2016 22,430 1,143 21,2B7 0 B95 151 621 44 
2017 22,662 1,130 21,532 0 902 193 630 55 
201B 22,B9B 1,123 21,775 0 910 235 63B 66 
2019 23,125 1,123 22,002 0 917 27B 647 76 
2020 23,356 1,124 22,233 0 924 311 656 B5 
2021 23,601 1,125 22,476 0 932 341 665 93 
2022 23,670 925 22,745 0 939 371 673 100 

Projected Values (2013 - 2022): 

Col. (2)- Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management. 

(10) is 

(10) 

Net Firm 
Demand 

1B,790 
20,022 
20,513 
20,719 
20,BB2 
21,049 
21,207 
21,3BO 
21,571 
21,5B7 

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected January 
values. 

Col (B) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates. 

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak. Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) =Col. (2)- Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7)- Col. (B)- Col. (9). 

• Res. Load Management and Cll Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County and FKEC. 
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Schedule 3.3 
History of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh) 

(All values are "at the generator"' values except for Col (8)) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Net Energy Actual 
For Load Residential Cll Net Energy Sales for Utility Use Total Billed 

without DSM Conservation Conservation For Load Resale & Losses Retail Energy Load 
Year GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh Sales {GWh) Factor{%) 

2003 111,784 1,773 1,619 108,393 1,511 7,386 99,496 62.9% 
2004 111,659 1,872 1,693 108,093 1,531 7,467 99,095 60.1% 
2005 115,065 1,970 1,793 111,301 1,506 7,498 102,296 56.8% 
2006 117,116 2,078 1,901 113,137 1,569 7,909 103,659 59.2% 
2007 118,518 2,138 2,066 114,315 1,499 7,401 105,415 59.4% 
2008 115,379 2,249 2,126 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 60.2% 
2009 115,844 2,345 2,196 111,303 1,155 7,394 102,755 56.8% 
2010 119,220 2,487 2,259 114,475 2,049 7,870 104,557 58.7% 
2011 117,460 2,683 2,324 112,454 2,176 6,950 103,327 59.4% 
2012 116,083 2,823 2,394 110,866 2,237 6,403 102,226 59.0% 

Historical Values (2003 - 2012): 

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load wlo DSM". The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) = Col. (3) + Col. (4) +Col. (5). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2012 
are "estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWh reductions experienced each year. 

Col. (5) is the actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 2003- 2012. 

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) =Col. (5)- Col. (6)- Col. (7). These values are at the meter. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) =((Col. (5)'1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 

(1) (2) (3) 
Forecasted 
Net Energy 
For Load Residential 

without DSM Conservation 
Year GWh GWh 

2013 113,036 48 
2014 118,718 147 
2015 121,345 248 
2016 123,453 348 
2017 124,586 449 
2018 125,957 549 
2019 127,200 650 
2020 128,829 730 
2021 129,543 801 
2022 130,965 871 

Projected Values (2013 - 2022): 

Schedule 3.3 
Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh) 

(All values are "at the generator"values except for Col (8)) 

(4) (5) (6) (7) 
Net Energy 
For Load 

Cll Adjusted for Sales for Utility Use 
Conservation DSM Resale & Losses 

GWh GWh GWh GWh 

26 112,962 2,174 6,512 
78 118,493 4,924 6,806 
131 120,966 5,573 6,730 
186 122,919 5,620 6,817 
241 123,896 5,593 6,870 
296 125,112 5,636 6,944 
351 126,199 5,696 7,006 
406 127,692 5,763 7,095 
450 128,292 5,342 7,112 
488 129,605 5,059 7,231 

(8) (9) 
Forecasted 
Total Billed 

Retail Energy 
Sales wlo DSM Load 

GWh Factor{%) 

104,350 59.2% 
106,988 59.1% 
109,042 59.3% 
111,016 59.2% 
112,123 59.0% 
113,378 58.7% 
114,498 58.3% 
115,970 58.0% 
117,089 57.9% 
118,674 57.3% 

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load and does not include incremental DSM from 2013- on. The Col. (2) values are extracted from 
Schedule 2.3, Col(19). The effects of conservation implemented prior to September 2012 are incorporated into the load forecast values in Col. (2). 

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation from Jan 2013- on and are mid-year (6-month) values 
reflecting DSM sign ups occurring evenly thoughout each year. 

Col. (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) after adjusting for impacts of incremental DSM for years 2013-2022 using the formula: 
Col. (5) =Col. (2)- Col. (3)- Col. (4) 

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales. The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) =Col. (2)- Col. (6)- Col. (7). 
These values are at the meter. 

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) =((Col. (2)"1000) I ((Col. (2) • 8760) 
Adjustments are made for leap years. 
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Schedule4 
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
2012 2013 2014 

Actual FORECAST FORECAST 
Total Total Total 

Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL 
Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh 

JAN 17,934 7,979 20,270 8,426 21,593 8,842 

FEB 16,228 7,702 16,551 7,547 17,632 7,942 

MAR 16,310 8,640 16,717 8,499 17,808 8,903 

APR 18,108 8,509 17,342 8,649 18,247 9,030 

MAY 19,981 9,895 19,375 9,962 20,386 10,378 

JUN 20,351 10,243 20,696 10,378 21,776 10,873 

JUL 21,343 11,226 21,277 11,228 22,387 11,748 

AUG 21,440 11,203 21,790 11,266 22,928 11,792 

SEP 19,711 10,234 20,993 10,471 22,089 11,005 

OCT 19,337 9,654 19,654 9,812 20,680 10,351 

NOV 14,282 7,423 18,105 8,309 18,576 8,829 

DEC 16,025 8,157 18,008 8,489 18,476 9,026 

Annual Values: 110,866 113,036 118,718 

Col. (3) annual value shown is consistent with value shown in Col.(5) of Schedule 3.3. 

Cols. (4)- (7) do not include the impacts of cumulative load management, incremental conservation, and incremental 
load management. 

Cols. (5) and Col. (7) annual values shown are consistent with values shown in Col.(2) of Schedule 3.3. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 
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Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL utilizes its well established integrated resource planning (IRP) process in whole or in 

part as analysis needs are warranted, to determine when new resources are needed, 

what the magnitude of the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be 

added. The timing and type of new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, 

are determined as part of the IRP process work. 

This section describes FPL's basic IRP process. Some of the key assumptions, in 

addition to a new load forecast, that were used in developing the resource plan presented 

in this Site Plan are also discussed. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL's Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL's resource planning. These steps can be 

described as follows: 

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL's new resource needs; 

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the 

determined magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs (i.e., identify 

competing options and resource plans); 

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and, 

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options. 

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps. 
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Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL's IRP Process 
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL's New Resource Needs: 

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of 

FPL's resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or 

megawatts (MW) of load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load 

reduction and new capacity additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also 

determined in this step is when the MW additions are needed to meet FPL's reliability 

criteria. This step is often referred to as a reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, 

analysis for the utility system. 

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated 

in this first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted 

loads, but also with other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in 

resource planning. Examples of this new information include, but are not limited to: 

delivered fuel price projections, current financial and economic assumptions, and power 

plant capability and operating assumptions. FPL also includes key assumptions 

regarding three specific resource areas: (1) near-term construction capacity additions, (2) 

firm capacity power purchases, and (3) demand side management (DSM) 

implementation. 

The first of these assumptions is based on new generating capacity additions that have 

been approved by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) either through 

Determination of Need proceedings that evaluated both the need for, and the cost

effectiveness of, each of the new capacity additions or through other FPSC dockets. 

These generating capacity additions have also either received the necessary Site 

Certification approvals from either the Secretary of the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (FDEP) or the Governor and Cabinet (acting as the Siting 

Board), or these approvals have been applied for. There is also work in progress to 

obtain the necessary federal and state licenses, permits, and approvals for construction 

and operation of two new nuclear units. The earliest practical deployment date for the first 

of the two new nuclear units, Turkey Point Unit 6, is currently projected to be 2022, a date 

within the reporting period of this Site Plan. 

These generating capacity additions include: 

- The completion of the extended power uprates (EPU) project at FPL's existing Turkey 

Point Unit 4 nuclear unit. Similar EPU projects were completed during 2012 at FPL's 
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three other existing nuclear power plants (St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 and Turkey Point Unit 

3). The completion of the EPU project at Turkey Point Unit 4 is projected to add 

approximately 115 MW of incremental nuclear capacity and the total incremental 

nuclear capacity from the EPU project for all four nuclear plants is projected to be 

more than 500 MW. The FPSC approved the need for the EPU project in April2008. 

Two existing generating plant sites, each featuring two older fossil fuel-fired steam 

generating units, are currently in the process of being modernized. The steam 

generating units originally at these sites have been removed and are in the process 

of being replaced with one new, highly efficient combined cycle (CC) unit at each site. 

The new CC plant at FPL's Cape Canaveral site is projected to be placed in-service 

in mid-2013. This new CC unit (called the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean 

Energy Center (CCEC)) is projected to have a peak Summer output of 1,210 MW. 

The new CC unit at FPL's Riviera Beach site (called the Riviera Beach Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (RBEC)) is projected to be placed in-service in mid-

2014 and it is expected to have a peak Summer output of 1,212 MW. These 

modernizations were approved by the FPSC in September 2008. The site certification 

application for Cape Canaveral was granted in October 2009. The site certification 

application for Riviera Beach was granted in November 2009. 

Similar to the two modernization projects mentioned above, the four existing steam 

units at the Port Everglades site are being removed and will be replaced with a new 

highly efficient CC unit. Two of these four existing steam units were removed in the 

fourth quarter of 2012 and the other two steam units are projected to be removed in 

the first half of 2013. The new generating unit, called the Port Everglades Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC), is projected to be in-service in mid-2016 

and is projected to have a peak Summer output of 1,277 MW. The FPSC provided 

the final need order for this modernization project on April 9th, 2012. The site 

certification application for Port Everglades was granted in October 2012. 

In the fourth quarter of 2011, FPL started upgrading the ?FA combustion turbines 

(CT) that are components at a number of its existing CC units. These upgrades will 

economically benefit FPL's customers by increasing the MW output of these CC units 

by approximately 228 MW (Summer peak value) in total. As reflected in Schedule 1 

in Chapter I, 70 MW of the increased capacity from these CT upgrades is already in 

service. The work for the remaining upgrades is continuing and the project is 

projected to be completed in 2015. 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that will 

be necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site. 

These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to 
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construct these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years 

from the time the licenses and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for 

at least 40 years thereafter. FPL received need determination approval from the 

FPSC for the two nuclear units in April 2008 in Order No. PSC-08-0237-FOF-EI. The 

earliest practical deployment dates for the first of these two new units, Turkey Point 

Unit 6, is currently projected to be 2022. This new nuclear unit is projected to have a 

peak Summer output of 1,100 MW. 

As part of FPL's acquisition of Vera Beach's electric utility system, FPL will take 

ownership of Vera Beach's five existing generating units starting January 2014. The 

current plan is to immediately retire three of these older generating units and operate 

the remaining two, which supply approximately 44 MW (Summer) of combined cycle 

capacity, for a maximum of three years. 

These new generating units and generating capacity additions were selected for a variety 

of reasons including cost-effectiveness, significant system fuel savings, fuel diversity, 

mitigation of regional generation/load imbalances, and significant system emission 

reductions, including greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

The second of these assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. FPL's current 

projection of firm capacity purchases has changed from the projection in the 2012 Site 

Plan. FPL's current projection includes an additional 70 MW from the Palm Beach Solid 

Waste Authority (SWA) starting in year 2015 which is a year earlier than projected in the 

2012 Site Plan. Also, FPL now projects that its purchase agreement with Jacksonville 

Electric Authority (JEA) for St. Johns Regional Power Park (SJRPP)-based capacity and 

energy will allow FPL to continue to receive purchased capacity and energy until 

November 2017. At that time, FPL projects that Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 

regulations regarding the amount of energy that FPL can receive will result in the 

suspension of any further capacity and energy by FPL. 4 As part of the agreement that 

FPL will begin serving Vera Beach's electrical needs beginning in January 2014, FPL has 

acquired two existing power purchase agreements totaling approximately 37 MW of coal

fired capacity. These agreements will run through the end of 2016. In addition, FPL 

projects that it will begin receiving a total of 180 MW of firm capacity in 2021 from 

biomass-based power purchase agreements with EcoGen. 

4 
FPL's projected suspension date for the SJRPP purchase is based on a system reliability perspective and represents 

the earliest projected date at which the suspension of capacity and energy could occur. 
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In total, the projected firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and 

independent power producers. Details, including the annual total capacity values for 

these purchases, are presented in Chapter I in Tables 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. These purchased 

capacity amounts were incorporated in FPL's resource planning work. 

The third of these assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional DSM that 

is anticipated to be implemented annually over the ten-year period. Since 1994, FPL's 

resource planning work has assumed that, at a minimum, the DSM MW called for in 

FPL's approved DSM Plan will be achieved. The resource plan presented in FPL's 2013 

Site Plan fully accounts for the annual DSM implementation direction provided by the 

FPSC in 2011 that addresses the years through 2019. In addition, for planning purposes 

in this document, FPL also assumes an additional 100 MW per year of DSM for the 

remaining years addressed in this Site Plan, 2020 through 2022. 

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then 

applied in the first fundamental step: the determination of the magnitude and the timing of 

FPL's future resource needs. This determination is accomplished by system reliability 

analyses which for FPL have traditionally been based on dual planning criteria of a 

minimum peak period reserve margin of 20% (FPL applies this to both Summer and 

Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year. Both 

of these criteria are commonly used throughout the utility industry. 

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been 

utilized in system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the annual 

system peaks (reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively simple 

deterministic calculation can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an indication of 

the adequacy of a generating system's capacity resources compared to its load during 

peak periods. However, deterministic methods do not take into account probabilistic

related elements such as the impact of individual unit failures. For example: two 50 MW 

units which can be counted on to run 90% of the time are more valuable in regard to 

utility system reliability than is one 1 00 MW unit which can also be counted on to run 90% 

of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of an 

interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources. 

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional 

perspective on the reliability of a generating system. There are a number of probabilistic 

methods that are being used to perform system reliability analyses. Among the most 
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widely used is loss-of-load probability (LOLP) which FPL utilizes. Simply stated, LOLP is 

an index of how well a generating system may be able to meet its demand (i.e., a 

measure of how often load may exceed available resources). In contrast to reserve 

margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak demands for each year, while 

taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the unavailability of individual 

generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in units of the "number of times per year'' that the system demand 

could not be served. The standard for LOLP accepted throughout the industry is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation 

methodology than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried 

out using computer software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation 

Reliability (TIGER) program used by FPL. 

The result of the first fundamental step of resource planning is a projection of how many 

new MW of resources are needed to meet both reserve margin and LOLP criteria, and 

thus maintain system reliability, and when the MW are needed. Information regarding the 

timing and magnitude of these resource needs is then used in the second fundamental 

step: identifying resource options and resource plans that can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined 

Magnitude and Timing of FPL's Resource Needs: 

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning 

generally proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, 

preliminary economic screening analyses of new capacity options that are identical, or 

virtually identical, in regard to certain key characteristics may be conducted to determine 

which new capacity options appear to be the most competitive on FPL's system. This 

preliminary analysis work can also help identify capacity size (MW) values, projected 

construction/permitting schedules, and operating parameters and costs. Similarly, 

preliminary economic screening analyses of new DSM options and/or continued growth in 

existing DSM options are often conducted. 

FPL typically utilizes the P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, 

and/or the Strategist model, as well as spreadsheet analyses, to perform the preliminary 

economic screening of generation resource options. For the preliminary economic 
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screening analyses of DSM resource options, FPL typically uses its DSM cost

effectiveness model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the FPSC's approved 

methodology for performing preliminary cost-effectiveness screening of individual DSM 

measures and programs. FPL also utilizes its non-linear programming model for 

analyzing the potential for lowering system peak loads through additional load 

managemenUdemand response capability. Then FPL typically utilizes its linear 

programming model to develop DSM portfolios that are subsequently used in developing 

resource plans for final system analyses of DSM-based resource plans. 

The individual new resource options emerging from these preliminary economic 

screening analyses are then typically "packaged" into different resource plans which are 

designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource plans are created 

by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of FPL's 

projected new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans 

is typically carried out using spreadsheet and/or dynamic programming techniques. 

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of 

different combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and 

timing necessary to meet FPL's resource needs are identified. 

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to System 

Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have 

been identified, and these resource options have been combined into a number of 

resource plans which meet the magnitude and timing of FPL's resource needs. The stage 

is set for evaluating these resource options and resource plans in final, or system, 

economic analyses that attempt to account for all of the impacts to the FPL system from 

the competing resource options/resource plans. (A number of these system impacts are 

typically not accounted for in preliminary economic screening analyses.) In FPL's 2012 

and early 2013 resource planning work, once the resource plans were developed, FPL 

utilized the P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or the 

Strategist model, to perform the system economic analyses. 

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system 

economics. The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource 

plans is their relative impact on FPL's electricity rate levels, with the objective generally 
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being to minimize FPL's projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate 

Impact Measure or RIM methodology). In cases in which the DSM contribution was 

assumed as a given and the only competing options were new generating units and/or 

purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans' impacts on electricity rates 

and on system revenue requirements will yield identical outcomes in regard to the relative 

rankings of the resource options being evaluated. Consequently, the competing options 

and resource plans in such cases can be evaluated on a system cumulative present 

value revenue requirement (CPVRR) basis. 

Other factors are also included in FPL's evaluation of resource options and resource 

plans. While these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often 

discussed in quantitative, but non-economic, terms such as percentages, tons, etc. rather 

than in terms of dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as "system concerns" 

that include (but are not limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL 

system, system emission levels, and maintaining a regional balance between load and 

generating capacity, particularly in the Southeastern Florida counties of Miami-Dade and 

Broward. In conducting the evaluations needed to determine which resource options and 

resource plans are best for FPL's system, the non-economic evaluations are conducted 

with an eye to whether the system concern is positively or negatively impacted by a given 

resource option or resource plan. These, and other, factors are discussed later in this 

chapter in section III.C. 

Step 4: Finalizing FPL's Current Resource Plan 

The results of the previous three fundamental steps are typically used to develop the 

current resource plan. This plan is presented in the following section. 

111.8 Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes 

FPL's projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2013 through 

2022 are depicted in Table 111.8.1. These capacity additions/changes result from a variety 

of actions that primarily consist of: (i) changes to existing units (which are frequently 

achieved as a result of plant component replacements during major overhauls and 

through other uprates to existing capacity), (ii) changes in the amounts of purchased 

power being delivered under existing contracts as per the contract schedules or by 

entering into new purchase contracts, (iii) the modernizations of FPL's existing Cape 

Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades sites by the removal of the steam 
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generating units that were previously, or are currently, on the sites and the addition of 

one new, very fuel-efficient CC generating unit at each site, (iv) upgrades to the CTs at a 

number of existing combined cycle plants, (v) the switching of Turkey Point 1 and 2 from 

generation to synchronous condenser operation, and (vi) the addition of the new Turkey 

Point Unit 6 nuclear unit in 2022 (i.e., the year currently projected at the time this 

document is being finalized to be the earliest practical in-service date for this new nuclear 

unit). 

Although the DSM additions that are consistent with the FPSC's directions regarding 

FPL's DSM program implementation are not explicitly presented in this table, these DSM 

additions have been fully accounted for in all of FPL's resource planning work reflected in 

this document. The FPSC's directions regarding FPL's DSM program implementation 

address the years through 2019. For planning purposes in this document, FPL currently 

projects an additional 100 MW (Summer) of DSM per year for the subsequent three years 

(2020 through 2022) addressed in this Site Plan. In addition, the projected MW 

reductions from these DSM additions are reflected in the projected reserve margin values 

shown in the table below and in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 presented later in this chapter. 

(Subsequent analyses, particularly analyses that will be conducted in preparation for the 

2014 DSM Goals docket, will ultimately determine the actual levels of DSM that FPL 

should implement in the 2015 through 2022 time frame.) 
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Year 

Table 111.8.1: Projected Capacity Changes for FPL 

Projected Capacity Changes for FPL lfJ 

Projected Capacity Changes 

Net Capacity 
Changes (MW} 

Winter 12J Summer13J 

2013 Changes to Existing Purchases 14l (545) (425) 
Port Everglades Units 3 & 4 retired for Modernization (765) (761) 
Turkey Point Unit 2 operation changed to synchronous condenser (394) (392) 
Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade - 9 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Up rate -Completed - 115 
Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate -Outage 15l (717) ---
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade - 16 
Manatee Unit 2 (3) --
Scherer Unit 4 (28) ---
Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16 l - 1 ,210 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage 17l (822) ---

- _______ ~C!f!i~ _l!l]i! _1_ ~?f'_ -- Q_U!C!!l~ _I~)_____________________________________ _ ________ :-________________ @??} _____ _ 
2014 Sanford Unit 5 CT Upgrade 19 10 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 16 l 1 ,355 --
Changes to Existing Purchases 14l 22 37 
Manatee Unit 1 ESP - Outage 17l 822 -
Sanford Unit 4 CT Upgrade 16 -
Vero Beach Combined Cycle IBJ 46 44 
Martin Unit 1 ESP -Outage 17l (832) 826 
Martin Unit 2 ESP -Outage 17l -- (826) 
Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade -- 19 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade -- 33 

Turkey Point Unit 4 Uprate - Completed 15l 115 -
_______ ~~vl~r~-~~C!~h- ~~~ ~_e_n~!'!tiqf! ~l~<!_n_ ~!1~!9:( ~~!l!~r_1~l- ___________________________ -_-_______________ 1_.?j? _____ _ 

2015 Manatee Unit 3 CT Upgrade 39 20 
Martin Unit 1 ESP -Outage 17l 832 --
Martin Unit 2 ESP -Outage 17l - 826 
Turkey Point Unit 5 CT Upgrade 33 -
Changes to Existing Purchases 14 l 70 70 
Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade - 51 

_______ 13~Vi~r~-~~'!~h-~~~ ~_e_n~.!"C!~qf!~l~'!.n_ ~.!"1~!9:( ~~!l!~r_1~> __________________________ 1_,~ ________________ -:-______ _ 
2016 Changes to Existing Purchases 14 l (858) (928) 

Ft. Myers Unit 2 CT Upgrade 51 --
- ______ ~<?r:t_~~e!g~a_d~~-~~~-~~l]~r_a~iSJ!l_~l~~~- ~l]~rJly_~~rl~e! _ ~6~ ________________________ _ -:: _ ______________ 1_.??? _____ _ 

2017 Turkey Point Unit 1 operation changed to synchronous condenser (398) (396) 
Changes to Existing Purchases 14 l (37) (37) 
Vero Beach Combined Cycle 18l (46) (44) 

________ ~~r! ~y~~9.~~~E1~ ~-e~ ~-E!_n_e!~~Q~ s:;J~~r} ~_n_e!g~ ~_e_n~E1r __ (~)- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ 1 ~4.2_9 ________________ :-: ______ _ 
2018 ~~~~9~!q_E_xi~t~nJl_ ?..u!~~~~~~ ~4~------ ___________________________________ (3_8_8) ______________ {~l!~l_ ____ _ 
2019 --- - -------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------
~~ - - -

--2621- - <j~i~9i~-!~-_E_;l~~~~i-~~!i~~-~~~ -:•T_-_-_-_-_ -_-_-_-_-_ -_-_ -_-_ -_-_-_-_ -_-_ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ -_-_-_-_ -_-_ -_ -_-_-_ -_-_ -_ -j ~9--_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_--1_8_6_-_-_-_-_---_-
2022 Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 16l -- 1,100 

(1) Additional information about these resulting reserve margins and capacity changes are found on Schedules 7 & 8 respectively. 
(2) Winter values are forecasted values for January of the year shown. 

(3) Summer values are forecasted values for August of the year shown. 

(4) These are firm capacity and energy contracts with OF, utilities, and other entities. See Table 1.8.1 and Table 1.8.2 for more details. 

(5) Outages for uprate work. 
(6) All new unit additions are scheduled to be in-service in June of the year shown. All additions assumed to start in June are included 

in the Summer reserve margin calculation starting in that year and in the Winter reserve margin calculation starting with the next year. 
(7) Outages for ESP work. 

(8) This unit will be added as part of the agreement that FPL will serve Vero Beach's electric load starting January, 2014. 
This unit is expected to be retired within 3 years. 
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III.C Discussion of the Projected Resource Plan and Issues Impacting 

FPL's Resource Planning Work 

As indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL's resource planning efforts in 2012 and 

early 2013 were influenced by a number of factors. These factors are expected to 

continue to influence FPL's resource planning work for the foreseeable future. In addition, 

other factors may also influence FPL's on-going resource planning work in the future and 

may result in changes to the resource plan discussed in this document. Eight (8) of these 

factors are discussed below (in no particular order of importance). 

1) Maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system; 

2) Maintaining a balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern 

Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties; 

3) FPL will begin to provide electric service to Vera Beach; 

4) The projected impacts of mandated energy efficiency standards; 

5) FPL's growing dependence upon DSM resources to maintain system reliability; 

6) The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's schedule for reviewing applications for 

Combined Operating Licenses for new nuclear units; 

7) Environmental regulation and/or legislation; and, 

8) Possible establishment of "Clean Energy Standards" or another mechanism to 

promote large scale utilization of renewable energy. 

These 8 factors, and their various impacts on FPL's resource planning efforts including 

the current resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan, are briefly discussed below. 

1. Maintaining/Enhancing System Fuel Diversity; 

FPL is currently dependent upon using natural gas to generate approximately 2/3 of 

the total electricity it delivers to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL's 

electricity that is generated by natural gas is projected to increase. Therefore, FPL is 

continually seeking opportunities to maintain and enhance the fuel diversity of its 

system. 

In 2007, following express direction by the Commission to do so, FPL sought 

approval from the FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal units to its 

system. These two new units would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 2014. 

However, in part due to concerns over potential greenhouse gas emission 
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legislation/regulation, FPL was unable to obtain approval for these units. Several 

other factors are currently unfavorable to new coal units compared to new CC units. 

The first of these factors is a significant reduction in the fuel cost difference between 

coal and natural gas compared to the fuel cost difference projected in 2007 that 

favored coal; i.e., the projected cost advantage of coal versus natural gas has been 

significantly reduced. Second is the continuation of significantly higher capital costs 

for coal units compared to capital costs for CC units. Third is the increased fuel 

efficiency of new CC units compared to projected CC unit efficiencies in 2007. 

Fourth are the stricter environmental regulations, and the possibility of other 

environmental regulations that address greenhouse gas emissions, that are more 

unfavorable to new coal units than to new CC units. Consequently, FPL does not 

believe that new advanced technology coal units are currently economically, 

politically, or environmentally viable fuel diversity enhancement options in Florida. 

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to nuclear energy and renewable energy to 

enhance its fuel diversity and to using natural gas more efficiently. In regard to 

nuclear energy, in 2008 the FPSC approved the need to increase capacity at FPL's 

four existing nuclear units and authorized FPL to recover project-related expenditures 

that are approved as a result of annual nuclear cost recovery filings. In April of this 

year FPL will have completed this Extended Power Uprate (EPU) project and more 

than 500 MW of additional nuclear capacity will have been achieved to benefit FPL's 

customers. 5 

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that 

would be necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey 

Point site in the future. These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with 

the opportunity to construct these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to 

be up to 20 years from the time the licenses and permits are granted, and then to 

operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter. At the time this document is being 

finalized, the earliest practical deployment date for the first of the two new nuclear 

units, Turkey Point Unit 6, is projected to be 2022. 

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding or maintaining 

renewable resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a 

5 
The value for the increased capacity delivered by the EPU project will be known once the final testing at all of the four 

nuclear units is completed. At the time this document was being finalized, this testing had not yet been completed. 
However, for resource planning analysis purposes, a specific MW value is needed for calculations. For these analysis 
purposes, FPL is assuming the EPU project will have delivered a nominal 510 MW which equates to approximately 501 
MW Summer and 516 MW Winter. 
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variety of discussions with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or 

extending current agreements that are scheduled to end during the ten-year reporting 

period of this document. As previously mentioned, FPL has recently signed power 

purchase agreements with EcoGen that will result in FPL receiving 180 MW of firm 

capacity from biomass facilities beginning in 2021. 

FPL ·also sought and received approval from the FPSC in 2008 to add 11 0 MW 

through three new FPL-owned solar facilities: one solar thermal facility and two 

photovoltaic (PV) facilities. One 25 MW PV facility began commercial operation in 

2009. The remaining two solar facilities, a 10 MW PV facility and a 75 MW solar 

thermal steam generating facility, began commercial operation in 2010. The addition 

of these renewable energy facilities was made possible due to enabling legislation 

from the Florida Legislature in 2008. FPL remains strongly supportive of Federal 

and/or State legislation that enables electric utilities to add renewable energy 

resources and authorize the utilities to recover appropriate costs for these resources. 

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from 

the FPSC to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites 

with new, highly efficient CC units that replace the former steam generating units on 

each of those sites. The modernizations of Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach are 

currently underway and are projected to go in-service on time in mid-2013 and mid-

2014, respectively. On April 9th, 2012, FPL received FPSC approval to proceed with 

a similar modernization project at the Port Everglades site which is scheduled for 

completion in mid-2016. The modernization of Port Everglades will retain the 

capability of receiving water-borne delivery of oil as a backup fuel. 

In regard to natural gas delivery, FPL issued a request for proposals (RFP) in 

December 2012 for new natural gas pipeline capacity into Florida and FPL's service 

territory. A third pipeline utilizing a new route would result in a more reliable, more 

economic, and more diverse natural gas supply for FPL's customers and the state of 

Florida. Proposals to this RFP are due in early April 2013. 
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In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain 

or enhance system fuel diversity. Moreover, FPL is also maintaining the ability to 

utilize fuel oil at existing units that have that capability. In this regard, FPL is in the 

process of installing electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) at its four 800 MW steam 

generating units at the Martin and Manatee sites which will enable FPL to retain the 

ability to burn oil, as needed, at these sites while retaining the flexibility to use natural 

gas when economically attractive. 

2. Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation in Southeastern Florida: 

In recent years, an imbalance was projected to develop between regionally installed 

generation and regional peak load in Southeastern Florida. With such an imbalance, 

a significant amount of energy required in the Southeastern Florida region during 

peak periods would need to be provided either by operating less efficient generating 

units located in Southeastern Florida out of economic dispatch, or by importing the 

energy through the transmission system from plants located outside the region. FPL's 

prior planning work concluded that either additional installed generating capacity in 

this region, or additional installed transmission capacity capable of delivering more 

electricity from outside the region, would be required to address this imbalance. 

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location, 

four recent capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, & 

3) were determined to be the most cost-effective options to meet FPL's capacity 

needs in the near-term. In addition, FPL has added increased capacity at FPL's 

existing two nuclear units at Turkey Point as part of the previously mentioned EPU 

project. The recently approved Port Everglades modernization project scheduled for 

completion in 2016 will also significantly aid in mitigating this imbalance. Adding the 

additional generation capacity through the projects mentioned above contributes to 

addressing the imbalance between generation and load in Southeastern Florida for 

approximately the remainder of this decade. 

The planned addition of two new nuclear units at FPL's Turkey Point site, Turkey 

Point Unit 6 in 2022 and Turkey Point Unit 7 in 2023, will also address the imbalance 

issue for an additional period of time beginning in the next decade. Due to steadily 

increasing load in the Southeastern region, the Southeastern Florida imbalance issue 

will remain an important consideration in FPL's on-going resource planning work in 

future years. 
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3. FPL Will Begin to Provide Electric Service to Vero Beach: 

FPL will begin serving Vera Beach's electrical load beginning January 1, 2014. An 

agreement to this effect was reached between Vera Beach and FPL on February 19, 

2013, and a referendum was held on March 12, 2013 resulted in a majority of Vera 

Beach voters approving the agreement. The additional peak load that FPL will serve 

is projected to be 155 MW (Summer) in 2014 with additional growth in this peak load 

expected thereafter. 

4. The Impacts of Mandated Energy Efficiency Standards: 

Recent increases in the level of federal- and state-mandated energy efficiency 

standards for appliances, lighting, and other electric equipment began in 2005 with 

the passage of the National Energy Policy Act. These mandated efficiency standards 

have been periodically raised and extended since that time. FPL accounts for the 

impacts of these efficiency standards on projected peak load and annual energy 

usage in its load forecast. 

The magnitude of efficiency that is being delivered to FPL's customers through these 

standards is s~gnificant. For example, by the year 2022, the cumulative impact of 

these standards since 2005 is expected to result in a reduction in FPL's Summer 

peak of approximately 2,900 MW compared to what the projected load would have 

been without the efficiency standards. This represents a decrease of approximately 

10% in the forecasted Summer peak load for 2022. Likewise, FPL's forecasted net 

energy for load (NEL) in the year 2022 is projected to be approximately 11 ,850 GWh 

lower compared to what the projected NEL would have been without the efficiency 

standards. This represents a decrease of approximately 8% in the forecasted NEL for 

2022. 

In addition to lowering FPL's forecast from what it otherwise would have been, and 

thus lowering FPL's projected resource needs, this projection of increased efficiency 

from the efficiency standards also affects FPL's resource planning in another way. 

The mandated higher efficiency standards lower the potential for future MW and 

GWh reductions from FPL's demand side management (DSM) programs that 

address the specific appliances and equipment covered by the standards. FPL will 

take this fact into consideration in the aspects of its resource planning work that 
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involve consideration of both the magnitude and type of DSM resources in its DSM 

portfolio. 

5. FPL's Increasing Dependence On DSM Resources to Maintain System 

Reliability: 

With its 2013 Site Plan, FPL continues to project that it will become increasingly 

dependent upon DSM resources to maintain system reliability. This projected trend 

has been previously discussed in FPL's 2011 and 2012 Site Plans. This trend is 

largely a result of two things: (1) high levels of DSM implementation by FPL required 

by the FPSC, and (2) relatively low growth in forecasted load. 6 

In regard to these two factors, in late 2009 the FPSC imposed significantly higher 10-

year DSM Goals than had been deemed appropriate in previous DSM Goals dockets. 

For example, the 2009 Goals level was set at approximately 150 MW per year, 

almost double the previous 2004 Goals level of approximately 80 MW per year. The 

FPSC's 2011 DSM Plan decision subsequently lowered these required levels of 

DSM, but only by a relatively small amount to approximately 120-to-130 MW per 

year. As a consequence, FPL's resource planning is projecting DSM implementation 

of approximately 120-to-130 MW per year through the year 2019. During this time 

frame, FPL's projected load growth is considerably lower than the load growth 

projected when the 2004 Goals target of approximately 80 MW per year was set. 

Consequently, DSM growth is projected to continue at a high level while FPL's 

projected load growth has slowed. As a result, the FPL system is becoming 

increasingly dependent upon DSM to maintain system reliability. 

In its 2011 and 2012 Site Plans, FPL discussed this projected trend of increasing 

dependence upon DSM resources using a new type of reserve margin projection as 

an indicator: a "generation-only reserve margin" (gen-only RM). In calculating the 

values for this indicator, all of FPL's projected incremental load management and 

energy efficiency program capabilities, and its existing load management capability, 

are removed from the reserve margin calculation. 

6 
Other contributing factors include the expiration of existing PPAs such as UPSR, the effective expiration of the SJRPP 

PPA, and the retirement of several older FPL generating units for economic reasons. 
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The resulting gen-only RM values indicate what FPL's reserve margin values are 

projected to be based solely on generation resources. The lower the gen-only RM 

values, the greater FPL's dependence is upon DSM resources. 

The gen-only RM projections from the 2011 and 2012 Site Plans were presented in 

Schedules 7.3 and 7.4 in those Site Plans. These schedules consistently showed 

that FPL's gen-only RM values were projected to significantly decrease throughout 

the 1 0-year reporting period of those Site Plans, and to decline to single-digit values 

in the latter years of the reporting periods. These projections indicate a steadily 

growing dependence on DSM resources to maintain system reliability. Schedule 7.3 

in this year's Site Plan, presented near the back of this chapter, shows a similar 

projection. FPL's gen-only RM is projected to be in the general range of 16.3% to 

18.0% for the period of 2013 through 2016, then decrease steadily until 2021 when 

the projected gen-only RM value is 6.9%. In 2022, the projected gen-only RM value 

is 4.7% if potential delays (see discussion below) preclude FPL from bringing Turkey 

Point Unit 6 into service as currently planned in 2022. Schedule 7.4 presents the 

projection of FPL's gen-only RM after accounting for the planned addition of Turkey 

Point Unit 6 in 2022. This addition increases the projected gen-only RM value to 

8.9%. 

These consistent projections of increasing dependence on DSM resources to 

maintain system reliability are of concern to FPL because of the various voluntary 

aspects associated with customer participation in DSM programs, FPL believes that 

system reliability risk increases as dependence on DSM resources increases. 

Therefore, this issue will continue to be analyzed in FPL's on-going resource 

planning work. 

6. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Schedule for Review of Applications for 

New Nuclear Units: 

As the 2013 Site Plan is being finalized, it is unclear when the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) will issue a new schedule for its review of FPL's application for a 

Combined Operating License (COL) for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 nuclear units 

and the potential impact that revised schedule may have on the overall project 

schedule. FPL will require a Combined Operating License (COL) from the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC) before construction of the two new nuclear units 

planned for the Turkey Point site. During 2012, the NRC placed several review 
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schedules "under review", including FPL's COL application. At the time this Site Plan 

is being finalized, the NRC has not identified a date by which it will issue a new 

schedule. Once the NRC's new review schedule is issued, FPL will conduct a project 

schedule review, integrating this information with other relevant information, to 

determine earliest practicable in-service date for Turkey Point Unit 6. 

7. Environmental Regulation and/or Legislation: 

As developments occur in regard to new environmental regulations and/or laws, and 

in how current environmental regulations/laws are interpreted and applied, the 

potential exists for changes to occur in FPL's resource plan that is presented in this 

document. For example, FPL has become aware of potential impacts to generating 

units of recent EPA changes to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards that 

include shorter duration 1-hour standards for N02 and S02• FPL has begun the 

process of evaluating the impact of these standards on the fossil generating fleet, 

especially the higher emitting peaking gas turbines that have short emission stacks. 

The results of this analysis could potentially change FPL's resource plan information 

that is contained in this document. 

8. Possible Establishment of "Clean Energy Standards": 

Another factor that could influence FPL's resource planning, and could result in 

changes to the resource plan presented in this Site Plan, is the possibility of the 

establishment of a Florida standard for renewable energy or clean energy. A 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) proposal was prepared by the FPSC, and then 

sent to the Florida Legislature for consideration, with a possible change to a Clean 

Portfolio Standard (CPS), during the 2009 legislative session. However, no RPS or 

CPS legislation was enacted in that session or in subsequent legislative sessions. 

Furthermore, during the 2012 legislative session, the legislature deleted a now 

obsolete directive to the FPSC that had instructed them to adopt RPS rules. RPS or 

CPS legislation, or other legislative initiatives regarding renewable or clean energy 

contributions, may still occur in the future at either the state or national level. If such 

legislation is enacted in later years, FPL would then determine what steps need to be 

taken to address the legislation. Such steps would then be discussed in FPL's Site 

Plan in the year following the enactment of such legislation. 
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111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These 

programs include both conservation initiatives and load management. FPL's DSM efforts 

through 2012 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 

4,652 MW (Summer) at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of 

approximately 62,653 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for 

reserve margin requirements, FPL's DSM efforts through 2012 have eliminated the need 

to construct the equivalent of approximately 14 new 400 MW generating units. 

FPL has consistently been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. 

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2011 data (the last year for 

which the DOE data was available at the time this Site Plan is being developed), FPL 

ranked # 2 nationally in cumulative DSM demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has 

achieved these significant DSM accomplishments while seeking to lessen the DSM

based impact on electric rates for all of its customers. 

During 2012 and early 2013, FPL offered the following DSM programs to its customers: 

Residential DSM Programs 

1. Air-Conditioning: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and 

growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to install high

efficiency central air-conditioning systems. 

2. Load Management (On Call): This program is designed to reduce the Summer and 

Winter coincident peak demand and energy by turning off customers' appliances for 

varying durations. Load control equipment is installed at selected customer end-use 

equipment, allowing FPL to control these loads. Qualifying equipment includes 

central electric air conditioners, central electric heaters, conventional electric water 

heaters, and swimming pool pumps. 

3. Building Envelope: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and 

growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to improve the thermal 

efficiency of the building structure. 

4. New Construction (BuildSma@: This program is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand through the design and 
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construction of energy-efficient homes. The program encourages builders and 

developers to achieve the ENERGY ST AR®qualification. 

5. Duct System Testing and Repair: This program is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

repair air leaks identified in air-conditioning duct systems. 

6. Low Income Weatherization: This program is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by partnering with government 

and non-profit agencies to assist eligible low income FPL residential customers to 

reduce the cost of heating and cooling their homes. The agencies include 

weatherization agency providers (WAPS), non-weatherization agency providers (non

WAPS), and other providers approved by FPL. The rebates are used by these 

providers to leverage their funds to increase the overall energy efficiency of the 

homes they are retrofitting. 

7. Home Energy Survey: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and 

growth of coincident peak demand by offering home energy surveys to customers. 

This objective is accomplished by educating customers on energy efficiency and 

encouraging customers to perform recommended practices and measures, even if 

they are not included in FPL's DSM Plan. The energy survey is also used to identify 

customers for other residential rebate programs dependent upon survey findings. 

(Note, FPL does not count demand and energy savings from this program towards 

achieving its DSM Goals.) 

Business DSM Programs 

1. Heating, Ventilating. and Air Conditioning (HVAC): This program is designed to 

reduce energy consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging 

customers to install high-efficiency HVAC systems. The current FPL program 

includes rebates for: 1) thermal storage; 2) chillers; 3) energy recovery ventilator 

units; 4) direct expansion (DX) units and efficient air conditioning room units; 5) 

demand control ventilation systems including kitchen hood control; and 6) electrically 

commutated motors for air conditioning systems. 

2. Commercial Industrial Demand Reduction (CDR): This program is designed to 

reduce the growth of coincident peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 

kW or greater during periods of extreme demand, capacity shortages, or system 

emergencies. 
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3. Commercial/Industrial Load Control (CILC): This program is designed to reduce 

the growth of coincident peak demand by controlling customer loads of 200 kW or 

greater during periods of extreme demand, capacity shortages, or system 

emergencies. This program was closed to new participants as of December 31, 2000, 

4. Building Envelope: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and 

growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to install eligible 

building envelope measures (e.g., roof/ceiling insulation, reflective roof coatings and 

window treatments). 

5. Business On Call: This program is designed to reduce the summer coincident peak 

demand and energy by turning off customers' direct expansion central electric air

conditioning units. 

6. Efficient Lighting: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and 

growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to install high

efficiency lighting systems. 

7. Business Custom Incentive: This program is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

install unique high-efficiency systems not addressed by other FPL DSM programs. 

8. Water Heating: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and growth 

of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to install high-efficiency water 

heating systems. 

9. Refrigeration: This program is designed to reduce energy consumption and growth 

of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to install high-efficiency 

refrigeration systems. 

10. Business Energy Evaluation (BEE): This program is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by offering energy audits to 

business customers. This objective is accomplished by educating customers on 

energy efficiency and encouraging customers to perform recommended practices 

and measures, even if these are not addressed by other FPL DSM programs. The 

BEE is also used to qualify customers for other FPL business rebate programs 

dependent upon audit findings. (Note, FPL does not count demand or energy savings 

from this program towards achieving its DSM Goals.) 
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11. Cogeneration and Small Power Production: Facilitates FPL compliance with all 

regulatory requirements concerning qualifying facilities and small power producers. 

Assists customers in the evaluation of potential cogeneration projects, including self

generation. (Note, FPL does not count demand or energy savings from this program 

towards achieving its DSM Goals) 

Solar Pilot Programs 

1. Residential Photovoltaic (PV) Pilot: This pilot is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

install PV systems in residential homes. 

2. Residential Solar Water Heating Pilot: This pilot is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

install solar water heating systems in homes. 

3. Residential Solar Water Heating (Low Income New Construction) Pilot: This pilot 

is designed to reduce energy consumption and growth of coincident peak demand, 

increase the efficiency of low income housing, and demonstrate the practical 

application of solar water heating in residential new construction by providing solar 

water heating systems to selected low income housing developments throughout 

FPL's service territory. 

4. Business Photovoltaic (PV) Pilot: This pilot is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

install PV systems in businesses. 

5. Business Photovoltaic (PVl for Schools Pilot: This pilot is designed to reduce 

energy consumption and growth of coincident peak demand and demonstrate and 

educate future generations on the practical applications of PV by providing PV 

systems and educational materials for selected schools in all public school districts 

throughout FPL's service territory. 

6. Business Solar Water Heating Pilot: This pilot is designed to reduce energy 

consumption and growth of coincident peak demand by encouraging customers to 

install solar water heating systems in businesses. 
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DSM Research and Development: 

Conservation Research and Development (CRD): CRD is an umbrella research 

project under which potential new DSM technologies are analyzed. Several FPL DSM 

programs have emerged from the CRD project including Business Building Envelope, 

Business On Call, and Residential New Construction (BuildSmart@} programs. This 

project has also resulted in the addition of cost-effective measures to existing programs, 

such as the inclusion of Energy Recovery Ventilators to the Business HVAC Program. 

DSM Goals: 

The FPSC in late 2009 imposed significantly higher DSM Goals for FPL for 2010 - 2019 

than were deemed appropriate in prior DSM Goals dockets. The DSM Goals imposed by 

the FPSC have three components: Summer MW reductions, Winter MW reductions, and 

GWh reductions. The Summer MW component, and to a much lesser degree the Winter 

MW reduction component, impacts FPL's need for future resources such as those 

discussed in this document. The GWh reduction component has no impact on FPL's 

need for future resources. 

In 2011, based on concerns over the projected higher electric rates that would result if a 

new DSM Plan to meet the new 2009 DSM Goals were implemented, the FPSC 

instructed FPL to continue executing its currently existing DSM programs (FPSC Order 

PSC-11-0590-FOF-EG). The projected demand reduction impact of these DSM programs 

from 2013 through 2019, plus an assumed additional100 MW per calendar year for 2020 

through 2022, is presented below in Table 111.0.1. (Subsequent analyses will ultimately 

determine the actual levels of DSM that should be added in these later years.) 
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Table 111.0.1: FPL's Projected DSM Summer MW Reduction for 2013 - 2022 

August MW values (at the Generator) 

Cumulative 
Summer DSM 
MW for FPL (at 

Year Generator) 

2013 124 
2014 243 
2015 369 
2016 494 
2017 619 
2018 745 
2019 870 
2020 970 
2021 1,070 
2022 1,170 

FPL's intent is to follow the FPSC's directions regarding DSM implementation and to 

continue its national leadership role in DSM. In doing so, FPL will maintain focus on 

lessening the DSM-based impact on electric rates for all of FPL's customers and 

ensuring that FPL's system reliability does not become too dependent upon DSM 

resources. 

III.E Transmission Plan 

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and 

energy to FPL's retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL's 

proposed future additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under 

the Transmission Line Siting Act. 

Florida Power & Light Company 75 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 84 of 248

Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Line Commercial Nominal 

Line Terminals Terminals Length In-Service Voltage Capacity 

Ownership (To) (From) CKT. Date (MoNr) (KV) (MVA) 

Miles 

FPL St. Johns " Pringle 25 Dec -17 230 759 

FPL Manatee"'' Bob White 30 Dec -14 230 1195 

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006. This project is to be completed in two 

phases. Phase I consisted of 4 miles of new 230 kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed in May-2009. 

Phase II consists of 21 miles of new 230 kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by 

Dec-2017. 

2/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on November 6, 2008. This project consists of 30 miles of new 

230 kV line (Manatee to Bob White) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2014 

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL's 

projected generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These 

transmission facilities (described on the following pages) are for the remaining capacity 

increase (uprate) at the existing Turkey Point Unit 4 nuclear generating unit, the 

generating capacity additions with the Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach and Port 

Everglades modernizations, and the planned new nuclear capacity addition at the Turkey 

Point site from Turkey Point Unit 6. 
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III.E.1 Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Unit 4 Capacity Uprate 

The work that was required to address the remainder of the Turkey Point Unit 4 uprate in 

2013 in regard to the FPL grid consisted of the following: 

I. Substation: 

1. At Turkey Point Switchyard, install two 5-0hm series phase inductors combined with 

external shunt capacitors on the southeast and southwest 230 kV operating busses. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard, replace twelve 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

3. Uprate the Unit 4 main step-up transformer to 970 MVA. 

4. Replace spare main step-up transformer with 1028 MVA transformer. 

5. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

6. Replace breaker failure panels at Davis Substation. 

7. Replace breaker failure panels at Flagami Substation. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade the existing string busses for Unit 4 between the main step-up transformer 

and the switchyard with spacers between the conductors. 
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

in 2013 to the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with four breakers to connect 

the three combustion turbines (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses to Cape Canaveral 230 

kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. At Cape Canaveral Switchyard replace eight 230 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work and equipment connections. 

5. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Relocate the Cape Canaverai-Grissom 115 kV line. 
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center in 

2014 to the FPL grid is as follows: 

I. Substation: 

1. Expand the Riviera Beach 230 kV Switchyard five breakers to accommodate 

terminals for one combustion turbine (CT), and one steam turbine (ST). 

2. Construct a new 138 kV Riviera Beach Switchyard - five bays, 14 breakers with 

terminals to connect two CT units and seven 138 kV lines. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-370 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment. 

5. At Ranch Substation, add a new 230 kV bay 5 and upgrade bay 4 to 3000 Amperes. 

6. At Sugar Substation, install one set of 2.5 Ohm phase inductors on the Corbett-Sugar 

230 kV line. 

7. Breaker replacements: 

Ranch Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

Broward Substation - Replace one 230 kV breaker 

II. Transmission: 

1. Break the Indiantown-Riviera Beach 230 kV and extend each of the line segments 

south (approx. 4 miles) to connect to the Ranch 230 kV Substation forming 

Indiantown-Ranch and a Ranch-Riviera Beach 230 kV circuits. 

2. Remove Corbett-Ranch #2 230 kV line at Ranch and: 

a. extend to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV line N/S corridor (approx. 10 miles). 

3. Break Cedar-Corbett 230 kV (near Ranch Sub in Corbett-Jog section) and: 

a. Extend Cedar side to Riviera Beach, (approx. 15 miles) creating new Cedar

Riviera Beach 230 kV. 

b. Extend Corbett side to meet the Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV N/S corridor (approx. 

10 miles). 

4. Break Cedar-Lauderdale 230 kV (near 230 corridor running N/S) 

a. Connect Cedar side to meet 3.b. to create a Cedar to Corbett 230 kV. 

b. Connect Lauderdale side to meet 2.a. to create a Corbett to Lauderdale 230 kV. 

5. Upgrade the existing IBM-Yamato 138 kV line to 1200 Amperes. 
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6. New underground 138 kV tie line between new Riviera Beach 138 kV Switchyard and 

560 MVA, 230/138 kV autotransformer in the expanded Riviera Beach 230 kV 

Substation. 

7. Relocate six existing 138 kV lines from existing Riviera Beach 138 kV Switchyard to 

new Riviera Beach 138 kV Switchyard. 
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III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy 
Center (Modernization) 

The work required to connect the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

in 2016 to the FPL grid is projected to be: 

I. Substation: 

1. Construct two string busses to connect two combustion turbines (CT) to the Port 

Everglades 138 kV Substation. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect one CT, and one steam turbine (ST) to the 

Port Everglades 230 kV Substation. 

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-450 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and 

one for the ST. 

4. Replace ten (10) 138 kV breakers 

5. Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers 

6. At Port Everglades Switchyard replace twenty-two 138 kV disconnect switches. Also 

upgrade associated jumpers, bus work, and equipment connections. 

7. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment. 

II. Transmission: 

1. Upgrade of existing transmission facilities: 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades-Port Everglades 

Tap 138kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades Tap-Port 

Everglades Tap 2 138 kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Port Everglades Tap 1-Dania 138 

kV line section. 

An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Dania-Hollywood 138 kV line 

section. 
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III.E.S Transmission Facilities for Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

The work required to connect the Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 by Summer 2022 to the 

FPL grid is projected to be: 

I. Substation: 

1. Build new Clear Sky 500/230kV Switchyard with six (6) bays on the 230 kV section 

for generator main step-up transformer connection, reserve auxiliary transformer 

connections, four (4) 230 kV line terminals, two (2) autotransformers and two (2) 500 

kV line terminals. 

2. At Turkey Point Switchyard add a new bay to accommodate the Turkey Point-Clear 

Sky 230 kV line terminal. 

3. At Gratigny Substation install a second 230/138 kV autotransformer with one ( 1) 230 

kV breaker and one ( 1) 138 kV breaker. 

4. At Pennsuco Substation install a fourth line terminal to accommodate the Pennsuco

Ciear Sky 230 kV line by converting the ring bus to a breaker and a half scheme and 

adding four (4) 230 kV breakers. 

5. At Davis Substation construct two (2) new 230kV line terminals for the Clear Sky

Davis 230 kV line and the Davis-Miami 230 kV line with a switch-able inductor to be 

installed on the Davis-Miami 230 kV line 

6. At Levee Substation expand 500 kV section to accommodate the two (2) Levee-Clear 

Sky 500 kV lines. 

7. At Andytown Substation install two (2) 5-0hm inductors combined with external shunt 

capacitors on the 230kV side of the 500/230 autotransformers (one per auto). 

8. At Miami Substation expand the 230kV section to a double bus configuration and add 

a new 230kV line terminal for Davis line and replace one (1) autotransformer. 

9. At Flagami Substation install a small inductor on one end of the Flagami-Miami 

230kV #2 circuit. 

10. Breaker replacements: 

Flagami Substation - Replace five (5) 230 kV breakers and three (3) 138 kV breakers 

Miami Substation- Replace one (1) 230 kV breaker and four (4) 138 kV breakers 

Davis Substation - Replace two (2) 230 kV breakers 

Dade Substation - Replace seven (7) 230 kV breakers 

Court Substation - Replace one ( 1) 138 kV breaker. 
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II. Transmission: 

1. FPL will design and construct two (2) 500kV transmission lines from the new Clear 

Sky Substation to the existing FPL Levee 500kV Substation switchyard. The lines 

will be approximately 43 miles long. 

2. Construct a new Clear Sky-Davis 230kV line (approximately 19 miles) with a rating of 

2990 Amperes. 

3. Construct a new Clear Sky-Pennsuco 230kV line (approximately 52 miles) with a 

rating of 2990 Amperes. 

4. Construct a new Davis-Miami 230kV line (approximately 18 miles) with a rating of 

2297 Amperes. 

5. Construct a new Clear Sky-Turkey Point 230kV line (approximately 0.5 miles) with a 

rating of 2990 Amperes. 

III.F. Renewable Resources 

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable 

energy technologies to serve its customers. FPL has been involved since 1976 in 

renewable energy research and development and in facilitating the implementation of 

various renewable energy technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL's renewable 

energy efforts in this document, those efforts will be placed into five categories. 

Two of these categories are Supply-Side Efforts - Power Purchases, and Supply-Side 

Efforts - FPL Facilities. Starting in 2011, the energy (MWh) total output from these 

renewable energy sources was greater than the energy produced from oil-fired 

generation. This was also true in 2012. The renewable energy information is presented 

in Schedule 11.1, and the oil-based energy information is presented in Schedule 6.1 . 

Both of these schedules are presented at the end of this chapter. 

1) Early Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in the late 1970s in 

demonstrating the first residential PV system east of the Mississippi. This PV 

installation at FSEC's Brevard County location was in operation for over 15 years and 

provided valuable information about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a 

daily and annual basis. FPL later installed a second PV system at the FPL Flagami 

substation in Miami. This 1 0-kilowatt (kW) system was placed into operation in 1984. 

(The system was removed in 1990 at the conclusion of the PV testing to make room 

for substation expansion.) 
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For a number of years, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility located at the FPL 

Martin Plant Site. This FPL PV test facility was used to test new thin-film PV 

technologies and to identify design, equipment, or procedure changes necessary to 

accommodate direct current electricity from PV facilities into the FPL system. 

Although this testing has ended, the site became the home for PV capacity which 

was installed as a result of FPL's earlier "green pricing" efforts. 

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts: 

In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers' needs, FPL 

initiated the first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to 

facilitate the implementation of solar technologies by its customers. FPL's 

Conservation Water Heating Program, first implemented in 1982, offered incentive 

payments to customers who chose solar water heaters. Before the program ended 

(due to the fact that it was no longer projected to be cost-effective), FPL paid 

incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters. 

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL's Passive 

Home Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate 

information about passive solar building design techniques which are most applicable 

in Florida's climate. As part of this program, three Florida architectural firms created 

complete construction blueprints for six passive home designs with the assistance of 

the FSEC and FPL. These designs and blueprints were available to customers at a 

low cost. During its existence, this program was popular and received a U.S. 

Department of Energy award for innovation. The program was eventually phased out 

due to a revision of the Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). This revision 

was brought about in part by FPL's Passive Home Program. The revision 

incorporated into the Code was one of the most significant passive design techniques 

highlighted in the program: radiant barrier insulation. 

In early 1991, FPL received approval from the FPSC to conduct a research project to 

evaluate the feasibility of using small PV systems to directly power residential 

swimming pool pumps. This research project was completed with mixed results. 

Some of the performance problems identified in the test were deemed to be solvable, 

particularly when new pools are constructed. However, the high initial cost of PV, the 

significant percentage of sites with unacceptable shading, and various customer 

satisfaction issues remain as significant barriers to wide acceptance and use of this 

particular solar application. 
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FPL has since continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts 

have included PV research, development, and education, as well as development 

and implementation of the FPL Next Generation Solar Station Program. This 

initiative also delivers teacher training and curriculum that is tied to the Sunshine 

Teacher Standards in Florida. Additionally, the program provides teacher grants to 

promote and fund projects in the classrooms. 

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at 

their facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, 

Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL 

works with customers to interconnect these customer-owned PV systems. Through 

December 2012, approximately 2,117 customer systems (predominantly residential) 

have been interconnected. 

As part of its 2009 DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for 

Florida's investor-owned utilities to spend up to a set, not-to-exceed amount of 

money annually to facilitate demand side solar water heater and photovoltaic 

applications. FPL's not-to-exceed amount of money for these applications is 

approximately $15.5 million per year through 2014. In regard to this direction, FPL 

received approval from the FPSC in 2011 to initiate a solar pilot portfolio that consists 

of three PV-based programs and three solar water heating-based programs, plus 

Conservation Research and Development. These programs are currently projected to 

be offered through 2014. FPL is evaluating the results to-date from these programs. 

FPL has also been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry 

trends, discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials. From 2002 through the 

end of 2005, FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton 

Exchange Membrane (PEM) fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end

uses while evaluating the technical performance, reliability, economics, and relative 

readiness of the PEM technology. The demonstration projects were conducted in 

partnership with customers and included five locations. The research projects were 

useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can occur in field applications and the 

current commercial viability of this technology. FPL will continue to monitor the 

progress of these technologies and conduct additional field evaluations as significant 

developments in fuel cell technologies occur. 
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3) Supply Side Efforts- Power Purchases: 

FPL has also facilitated renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available 

energy, have been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities. (Please refer to 

Tables I.B.1, I.B.2, and I.C.1 in Chapter 1). 

Periodically, FPL invites renewable energy suppliers to provide proposals for 

renewable power and energy at or below avoided costs in response to FPL's 

Requests for Proposals (RFPs). FPL issued Renewable RFPs in 2007 and 2008 

soliciting proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below 

avoided costs, from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries 

for information from prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or 

phone. 

With regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste 

Authority of Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 

31, 2010 for a 20-year term beginning in April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. 

However, the SWA refurbished their generating unit ahead of schedule and, as of 

January 2012, this unit began delivering firm capacity to FPL. In 2011, the FPSC 

approved a contract for an additional 70 MW between FPL and SWA for a new unit to 

be constructed and to begin delivering firm capacity and energy beginning on 

January 1, 2015. At the end of December 2011, the contract between FPL and 

Okeelanta (New Hope) expired. However, Okeelanta continues to deliver energy to 

FPL as an as-available, non-firm supplier of renewable energy. 

4) Supply Side Efforts- FPL Facilities: 

With regard to solar generating facilities, FPL has three such facilities: (i) a 75 MW 

steam generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next Generation 

Solar Energy Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in DeSoto County 

(the DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 1 0 MW PV electric 

generation facility in Brevard County at NASA's Kennedy Space Center (the Space 

Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center). The DeSoto County project was 

completed in 2009 and the other two projects were completed in 2010. These three 

solar facilities were constructed in response to the Florida Legislature's House Bill 

7135 which was signed into law by the Governor in June 2008. 
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House Bill 7135 was enacted to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse 

gas emitting renewable generation in the State of Florida. Specifically, the bill 

authorized cost recovery for the first 11 0 MW of eligible renewable projects that had 

the proper land, zoning, and transmission rights in place. FPL's three solar projects 

met the specified criteria, and were granted approval for cost recovery in 2008. 

Each of the three solar facilities is discussed below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar 

thermal capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on 

the FPL system. This facility consists of solar thermal technology which 

generates steam that is integrated into the existing steam cycle for the Martin 

Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant. This project is the first "hybrid" solar plant in 

the world, and, at the time the facility came in-service, was the second largest 

solar facility in the world and the largest solar plant of any kind in the U.S. outside 

of California. 

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 and provides 25 MW of non

firm capacity and energy, making it one of the largest PV facilities in the U.S. 

The facility utilizes a tracking PV array that is designed to follow the sun as it 

traverses across the sky. 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative 

public/private partnership with NASA. This non-tracking PV facility began 

commercial operation in 2010 and provides 10 MW of non-firm capacity and 

energy. 

For resource planning purposes, FPL currently projects that the output from these 

renewable facilities will be "as available," non-firm energy only. This is due to several 

factors. First, the Martin solar thermal facility is a "fuel-substitute" facility, not a facility 

that provides additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the 

use of fossil fuel to produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility 

is operating. Second, in regard to the two PV facilities, the intermittent nature of the 

solar resource makes it difficult to accurately determine what contribution the PV 

facilities at these specific locations can consistently make at FPL's late Summer 
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afternoon and early Winter morning peak load hours. Once site-specific operating 

data has been gathered for an appropriate amount of time, FPL will then re-evaluate 

the actual output from each PV facility to determine what portion, if any, of its output 

can be projected as firm capacity at the projected peak hours in FPL's resource 

planning work. 

In addition to these three solar facilities, FPL is currently in the process of identifying 

other potential solar sites in the state. FPL is evaluating existing FPL generation 

sites along with potential Greenfield sites within FPL's service territory. These sites 

are discussed further in Chapter IV. 

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts: 

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote 

development of emerging technologies. For example, an alliance has been 

established with the newly formed Southeast National Marine Renewable Energy 

Center (SNMREC) at Florida Atlantic University (FAU), which will focus on the 

commercialization of ocean current, ocean thermal (i.e., energy conversion as well as 

cold water air conditioning), and hydrogen technologies. FPL has been taking the 

lead in assisting FAU with the discussions being held with the U.S. Department of the 

Interior's Minerals Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and 

Enforcement (BOEMRE). BOEMRE is working to establish the permitting process for 

ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf. 

FPL has also developed an alliance with the University of Florida to support its 

biomass-related studies to determine improved vegetative management techniques 

for use in minimizing maintenance costs at FPL's current and future solar sites and to 

perform wind studies within the state. In addition, FPL has partnered with the Florida 

Institute of Technology on fuel cell technology and with the Florida State Universities 

Center for Applied Power System in regard to grid integration of ocean energy and 

other renewables. 

FPL has also developed a "Living Lab" to demonstrate FPL's solar energy 

commitment to employees and visitors at its Juno Beach office facility. To-date, FPL 

has installed five different PV arrays (different technologies) of rooftop PV totaling 24 

kW at the Living Lab. In addition, two PV-covered parking structures with a total of 

approximately 90 kW of PV were constructed at the FPL Juno office parking lot. 

Through these Living Lab projects, FPL is able to evaluate multiple solar 
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technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a renewable business 

model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of solar energy for FPL's 

customers. FPL plans to continue to expand the Living Lab as new solar products 

come to market. 

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple 

emerging technology initiatives including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, 

fuel cell technology, biomass, biofuels, and energy storage. 

III.G FPL's Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuel Mix 

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and 

nuclear energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil-fired generation. 

In the early 1980s, FPL began to purchase "coal-by-wire." In 1987, coal was first 

added to the fuel mix through FPL's partial ownership (20%) and additional 

purchases (30%) from the St. Johns River Power Park (SJRPP). This allowed FPL to 

meet its customers' energy needs with a more diversified mix of energy sources. 

Additional coal resources were added with the partial acquisition (76%) of Scherer 

Unit 4 which began serving FPL's customers in 1991. Starting in 1997, petroleum 

coke was added to the fuel mix as a blend stock with coal at SJRPP when economic. 

The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural 

gas that is used by FPL to provide electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly 

efficient and cost-effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural 

gas. This planning document reflects an evolution in that trend in recognition that, 

although efficient gas-fired generation continues to provide significant benefits to 

FPL's customers, adding natural gas-fired additions exclusively would, in the long 

term, create an unbalanced generation portfolio. In 2009, FPL placed into commercial 

operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site. A third new CC unit was added to the WCEC site in 2011. In addition, FPL is 

currently modernizing its existing Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port 

Everglades plant sites by removing the steam generating units previously on the sites 

and replacing them with three highly efficient new CC units, one at each site. These 

new CC units will provide highly efficient generation that will dramatically improve the 

efficiency of FPL's generation system in general, and, more specifically, the efficiency 

at which natural gas is utilized. 

Florida Power & Light Company 89 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 98 of 248

In addition, FPL is increasing its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates 

of its four existing nuclear units. The uprates have been completed at three of the 

four units, and the uprate work is projected to be completed at the fourth unit at 

approximately the time this Site Plan is completed. With these uprates, more than 

500 MW of additional nuclear capacity have been added to the FPL system. FPL is 

also pursuing plans to obtain licenses, permits, and approvals to construct and 

operate two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site that, in total, would add 

approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity. The earliest date by 

which the first of these two new nuclear units could practically be deployed is 

currently projected to be 2022. 

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has added 110 MW of solar generating 

capacity through a 75 MW solar thermal steam generating facility at FPL's existing 

Martin site, a 25 MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in 

Brevard County. The DeSoto facility was placed into commercial operation in 2009. 

The other two solar facilities were placed into commercial operation in 2010. 

FPL's future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and 

evaluating alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance 

FPL's long-term fuel diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the 

purchase of power from renewable energy facilities, additional FPL-owned renewable 

energy facilities, obtaining additional access to diversified sources of natural gas 

such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from the Mid-Continent 

unconventional reserves, preserving FPL's ability to utilize fuel oil at its existing units, 

and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously discussed, new advanced 

technology coal generating units are not currently considered as viable options in 

Florida in the ten-year reporting period of this document due, in part, to current 

projections of relatively small differences in fuel costs between coal and natural gas, 

significantly higher capital costs for coal units compared to CC units, greater 

efficiencies of CC units, and concerns over non-greenhouse gas environmental 

regulations that would impact coal units more negatively than CC units.) The 

evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and other possible fuel 

diversity alternatives, will be part of FPL's on-going resource planning efforts. 

FPL's current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of 

this "fuel mix" through 2022 based on the resource plan presented in this document, 

is presented in Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter. 
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FPL's Fossil Fuel Cost Forecasts 

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between 

fuels, are major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future resource 

needs. FPL's forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary 

forecasts. 

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal and petroleum coke 

prices, are inherently uncertain due to a significant number of unpredictable and 

uncontrollable drivers that influence the short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, 

coal, and petroleum coke. These drivers include U.S. and worldwide demand, 

production capacity, economic growth, environmental legislation, and politics. 

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability in these factors today and tomorrow 

clearly underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid 

fuel (coal and petroleum coke) price scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of 

long-term price outcomes. In this light, FPL developed and utilized Low, Medium, and 

High price forecasts for fossil fuels in some of its 2012 and early 2013 resource 

planning work, particularly in regard to analyses conducted as part of the nuclear cost 

recovery filing work. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas. For 

oil and natural gas commodity prices, FPL's Medium price forecast applies the 

following methodology: 

a. For 2013 through 2015, the methodology used the February 4, 2013 forward 

curve for New York Harbor 1% sulfur heavy oil, U. S. Gulf Coast 1% sulfur 

heavy oil, ultra low sulfur diesel fuel oil, and Henry Hub natural gas 

commodity prices; 

b. For the next two years (2016 and 2017), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the 

February 4, 2013 forward curve and the most current projections at the time 

from The PIRA Energy Group; 

c. For the 2018 through 2030 period, FPL used the annual projections from The 

PIRA Energy Group; and, 

d. For the period beyond 2030, FPL used the real rate of escalation from the 

Energy Information Administration (EIA). In addition to the development of oil 

and natural gas commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also were 
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prepared for oil and natural gas transportation costs. The addition of 

commodity and transportation forecasts resulted in delivered price forecasts. 

FPL's Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal and petroleum 

coke prices. Coal and petroleum coke prices were based upon the following 

approach: 

a. Delivered price forecasts for Central Appalachian (CAPP), Illinois Basin (IB), 

Powder River Basin (PRB), and South American coal and petroleum coke 

were provided by JD Energy; and, 

b. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assume the 

continuation of the existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until 

expiration, along with the purchase of spot coal, to meet generation 

requirements. 

The development of FPL's Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward 

price, one year ahead. FPL developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty 

which exists within each commodity as well as across commodities. These forecasts 

reflect a range of reasonable forecast outcomes. 

3. Natural Gas Storage 

FPL is under contract through March 2013 for 2 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of firm natural 

gas storage capacity in the Bay Gas storage facility located in Alabama. The Bay 

Gas storage facility is interconnected with the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) 

pipeline. Starting on April 1, 2013, FPL will have entered into a new deal with Bay 

Gas Storage for one year for 2.5 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of firm natural gas storage 

capacity. FPL has predominately utilized natural gas storage to help mitigate gas 

supply problems caused by severe weather and/or infrastructure problems. Over the 

past several years, FPL has acquired upstream transportation capacity on several 

pipelines to help mitigate the risk of off-shore supply problems caused by severe 

weather in the Gulf of Mexico. While this transportation capacity has reduced FPL's 

off-shore exposure, a portion of FPL's supply portfolio remains tied to off-shore 

natural gas sources. Therefore, natural gas storage remains an important tool to 

help mitigate the risk of supply disruptions. For these reasons, FPL has typically 

maintained nearly full natural gas inventory during normal operations from June 

through November (hurricane season). From December through March, FPL 

Florida Power & Light Company 92 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 101 of 248

typically maintains lower levels of natural gas inventory as compared to Summer 

peak months. 

As FPL's reliance on natural gas has increased, its ability to manage the daily 

"swings" that can occur on its system due to weather and unit availability changes 

has become more challenging, particularly from oversupply situations. Natural gas 

storage is a valuable tool to help manage the daily balancing of supply and demand. 

From a balancing perspective, injection and withdrawal rights associated with storage 

have become an increasingly important part of the evaluation of overall storage 

requirements. 

As FPL's system grows to meet customer needs, it must maintain adequate storage 

capacity to continue to help mitigate supply and/or infrastructure problems and to 

provide FPL the ability to manage its supply and demand on a daily basis. FPL will 

continue to evaluate its storage portfolio and enter into arrangements that will help 

increase reliability, provide the necessary flexibility to respond to demand changes, 

and diversify the overall portfolio. 

4. Securing Additional Natural Gas: 

The recent trend of increasing reliance upon natural gas to produce electricity for 

FPL's customers is projected to continue due to FPL's growing load. The addition of 

the highly fuel-efficient Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades 

modernizations will serve to reduce the growth in natural gas use from what it 

otherwise might have been due to the high fuel-efficiency levels of these new CC 

units, but these efficiencies do not fully offset the effects of FPL's growing load. 

Therefore, FPL will need to secure more natural gas supply and more gas 

transportation capacity. The issue is how to secure these additional natural gas 

resources in a manner that is economical for FPL's customers and which maintains 

and/or enhances the reliability of natural gas supply and deliverability to FPL's 

generating units. 

FPL has historically purchased the gas transportation capacity required for new 

natural gas supply from two existing natural gas pipeline companies. As more natural 

gas is delivered through these two pipelines, the impact of a supply disruption on 

either pipeline becomes more problematic. Therefore, FPL issued a Request for 

Proposals (RFP) in December 2012 for gas transportation capacity to meet FPL's 

system natural gas requirements beginning in 2017. The RFP encourages bidders to 
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propose new gas transportation infrastructure to meet Florida's growing need for 

natural gas. A third pipeline would have benefits for FPL and its customers by 

increasing the diversity of FPL's fuel supply sources, increasing the physical reliability 

of the pipeline delivery system, and enhancing competition among pipelines. 

Responses to this RFP are due in early April 2013. 

5. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to 

the nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and 

other comments regarding FPL's nuclear fuel cost forecast. 

a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL's Plants 

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a 

commercial nuclear power reactor. These steps are summarized below. 

(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States. During the first step, uranium is mined from 

the ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in

situ leaching operations, or production as a by-product from other mining 

operations, such as gold, copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first 

step is the raw uranium delivered as an oxide, U308 (sometimes referred to as 

yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U308 is chemically converted into 

UF6 which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further 

removes any chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, 

which requires uranium to be in a gaseous state. 

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment. Natural uranium contains 

0.711% of uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at 

an atomic mass of 238 (U-238). FPL's nuclear reactors use uranium with a 

higher percentage of up to five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms. Because natural 

uranium does not contain a sufficient amount of U-235, the third step increases 

the percentage amount of U-235 from 0.711% to a level specified when 

designing the reactor core (typically in a range from approximately 3% to as high 

as 5%). The output of this enrichment process is enriched uranium in the form of 

UF6. 
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(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is 

changed to a U02 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are 

sealed and bundled together into fuel assemblies. These fuel assemblies are 

then delivered to the plant site for insertion in a reactor. 

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the 

nuclear fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries. 

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step 

(1) Mining: The impact of the earthquake and tsunami that struck the Fukushima 

nuclear complex in Japan in March 2011 is still having a significant impact on the 

uranium market. Current demand has declined and several of the production 

facilities have announced delays. Factors of importance are: 

• Hedge funds are still very active in the market. This causes more 

speculative demand that is not tied to market fundamentals and causes 

the market price to move up or down just based on news that might 

affect future demand. 

• Some of the uranium inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy 

(DOE) is finding its way into the market periodically to fund cleanup of 

certain Department of Energy facilities. 

• Although a limited number of new nuclear units are scheduled to start 

production in the U.S. during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, 

more specifically China, have announced an increase in construction of 

new units which may cause uranium prices to trend up in the near future. 

Over a 1 0-year horizon, FPL expects the market to be more consistent with 

market fundamentals. The supply picture is more stable, with laws enacted to 

resolve the import of Russian-enriched uranium, by allowing some imports of 

Russian-enriched uranium to meet about 20-25% of needs for currently operating 

units, but with no restriction on the first core for new units and no restrictions after 

2020. New and current facilities continue to add capacity to meet demands. 

Actual demand tends to grow over time because of the long lead time to build 

nuclear units. However, FPL cannot discount the possibility of future periodic 

sharp increase in prices, but believes such occurrences will likely be temporary in 

nature. 

Florida Power & Light Company 95 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 104 of 248

FPL's nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL's analysis based on 

inputs from various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. 

(2) Conversion: The conversion market is also in a state of flux due to the 

Fukushima events. Insufficient planned production is currently forecasted after 

2013 to meet the higher demand scenario, but it is projected to be sufficient to 

meet most reference case scenarios. As with additional raw uranium production, 

supply will expand beyond current level once more firm commitments are made 

including commitments to building new nuclear units. FPL expects long term 

price stability for conversion services to support world demand. 

(3) Enrichment: As a result of the Fukushima events in March 2011, the near

term price of enrichment services has been declining for the last two years. 

However, plans for several of the new facilities that were expected to come on

line in the next few years have been delayed. Also, some of the current high 

operating cost diffusion plants have shut down. As with supply for the other 

steps of the nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of future capacity is feasible within the 

lead time for constructing new nuclear units and any other projected increase in 

demand. Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue to be balanced 

such that FPL expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The tight 

supply/demand profile will most likely result in the price of enrichment services 

remaining stable or declining for the next few years before starting to increase. 

(4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated 

by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can 

qualify as suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and 

demand is expected to show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable 

future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. supply and demand. The supply for the 

U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet U.S. demand for the foreseeable 

future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

The calculations for the nuclear fuel cost forecasts used in FPL's 2012 and early 

2013 resource planning work were performed consistent with the method then 

used for FPL's Fuel Clause filings, including the assumption of refueling outages 

every 18 months and plant operation at power uprate levels. The costs for each 

step to fabricate the nuclear fuels were added to come up with the total costs of 
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the fresh fuel to be loaded at each refueling (acquisition costs). The acquisition 

cost for each group of fresh fuel assemblies were then amortized over the energy 

produced by each group of fuel assemblies. FPL also added 1 mill per kilowatt 

hour net to reflect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 
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Schedule 5 
Fuel Requirements 

(for FPL only) 

Actual1/ Forecasted 
Fuel Reguirements Units 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

(1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 241 188 291 298 300 306 303 300 306 302 300 357 

(2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,135 2,692 2,879 3,048 3,451 3,121 3,509 3,417 3,695 3,822 3,896 3,888 

(3) Residual (F06)- Total 1,000 BBL 1,141 459 401 339 489 629 283 405 314 382 417 282 
(4) Steam 1,000 BBL 1,141 459 401 339 489 629 283 405 314 382 417 282 

(5) Distillate (F02)- Total 1,000 BBL 332 23 39 56 214 63 23 5 15 22 5 
(6) Steam 1,000 BBL 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(7) cc 1,000 BBL 290 15 4 24 52 153 49 2 1 3 1 
(8) CT 1,000 BBL 40 4 1 15 4 62 14 21 4 14 18 4 

(9) Natural Gas - Total 1,000 MCF 555,988 595,396 527,468 551,511 554,210 572,447 585,028 599,799 587,485 596,930 601,354 571,252 
(10) Steam 1,000 MCF 61,272 46,112 2,905 2,159 3,486 5,250 4,590 6,571 5,073 6,115 6,560 4,636 
(11) cc 1,000 MCF 486,116 546,386 523,796 548,510 549,998 565,976 579,234 592,222 581,374 589,516 593,419 565,588 
(12) CT 1,000 MCF 8,600 2,899 767 843 727 1,221 1,204 1,006 1,038 1,299 1,375 1,028 

1/ Source: A Schedules. 
Note: Solar contributions are provided on Schedules 6.1 and 6.2. 
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Schedule 6.1 
Energy Sources 

Actual" Forecasted 
!;nergJl Sources .!.!M! ill.1 2012 ill1 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 1l!ll ~ 

(1) Annual Energy GV\11-1 6.008 5,186 2,175 2,730 3,061 1,241 109 0 0 0 0 0 
Interchange 2/ 

(2) Nuclear GV\11-1 21,510 16,916 27,184 27,812 27,986 28,609 28,295 27,967 28,568 28,193 27,977 33,482 

(3) Coal GV\11-1 5,634 4,745 4,884 5,211 5,931 5,400 6,069 6,088 6,609 6,890 7,073 7,066 

(4) Residuai(F06) -Total GV\11-1 630 378 246 198 309 368 162 228 174 213 230 157 
(5) Steam GV\11-1 630 378 246 198 309 368 162 228 174 213 230 157 

(6) Distillate(F02) -Total GV\11-1 123 54 4 23 44 139 46 8 2 5 8 2 
(7) Steam GV\11-1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(8) cc GV\11-1 107 49 3 19 43 123 42 2 0 2 0 
(9) CT GV\11-1 15 4 4 16 4 6 4 6 

(1 0) Natural Gas -Total GV\11-1 74,388 80,505 74,686 78,694 79,346 82,585 84,751 86,762 85,118 86,353 86,933 82,739 
(11) Steam GV\11-1 5,429 5,543 231 176 272 439 376 552 423 514 555 383 
(12) cc GV\11-1 68,328 74,668 74,387 78,455 79,017 82,044 84,274 86,121 84,602 85,721 86,254 82,264 
(13) CT GV\11-1 631 295 67 63 57 103 101 90 93 117 123 92 

(14) Solar" GV\11-1 71 159 183 188 157 188 187 186 186 186 176 185 
(15) PV GV\11-1 71 71 72 72 71 71 70 70 69 69 68 68 

(16) Solar Thermal., GV\11-1 0 89 111 117 86 117 117 117 117 117 107 117 

(17) Other 51 GV\11-1 4,090 2,922 3,675 3,862 4,512 4,924 4,968 4,717 6,543 6,990 7,146 7,334 

Net Energy For Load " GV\11-1 112,454 110,866 113,036 118,718 121,345 123,453 124,586 125,957 127,200 128,828 129,543 130,964 

1/ Source: A Schedules and !'clual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report 
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities. 
3/ Represents output from FPL's PVand solar thermal facilities. 
4/ For 2011, the Martin 8 Solar Thermal GV\Ih output is rolled into row (12) for reporting purposes. In 2012, the GV\Ih output is presented in row (16). 

The projected GV\Ih contributions for 2013-2022 are also provided on row (16). 
5/ Represents a forecast ofenergye>q:>ected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales. 
6/ Net Energy For Load values for the )Ears 2013- 2022 are also shown in Col. (19) on Schedule 2.3. 
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Schedule 6.2 
Energy Sources %by Fuel Type 

Actual" Forecasted 
EnergJ! Source Units lQ11 2012 2013 l!!.H 2015 2016 2017 2018 ~ ~ 2021 2022 

(1) Annual Energy % 5.3 4.7 1.9 2.3 2.5 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Interchange 21 

(2) Nuclear % 19.1 t5.3 24.0 23.4 23.1 23.2 22.7 22.2 22.5 21.9 21.6 25.6 

(3) Coal % 5.0 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.8 5.2 5.3 5.5 5.4 

(4) Residual (F06) -Total % 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 O.t 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 
(5) Steam % 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 O.t 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 

(6) Distillate (F02) -Total % 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(8) cc % 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(1 0) Natural Gas -Total % 66.1 72.6 66.1 66.3 65.4 66.9 68.0 68.9 66.9 67.0 67.1 63.2 
(11) Steam % 4.8 5.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 
(12) cc % 60.8 67.3 65.8 66.1 65.1 66.5 67.6 68.4 66.5 66.5 66.6 62.8 
(13) CT % 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

(14) Solar Y % 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
(15) PV % 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

(16) Solar Thermal" % 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

(17) Other 51 % 3.6 2.6 3.3 3.3 3.7 4.0 4.0 3.7 5.1 5.4 5.5 5.6 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1/ Source: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report 
21 The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities. 
3/ Represents output from FPL's PVand solar thermal facilities. 
4/ For 2011, the Martin 8 Solar Thermal GWh output is rolled into row (12) for reporting purposes. In 2012, the GWh output is presented in row (16). 

The projected GWh contributions for 2013-2022 are also provided on row (16). 
51 Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales. 
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Schedule7.1 
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2013 24,215 1,309 0 635 26,159 21,790 2,006 19,785 6,374 32.2 826 5,548 28.0 
2014 25,533 1,346 0 635 27,513 22,928 2,153 20,775 6,738 32.4 826 5,912 28.5 
2015 25,604 1,456 0 595 27,654 23,359 2,279 21,080 6,574 31.2 0 6,574 31.2 
2016 26,881 528 0 595 28,003 23,733 2,404 21,329 6,674 31.3 0 6,674 31.3 
2017 26,441 491 0 595 27,527 24,122 2,529 21,593 5,933 27.5 0 5,933 27.5 
2018 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,493 2,655 21,839 5,307 24.3 0 5,307 24.3 
2019 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,901 2,780 22,121 5,024 22.7 0 5,024 22.7 
2020 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 25,302 2,880 22,422 4,723 21.1 0 4,723 21.1 
2021 26,441 110 0 775 27,326 25,560 2,980 22,580 4,746 21.0 0 4,746 21.0 
2022 27,541 110 0 775 28,426 26,105 3,080 23,025 5,401 23.5 0 5,401 23.5 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to 
be available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
Col. (7) reflects the 2013 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation, from 112013-on intended for use with 
the 2013 load forecast. 
Col. (1 0) = Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11) = Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. 
This value is comprised of: an additional 826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at 
Martin Unit 1) and in the Summer of 2014 (at Martin Unit 2) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) = Col. (1 0)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.2 
Forecast of Capacity , Demand, and Scheduled 

Maintenance At Time of Winter Peak 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 
January of Capability Import Export OF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2013 24,135 1,316 0 635 26,086 20,270 1,480 18,790 7,295 38.8 1,539 5,756 30.6 
2014 25,686 1,353 0 635 27,673 21,593 1,572 20,022 7,652 38.2 832 6,820 34.1 
2015 27,102 1,463 0 595 29,159 22,154 1,641 20,513 8,646 42.2 0 8,646 42.2 
2016 27,153 535 0 595 28,282 22,430 1,710 20,719 7,563 36.5 0 7,563 36.5 
2017 28,138 498 0 595 29,231 22,662 1,780 20,882 8,348 40.0 0 8,348 40.0 
2018 28,138 110 0 595 28,843 22,898 1,849 21,049 7,793 37.0 0 7,793 37.0 
2019 28,138 110 0 595 28,843 23,125 1,918 21,207 7,636 36.0 0 7,636 36.0 

2020 28,138 110 0 595 28,843 23,356 1,977 21,380 7,463 34.9 0 7,463 34.9 
2021 28,138 110 0 775 29,023 23,601 2,030 21,571 7,452 34.5 0 7,452 34.5 
2022 28,138 110 0 775 29,023 23,670 2,083 21,587 7,436 34.4 0 7,436 34.4 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st. These MW are generally considered 
to be available to meet winter peak loads which are forecasted to occur during January of the year indicated. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
Col. (7) reflects the 20131oad forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 20131oad is an actual load value. 
Col. (8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation, from 112013-on intended for use with 
the 2013 load forecast. 
Col. (10) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11) = Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Winter peak period. This 
value is comprised of: (i) 717 MW (at Turkey Point Unit 4) that will be out-of-service in Winter of 2013 due to an extended planned 
outage as part of the capacity up rates project; (ii) an additional 822 MW that will be out-of-service in the Winter of 2013 (at Manatee 
Unit 1) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators; and (iii) an additional 832 MW (at Martin Unit 1) that will be out-of-service 
during the Winter of 2014 due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 7.3 
Projection of Generation - Only Reserves 

At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming no additions in 2022) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak MW MW %of Peak 

2013 24,215 1,309 0 635 26,159 21,790 0 21,790 4,368 20.0 826 3,542 16.3 
2014 25,533 1,346 0 635 27,513 22,928 0 22,928 4,585 20.0 826 3,759 16.4 
2015 25,604 1,456 0 595 27,654 23,359 0 23,359 4,295 18.4 0 4,295 18.4 

2016 26,881 528 0 595 28,003 23,733 0 23,733 4,270 18.0 0 4,270 18.0 
2017 26,441 491 0 595 27,527 24,122 0 24,122 3,404 14.1 0 3,404 14.1 

2018 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,493 0 24,493 2,652 10.8 0 2,652 10.8 

2019 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,901 0 24,901 2,244 9.0 0 2,244 9.0 
2020 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 25,302 0 25,302 1,843 7.3 0 1,843 7.3 
2021 26,441 110 0 775 27,326 25,560 0 25,560 1,765 6.9 0 1,765 6.9 
2022 26,441 110 0 775 27,326 26,105 0 26,105 1,221 4.7 0 1,221 4.7 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes, assuming no generation addition in 2022 in order to demonstrate FPL's 
gen-only RM trend. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
Col. (7) reflects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 
Col. (8) shows zero contribution from DSM in order to calculate FPL's reserves that are supplied only by generation 
resources. 
Col. (10) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11) = Col.(1 0) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. 
This value is comprised of 826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin Unit 1) and 
in the Summer of 2014 (at Martin Unit 2) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 

Note that although there are no planned generating additions in this reserve margin calculation, the total firm capacity available in 
Col. (6) rises in 2021 due to the addition of 180MW of capacity from the EcoGen PPA. 
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Schedule 7.4 
Projection of Generation • Only Reserves 

At Time Of Summer Peak (Assuming TP6 is added in 2022) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

Total Firm 
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve 

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before 

August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance 
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %of Peak 

2013 24,215 1,309 0 635 26,159 21,790 0 21,790 4,368 20.0 
2014 25,533 1,346 0 635 27,513 22,928 0 22,928 4,585 20.0 
2015 25,604 1,456 0 595 27,654 23,359 0 23,359 4,295 18.4 
2016 26,881 528 0 595 28,003 23,733 0 23,733 4,270 18.0 
2017 26,441 491 0 595 27,527 24,122 0 24,122 3,404 14.1 
2018 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,493 0 24,493 2,652 10.8 
2019 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 24,901 0 24,901 2,244 9.0 
2020 26,441 110 0 595 27,146 25,302 0 25,302 1,843 7.3 
2021 26,441 110 0 775 27,326 25,560 0 25,560 1,765 6.9 
2022 27,541 110 0 775 28,426 26,105 0 26,105 2,321 8.9 

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes, with Turkey Point Unit 6 added in 2022. 
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3)- Col.(4) + Col.(5). 
Col. (7) reflects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 

(12) (13) (14) 

Reserve 

Scheduled Margin After 

Maintenance Maintenance 
MW MW %of Peak 

826 3,542 16.3 
826 3,759 16.4 

0 4,295 18.4 
0 4,270 18.0 
0 3,404 14.1 
0 2,652 10.8 
0 2,244 9.0 
0 1,843 7.3 
0 1,765 6.9 
0 2,321 8.9 

Col. (8) shows zero contribution from DSM in order to calculate FPL's reserves that are supplied only by generation 
resources. 
Col. (10) =Col. (6)- Col. (9) 
Col. (11) = Col.(10) I Col.(9) 
Col. (12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period. 
This value is comprised of 826 MW of fossil-fueled capacity that will be out-of-service in the Summer of 2013 (at Martin Unit 1) an< 
in the Summer of 2014 (at Martin Unit 2) due to the installation of electrostatic precipitators. 
Col. (13) =Col. (10)- Col. (12) 
Col. (14) = Col.(13) I Col.(9) 
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Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

Fuel Firm 

Untt Fuel Transport C;t~~t. ln~::~e ~::r:~~t ;a~~~:_,w;;,~"~'"'e;"'a"'pab"'s<"i~rty:!.lm-~-'e-r 
Plant Name 

ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

Unit 
No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. KW MW MW Status 

Port Everglades 
Port EW!rglades 
Turkey Point 21 

Sanford CT Upgrade 
Turkey Point (Uprate) (41 

Sanford CT Upgrade 
Sanford CT Upgrade 

Manatee (31 

Cape CanaW!ral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
Martin(31 

Sanford CT Upgrade 

Turkey Point (Uprate) 

Sanford CT Upgrade 
Sanford CT Upgrade 

Sanford CT Upgrade 

Vero Beach Combined Cycle 

Manatee CT Upgrade 
Manatee CT Upgrade 

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 

Manatee (31 

Martin(31 

Martin 131 

Cape CanaW!ral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
R1viera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

Turkey Point CT Upgrade 
Turkey Point CT Upgrade 
Turkey Point CT Upgrade 
Turkey Point CT Upgrade 

Martin (31 

Manatee CT Upgrade 
Manatee CT Upgrade 

Riviera Beech Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

Manatee CT Upgrade 
Manatee CT Upgrade 

Martin(31 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

2 

5C 

40 
4C 

5B 

5C 

40 

4C 

1 

3C 
3D 

5A 
59 

5C 

50 

City of Hollywood 
City of Hollywood 

Miami Dade County 

Volusia County 
Miami Dade County 

Volusia County 
Volusla County 

Manatee County 
Brevard County 
Martin County 

Volusia County 

Miami Dade County 

Volusia County 
Volusia County 

Volusia County 

Indian RiW!r 

Manatee County 
Manatee County 

Miami Dade County 

Miami Dade County 

Miami Dade County 
Miami Dade County 

Manatee County 

Martin County 

Martin County 
Brevard County 

City of Riviera Beach 

SA Miami Dade County 
58 Miami Dade County 

SC Miami Dade County 
SD M1aml Dade County 

1 Martin County 
3C Manatee County 
3D Manatee County 
1 City of Riviera Beach 

3A Manatee County 
38 Manatee County 

Martin County 
28 lee County 
2F 

2D 
2E 

2A 
2C 

lee County 

lee County 
lee County 
lee County 
lee County 

ST F06 NG WA PL 
ST F06 NG WA PL 

ST F06 NG WA PL 
CC NG No Pl No Jan-13 

402,050 

402,050 
Dec-13 402,050 

Feb-13 Untmown 1,188,860 

(389) 
(376) 

(394) 

(387) 
(374) 

(392) 

ST NP No TK No Mar-13 Unlmown 759,900 115 
CC NG No Pl No Mar-13 Mar-13 Unlo;nown 1,188,860 8 
CC NG No Pl No Mar-13 Apr-13 Unlo;nown 1,168,860 8 

ST F06 NG WA Pl Sep-12 Jun-13 Unlo;nown 863,300 (822) (3) 
CC NG F02 TK WA Jun-11 
ST F06 NG Pl Pl Jun-13 

May-13 Unknown 1 ,296, 750 1 ,210 

Ma;~~3 Ch~~=,:dition:~=~-1-9_8_1 ---'1":~::::,_) -

CC NG No Pl No Aug-13 Sep-13 Unknown 1,188,860 10 

ST NP No TK No Mar-13 Unknown 759,900 115 

CC NG No PL No Jan-13 Feb-13 Unknown 1,188,860 9 
CC NG No Pl No Mar-13 Mar-13 Unknown 1,188.860 

CC NG No Pl No Mar-13 Apr-13 Unknown 1,188,860 

CC NG DFO Pl TK Jan-14 Unknown 46 

CC NG No Pl No Apr-14 May-14 Unknown 1.224,510 
CC NG No Pl No Apr-14 May-14 Unknown 1.224,510 

CC NG F02 Pl TK Jan-14 Feb-14 Unknown 1,224,510 

CC NG F02 Pl TK Jan-14 Feb-14 Unknown 1,224,510 

CC NG F02 Pl TK Feb-14 Mar-14 Unknown 1.224,510 
CC NG F02 Pl TK Feb-14 Mar-14 Unknown 1.224,510 

ST F06 NG WA Pl Sep-12 Jun-13 Unknown 863,300 819 

ST F06 NG Pl Pl Jun-13 Mar-14 Unknown g34,500 (832) 

ST F06 NG Pl Pl Mar-14 Dec-14 Unknown 934,500 
CC NG F02 TK WA Jun-11 Jun-13 Unknown 1 ,296, 750 1 ,355 

10 

44 

10 

9 

826 

(826) 

CC NG F02 TK WA Jun-12 
Jun-;;14 c~:kn=~dditi~~:~~~--:,:-:S::38::---:;.::·~~~!~-

CC NG F02 Pl TK Jan-14 Feb-14 Unknown 
CC NG F02 Pl TK Jan-14 Feb-14 Unknown 

CC NG F02 Pl TK Feb-14 Mar-14 Unknown 
CC NG F02 Pl TK Feb-14 Mar-14 Unknown 

ST F06 NG Pl Pl Jun-13 Mar-14 Unknown 
CC NG No Pl No Apr-14 May-14 Unknown 
CC NG No Pl No Apr-14 May-14 Unknown 
CC NG F02 TK WA Jun-12 Jun-14 Unknown 

CC NG No Pl No Aug-14 Sep-14 Unknown 
CC NG No Pl No Aug-14 Sep-14 Unknown 
ST F06 NG Pl Pl Mar-14 Dec-14 Unknown 
CC NG No Pl No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 

1.224,510 
1,224,510 
1,224,510 
1,224,510 

934,500 632 
1,224,510 10 

1,224,510 9 
1,296,750 1,344 
1,224,510 10 
1,224,510 10 

934,500 
1,775,390 

CC NG No Pl No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 1,775,390 
CC NG No Pl No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

CC NG No Pl No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 1,775,390 
CC NG No Pl No Jun-15 Jul-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

10 

10 
826 

CC NG No Pl No Jul-15 Aug;~~SCh~~k=~ddltl~~7~~:~--:2:-:2::48:---.=.=7 __ 

(1) The Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes 
achieved by June. All MW additions/changes occuring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

(2) This generating unit is currently serving as a synchronous condenser and is not included in reserve margin calculation. This unit can be brought back if needed in 2013 

but for planning purposes it is not available for reserve margin calculations. 
(3) Ou1ages for ESP wor1<. 
(4) Tur1<.ey Point Nuclear Uprate will be performed during the extended outage. 

Note: Schedule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facili1ies and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are 
refiected on Tables ES-1, ES-2, 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. 
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Plant Name 
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES 

ill! 
Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 

Ft. Myers CT Upgrade 
Port Everglades NeX"I Generation Clean Energy Center 

2017 

Vero Beach Combined Cycle 

Port Everglades NeX"I Generation Clean Energy Center 

Turj(ey Point Synchronous Condenser 

12018 

,~ 

12020 

12021 

2022 
Turkey Point 

(2) 

Unit 
No. 

2B 

2F 

20 

2E 

2A 

2C 

6 

Schedule 8 
Planned And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes 

(3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Fuel Firm 

Fuel Trans~ort Con st. Comm. Expected Gen. Max. Net Ca~bili~ (11 

Unit Start ln~Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer 
Location Type Pri. M. Pri. Aft Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. KW MW MW 

Lee County cc NG No PL No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

Lee County cc NG No PL No Feb-15 Mar-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

Lee County cc NG No PL No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

Lee County cc NG No PL No May-15 Jun-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

Lee County cc NG No PL No Jun-15 Jul-15 Unknown 1,775,390 

Lee County cc NG No PL No Jul-15 Aug-15 Unknown 1,775,390 
City of Hollywood cc NG F02 TK WA Jun-14 Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,277 

2016 Chances/Additions Total: 51 1,277 

Indian River cc NG DFO PL TK Jan·17 (46) (44) 

City of Hollywood cc NG F02 TK WA Jun-14 Jun-16 Unknown Unknown 1,429 

Miami Dade County ST F06 NG WA PL Jun-16 402,050 (396) (396) 

2017 Changes/Additions Total: 1,031 396 

2018 Changes/Additions Total: 

2019 Changes/Additions Total: 

2020 Changes/Additions Total: 

2021 Changes/Additions Total: 

Miami Dade County ST NP No TK No 2014 Jun-22 Unknown Unknown 1,100 

2022 Chan es/Addltions Total: 1,100 

(1) The Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer lotal MW value consists of all generation additions and changes 

achieved by June. All MW additions/changes occuring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

Note: Scl'ledule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facilities and does not reHect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are 

reHected on Tables ES-1. ES-2, 1.8.1 and 1.8.2. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

115 MW (Incremental) 
115 MW (Incremental) 

(3) Technology Type: Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

(9) Construction Status: 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 

During scheduled refueling outage 
2013 

Uranium 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

No change from existing unit 

v (Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

v (Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

v (Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 

No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit 
No change from existing unit Base Operation 75F, 100% 

Page 1 of6 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *, ** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ($/kW): ** 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 

21 
TBD 
TBD 

years (Matches the current operating license period.) 
(See Note (1) for explanation.) 

AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 

(See Note (1) for explanation.) 
(See Note (2) for explanation.) 
(See Note (3) for explanation.) 

Fixed O&M ($/kW -Yr.): 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): 
K Factor: 

There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 
There is no additional O&M impact from this project. 

(See Note (2) for explanation.) 

NOTE: 
(1) The projected capital cost values for the capacity up rates at each of FPL's existing nuclear units is currently being 

reviewed in on-going analyses as this document is being prepared. The capital cost projections that will result from 
these analyses are expected to be presented in FPL's May 2013 Nuclear Cost Recovery filing. 

(2) Not applicable due to early recovery of capital carrying costs. 
(3) These costs are included in the Total Installed Cost value. 

* $/kW values are based on incremental Summer capacity. 
** $/incremental kW 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,210 MW 
1,355 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2011 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2013 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 2 of 6 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 43 

(9) Construction Status: v 

(10) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2013 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2013 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2013 $) 
K Factor: 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Under construction, more than 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,484 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
921 

98 

13.29 
0.16 

1.484 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity for in service year. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity* 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,212 MW 
1,344 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2012 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

Page 3 of 6 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 33 

(9) Construction Status: u 

(1 0) Certification Status: Permitted 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: Permitted 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2014 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2014 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2014 $) 
K Factor: 

Once-through cooling water 

Acres 

(Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

2.4% 
1.1% 

96.5% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,480 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
1,053 

121 

13.67 
0.13 

1.509 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity for in service year. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC.Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Vera Beach Combined Cycle Capacity 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

46 MW 
44 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 
b. Commercial In-service date: 

Not Applicable - See Note 1 below. 
2014 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel Gas 
b. Alternate Fuel Oil 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: N/A 

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water 

(8) Total Site Area: 16 Acres 

(9) Construction Status: See note 1 below 

(10) Certification Status: See note 1 below 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: See note 1 below 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): ( $) 
K Factor: 

20.5% 
0.0% 
72.5% 
3.88% 
9,397 Btu/kWh 

TBD years 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 

NOTE 1: The combined cycle capacity consists of two units. FPL is also taking ownership 
of three other steam units. The three units will be retired as soon as they aquired. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,277 MW 
1,429 MW 

Combined Cycle 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2014 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

Natural Gas 
Ultra-low sulfur distillate 

Dry Low No. Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 
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0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate 

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water 

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres 

(9) Construction Status: U (Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete) 

(10) Certification Status: 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 
K Factor: 

• $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

3.5% 
1.1% 

95.4% 
Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 

6,330 Btu/kWh 

30 years 
928 

87 

30.00 
0.10 
1.51 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 9 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities 

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

(2) Capacity 
a. Summer 
b. Winter 

(3) Technology Type: 

1,100 MW 
1,100 MW 

Nuclear 

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing 
a. Field construction start-date: 2015 
b. Commercial In-service date: 2022 

(5) Fuel 
a. Primary Fuel 
b. Alternate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: 

(7) Cooling Method: 

(8) Total Site Area: 

Uranium Dioxide 
N/A 

N/A 

Mechanical Draft Cooling Towers 

211 Acres 

Page 6 of 6 

(9) Construction Status: T (Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(1 0) Certification Status: T 

(11) Status with Federal Agencies: T 

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data: 
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 
Resulting Capacity Factor(%): 
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F, 1 00% 

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data*,** 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ( $/kW): 
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 
Escalation ($/kW): 
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH): ( $) 
K Factor: 

* $/kW values are based on Summer capacity. 
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement. 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

(Regulatory approval received, but not under construction) 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation) 
TBD Btu/kWh 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

years 

NOTE: Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration, 
escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) 

The Turkey Point 4 Nuclear (Uprate) does not require any "new" transmission lines. 

Florida Power & Light Company 113 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 122 of 248

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the 
modernization of the Cape Canaveral power plant site does not require any "new" transmission 
lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (Modernization) 

The Riviera Beach Energy Center which will result from the modernization of the Riviera Beach 
power plant site will require one new line and existing lines to be extended and reconfigured to 
accommodate the increased capacity. 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: Riviera Beach - Cedar Substation 

(2) Number of Lines: 1 

(3) Right-of-way Existing, FPL- Owned 

(4) Line Length: 15 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date: 2012 
End date: 2014 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: $12,100,000 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: Riviera Beach Substation and Cedar Substation 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Vero Beach Existing Combined Cycle Capacity 

The Vera Beach existing combined cycle capacity that FPL will take ownership of starting 
January 1, 2014 does not require any "new" transmission lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 

The Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the 
modernization of the Port Everglades power plant site does not require any "new" transmission 
lines. 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

The Turkey Point New Nuclear Project starting with the addition of Turkey Point Unit 6 will require 
a new substation and five new transmission lines terminating at existing substations. 

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

( 1) Point of Origin and Termination: 

(2) Number of Lines: 

(3) Right-of-way 

(4) Line Length: 

(5) Voltage: 

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

(8) Substations: 

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: 

Florida Power & Light Company 

New Clear Sky Substation - Levee Substation 

2 

FPL Owned 

43 miles 

500 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Levee Substation 

None 

New Clear Sky Substation - Pennsuco Substation 

FPL Owned 

52 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Pennsuco Substation 

None 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

New Clear Sky Substation - Davis Substation 

FPL Owned 

19 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Davis Substation 

None 

Davis Substation- Miami Substation 

FPL Owned 

18 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

Davis Substation and Miami Substation 

None 
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( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 

Point of Origin and Termination: 

Number of Lines: 

Right-of-way 

Line Length: 

Voltage: 

Anticipated Construction Timing: 

Anticipated Capital Investment: 
(Trans.and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Participation with Other Utilities: 

New Clear Sky Substation -Turkey Point Substation 

1 

FPL Owned 

0.5 miles 

230 kV 

Start date: TBD 
End date: TBD 

$TBD 

New Clear Sky Substation and Turkey Point Substation 

None 
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(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

m 
(8) 
(9) 

:(10 

(11 
(12 

Note: 

Schedule 11.1 

Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type 
Actuals for the Year 2012 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Net (MW) Capability 

Generation by Primary Fuel Summer(MW) Summer(%) Wlnter(MW) Winter(%) 
Coal 896 3.4% 911 3.3% 
Nuclear 3,333 12.8% 3,422 12.5% 
Residual 4,822 18.5% 4,862 17.8% 
Distillate 648 2.5% 710 2.6% 
Natural Gas 14,331 55.1% 15,397 56.3% 
Solar 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 

FPL Existing Units Total 1' 1 : 24,065 92.5% 25,337 92.7% 

Renewables (Purchases)- Firm 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 
Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable -- Not Applicable ---

Renewable Total: 61.0 0.2% 112.0 0.4% 

Purchases Other : 1,889.0 7.3% 1,896.0 6.9% 
Total: 26,015.0 100.0% 27,345.0 100.0% 

(6) 
NEL 

GWh 121 

4,745 
16,916 

378 
54 

80,594 
71 

102,758 

496 
867 

1,363 

6,746 
110,867 

(1) FPL Existing Units Total values on row (7), columns (2) and (4), match the System Finm Generating Capacity values found on 
Schedule 1 for Summer and Winter. 

(2) Net Energy for Load GWh values on row (12), column (6), matches Schedule 6.1 value for 2012. 

Schedule 11.2 

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities 

Actuals for the Year 2012 

1 2 3 4 5 

Renewable Annual Energy Annual Energy 
Installed Capacity Projected Annual Purchased from FPL Sold to FPL 

Type of Facility DC(MW) Output (MWh) (MWh) (MWh) 
l~o;ustomer-uwnea Kenewame 
Generation (OkWto10 

kW) 9.9 11,601 103,518 408 
l~.;ustomer-uwnea Kenewaore 
Generation (> 10 kW to 

100kW) 5.5 6,454 170,710 298 
l~.;ustomer-uwnea t(enewame 
Generation (> 100 kW • 

2MW) 3.6 4,647 111,472 180 

Total 19 22,702 385,699 886 

Notes: 

6=3+4-5 

Projected Annual 
Energy Used by 

Customers (MWH) 

114,710 

176,866 

115,938 

407,514 

(1) There were 2,117 customers with renewable generation facilities interconnected with FPL on December 31, 2012. 
(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer-owned 

renewable generation facilities connected as of Dec. 31,2012. 
(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL's PV Watts 1 program and the Installed Capacity value in column (2), 

adjusted for the date when each facility was installed and assuming each facility operated as planned. 
(4) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2012. 
(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2012. 
(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a projected value that equals: 

(Renewable Projected Annual output +Annual Energy Purchased from FPL) minus the Annual Energy Sold to FPL. 
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(7) 
Fuel Mix 

% 
4.3% 
15.3% 
0.3% 
0.0% 

72.7% 
0.1% 

92.7% 

0.4% 
0.8% 
1.23% 

6.1% 
100.0% 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use Information 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

IV.A Protection of the Environment 

Florida is a sensitive, temperate/sub-tropical environment containing a number of distinct 

ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal species. Florida's 

communities and ecology require the same air, land, and water resources that are 

necessary to meet the demand for the generation, transmission, and distribution of 

electricity. The general public has an expectation that large corporations such as FPL will 

conduct their business in an environmentally responsible manner that minimizes 

demands on the natural environment. 

FPL has been recognized for many years as one of the leaders among electric utilities for 

its commitment to the environment. Being responsible stewards of the environment is 

ingrained in FPL's corporate culture. FPL has one of the lowest emissions profiles among 

U.S. utilities and in 2012 its carbon dioxide (C0 2 ) emission rate was 29% lower (better) 

than the industry average. 

The environmental leadership of FPL and its parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc., has 

been heralded by many outside organizations as demonstrated by a few recent 

examples. NextEra Energy, Inc. was named to the 2012 Dow Jones Sustainability Index 

(DJSI) of the leading companies in North America for corporate sustainability for the 

fourth consecutive year. The DJSI North America selects the top 20 percent of 

companies in sustainability performance from the 600 largest companies in North 

America. According to Sustainable Asset Management, the investment research firm that 

conducts the DJSI research, the evaluation is continuously adapted to capture the 

sustainability trends that are at the forefront of each industry sector and are likely to have 

an impact on the companies' competitive landscape. 

According to the 2013 "World's Most Admired Companies" report released by Fortune 

magazine, NextEra Energy, Inc. ranked, for a record seventh consecutive year, No. 1 in 

its industry. Being ranked first, for six consecutive years, is unprecedented in the industry 

and according to Fortune, America's Most Admired Companies is "the definitive report 

card on corporate reputations". In the same report, NextEra Energy, Inc. ranked in the top 

10 among the most admired companies in the state of Florida. 
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FPL's responsible tree care practices across its 35-county service area have been 

recognized for almost a decade. FPL has been the recipient of the Tree Line USA award 

annually from 2003 - 2012. This award is sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in 

cooperation with the National Association of State Foresters. The recognition is given to 

utilities that demonstrate quality tree care practices, annual worker training, and public 

education programs. 

In 2012, FPL continued to support the Loggerhead Marinelife Center with a $25,000 

donation toward the acquisition of a larger tank to assist in sea turtle rehabilitation. In 

past years FPL has won the Loggerhead Marinelife Center's "Blue Business of the Year" 

award. This award is given to those who are leading the way in raising awareness about, 

and have made significant contributions to improve and protect, South Florida's oceans, 

beaches, and wildlife. The award recognized FPL's protection and conservation of the 

endangered Florida manatee and its fostering of public and employee education and 

support. 

FPL employees serve as board members for many organizations that focus on 

environmental restoration, preservation, and stewardship. A partial list of these 

organizations includes: Audubon Florida, the Everglades Foundation, the Arthur R. 

Marshall Foundation, and the Palm Beach Zoo. 

IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

To reaffirm its commitment to conduct business in an environmentally responsible 

manner, FPL developed an Environmental Statement in 1992 to clearly define its 

position, and FPL continues to hold that position. This statement reflects how FPL 

incorporates environmental values into all aspects of its activities and serves as a 

framework for new environmental initiatives throughout the company. 

FPL's Environmental Statement 

It is the Company's intent to continue to conduct its business in an environmentally 

responsible manner. Accordingly, Florida Power & Light Company will: 

• Comply with the spirit and intent, as well as the letter of, environmental laws, 

regulations, and standards; 

• Incorporate environmental protection and stewardship as an integral part of 

the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of our facilities; 
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• Encourage the wise use of energy to minimize the impact on the 

environment; 

• Communicate effectively on environmental issues; and 

• Conduct periodic self-evaluations and report performance. 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In order to implement the Environmental Statement, FPL has an Environmental 

Management System to direct and control the fulfillment of the organization's 

environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program. Other components of the system include: executive management 

support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate governance program, 

written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action 

when non-compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, 

environmental risk assessment/management, environmental regulatory development and 

tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

As part of its commitment to excellence and continuous improvement, FPL will begin to 

implement an enhanced environmental data management information system (EDMIS) in 

2013. Environmental data management software systems are increasingly viewed as an 

industry best-management practice for environmental compliance needs. FPL's top goal 

is to improve the flow of environmental data between site operations and corporate 

services to ensure compliance and improve operating efficiencies. In addition, the EDMIS 

will help in standardizing data collection, reducing the time to generate state and federal 

agency reports, and improving external reporting to the public. 

IV.D Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities that are designed to 

evaluate environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as 

legal and regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. 

The principal mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is the environmental 

audit. An environmental audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a 

systematic, documented, periodic, and objective evaluation of the performance of the 

organization and of the specific management systems and equipment designed to protect 
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the environment. The environmental audit's primary objectives are to facilitate 

management control of environmental practices and assess compliance with existing 

environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. 

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation 

FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the 

facilitation of environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2012 

environmental outreach activities are summarized below in Table IV.E.1. 

Table IV.E.1: 2012 FPL Environmental Outreach Activities 

Activity # of Participants 

(Approx.) 

Visitors to FPL's Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 15,000 
Visitors to Manatee Park, Ft. Myers 198,000 

Number of website visits to FPL's Environmental & 
>200,000 

Corporate Responsibility Websites 
Number of pieces of Environmental literature 

>20,000 
distributed 

Visitors to Barley Barber Swamp >3000 
Martin EnerQY Center Solar Tours 500 

Solar Schools Program (#of schools participating) 1 school and 2 non-profits 

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites 

Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified seven (7) 

Preferred Sites and five (5) Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites 

are those locations where FPL has conducted significant reviews and has either taken 

action, is currently committed to take action, or is likely to take action, to site new 

generating capacity. Potential Sites are those sites that have attributes that support the 

siting of generation and are under consideration as a location for future generation. Some 

of these sites are currently in use as existing generation sites and some are not. The 

identification of a Potential Site does not indicate that FPL has made a definitive decision 

to pursue generation (or generation expansion in the case of an existing generation site) 

at that location, nor does this designation indicate that the size or technology of a 

generator has been determined. The Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in 

separate sections below. 
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As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other 

sites as possible sites for adding future power generation. These include the remainder of 

FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. FPL is also analyzing the 

potential for modernizing additional existing power plant sites such as is now being done 

at the Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades sites. Analyses of any 

modernization candidates would include evaluation of numerous factors including: fuel 

delivery, transmission, permitting, etc. 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

FPL currently identifies seven (7) Preferred Sites. Four of these are existing sites: Turkey 

Point, Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades; two are new plant sites: 

Hendry County and Northeast Okeechobee County; and one is the site of a former FPL 

generating unit: Palatka. The Turkey Point site is discussed in regard to two generation 

projects. The first Turkey Point project discussed is the Extended Power Uprate (EPU) 

project to increase capacity at the existing Turkey Point Unit 4. This project is expected to 

be completed at about the time this document is filed. The second Turkey Point project 

discussed is the first of two new nuclear units. Turkey Point Unit 6 is currently projected 

in the resource plan discussed in this Site Plan to come in-service in 2022. The 2022 

date represents the current projection of the earliest practical in-service date for this unit. 

The Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades sites are locations where the 

modernization work to replace older steam generating units with new combined cycle 

(CC) technology is in progress. The modernization work at these three sites is scheduled 

to be completed in 2013, 2014, and 2016, respectively. The Hendry County, 

Okeechobee County, and Palatka sites are the likely next locations for new CC units after 

the modernization projects have been completed. In addition, the Hendry County and 

Okeechobee County sites are also likely sites for new photovoltaic (PV) facilities. 

The first four Preferred Sites are discussed below in general chronological order with 

respect to when the capacity additions are projected to occur. The remaining three 

Preferred Sites are discussed in alphabetical order. 

Preferred Site # 1: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 

The Turkey Point Plant (Turkey Point) is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 

miles south of Miami. Turkey Point is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is 
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geographically located approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. The land 

surrounding Turkey Point is owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. Turkey Point is 

comprised of two natural gas/oil conventional steam units (Units 1 & 2), two nuclear units 

(Units 3 & 4), one combined cycle natural gas unit (Unit 5), nine small diesel generators, 

and the cooling canals. The Everglades Mitigation Bank (EMS), an approximately 13,000 

acre, FPL-maintained natural wildlife and wetlands area that has been set aside, is 

located to the south and west of the site. 

As mentioned above, the Turkey Point Plant site is discussed in this document in regard 

to two generation projects: the EPU project for an existing nuclear unit (Turkey Point Unit 

4), and a new nuclear unit (Turkey Point Unit 6). 

Turkey Point Unit 4 has been in operation since 1973. An EPU project for Unit 4 is being 

completed at the time this document is being finalized. Similar EPU projects were 

completed during 2012 for three other existing FPL nuclear units: St. Lucie Unit 1, St. 

Lucie Unit 2, and Turkey Point Unit 3. The EPU work involves changes to several existing 

main components within the existing facilities to increase their capability to produce 

steam for the generation of electricity. This capacity uprate, along with similar capacity 

uprates of FPL's three other existing nuclear units, was included in a final order approved 

by the Secretary of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection in October 2008. 

In regard to Turkey Point Unit 6, FPL is pursuing licensing for two new nuclear units at 

Turkey Point. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of capacity. The current 

projections for the earliest practical in-service dates for the two new units are 2022 (for 

Turkey Point Unit 6) and 2023 (for Turkey Point Unit 7). Because the in-service date for 

Turkey Point Unit 7 is beyond the 2013 - 2022 reporting time frame of this document, only 

Turkey Point Unit 6 is discussed in this report. In addition to the two generating units, 

supporting buildings, facilities and equipment, will be located on the Turkey Point Units 6 

& 7 site, along with a construction laydown area. Proposed associated facilities include: a 

nuclear administration building, a training building, a parking area; an FPL reclaimed 

water treatment facility and reclaimed water pipelines; radial collector wells and delivery 

pipelines; an equipment barge unloading area; transmission lines (and transmission 

system improvements elsewhere within Miami-Dade County), access roads and bridges, 

and potable water pipelines. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

USGS maps of the Turkey Point area, with the location of Turkey Point Units 3, 4, 6 

and 7 identified, are found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

Maps of the general layout of Turkey Point Unit 4 (which also includes Turkey Point 

Unit 3), and of Turkey Point Unit 6 (which also includes Turkey Point Unit 7), are 

found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Land Use I Land Cover overview maps of the Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 and Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7 sites and adjacent areas are also found at the end of this chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Turkey Point Plant is currently home to five generating units and support facilities that 

occupy approximately 150 acres of the approximately 9,400-acre Turkey Point 

property. Prominent features beyond the power block area include the intake system, 

cooling canal system, switchyard, spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and 

administrative support facilities The cooling canal system occupies approximately 

5,900 acres. 

The two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation 

units at Turkey Point have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 (Unit 2). 

These units have historically burned residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a 

maximum equivalent sulfur content of one percent. Unit 2 is currently serving, not as 

a power generating unit, but as a synchronous condenser to provide voltage support 

to the southeastern end of FPL's transmission system. The two original 700-MW 

(nominal) nuclear units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 1973 (Unit 4). 

Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point 

Unit 5 is a nominal 1, 150-MW natural gas-fired combined cycle unit that began 

operation in 2007. The site for the new Unit 6 (and Unit 7) is south of existing Units 3 

and 4 and occupies approximately 300 acres within the existing cooling canal 

system. 

Properties adjacent to Turkey Point property are almost exclusively undeveloped 

land. The FPL-owned EMB is adjacent to most of the western and southern 

boundaries of Turkey Point property. The South Florida Water Management District 
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(SFWMD) Canal L-31 E is also situated to the west of Turkey Point property. The 

eastern portions of Turkey Point property are adjacent to Biscayne Bay, the Biscayne 

National Park (BNP), and Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve. The southeastern portion 

of Turkey Point property is bounded by state-owned land located on Card Sound. 

The Homestead Bayfront Park, owned and operated by Miami-Dade County, is 

situated to the north of the Turkey Point property. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

Turkey Point is located directly on the northwest, west, and southwest shoreline 

of Biscayne Bay and the Biscayne National Park, 25 miles south of Miami. 

Biscayne National Park was first established in 1968 as a National Monument 

and was expanded in 1980 to approximately 173,000 acres of water, coastal 

lands, and 42 keys. A portion of Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, a state-owned 

preserve, is adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Turkey Point plant property. 

The Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve is a shallow, subtropical lagoon consisting of 

approximately 69,000 acres of submerged State land that has been designated 

as an Outstanding Florida Water. 

The Turkey Point Unit 4 EPU project is located within the area of the existing 

Turkey Point Unit 4 site, which currently includes a nuclear generation unit and 

supporting facilities. The approximately 300-acre Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site 

consists of the plant area and adjacent areas designated for laydown and 

ancillary facilities. The site includes hypersaline mud flats, man-made active 

cooling canals, man-made remnant canals, previously filled areas/roadways, 

mangrove heads associated with historical tidal channels, dwarf mangroves, 

open water /discharge canal associated with the cooling canals on the western 

portion of the site, wet spoil berms associated with remnant canals, and upland 

spoil areas. 

2. Listed Species 

Threatened, endangered, and/or animal species of special concern known to 

occur at the site, and in the nearby Biscayne National Park, include the peregrine 

falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), American crocodile 

(Crocodylus acutus), mangrove rivulus (Rivulus marmoratus), roseate spoonbill 

(Ajaja ajaja), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), 
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American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern (Sterna antillarum), 

the white ibis (Eudocimus a/bus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocepha/us). No 

bald eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the site. The federally listed, 

threatened American crocodile thrives at Turkey Point, primarily in and around 

the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the Turkey Point Unit 4 

and Turkey Point Unit 6 areas. The majority of Turkey Point is considered 

American crocodile habitat due to the mobility of the species and use of the site 

for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL manages a program for the 

conservation and enhancement of the American Crocodile and the program is 

credited with survival improvement and contributing to the downlisting of the 

American Crocodile from endangered to threatened. 

Some listed flora species likely to occur at the site or vicinity include golden 

leather fern (Acrostichum aureum), pinepink (Bietia purpurea), Florida brickell

bush (Brickellia mosieri), Florida lantana (Lantana depressa var. depressa), 

mullien nightshade (Solanum donianum), and lamarck's trema (Trema 

lamarckianum ). 

During the construction and operation after construction, neither the Turkey Point 

Unit 4 EPU project nor the new Turkey Point Unit 6 project are expected to 

adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Sjgnificance Status 

Significant features within the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, 

the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront 

Park, and Everglades National Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to 

the site is included within the Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park 

contains 180,000 acres, approximately 95 percent of which is open water 

interspersed with more than 40 keys. The Biscayne National Park headquarters 

is located approximately two miles north of Turkey Point and is adjacent to the 

Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, which contains a marina and 

day-use recreational facilities. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

Florida Power & Light Company 133 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 142 of 248

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

In regard to the EPU project for Turkey Point Unit 4, this unit uses cooling water from 

a closed-loop cooling canal system to remove heat from the main (turbine) 

condensers, and to remove heat from other auxiliary equipment. The existing cooling 

canals will accommodate the slight increase in heat load that is associated with the 

increased capacity from the uprate. The maximum projected increase in water 

temperature entering the cooling canal system resulting from the nuclear uprate 

project is predicted to be about 3°F, from 1 06°F to 1 09°F. The associated projected 

maximum increase in water temperature returning to the unit is about 1 °F, from 92°F 

to 93°F. 

For Turkey Point Unit 6, the technology proposed is the Westinghouse AP1 000 

pressurized water reactor (PWR). 7 This design is certified by the NRC under 10 CFR 

52 and incorporates the latest technology and more advanced safety features than 

today's nuclear plants that have already achieved record safety levels. The 

Westinghouse AP1 000 unit consists of the reactor, steam generators, pressurizer, 

and steam turbine/electric generator. Condenser cooling for the Unit 6 steam turbine 

will be accomplished using three circulating water cooling towers. The makeup water 

reservoir is the reinforced concrete structure beneath the circulating water system 

cooling towers that will contain reserve reclaimed water capacity to be used for the 

circulating water system. The structures for the Westinghouse AP1000 are the 

nuclear island (containment building, shield building, and auxiliary building), turbine 

building, annex building, diesel generator building, and radwaste building. The plant 

area will also contain the Clear Sky substation (switchyard) that will connect Unit 6 to 

FPL's transmission system. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

The Turkey Point Plant site is designated by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 

Development Management Plan as an IU-3 (Industrial, Utilities, and 

Communications) Unlimited Manufacturing District that carries a dual designation of 

MPA (Mangrove Protection Area) in portions of the property. There are also areas 

designated GU - "Interim District." Designations for the surrounding area are 

primarily GU -"Interim District." 

7 Unless otherwise noted, the infonnation presented for Turkey Point Unit 6 will also apply for Turkey Point Unit 7 whose 
currently projected in-service date is outside of the 2013-2022 reporting period addressed in this document. 
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h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The site has been selected as a Preferred Site for the EPU project for existing Unit 4 

because it is an existing nuclear plant site and, therefore, offers the opportunity for 

increased nuclear capacity. For Turkey Point Unit 6, FPL conducted an extensive site 

selection analysis leading to the selection of the Turkey Point site as the site that, on 

balance, provided the most favorable location for developing new nuclear generation 

to serve FPL's customers. The Site Selection Study employed the principles of the 

Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) siting guidelines and is modeled upon 

applicable NRC site suitability and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) criteria 

regarding the consideration of alternative sites. The study convened a group of 

industry and FPL subject matter experts to develop and assign weighting factors to a 

broad range of site selection criteria. Twenty-three candidate sites were then ranked 

using the siting criteria. This review allowed the list of candidates to be reduced until 

the best site emerged. Key factors contributing to the selection of the Turkey Point 

site include the existing transmission and transportation infrastructure to support new 

generation, the large size and seclusion of the site while being relatively close to the 

load center, and the long-standing record of safe and secure operation of nuclear 

generation at the site since the early 1970s. 

i. Water Resources 

Unique to Turkey Point is the closed-loop cooling canal system that supplies water to 

condense steam used by the plant's turbine generators. The canal system consists of 

36 interconnected canals. The cooling canals occupy an area approximately two 

miles wide by five miles long (5,900 acres) and are approximately four feet deep. The 

system performs the same function as a car radiator. The water is circulated through 

the canals in a two-day journey, ending at the plant's intake pumps. The cooling 

canal system is utilized for cooling by Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 nuclear units. 

In regard to Turkey Point Unit 6, the primary source of cooling water makeup will be 

reclaimed water from the Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department 

(MDWASD), with potable water also from MDWASD. When reclaimed water is not 

available in sufficient quantity and quality of water needed for cooling, makeup water 

will be saltwater supplied by radial collector wells that are recharged from the marine 

environment of Biscayne Bay. Horizontal collector wells (radial collector wells) have 

become widely used for the purpose of inducing infiltration from surface water bodies 

into hydraulically-connected aquifer systems in order to develop moderate to high 

capacity water supplies. 
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Turkey Point Unit 6 wastewater will be discharged via on-site deep injection wells. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

Turkey Point lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula of the 

continental shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 feet of 

sedimentary rocks consisting of limestone and associated formations that range in 

age from Paleozoic to Recent. Little is known about the basement complex of 

Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due to their great depth. 

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a 

wedge-shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, 

primarily limestone and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The 

Biscayne Aquifer is thickest along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 

to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and Anastasia Formations (lateral 

equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. The lower confining 

layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet and are 

composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan 

Aquifer System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee 

Limestone, Avon Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

There will be no increase in the amount of water required due to the additional 

capacity that will result from the EPU project for existing Turkey Point Unit 4. 

The estimated quantity of water required for the new Turkey Point Unit 6 for industrial 

processing is approximately 468 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process 

water and service water. Approximately 27.7 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling 

water would be cycled through the cooling towers. Water quantities needed for other 

uses such as potable water are estimated to be approximately 25,200 gallons per 

day (gpd) for Unit 6. 

I. Water Supply Sources and Type 

The source of cooling water for Turkey Point Unit 4 is the cooling canal system. 

There will be no increase in the amount of water withdrawn as a result of the 

additional capacity that will result from the EPU project. General plant service water, 

fire protection water, process water, and potable water are obtained from Miami-
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Dade County. Process water uses include demineralizer regeneration, steam cycle 

makeup, and general service water use for washdowns. The water use for the facility 

will not change as a result of the EPU project. 

In regard to Turkey Point Unit 6, the water for the various plant water needs will be 

obtained from a reclaimed water supply, a saltwater supply, and a potable water 

supply. Reclaimed water will be used as makeup water to the cooling water system 

with saltwater from radial collector wells as a back-up water source to be used when 

reclaimed water is not available in sufficient quantity or quality. 

Potable water will be used as makeup water for the service water system. The 

potable water supply will also provide water to the fire protection system, 

demineralized water treatment system, and other miscellaneous uses. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies 

The existing water resources will not change as a result of the EPU project at Turkey 

Point Unit 4. Regarding Turkey Point Unit 6, use of reclaimed water from MDWASD 

is a beneficial and cost-effective means of increasing the use of reclaimed water. 

This use of reclaimed water helps Miami-Dade County meet approximately half of its 

wastewater reuse goals and will provide environmental benefits by reducing the 

volume of wastewater discharged by the County. In the absence of reuse 

opportunities, this treated domestic wastewater would likely continue to be 

discharged to the ocean or into deep injection wells. 

Miami-Dade County is required to eliminate ocean outfalls and increase the amount 

of water that is reclaimed for environmental benefit and other beneficial uses. Turkey 

Point Unit 6 will use reclaimed water 24 hrs per day, 365 days per year when 

operating and water is available in sufficient quantity and quality. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

Heated water discharges from Turkey Point Unit 4 are dissipated using the existing 

closed-loop cooling canal system. The additional generating capacity as a result of 

the EPU project for Turkey Point Unit 4 will not cause any changes in the quantity or 

characteristics of industrial wastewaters generated by the facility. Nor will the 

increased generating capacity at Turkey Point Unit 4 cause any changes in 

hydrologic or water quality conditions due to diversion, interception, or additions to 

surface water flow. The existing units at Turkey Point do not directly withdraw 
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groundwater under current operations and they will not do so after the EPU project is 

completed. Locally, groundwater is present beneath the site in the surficial or 

Biscayne Aquifer and in deeper aquifer zones that are part of the Floridan Aquifer 

System. There will be no effects on those deeper aquifer zones from the EPU project. 

Turkey Point Unit 6 will dissipate heat from the power generation process using 

cooling towers. Slowdown water or discharge from the cooling towers, along with 

other wastestreams, will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan Aquifer. 

Non-point source discharges are not an issue since there will be none at this facility. 

Storm water runoff will be released to the closed-loop cooling canal system. 

Turkey Point Unit 4 employs, and Turkey Point Unit 6 will employ, Best Management 

Practices (BMP) plans and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) 

plans to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Turkey Point Unit 4 utilizes uranium-dioxide fuel that is slightly enriched uranium-235. 

The uranium-dioxide fuel is in the form of pellets contained in Zircaloy tubes with 

welded end plugs to confine radionuclides. The tubes are fabricated into assemblies 

designed for loading into the reactor core. Used fuel assemblies are stored in the 

onsite NRC-approved spent fuel storage facilities. 

FPL currently replaces approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each reactor 

at refueling intervals of approximately 18 months. FPL operates each reactor such 

that the average fuel usage by a reactor is approximately 45,000 megawatt-days per 

metric ton of uranium. Following completion of the EPU project for Turkey Point Unit 

4, more nuclear fuel will be used due to the increased generating capacity. No 

changes in the fuel handling facilities are required. 

In regard to Turkey Point Unit 6, the reactor will contain enriched uranium fuel 

assemblies. A fuel assembly consists of 264 fuel rods in a 17-by-17 square array. 

The fuel rods consist of enriched uranium, in the form of cylindrical pellets of sintered 

uranium dioxide contained in ZIRLO™tubing. 

New fuel assemblies will be transported to Turkey Point for use in Unit 6 by truck 

from a fuel fabrication facility in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation 
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(DOT) and NRC regulations. Spent fuel assemblies being discharged will remain in 

the spent fuel pool while short half-life isotopes decay. 

After a sufficient decay period, the fuel would be transferred to an on-site 

independent spent fuel storage installation facility or an off-site disposal facility. 

Packaging of the fuel for off-site shipment will comply with the applicable DOT and 

NRC regulations for transportation of radioactive material. 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for spent fuel transportation 

from reactor sites to a repository under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as 

amended. FPL has executed a standard spent nuclear fuel disposal contract with 

DOE for fuel used in Unit 6. 

At Turkey Point Unit 4 diesel fuel is used in a number of emergency generators that 

include four main emergency generators, five smaller emergency generators, and 

various general purpose diesel engines. The emergency generators will not be 

changed as a result of the EPU project. These emergency generators are for stand

by use only and only operated for testing purposes to assure reliability and for 

maintenance. Diesel fuel for the emergency generators is delivered to Turkey Point 

by truck as needed, and stored in tanks with secondary containment. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The normal operation of Turkey Point Unit 4 does not create fossil fuel-related air 

emissions. However, there are emergency generators associated with Unit 4. Four of 

these nine emergency generators are main plant emergency generators which are 

rated at 2.5 MW each. The remaining five generators are smaller emergency 

generators which are associated with the security system. In addition, various 

general purpose diesels are used as needed. No additional generators are required 

as part of the EPU project for Turkey Point Unit 4. 

The Turkey Point Unit 4 associated emergency generators and diesel engines, 

together with Turkey Point Units 1, 2, and 5, are classified as a major source of air 

pollution. FDEP has issued a separate Title V Air Operating Permit for Turkey Point 

(Permit Number 0250003-004-AV). There are no operating limits for the emergency 

generators or diesel engines. Emergency diesel generators are limited to use ultra

low sulfur diesel fuel (0.0015% sulfur). NOx emissions are regulated under 

Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT} requirements in Rule 62-

296.570(4) (b) 7 F.A.C., which limit NOx emissions to 4.75 lb/MMBtu. The use of 0.05 
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percent sulfur diesel fuel and good combustion practices serve to keep NOx 

emissions under this limit. 

Regarding Turkey Point Unit 6, the unit will also minimize FPL system air pollutant 

emissions by using nuclear fuel to generate electric power. This includes avoiding 

emissions of particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (S02 ), nitrogen oxides (NOx), 

carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide (C02 ), and volatile organic compounds 

(VOC). The circulating water cooling towers will be equipped with high-efficiency drift 

or mist eliminators to minimize emissions of PM to 0.0005 percent of the circulating 

water; this is over 99.99-percent control of potential drift emissions based on the 

circulating water flow. 

The diesel engines necessary to support Turkey Point Unit 6 and fire pump engines 

will be purchased from manufacturers whose engines meet the EPA's NSPS Subpart 

1111 emission limits. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Field surveys and impact assessments of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the Turkey Point Unit 4 EPU project and the Turkey Point Unit 6 

project were conducted. Predicted noise levels associated with these projects are not 

expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

The Turkey Point Unit 4, EPU Site Certification Application (SCA), under the Florida 

Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, was filed in January 2008 and a final order was 

issued in October 2008. The FPSC voted to approve the need for additional 

generating capacity at Turkey Point and the final order approving the need for this 

additional nuclear capacity was issued in January 2008. In addition, a License 

Amendment request for the EPU was submitted to the NRC in October 2010. The 

License Amendment was approved in June 2012. 

The Turkey Point Unit 6 Site Certification Application (SCA), under the Florida 

Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, was filed in June 2009 and a final order is currently 

expected in January 2014. The FPSC issued the final order approving the need for 

this additional nuclear capacity in April 2008. 
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A License Amendment request for Unit 6 was submitted to the NRC in June 2009. 

There are two components to that application; one is the Environmental Assessment 

(EA) and the other is the Safety component. The Application is still in process. 

Besides the certification and the license amendment, additional permits have been 

issued for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 including Miami-Dade County Unusual Use 

approvals that were issued in 2007 and 2013 and the Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (Air permit) that was issued in 2009. In addition, a permit to construct 

an exploratory well and a dual zone monitoring well, under the Underground Injection 

Control Program, was issued in 2010. Permits from the FAA for the containment 

structure were originally issued in 2009 and renewed in 2012. 

Preferred Site # 2: Cape Canaveral Plant, Brevard County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Cape Canaveral Plant property in unincorporated 

Brevard County. The site is bound to the east by the Indian River Lagoon and on the 

west by a four-lane highway (U.S. Highway 1 ). The city of Port St. Johns is located less 

than a mile away. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The site previously housed two steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 788 MW 

(Summer) of generating capacity. The units formerly occupied a portion of the 43 acres 

that are wholly owned by FPL. FPL is in the process of modernizing the existing Cape 

Canaveral Plant, to be renamed the Cape Canaveral Next Generation Clean Energy 

Center (CCEC), by replacing the previous two steam generating units with a single 

modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean energy center using 

advanced CC technology. The old units have been taken out of service and dismantled. 

The demolition of the Cape Canaveral Plant began in mid-201 0 and was completed 

during the first quarter of 2011. Construction for the new CC unit began in March 2011 

and is expected to be completed by June 2013. 

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the CCEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the general layout of the CCEC generating facilities at the site is found at 

the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing and future land uses on the site are primarily dedicated to electrical 

generation; i.e., FPL's former Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2 and the future CCEC unit. 

The existing land uses that are adjacent to the site consist of single- and multi-family 

residences to the south and southwest, commercial property to the northwest, utility 

systems to the west, and a private medical/office facility to the north. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment surrounding the site includes the Indian River Lagoon to 

the east and upland scrub, pine and hardwoods to the north and south. 

Vegetation within the approximately 45-acre offsite construction laydown and 

parking area (located west of U.S. Highway 1) consists of open land, upland 

scrub, pine, hardwoods along with exotic plant species. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction of the CCEC at the site, due to the 

existing developed nature of the site and lack of suitable habitat for listed 

species. Federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals inhabiting the 

offsite construction laydown and parking area are limited to the state-listed 

gopher tortoise and the state- and federally-listed scrub jay. The warm water 

discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered species. FPL 

continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to ensure 

protection of the manatees during the modernization process. In 201 0, FPL 

installed a temporary heating system to warm the water for the manatees as 

required during manatee season. FPL has complied, and will continue to comply, 

with several other manatee-related conditions of certification to ensure the 

protection of the manatees during the modernization work and during subsequent 

operation of the new generating facility. 
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of the CCEC at this location is consistent with the 

existing use at the site and is not expected to have any adverse impacts on 

parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the previous steam generating units (Units 1 & 2) with 

one new 1 ,210 MW (Summer) CC unit consisting of three new combustion turbines 

(CTs), three new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. 

The new CC unit is projected to be in-service in mid-2013. Natural gas delivered via 

pipeline is the primary fuel type for this unit with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil serving 

as a backup fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Public Utilities" and the 

area has been rezoned to GML-U. Designations for the surrounding area are 

primarily "Community Commercial" and "Residential". A land use map of the site and 

adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Cape Canaveral Plant site was selected for a site modernization due to 

consideration of various factors including system load and economics. 

Environmental issues were not a significant factor since this site was the site of a 

previous power plant and does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. However, the significant reduction in cooling water 

withdrawal and thermal component of cooling water discharges are environmental 

benefits of replacing the previous steam units with a new CC unit. Other 

environmental benefits include a significant reduction in system fuel use, a significant 

reduction in system air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued 

warm water discharge for the manatees as required during manatee season. 

Further, modernizing this existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by 

not requiring new land, new water sources, or additional off-site transmission siting. 
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i. Water Resources 

Condenser cooling for the steam cycle portion of the new plant and auxiliary cooling 

will come from the existing cooling water intake system. Process, potable, and 

reclaimed water for the new plant will come from the existing City of Cocoa's potable 

water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and is at an approximate elevation 

of 12 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land consists primarily of fine to medium 

sand that parallels the coast. There is a lack of shell as it was deposited during a time 

of transgression. The base of the sedimentary rocks is made up of a thick, primarily 

carbonate sequence deposited during the Jurassic age through the Pleistocene age. 

Starting in the Miocene age and continuing through the Holocene age, siliciclastic 

sedimentation became more predominant. The basement rocks in this area consist of 

low-grade metamorphic and igneous intrusives, which occur several thousand feet 

below land surface and are Precambrian, Paleozoic, and Mesozoic in age. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. Approximately 600 mgd of 

cooling water would be cycled through the once-through cooling water system. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Indian River Lagoon water as the 

source of once-through cooling water. Such needs for cooling water will comply with 

the St. John's River Water Management District (SJRWMD) conditions in the site 

certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Cocoa's potable water supply. Reclaimed water may be used for irrigation. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. CC technology uses less water by design than traditional steam generation 

units. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized site will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

systems for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown 

(wastewater discharge required to maintain process water quality) will be reused to 

the maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before 

discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject will be mixed with the plant's once-through 

cooling water system. Storm water runoff will be collected and routed to storm water 

ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit will be transported to the site via a pipeline. New off-site 

gas compressors will be used to raise the gas pressure of the existing pipeline for the 

new unit. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will be received by truck or barge from Port 

Canaveral and stored in an above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The emission rates of CCEC would decrease by over 90% from the former Cape 

Canaveral Plant, resulting in substantial annual emission reductions and increased 

air quality benefits per unit of energy produced. The use of natural gas, ultra-low 

sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize air emissions from the 

CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission limiting standards. Using 

these clean fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ), particulate matter, and 

other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation 

of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions 

will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions 

during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. These 

design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air 

emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, 

and energy impacts. CC facility emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. In total, the design of the 

new CCEC plant will incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient 

and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels. 

r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

October 9, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of the 

Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). 

Preferred Site # 3: Riviera Beach Plant, Palm Beach County 

This site is located on the former FPL Riviera Beach Plant property primarily within 

Riviera Beach, Palm Beach County (with a small portion of the Site in West Palm Beach). 

The site is bound to the east by the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) and on 

the west by a four-lane highway (U.S. Highway 1 ). The site has barge access via the Port 

of Palm Beach. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 300 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 3 & 4) that were taken out of service and dismantled in 2011. 

Units 1 & 2 were previously retired and dismantled and are no longer on the plant site. 

FPL is in the process of modernizing the former Riviera Beach Plant, to be renamed the 

Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center (RBEC), by replacing the existing 

generating units with a modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean 

energy center using advanced CC technology. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the RBEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the RBEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The previous Riviera Beach Plant consisted of two 300 MW (approximate) units with 

conventional dual-fuel fired steam boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site 

includes minimal vegetation and a landscape buffer area south of the power plant. 

Adjacent land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well 

as light commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinitv 

1. Natural Environment 

The existing FPL Riviera Beach Plant property is located on approximately 46 

acres of flat, sandy soils on the west side of the Intracoastal Waterway. The 

majority of the site is comprised of seven acres containing transmission lines and 

facilities on the west side of U.S. Highway 1, and 39 acres comprised of facilities 

related to electric power generation on the east side of U.S. Highway 1. The site 

provides warm water as required for manatees pursuant to the facility's Manatee 

Protection Plan. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to 

ensure protection of the manatees during the modernization process. In 2009, 

FPL installed a temporary heating system to warm the water for the manatees as 

required pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. FPL will also be 

complying with several other manatee-related conditions of certification to ensure 

the protection of the manatees during the modernization work and during 

operation of the RBEC. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 
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4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the previous steam generating units (Units 3 & 4) with 

one new 1,212 MW (Summer) CC unit consisting of three new CTs, three new heat 

recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit is 

projected to be in service in mid-2014. Natural gas delivered via pipeline is the 

primary fuel type for the unit with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil serving as a backup 

fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is "Utility". The Port of 

Palm Beach is to the north of the site. Designation to the west of the site is 

"Commercial." To the south of the site is "Residential" and is in the City of West Palm 

Beach. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

This site has been selected for site modernization due to consideration of various 

factors including system load and economics. Environmental issues were not a 

deciding factor since this site does not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or 

other environmental issues. However, there are environmental benefits of replacing 

the existing steam units with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system 

air emissions, improved aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge 

for the manatees as required during manatee season. Further, modernizing this 

existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land or 

new water resources. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Lake Worth Lagoon (Intracoastal Waterway) will be used for once

through cooling water. RBEC will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling 

water intake and discharge structures. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation 

will come from three onsite surficial aquifer wells. Process and potable water for the 

converted plant will come from the existing City of Riviera Beach potable water 

supply. 

Florida Power & Light Company 148 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 157 of 248

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The surficial aquifer system in 

eastern Palm Beach County is primarily composed of sand, sandstone, shell, silt, 

calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the Pleistocene and Pliocene 

Epochs. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the Pamlico Sand, Fort 

Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Caloosahatchee Marl (Pleistocene and 

Pliocene). Permeable sediments in the upper part of the Tamiami Formation 

(Pliocene) are also part of the aquifer system. 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet of the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.232 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 600 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use Lake Worth Lagoon water as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Water for cooling pump seals and irrigation will come 

from on-site surficial aquifer wells currently authorized under SFWMD conditions of 

certification. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Riviera Beach's potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. CC technology uses less water by design than traditional steam generation 

units. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (R/0) reject 

will be mixed with the plant's once-through cooling water system prior to discharge. 

Storm water runoff will be collected and routed to storm water ponds. The facility will 

employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and 
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Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an approximately six 

mile FPL-owned pipeline and a 32 mile pipeline from the Martin Plant. Together, the 

two pipelines are known as the RBEC Lateral. New gas compressors will be installed 

at the existing FPL 451
h Street Terminal facility in Riviera Beach to raise the gas 

pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit. Ultra-low sulfur light 

fuel oil would be received by truck, pipeline, or barge and stored in a new above

ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be more than 90 percent 

lower than the previous Riviera Beach Plant's emission rates, resulting in significant 

annual emissions reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy produced. The 

use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would 

minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission 

limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02 ), 

particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and the combustor design will limit 

the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing 

natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low NOx combustion 

technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection and SCR will be 

used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-low sulfur light fuel 

oil as backup fuel. These design alternatives are equivalent to the Best Available 

Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. CC facility emissions of GHGs from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. Taken together, the design 

of RBEC would incorporate features that will make it among the most efficient and 

cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. Noise from the operation of the 

new unit will be within allowable levels. 
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r. Status of Applications 

The FPSC voted to approve the need for the modernization project and the need 

order was issued in September 2008. The project received final state certification on 

November 24, 2009, through the issuance of a final order signed by the Secretary of 

the DEP. The project received final certification for the RBEC Lateral and compressor 

station on March 15, 2011. 

Preferred Site# 4: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County 

This site is located on the existing FPL Port Everglades Plant property within the City of 

Hollywood, Broward County. The site is surrounded by the Port of Port Everglades. The 

site has barge access via the Port of Port Everglades. A rail line is located near the plant. 

The previous site generating capacity was made up of two 200 MW (approximate) steam 

generating units (Units 1 & 2) and two 400 MW (approximate) steam generating units 

(Units 3 & 4 ). The four units will be taken out of service and dismantled by mid-2013 as 

part of the modernization of the plant site. 

The Port Everglades Plant site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans for both CC and CT generation options. On April 9, 2012, the FPSC issued the final 

need order for the modernization of the existing Port Everglades Plant. As a result of the 

modernization of the site, the new generating unit- to be renamed the Port Everglades 

Next Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC) - will replace the existing steam 

generating units with a modern, highly efficient, lower-emission next-generation clean 

energy center using advanced CC technology. The existing four steam units will first be 

removed from the site and will be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the PEEC site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A general layout of the PEEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing Port Everglades Plant consists of two 200 MW (approximate) and two 

400 MW (approximate) generating units with conventional dual-fuel fired steam 

boilers and steam turbine units. The plant site includes minimal vegetation. Adjacent 

land uses include port facilities and associated industrial activities, as well as light 

commercial and residential development. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation for the existing Port Everglades Plant generating units. The site is 

located adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway. The site provides warm water as 

required for manatees pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. 

2. Listed Species 

No adverse impacts to federally or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are 

expected in association with construction at the site, due to the existing 

developed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

The warm water discharges from the plant attract manatees, an endangered 

species. FPL continues to work closely with state and federal wildlife agencies to 

ensure protection of the manatees during the modernization process and upon 

operation of the new plant. FPL plans to install a temporary heating system to 

provide warm water for manatees as required pursuant to the facility's Manatee 

Protection Plan. FPL also anticipates complying with other manatee-related 

conditions of certification to ensure the protection of the manatees during the 

modernization work and during future operations of PEEC. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 

location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have 

any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive 

lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

The design option is to replace the existing units (Units 1 through 4) with one new 

1,277 MW (Summer) unit consisting of three new CTs, three new heat recovery 

steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. The new CC unit is projected to 

be in service in mid-2016. Natural gas delivered via the existing pipeline is the 

primary fuel type for the unit with ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil serving as a backup 

fuel. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is a combination of 

"Electrical Generating Facility'' and "Utilities Use". A land use map of the site and 

adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Port Everglades Plant has been selected for site modernization due to 

consideration of various factors including system load, ability to provide generation in 

the Miami-Dade/Broward region to help balance load and generation in the region, 

and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does 

not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity or other environmental issues. 

However, there are environmental benefits of replacing the existing steam units with 

a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system air emissions, improved 

aesthetics at the site, and continued warm water discharge for the manatees as 

required pursuant to the facility's Manatee Protection Plan. Further, modernizing this 

existing facility reduces the impact on natural resources by not requiring new land or 

new water resources. 

i. Water Resources 

Water from the Intracoastal Waterway via the Port of Port Everglades Slip No. 3 is 

currently used for once-through cooling water supply. The new plant will utilize 

portions of the existing once-through cooling water intake and discharge structures. 

Process and potable water for the modernized plant will come from the existing City 

of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

FPL's Port Everglades Plant site is underlain by the surficial aquifer system. The 

surficial aquifer system in eastern Broward County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell, silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the 
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Pleistocene and Pliocene ages. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the 

Pamlico Sand, Miami Oolite, Anastasia Formation, Key Largo Formation, and Fort 

Thompson Formation (Pleistocene) and the Tamiami Formation (Pliocene). The 

sediments in the eastern portion of the county are appreciably more permeable than 

in the west. 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by at least 600 feet of the Hawthorn formation 

(confining unit). The Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing is approximately 0.24 million 

gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Approximately 600 mgd of cooling water would be cycled through the once-through 

cooling water system which is a reduction of more than 51% from the previous fossil 

steam unit's capability. Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

The modernized plant will continue to use the Intracoastal Waterway as the source of 

once-through cooling water. Process and potable water for the new plant will come 

from the existing City of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization 

project. CC technology uses less water by design than traditional steam generation 

units. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water 

system for heat dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be 

reused to the maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before 

discharge. Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject will be mixed with the plant's once-through 

cooling water system prior to discharge. Stormwater runoff will be collected and 

routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management Practices 

(BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to 

prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 
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o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an existing natural 

gas pipeline to the site. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the 

pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit will be installed either at the existing 

site or off-site. Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil would be received by truck, pipeline, or 

barge and stored in a new above-ground storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be approximately 90 percent 

lower than the previous Port Everglades Plant's emission rates, resulting in 

significant annual emissions reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy 

produced. The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion 

controls would minimize air emissions from the unit and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these fuels minimizes emissions of 

sulfur dioxide (S02 ), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates. 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon monoxide and volatile organic 

compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry-low 

NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water injection 

and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of GHGs from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives 

are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of PEEC would incorporate features that will 

make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be below 

current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL filed a need determination with the FPSC on November 21, 2011. The FPSC's 

final need order was issued on April 9, 2012. The Site Certification Application (SCA) 

was submitted January 24, 2012 resulting in the issuance of Final Order PA 12-57 on 
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October 9, 2012. Concurrent with the SCA filing, FPL submitted applications for a 

Greenhouse Gas permit, a Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit and an 

Industrial Wastewater Facility permit revision. The revised Industrial Wastewater 

Facility permit was issued December 16, 2012. 

Preferred Site # 5: Hendry County. Hendry County 

FPL has acquired an approximately 3, 120-acre site in southeast Hendry County, off CR 

833. The Hendry County site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site 

Plans as a possibility for a future PV facility and/or natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL 

currently views the Hendry site as one of the most likely sites to be used for large-scale 

generation additions at some future date after the last of the three modernization projects 

are completed in 2016. 

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The existing and future land uses on the site are zoned Utility. The existing land uses 

that are adjacent to the site are predominately agricultural. The property to the south 

is the Seminole Big Cypress Reservation. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The natural environment adjacent to the north, east, and west of the site are 

used predominately for agricultural activities such as improved, unimproved, and 

woodland pasture. The majority of the pasture lands includes upland scrub, pine, 

and hardwoods. The Seminole Big Cypress Reservation lies to the south. 
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2. Listed Species 

FPL strives to have no adverse impacts on federal- or state-listed terrestrial 

plants and animals. Much of southwest Florida is considered habitat for the 

endangered Florida Panther. Although few or no impacts are expected in 

association with future construction at the site, FPL anticipates minimizing or 

mitigating for unavoidable wildlife or wetland impacts. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

Future construction and operation of a solar and/or a natural gas-fired CC 

generating facility at this location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on 

parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Options include construction of CC and/or solar power generation technologies. 

Mitigation for unavoidable impacts may occur through a combination of on- and off

site mitigation. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is Utility. A land use map of 

the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h. Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Hendry County site has been selected as "Preferred" due to consideration of 

various factors including system load, transmission interconnection, and economics. 

i. Water Resources 

Groundwater is anticipated to supply water to the Hendry County site. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site is at an approximate elevation of 10 to 12 feet above mean sea level (msl) 

and is located on the Immokalee Rise and the Big Cypress Spur considered terraces 

created by high sea level events. The terraces are composed of fine quartz sands 

that lie discontinuously upon the surficial aquifer system whose sediments are the 

Fort Thompson (Pleistocene), Caloosahatchee Marl (Pleistocene and Pliocene), and 
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Tamiami Formations (Pliocene). Other soil types in the area include limestone rock, 

calcareous muds, sands, organic materials, and mixed solids. 

The surficial aquifer is underlain by the Hawthorn formation (confining unit). The 

Floridan Aquifer System underlies the Hawthorn formation. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated quantity of water required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 

0.24 million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. Minimal amounts of water 

would be required for a PV facility. Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would be 

used in cooling towers for one CC unit. 

I. Water Supply Sources by Type 

Potential water supply source is groundwater. Additional evaluations are necessary 

to determine the exact source. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC and cooling tower technologies withdraw less water by design than traditional 

steam generation units. Some solar technologies do not require water for process or 

cooling purposes. Specific water conservation strategies will be evaluated and 

selected during the detailed design phase of any development project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC unit at the site will utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat 

dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the 

maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. 

Reverse osmosis (R/0) reject will be mixed with the plant's cooling water flow prior to 

discharge. Wastewater disposal is anticipated via discharge to an Underground 

Injection Control well system. Stormwater runoff would be collected and routed to 

stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan 

and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and 

control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal. and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas 

pipeline lateral to the site. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the 
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pipeline to the appropriate level for the new unit may be necessary Ultra-low sulfur 

light fuel oil will be received by truck or pipeline and stored in an above-ground 

storage tank. 

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would 

minimize regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions 

of S02 , PM, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of NOx and the combustor design will limit the formation of 

CO and VOCs. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry

low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

i11jection and SCR will be used to reduce 1\JOx emissions during operations when 

using ultra low sulfur fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of GHGs from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives 

are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of a CC unit would incorporate features that will 

make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

PV generation does not produce air emissions. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be 

minimal. 

r. Status of Applications 

FPL has not submitted any application associated with the Hendry County site. 

Preferred Site # 6: NE Okeechobee County, Okeechobee County 

FPL has purchased a site of approximately 2,800 acres in Northeast Okeechobee 

County. The site is in an unincorporated, rural area and is predominantly used for 

agricultural production. FPL's transmission lines intersect the property. The Northeast 

Okeechobee County site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans 

as a possibility for a future PV facility or natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL currently 

views the Okeechobee site as one of the most likely sites to be used for large-scale 
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generation additions at some future date after the last of the three modernization projects 

are completed in 2016. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Northeast Okeechobee site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 

c) Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 

d) Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Northeast Okeechobee County site is predominantly used for agricultural 

production (cattle and citrus). Adjacent land uses include primarily agriculture and 

conservation. 

e) General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of the site is comprised of lands dedicated to agricultural production. 

2. Listed Species 

Minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are expected 

in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed nature of 

the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a power generating facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally 

sensitive lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 
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f) Design Features and Mitigation Options 

Options include construction of PV or CC technologies. Mitigation for unavoidable 

impacts may occur through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation. 

g) Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is predominantly 

unimproved pasture. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at 

the end of this chapter. 

h) Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Northeast Okeechobee County site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to 

consideration of various factors including system load, transmission interconnection, 

and economics. Environmental issues were not a deciding factor since this site does 

not exhibit significant environmental sensitivity. 

i) Water Resources 

Groundwater and/or surface water resources are anticipated to supply water to the 

Northeast Okeechobee County site. 

j) Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The hydrostratigraphy of the Northeast Okeechobee County site is similar to that of 

most of South Florida. In general, the groundwater system underlying Okeechobee 

County consists of the Surficial Aquifer System (SAS), the Intermediate Confining 

Unit (ICU), and the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS). The SAS consists of 

approximately 100 to 250 feet of undifferentiated deposits of sand, shell, clay and silt. 

The ICU consists of approximately 200 feet of carbonate rocks interbedded with 

sandy and silty clay. The multiple layers of the FAS extend thousands of feet below 

the ICU. 

k) Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. The estimated quantity of 

water required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 million gallons per 

day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. Approximately 7.5 mgd 

of cooling water would be used in cooling towers for a CC unit. Minimal amounts of 

water would be required for a PV facility. 
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I) Water Supply Sources by Type 

Potential water supply sources are groundwater and surface water. Additional 

evaluations are necessary to determine which source(s) may be used. 

m) Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC technology withdraws less water by design than traditional steam generation 

units. PV facilities have minimal water demands. Specific water conservation 

strategies will be evaluated and selected during the detailed design phase of any 

development project. 

n) Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC plant is anticipated to utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat 

dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the 

maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. 

Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject will be mixed with the plant's cooling water flow prior to 

discharge. Wastewater disposal is anticipated via discharge to an Underground 

Injection Control well system. Stormwater runoff would be collected and routed to 

stormwater ponds. The facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) and 

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to prevent and control 

the inadvertent release of pollutants. 

o) Fuel Delivery. Storage. Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas 

pipeline lateral. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit may be necessary. Back-up fuel supplies of ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil will be received by truck or pipeline and stored in an above

ground storage tank to ensure reliability of operations. 

p) Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would 

minimize regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions 

of S02 , PM, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of NOx and the combustor design will limit the formation of 

CO and VOCs. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry

low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when 
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using ultra- low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of GHGs from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives 

are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of a CC unit would incorporate features that will 

make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

PV generation does not produce air emissions. 

q) Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be 

minimal. 

r) Status of Applications 

FPL has not filed any applications associated with the Northeast Okeechobee County 

site. 

Preferred Site # 7: Palatka Site, Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating the former FPL Palatka Plant site, which was dismantled in 

the 1990s, for future natural gas-fired generation. This 170 acre site is located on the 

west side of Highway 1 00 opposite the FPL Putnam Plant in East Palatka. The Palatka 

site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as a possibility for 

future natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL currently views the Palatka site as one of the 

most likely sites to be used for large-scale generation additions at some future date after 

the last of the three modernization projects are completed in 2016. 

a) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Palatka site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b) Proposed Facilities Layout 

A map of the property owned by FPL is found at the end of this chapter. 

c) Map of Site and Adjacent Areas 

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this 

chapter. 
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d) Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The Palatka site is designated as Industrial land use. Aqjacent land uses include 

power generation and associated facilities (the existing FPL Putnam Plant) as well as 

Mixed Wetland Hardwoods, Residential and Hardwood-Coniferous Mixed. 

e) General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity 

1. Natural Environment 

The majority of site has been previously impacted by past power plant operations. No 

significant environmental features have been identified at this time. 

2. Listed Species 

Minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are expected 

in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed nature of 

the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status 

The construction and operation of a power generating facility at this location is not 

expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally 

sensitive lands. 

4. Other Significant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site. 

f) Desjgn Features and Mitigation Options 

Options include construction of CC technologies. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts 

may occur through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation. 

g) Local Government Future Land Use Designations 

Local government future land use designation for the site is Industrial. A land use 

map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter. 

h) Site Selection Criteria Process 

The Palatka site has been selected as a Preferred Site due to consideration of 

various factors including system load, transmission interconnection, and economics. 
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i) Water Resources 

The St John's River, ground water, and/or regional water supply initiatives are 

potential water sources. 

j) Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The hydrostratigraphy of the Palatka site is similar to that of most of North Florida. In 

general, the groundwater system underlying Palatka consists of the Surficial Aquifer 

System (SAS), and the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS). 

k) Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 mgd. The estimated quantity of 

water required at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 million gallons per day (mgd) for 

uses such as process water and service water. Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling 

water would be used in cooling towers for a CC unit. 

I) Water Supply Sources by Type 

Potential water supply sources are surface and ground water. Additional evaluations 

are necessary to determine which source(s) may be used. 

m) Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration 

CC and cooling tower technologies withdraw less water by design than traditional 

steam generation units. Specific water conservation strategies will be evaluated and 

selected during the detailed design phase of the project development. 

n) Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

A CC plant is anticipated to utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat 

dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the 

maximum extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. 

Reverse osmosis (RIO) reject will be mixed with the plant's cooling water flow prior to 

discharge. Wastewater disposal is anticipated via discharge to surface and/or 

ground water as with the existing Putnam Plant. Stormwater runoff would be 

collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ Best Management 

Practices (BMP) and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to 

prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants. 
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o) Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas 

pipeline lateral. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit may be necessary. Back-up fuel supplies of ultra

low sulfur light fuel oil will be received by water-borne delivery, truck or pipeline and 

stored in an above-ground storage tank to ensure reliability of operations. 

p) Air Emissions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would 

minimize regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with 

applicable emission limiting standards. Using these clean fuels minimizes emissions 

of 802 , PM, and other fuel-bound contaminates. Combustion controls similarly 

minimize the formation of NOx and the combustor design will limit the formation of 

CO and VOCs. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled using dry

low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when 

using ultra- low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. CC facility emissions of GHGs from 

combustion of natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA 

proposed new source performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives 

are equivalent to the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and 

minimize such emissions while balancing economic, environmental, and energy 

impacts. Taken together, the design of a CC unit would incorporate features that will 

make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in the State of Florida. 

q) Noise Emissions and Control Systems 

Noise anticipated to be caused by unit construction at the site is expected to be 

minimal. 

r) Status of Applications 

FPL has not submitted any applications associated with the Palatka site. 
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IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options 

Five (5) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for future generation additions to 

meet FPL's projected capacity and energy needs. 8 These sites have been identified as 

Potential Sites due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, 

infrastructure, and/or accessibility to fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are 

suitable for different capacity levels and technologies, including both renewable energy 

and non-renewable energy technologies for various sites. 

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering 

and/or costs associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In 

addition, each Potential Site has different characteristics that will require further definition 

and attention. Solely for the purpose of estimating water requirements for sites more 

suited for non-renewable energy technologies, it was assumed that either one dual-fuel 

(natural gas and light oil) simple cycle CT, or a natural gas-fired CC unit, would be 

constructed at these Potential Sites unless otherwise noted. 

A simple cycle CT would require approximately 50 gallons per minute (gpm) for both 

process and cooling water (assuming a cooling tower was utilized). A CC unit would 

require approximately up to 150 gpm for process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per 

day (mgd) per unit for cooling water (assuming a cooling tower is utilized). If an existing 

power plant site is ultimately selected for modernization (as is the case with FPL's CCEC, 

RBEC, and PEEC sites), the water requirements discussed above for a CC unit would be 

approximately correct for the modernized site. If a renewable energy generating 

technology is ultimately selected for one of these sites, the water requirements would be 

significantly less than those for simple cycle CT or CC facilities. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites 

briefly discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time, FPL considers 

each site to be equally viable. 

8 As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for 
future generation additions. These include the remainder of FPL's existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. 
Greenfield sites that FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are 
not specifically identified as Potential Sites in order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers. 
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Potential Site # 1: Babcock Ranch, Charlotte County 

This site is located within the proposed Babcock Ranch Community on the north side of 

Tuckers Grade, approximately 10.5 miles north of the intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 

and 1.1 miles east of SR-31. The project is bordered on the north by the Babcock Ranch 

Preserve owned by the State of Florida. This site is a possibility for an FPL PV facility. 

FPL has received all permits necessary to construct a 74 MW PV facility at this location. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is the Babcock Ranch Overlay District, and it is zoned as 

the Babcock Ranch Overlay Zoning District. This land use and zoning allows for solar 

facilities. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the solar panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Any such 

water may be brought to the site by truck. 

Potential Site # 2: DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSoto County 

The DeSoto site is located at 4051 Northeast Karson Street which is approximately 0.3 

miles east of U.S. Highway 17 and immediately north of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. 

The site is located in Sections 26, 27, & 35, Township 36 South, and Range 25 East. FPL 

owns an approximate 13,000 acre parcel in DeSoto County. FPL has designated 

approximately 5,177 acres for development of a PV facility. 
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The DeSoto site is home to a 25 MW PV facility that has been operational since 2009. Up 

to an additional 275 MW of PV generation could be constructed in phases on the 

remaining undeveloped land. FPL has initiated permitting for the additional PV facilities. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A map of this site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The future land use is Electric Generating 

Facility. 

c. Environmental Features 

There are no significant environmental features on the site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a future expansion of the existing PV 

facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for an expanded PV facility. A small amount may be 

needed to occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potable water will be required in the administration building and maintenance 

building. FPL would propose to utilize existing wells onsite to accommodate water 

needs. 

Potential Site # 3: Manatee Plant Site, Manatee County 

The existing FPL Manatee Plant 9,500-acre site is located in unincorporated north-central 

Manatee County. The existing power generating facilities are located in all or portions of 

Sections 18 and 19 of Township 33S, Range 20-E. The plant site lies approximately 5 

miles east of Parrish, Florida. It is approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 

9.5 miles east of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75). The existing plant is approximately 2.5 

miles south of the Hillsborough-Manatee County line; a portion of the north property 

boundary of the plant site abuts the county line. State Road 62 (SR 62) is about 0.7 mile 

south of the plant, with the plant entrance road going north from that highway. This site is 

a possible location for an FPL PV facility. FPL has received the federal and state permits 

required to construct approximately 50 MW of PV at this location. 
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a. U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) Map 

A map of the site is found at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The property is zoned Planned 

Development I Public Interest (PD-P I), which will allow for electrical generation. 

c. Environmental Features 

FPL anticipates mitigating for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed 

as a result of a PV project constructed at this site. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. Panel cleaning 

water source may be existing potable water or water tank trucked to the site. 

Potential Site # 4: Martin County, Martin County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Martin County for a future PV facility. No 

specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. 

Florida Power & Light Company 170 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 179 of 248

e. Supply Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

Potential Site # 5: Putnam County 

FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Putnam County for a future PV facility or 

natural gas power generation. Sites currently under investigation are approximately 2,800 

acres. No specific locations have been selected at this time. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter. 

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

c. Environmental Features 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this 

time. 

d. Water Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility. Natural gas power 

generation would require approximately up to 150 gallons per minute (gpm) for 

process water and up to 7.5 million gallons per day (mgd) per unit for cooling water 

(assuming a cooling tower is utilized). 

e. Supply Sources 

The StJohn's River, existing groundwater, and/or regional water supply initiatives are 
potential water sources. 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #1: Turkey Point Plant 
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Preferred Site #3: Riviera Beach Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #5: Hendry County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #6: Northeast Okeechobee County 
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Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Babcock Ranch 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #2: Desoto Solar Expansion 
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Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #3: Manatee Plant Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #4: Martin County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #5: Putnam County 
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Introduction 

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain 

information that was to be included in an electric utility's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. 

Among this specified information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled "Other 

Planning Assumptions and Information." These 12 items basically concern specific aspects of a 

utility's resource planning work. The FPSC requested a discussion or a description of each of 

these items. 

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate "Discussion Items". 

Discussion Item # 1 : Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and 

explain the impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission 

constraints. 

FPL's resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: 

external limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL's ties to its 

neighboring systems. Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important since they affect the development of assumptions for the 

amount of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount and price 

of economy energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated both in the 

reliability analysis and economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external 

assistance which is assumed to be available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL 

from outside its system as well as historical levels of available assistance. In the loss of load 

probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability analyses, FPL models this amount of external 

assistance as an additional generator within FPL's system which provides capacity in all but the 

peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on historical 

values and projections from production costing models. 

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations for 

potential new generating units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's 

system. The internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs 

for siting new units at different locations, by evaluating the cost impacts created by the new 

uniUunit location combination on the operation of existing units in the FPL system, and/or by 

evaluating the costs of transmission additions that may be needed to address regional concerns 

regarding an imbalance between load and generation in a given region. Both of these site- and 
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system-related transmission costs are developed for each different unit/unit location option or 

groups of options. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be imported into the 

Southeastern Florida region (Miami-Dade and Broward Counties) of FPL's system are also 

developed for use in FPL's production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the 

Southeastern Florida region of FPL's system, and the need to maintain a regional balance 

between generation and transmission contributions to meet regional load, is found in Chapter Ill.) 

FPL's annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address 

limitations and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL's planned transmission facilities to 

interconnect and integrate generating units in FPL's resource plans, including those transmission 

facilities that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act, are presented in Chapter 

Ill. 

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed. Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective. Discuss any changes 

in the generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load 

forecast. 

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an economic 

criterion FPL's levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

approach). In addition, for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses the 

equivalent criterion of the cumulative present value of revenue requirements for the FPL system. 9 

The load forecast that is presented in FPL's 2013 Site Plan was developed in February 2013. 

The only load forecast sensitivities analyzed during 2012/early 2013 were high load forecast 

sensitivities developed solely to analyze the quality of FPL's future reserves and the projected 

frequency at which load control might be implemented. These analyses are on-going. 

9 
FPL's basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when 

DSM levels are considered a "given" in the analysis (i.e., when only new generating options are considered), the lowest 
electric rate basis approach and the lowest system cumulative present value of revenue requirements basis approach, 
yield identical results in terms of which resource options are more economic. In such cases FPL evaluates resource 
options on the simpler-to-calculate (but equivalent) lowest cumulative present value system revenue requirements basis. 
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Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case 

fuel forecast. Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case 

plan to high and low fuel price scenarios. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were 

performed, explain the changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the 

sensitivities. If high and low fuel price scenarios were performed as part of the planning 

process, discuss the resulting changes, if any, in the generation expansion plan under the 

high and low fuel price scenario. If high and low fuel price sensitivities were not 

evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity to varying fuel prices. 

The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter Ill 

of this document. FPL used three fuel cost, and three environmental compliance cost, forecasts 

in analyses supporting its 2012 nuclear cost recovery filing. 

The high and low fuel cost forecasts are derived from a calculation of the historical volatility of the 

12-month forward price for one year ahead. From this range of volatility, a reasonable value from 

the high end of the range is applied to the medium fuel cost forecast to develop a high fuel cost 

forecast. Similarly, a reasonable value from the low end of the range is applied to the medium 

fuel cost forecast to develop a low fuel cost forecast. 

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For that 

reason, this resource plan has not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts. 

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

holding the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon. 

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost 

forecasts in its 2012/early 2013 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not 

represent a constant cost differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials 

were represented in these forecasts. 
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Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the 

planning process. 

The performance of existing generating units on FPL's system was modeled using current 

projections for scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate 

information. Schedule 1 in Chapter I and Schedule 8 in Chapter Ill present the current and 

projected capacity output ratings of FPL's existing units. The values used for outages and heat 

rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has used in planning studies in recent years. 

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and 

variable operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heat 

rates, and capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning work. A summary 

of this information for the new capacity options FPL currently projects to add over the reporting 

horizon for this document is presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter Ill. 

Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the 

planning process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to 

varying financial assumptions. 

During much of its 2012 resource planning work, FPL's financial assumptions were: i) a capital 

structure of 40.88% debt and 59.12% equity; (ii) a 5.50% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.0% return on 

equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 7.29%. Starting in late 2012, and continuing in 2013, 

FPL's financial assumptions have been based on the outcome of FPL's most recent base rate 

case and include: i) a capital structure of 40.38% debt and 59.62% equity; (ii) a 4.79% cost of 

debt; (iii) a 10.5% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate of 7.45%. No sensitivities of 

these financial assumptions were used in FPL's 2012/early 2013 resource planning work. 

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility's Integrated Resource Planning 

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or 

total resource cost. 

FPL's integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter Ill of this 

document. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL's basic IRP 

process is the impact of the plans on FPL's electricity rate levels with the objective generally 
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being to minimize FPL's projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact 

Measure or RIM approach). As discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity 

rate perspective and the cumulative present value of system revenue requirement perspective 

are identical yield identical results in terms of which resource options are more economic when 

DSM levels are unchanged between competing resource plans. Therefore, in planning work in 

which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent, but simpler-to-calculate, cumulative present 

value of revenue requirements perspective was utilized. 

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility's generation and 

transmission reliability criteria. 

FPL uses two system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses generation, 

purchase, and DSM options. One of these is a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve 

margin. The other reliability criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability 

(LOLP). These two reliability criteria are discussed in Chapter Ill of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis work, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that 

are consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC). The FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the Reliability 

Standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). The NERC 

Reliability Standards are available on the internet site (http://www.nerc.com/). 

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a 

Facility Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the FPL OA n 
Documents directory at https://www.oatioasis.com/FPUindex.html. 

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. The normal 

and contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below: 

Voltage Level (kV) 

69,115,138 

230 

500 

Turkey Point(*) 

St. Lucie(*) 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Normal/Contingency 

Vmin (p.u.) 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

0.95/0.95 

235 

1.01/1.01 

1.00/1.00 

Vmax (p.u.) 

1.05/1.07 

1.06/1.07 

1.07/1.09 

1.06/1.06 

1.06/1.06 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2013 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-M, Page 244 of 248

(*)Voltage range criteria for FPL's Nuclear Power Plants 

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate from 

the general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence these criteria, such as 

the overall number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage actually 

occurring, or transmission system performance, as well as others. 

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy 

savings for its DSM programs. 

The projected impacts of FPL's DSM programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with current field-metered data, are updated at 

regular intervals. Participation trends are tracked for all of FPL's DSM programs in order to adjust 

impacts each year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by program 

participants. For its load management programs, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control 

equipment to ensure that the equipment is functioning correctly. These tests, plus actual, non-test 

load management events, also allows FPL to gauge the MW reduction capabilities of its load 

management programs on an on-going basis. 

Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning 

process. 

The Executive Summary and Chapter Ill provide a discussion of a variety of system 

concerns/issues that influence FPL's resource planning process. Please see those chapters for a 

discussion of those concerns/issues. 

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors FPL typically 

considers when choosing between resource options. These include the following: (1) technology 

risk; (2) environmental risk, and (3) site feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include 

both economic and non-economic aspects. 

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For 

example, a prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, has a 

higher risk than a technology in wide use and, therefore, assuming all else equal, is less 

desirable. 
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Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different 

generating technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, 

including environmental compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from an 

environmental perspective for FPL's resource plan are those which minimize environmental 

impacts for the FPL system as a whole through highly efficient fuel use, state of the art 

environmental controls, generating technologies that do not utilize fossil fuels (such as nuclear 

and photovoltaics), etc. 

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors related 

to successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in question. Projects 

that are more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful development. 

All of these factors play a part in FPL's planning and decision-making, including its decisions to 

construct capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to 

utilize to acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility's ten

year site plan. 

As shown in this 2013 Site Plan, FPL's resource plan currently projects the following major 

supply-side resource additions: the completion of the nuclear uprates project, the modernizations 

at Cape Canaveral, Riviera, and Port Everglades, the upgrading of CTs in numerous CCs 

throughout FPL's system, the EcoGen PPA, and Turkey Point Unit 6. 

In regard to these capacity additions for which a need determination has already been approved, 

the nuclear uprates and Turkey Point Unit 6, do not lend themselves to a request for proposal 

(RFP) approach involving bids from third parties who would build new nuclear generation 

capacity. In addition, nuclear capacity additions are exempted from the Commission's Bid Rule 

by section 403.519 (4) (c). For these nuclear projects, FPL's procurement activities are 

conducted to ensure the best combination of quality and cost for the delivered products. 

Furthermore, the modernization projects at Cape Canaveral, Riviera, and Port Everglades 

received Commission waivers from the Bid Rule due to attributes specific to modernization 

projects (such as use of existing land, water, transmission, etc.) plus other economic benefits to 

FPL's customers. These waivers from the Bid Rule were granted in Order No. PSC-08-0591-

FOF-EI for Cape Canaveral and Riviera and in Order No. PSC-11-0360-PAA-EI for Port 

Everglades. 
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CT upgrades are currently taking place at various CC units throughout the FPL system. FPL was 

approached by the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) of the CTs regarding the possibility of 

upgrading these units. Following negotiations with the OEM, and economic analyses that showed 

that upgrading was cost-effective for FPL's customers, the decision was made to proceed with 

the CT upgrades. That process is underway and is scheduled to be completed in 2015. 

The EcoGen PPA was the result of negotiations between EcoGen and FPL. 

Identification of self-build options, beyond those units already approved by the FPSC and 

Governor and Siting Board or units for which FPL may be then seeking approval, in future FPL 

Site Plans will not be an indication that FPL has pre-judged any capacity solicitation it may 

conduct. The identification of future generating units is required of FPL in its Site Plan filings and 

represents those alternatives that appear to be FPL's best, most cost-effective self-build options 

at the time. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to identify other self-build 

options. Such refined analyses have the potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of 

which might not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued for Supply options, FPL reserves the right to 

choose the best alternative for its customers, even if that option is not an FPL self-build option. 

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for 

electric utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act 

(403.52 - 403.536, F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any 

new or upgraded line. 

(1) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line that required certification 

under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued in April 2006. The new line is to 

be completed in two phases connecting FPL's St. Johns Substation to FPL's Pringle 

Substation (shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). Phase 1 was completed in May 2009 

and consisted of a new line connecting Pringle to a new Pellicer Substation. Phase 2 is 

planned to connect St. Johns to Pellicer and is scheduled to be completed by December 

2017. The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in 

the Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner. 

(2) FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line (by December 2014) that 

required certification under the Transmission Line Siting Act which was issued on 

November 2008. The new line will connect FPL's Manatee Substation to FPL's proposed 

Bob White Substation (also shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter Ill). The construction of this 
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line, scheduled to be completed in 2014, is necessary to serve existing and future 

customers in the Manatee and Sarasota areas in a reliable and effective manner. 
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Overview of the Document 

Chaplet 186, FlOrida Statutes, requires that each l!lectrlc utility In tne State ol Florida WHI'\ a m!Jllmum 

elCt$tti'IQ genera.llng capacity of 250 megawatt$ (MW) musL annuany tutmut a Ter1 Yf!Bf Power Plant Sl~ 

Plall (Site Plan) Thl$ Sit& Plan &hOYid Include an e:st.Jmare of the uUUty't M1.1re electric power generating 

nods, a projedlon of how 1~ estimated g-eneratmg needS could be met. al'ld disclOsure of lnformauon 

pertain1ng to the lltlhty'a prt!!!etffld and potenUal power plant 11ttM The lnlonnatlon cxmta1ned In this S1te 

Plan It compiled and presented In acaordanee wllh wtes 25-.22.070, 25-2l.071. and 25-22.072, Florida 

Admlnlstratlve Code (FA c ). 

Sim Plans ar& long-term platlnltlg doa.lments and should ~ viewed rra this c:onlext A stle Plan oontal115 

unoenaln forecasts and tentative planning lntormauon. Fo.recasts evolve, and all planning lnfcnnohon I'll 

su~ed lo c:hanse at the d1screlion ol the ullhty Much or the da1a submitted Is prellminary In nature and Is 

presented lh a general manner Spedfic and detailed data will be submitted "" part of tne FJonda sHe 

certificatJon process, or ltlrough other proceedings and filings, aJ ltle appropriate UITie. 

This Slle Pian clOeUmentts based on Floncta flowet & Light Company's (FPL} Integrated resource planning 

(IRP) a11Biyses that were carried Ot.JI In 2013 and !bat went on.golog 10 the first Quarter of 2014. The 

forecasli!d Information presented 11'1 thl$ plan al1dres~s the )'C31$ 201<4 thll)Ui}ll2.023. 

This dooumeru 11 org~ In the folloWtng manner: 

Chapter I - Oucript.fon of J,:::xisting Resources 

This chapler provides an overview of FPt.'s current ge"eratmg raclllues, AlsD InCluded Is lnformaflton on 

other FPL resources Including purdlased pcmer. demand ~fde management. and F?L'& transmiSStOO 

SyJie!n. 

Chapter II - Foracast of Electric Po...,_,- Demand 

FPl's load forecasting methodology. and its foream of seasonal peaks and annual ener-gy u .. ge. ts 
p(esenreo in Chapter II 

Chapter m-Projection of lncromentar Resource AddiUon$ 

Tills Clhapter dl$cUnet FPl. 'I Jntegra1e4 resource fllannlhg (IRP) prca~ss Mel OUUinu FPL's proJected. 

resource add1tlona, especially new power planes. based on FPL'e IRP wortt In 2013 and eartr 20 ,,., This 

chapter also clscusses a number of issues that may change the resout'e9 pi~ pre$e11ted In this Slta Plan 

Furthermore, U\18 ctlapfer briefly dJseusses 1M status of FPL'a OSM planning etforts., as well a FPL's, 

renewable energy elfol't!l. transmiSSion ptannmg addlllons and tuel cost forecasts. 
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Chapter IV - Environmental and Land Us& lnformaUon 

ms Chapter a~ env1t0nmenm1 ln&ormmiOn u wen as Preferre<l and PotenUat Site IOCatJOns r« 
addrttonal electnc generation faclfrlfes. 

Chapter V - other Planning Assumptions and Information 

Thr~dlapl~ addr~ ~tve •discussiOn rtemsa Wflich pertam to additional lnformalltm lh.,l l!i rncluded rn 

a Site Plan flllng 
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FPL 
Usl of Abbreviations 
Used In FPL Fonrt$ 

Referenct Abbrevfation OeRnltJon 
cc Combined Cyct~ 
CT Combustion Turbine 

u., ,tT~ GT G~ Turbine 
ST Stean Untt (FoSSil or Noclea() 
PV Photovoltcuc 

NUC Uranium 
BIT Billlmlnoua Coat 
F02 i1. 112 or Kerosene on (OIStUfate) 
FOG ti4,1JS,tl6 on {Heavv) 

l=ueJType NG Na!un:tl Gas 
No None 

Satar Solar Energy 
SUB Sub e•wmtoous Coal 
Pel Petroleum Coke 
No None 
PL PIPeline 

F!.iel Transportallon RR Ralltoad 
~ TNCI< 
WA Watw 
OT Other 
L Regulatory approval pending. Not under conatruclJon 

UnrUSrte Statuto 
p Planned Unit 
T Regulatory approval reQel~d ~ not under construction 
u Undet eoMir\ldlon, Ins than or equal to 50% Complete 
v Un.cler coM~ruttron, mOf'e tl'larl 50% CC)Olplete 

Other ESP Eleclrostslle PteoiJ>iUttm 

Florlcia Power & Uglll COm{Jan~ 
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(This p;!ge Is left lntJmUonalfy blank.) 

Florida Power & Ught Company 4 
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ExecutiVe Summary 

Florlcla Power & Ugh\ Company's (FPL) 20t4 Teo Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) presents FPL'a 

current plans to augment and enh.af\oe Ita elecbic generatiOn c:apilblltty (owned or purc:hased) as pan of lts 

efforts to mm l\5 TJfO]ected incremen1al res01Jrce needs for lhlr 201<4 - 202J dmu periOd. ey design, the 

pr[mary focus of this doeumenl IS on &Upply side additions; I e , erectrtc gencuallort capability and the sltea 

for lhese addlbon~ The supply s1de addillon.s discussed !11 lhta documen.i are ~~ projaded ID be 

needed. based on FPL'~ load toreca$1, after accounUng for FPL's demand side managemetnt (OSM) 

ll!SOUTCe aodlflons. In 2014, new OSM Goals for FPI- (ot the lime periOd t015 throUgh 2024 WUI be SOl by 

l.tre AOOda Public Servkle Commlss:lon (FPSC) At almost the $1!me tlrne FPL 111 f111ng th1s 20t.ti Site Plan, 

FPl will also be filing fts proposed OSM Goals wtth lha FPSC Consequently, Ute level of OSM additions 

reflected In \he 201<4 Site ?tan ts consistent Wltli FPl.'a proposed OSM Goal$ Tne ~sed llwel of OSM 

Is discussed funher below and In Chapter Ill. 

FPL"s load fDrt::cas"t iWODUntS for a s19mf~ amoum of effictenoy t111n nmJit.s from redoral ana t la le 

enefDY ~ffidency codes and standards. The proJected 1mpaats of these codes and atanctallfa are directly 

acoounted for In FPL"s load forecast aa discussed below and In Chapter 11. 

The resource plan that Is pmenled In FPL's 20,-4 Sita Plan COI"'I:ains fovr key slmUanttM to the resource 

plan presemed In FPL's 2013 Site Plan However, there are s.eveml tactol'$ \ha1 have conlrlbuled to 

dlflerence.s belween lhe re.source plin p1ese111ed in the .2014 SJ!B Plan an<! the resource plan that was 
previously PfeSented In FPL's 20 t 3 S(te PUm. Additional factors wfll continue to Influence FPI/s on-going 

resource pJanntng ~ and coulc:l reaUJt ln ~ngn In the teSOUrce pran pfe$tftled In thlll CIOCUmenL P. 

brief dl!l>Cussoor• ol1hese Blmlla1ffie3 and faetor5 1$ ptov1ded below Addlhonal 1nfonnat100 fegardlng these 

topic$ Ia presented In Chapter Ill 

I. Similarities Between the Current Resource P1an and the Resowee Plan Proviously 

Presented In FPL's ~13 Stte P1an: 

There are four key tfmilartt1es between the currem tq()Urce prsn presant1d In tht$ dOCllmenl and the 

re&o\JTCe plan presented in the 2013 Slle Plan. 

Slmllarttv ! 1: Moctrmlpltiom of Exts1fnq Powor Plant SltM.. 

The mod$mlmllon of FPL's c~pe canaveral plant site was completed on litnll In 2.013 and the 

modefT!lzatJon or FPt.·a ex18tl119 Rlvlara 8enoll plont l!lfle Is $cl'leduhtd to be compte ted on/near the Aptil •, 

f) 
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2Dl4 date lh1s 2014 Si1e Plan ts. to be med. Ill addiUon, the modemizatlon of FPL's exiSbng POft 

Ever:gladu plant site Is underway and Is proJected to be completed In 2.016. 

Slmllar!tv l! 2! FPL continues to pul'!lue addition-at nyc!ear ene my generation to s lgnlftca ntly Ill 

reduce its use of h>ss.tl fuels . l iD lower m tem fyel costs. am tower svstem air emissions. and (Jv) 

provide a valuable hadge agalnst future l nereasu lo ruef costs and envtmnmontal compHam:e 

costs. 

In 2013 F?.L successf11Ry complemo lis oapac:lty uprale projects al lls fow ex'tstfl'lg nuclear IJOits 

; Turkey Point Units 3 & 4 <tr'ld S\.luete Uoits 1 & 2. The nuclear-~o~prate pro]eo-1 add.,d about 520 MW of 

addtl1ona1 nuclear capacilY to FPL's system wf1lch was about 30% rnore additional nuclear capacity Ulan 

was origloally projected when the projec1 began. FPL's CLISIOI'Tleta are illready benefilll'lg from lower fuel 

costs end reduced systern air el'fllssions provld~d by lh1s addlllonal nuclear tapaCity 

FPl ls also cormnutng tl:s wo~ to obtain all of the licenses, pemms. and approvals !hal will t>e necessary to 

construct and operate two neW nu.olear UOJts al Its Turlcey Poln1 stle in the future The eat11est deploymel'tt 

dates for these two new units remain 2022 and 2023, respectively. and lhls Site Plan projects the lwo new 
nucJear units going In-service In those years. 

Slmffarity #3; fPL Is proJected to servo Vero Beach~ etes;trieal toaa. 

An agreemem to this effect was reached between Vero Beach and FPL em Febromy t 9, 2013. and a 

tefetendum was held on Match 12, 2013 thai rewlled In a majority or vero Beach voters ~proving tne 

ag~menl.. FPL's cunent toad forecast ptOJecls that FPL wtll begm sarv•ng Vero Beactt's loatf m January 

20,5 

SlmUarity #4: Sp&<:iflc generating units are ptolected to be .-etlred and/or converted to 

synchronous condenser optraUon. 

l11 1he last two ye~r5. fPL has retired a number trf older, leas efficient generating units Including; Sanford 

Vnit 3, Culler Units 5 & 6 , Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2 , Riviera Beach Units 3 & 4. and Por:t Everglades 

u nits 1 - 4. In addfnon, Turkey Polnt Unlt 2 has been conver1ed to operat& In syncnronous condenser 

mode to provide voltage support for the tra·nsmissian system in Southeastern Florida_ 

TilTS trend Ts projected to conflnue. Putnam Unfts l & 2 are now proJected to be retired by the end of2014. 

And, similar to the earlier conversion of Turkey Point Unit 2, FPL projects that Turkey Point Unit 1 will be 

converted to run Jn synchronous con(lenser mode startrng In 2016. In addition, for planning purposes, FPL 

is projedlng !hal all of lts exlsllng gas turbine$ (GTs) at tl$ two Broward County shes will be rettred by the 

Florida Power & Llghl Compeny 6 
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end of 2018 and 11'1at 5 new combu$tlon tur:bines (CTS) wHI be installed at. FPL's Lauderdale piBnt slte also 

by the end at 2018. This pro!ection 1s further discussed later In this executflle summary and In Chapter Ill. 

II. Pactors Influencing FPL's Resource Planning Work Which Have Impacted, or Wh1ch 

Could Impact, FPL's Resource Plan: 

Them are a number of factors that lnllu:!uTce FPL's resource plannin9 work. Eight (8) of these are briefly 

dlscuased below aNI are disCUS6ed again 111 Chapters 11 andlor 111, 

~of these factors a~on..going. svstem concern~ tl'lat FPLhas ~ide~ ln It$ resource planning wQrl( 

for a number of years. These IWO on..gotng system toncems are. {1) malntalnlngfenhanclng fuel dllletslty 

In the FPL system, a.nd (2) matr)tatnlog a balance between toad end generai•ng capacity In Sooltleaslern 

Flonda, {)aftlet~~ty In Mlami-Oade and Browa:rd Counties 

The th1cct anct faunh racto:rs lhat will be discussed are factors that dtrectly Impacted the resource plan. 

presented in lhls document because thev affuct FPI-'s forecast. of Its fuWr& load and its fllture firm load, 

The thlrcJ factor Is tf1e lmpact of rederal and ~te energy effiorency codes and standards on FPL's fiJI.ure 
loads. The lmpact or these codes and standards has been lncorporate"d into FPL 's cummt load forecast. 

The magnltude or effiolency that ls belllQ delivered to FPL's crustomers through ltle.se codes ~nd standards 

Is s.lgnlflc;am. For example. by the year 20~3 (the lasi year add~ In lh~.s Site Plan). FPL's Sumrmlr 

Jreak Is projeoted to be lawe1 by apprt)l{tmatel~ 3,4n MtiV compared to 'ltitia1 the projected load would 

have been wilhOOl the codes arrd standards based on cumulative sav4ngs beginning In 2005. This 

represents a decrease of :approxfmalaly 12% In 'Ntlat the forecasted Summer peak toad for 2:023 would 

have been without lhe codes aoo standards, Ukewise, FPL's flll"ecasted nef enef'iY for toad (NELl In the 

year 2023 Is projectet1 to be approxlmo:tejy 9,991 GWI1 tower campared to W!tat the projected NEL Wollld 

have bean without lhe effictency cades and standards based on cumulative savings beginning In 20(}5. 

This represents a d~crease of approxinately 7% ftom what the forecasted Na fur 2023 wo-uld have been 

without the codes and &Utndarcts 

There are two significant Impacts from these codes ahd standards. The first Impact Is to substantially lower 

FPL"s forecasted peak lOad and NEL The second Impact Is lhal lhe codes and standards lower the 

potentta! for fu.tme MW and GWh reductions from FPL's OSM programs thai address the specific 

appl1an.ces and equipment Impacted by the codes and standards. Thus, slgniflcant energy efficiency 

regar'dlng this equipment Will be dellverect to FPL's cu!Stomet$ through codes and standards, thus 

precluding the potential for FPL to pursue these same efficiency gams through utilrty OSM programs. 

The fourth factor Is a projected decllne ln the cost-effectiveness of a number of uUIIty DSM measures due 

to reasons. thai are beneficial overall fof FPL's customers. Compared to 2009 (When DSM Gosls were last 

Florida Power & Ugh I Company 7 
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set) (I) forecasted fuel costs have dropped by 50%, thus klwerlng the potential benefits from OSM !Mil 

redUctions; (lJ) projected compliance costs for carbon droxlde (COt). have not only been s'tgnltu::a!'tly 

lowered. but their forecasted start dare has been delayed by almost a decade, lhus again lowering the 

potential belleflt.s lrom DSM kwh reductions: and, (Ill) FPL's generating system, due to thiS rellrement of 

older, less effio.ient generators and replacement with highly efficient generators, plus additional ru.tOtear 

capaclty. has gotten mote fuel-efficlenl lhu~> lowering fue1~relatecl cost$ that would othorwlse ropresent 

potential benents ror OSM kwh reductions, Th~ factors are benefiltlng FPl. s customers through lower 

elactfK: 1'818S; but they also lower the potential ~nomic benefits that o~rw'lse eoold be offered by OSM 

When combined with the previously discussed fact that erodes and standards have reduc!ad th& potential 

ror eftlcleney gains In ragard to a_ppftance anct equipment ad4ressed by these codes and s1amfar<ls, the 

ruult Is that FPL Is log,cally pro!eding a lower contribution from uiillty DSM In lhe near-term. That lower 

col'ltrlbutlon Is accounted for 11'1 (he 2014 Sile Plan These fadors are cfiscusSEd In detallln the filing FPL Is 

maktng Jn l LS OSM Goals proceeding. 

Ttlo fifth fac'.ar I~ the need to tilke m~t~res to llmll FPL's protected increasing dependence upon OSM 

resources to malntaJn system rotrabll1ty. This factof has been provtt'lusly dtSCUss.ed 1rt FPl's ao1~ . 2012, 

and 201 3 Slle PlaN In these previoUJ Site. Plam>. FPl has r.f!SCU5~ this projection of lncreasrng 

dependence upc)n OSM resouroes &ISing a new type ot resente margin proJediDf\ as an Indicator a 

•gencllllion-only rnerve margln' or ~GRM" 

The GRM proJectl<M's from the 2011 2012, sncs 2013 Site Plans conslstenuy 1hawell tl'lat these val\H!$ 

IN$ro Pf'OJected to SignifiCantly de~..e over the 10·~ar reporting penod of the Srte Plans. declrnmg to 

slng1e-dlgl\ valuea In th• tatter years of tile re.porilng periods. These projedfons Indicated a steadily 

growing deperllfenee on OSM resources lorna ntaln system retiablllty. FPl's ana!yses snow !hal sy$1em 

rehabllity r1sk Increases, particularly from a system operations perspectlw as dapendence on OSM 

resotJrce& Increases to a point, '11/tlem OSM moureu KQQ\Int for more than half af FPL's 20% total 

reserve margm cnlenon value Therefore, FPL Is Jmplemenllng a new reliability ctlll'll'lon of a 10% GRM In 

liB reso~ plaoolng wotk to COI'Ilphtmenl Its olher two reltabll.ty cnteria: a 20% total reserve margrn 

critenon lor &Jmmer and Winter. a.nd Ill\ aMual 0.1 ClayJY&ar loas-of-load-pfObabiflly {LOLP} Criterion FPL 

Is lfTiplemerrung the GRM a1b!non so tnat fPL ·s ff!source plal\8 wtll begll\ to meet th1s cr1tenon In the year 

20 ,9, A funhet cf~SC4$Slon of the GRM crftl!rion Is presented In ChtJplcr IlL 

There are add!tlonaJ ladora that dJd not 1,1pact FPL's reso~Jrce plan presanted In this documet"lt. bl.lt wtlleh 

could result tn fuluro changes to thls leSOUree plan. F11r example. a SiXlh rac1or 1$ the QrO]eet schedule fen 

llre Tuti<ey Point Units 6 & 7 nuClear units. A111le U'ma the 20,4 SUe Plan Ia being fTrmlll.ed, U1e Nuclear 

Regulata<y Cammlss•oo (NRC) has 1'101 provided A sc:hedule for 11.11 revtew of FPL'a Camblned Operating 

l.tcenSe ApPfrcallon (COlA), Once lhe NRC's COLA r&vfew sehedr.lle Is available. FPL will review the 

overall JC;hedule fM the T\Jt1<ey Point Unua 6 & 7 proJect. FPL's re11Tew Will alao consider IM lmJUI.CU of 1ne 

8 
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rec:enuy ameMJed I\IJCJear cost recovery c;lause (NCRC) statute and the ongoing feasibility analyses lhat 

are part or Floncsa Nuclear Cost Rec.overy process. 

T"e seventh factor It enVIronmental regulalton. As deVelopments OCOIJJ' In regal'd lO elthet new 

environmental regulation&, and/or '" how environmental regulation$ are interpreted a nd applied, the 

POtenl,al mats fOf tuch developmenls to affect FPL's resource plan thai is presentarJ In this document 

For elCample, FPL ts aware of I)Oten!Tal 'mpa~ 10 g.enerallng unlts of recent EPA thanl}es to the NationaJ 

Ambient Air Ouallty Stmndards that Include shorter duration 1-hol.lr standards for nitrogen d•oxide (NO,) 

and m~lfur dloldde (S01) As a <;onsequence, FPL filed In ,td-2013 for fPSC approval to re1:0Vet costs 
lhi'O\Jgh the enlllronme11tat cqs1 recovery clause for removing aU or 1ts ex!Stcng gas 1\Jrbtnes (GTs) and 

partially replacing that peaklrrg unit capaGJty with new combustion turbines (CTs) A!th~h FPL wrthdrew 

Its filing In December 2013 pencnng furtl'u:r analyse& lncludlng otH.ite monlloring, FPL believes that tho 

resurts of the monllorcng end analyses will require 11\ai the Broward GTs be replaced. Therefore, FPliS 

outTently p-rojceting the retirement of all GTt In Broward County: I.e.. allts emtlng Lauderdale and Port 

Evergla(fes plant altes ta decrease fn genetatlng capacity of 1.260 MW Summer). and lire install.alion or s 

new 201 wr.Jtl CTs at Its exlaUng i.aud!!rdale pfal'lt $1te (en ~~~ or 1,005 MW Suflllller). 

The eighth tact« that Will be Cltsa..ssed Is Ult posstbHity or the estab~Sl'lment of a Florida atanda.rd for 

renewable energy or dean I!J1ef9y Although no such leg•slatlon has been enacted ro-date. Renewable 

Portfolio Standards. or C1ean Energy Portfolio Standards legislation. or other legislative lnttlallves 

regarding renewable or dHn energy eonltibl.ltions. may oc:c:ur In the fufure at eilhef the state or national 

level. If sucll leglatafton Is enacted, FPl WO!Jid than determine what steps need to be taken to address the 

legislation 

Each of these tactoB v-fll contmu.e to be examcned rn FPL's on-going resource planning ~ during the . 

rest or 201"' and In fUture years 

Table ES-1 presents a cummt proJedlon ar maJor changes 1o spccff~e geneml.!ng units and rlrrn capaorty 

pWd\ases fur 2014 -2023 (AlthoUgh ttl Ia tnble does not specl flc.,lly ldenury the 1m pacta or projected OSM 

additions on fPL's res01.11cs needs and resource pla11, FPL's p!OJectod OSM addJilons have bean fuJly 

accounted forfn the resoUfCe plan presenled In this Stle Plwl.) 

9 
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Table ES-1: Projected CapaclW & Firm Purchase Powar Changes 

Year • 
201~ 

2016 

2016 

201] 

2018 

~0 1 9 

~020 

Wi21 

ltrn 

2Jl2a 

summtr 
Proiedecf C.pqfty. & Flll11 PIU'Cilau Poww Cf'laiJSU MW D"'* 

~iilrurr u"'• 1 r;sp • ~ 11om a>f' ou~aoo 823 M011'Q11.14 
Mat\1n Unft 2 ESP · TI!I1'POOllY0~to lt)Jtab ESP• C~6! M~11 
futlllW ~ lJnH !i CT Uf.l9l1Jd~ 30 Matllh-1• 
San1llfd 5 CT Upgrod• tl Sepmmbo:r-13 
RIYiillll 8ilac:h HIIJ(l Genem!lon Clean l:nerov Center 1.212 ADn~14 

TocaTCII.IIW dW!III*Ilo Su1'f111111r llfm caJ~IICftYl ,;zu 
MMatJMo Unit! CTUpg~ B2 ~-1<1 

Mwun UniU ESP· Rofutnllii ftt!m 1:SP OU'UI(Ie 823 Oecilmbef.H 
Pl.ltmm t&2 ~rmml (49a) ~-14 
OUC Sfim10nPPAt 37 Janusw-1& 
Vero I!DI!W Combneil Cl)'dll • ~ Jarrll!lry. 1'5 
jolafm Beach SWA • lllkl.tloriaf aiDRdty 'TC J011UD.l't'15 
Foo Myll'"i Un~ 2 CT UllflriJde$ l! Juoe-15 
Foil Myers Un4 2 CT Upglildes 18' MBI'Ch-l~ 
Fort~ l,lnn 2 CT l~JJ!jradee 16 MAY.lS 

1'01:1.1 a' n ,.cJWUM!I ~ SliriVnltt nrnu::a~: JIM 
UPS Repi~~Cel$!\1 (92.1} Oecc!mll«"-~s 
1=>011 Ew!ulados ~~ Genelallllfl Claan Er.I!IIIY. Ccnlat 1,237 JUIII)o\6 

Taw Of lj!VW,CMIIOIIW f fii'IIH:a~!V1 ~Oil 
Tur~ Polnl Unjt1 .svnct~rancul ~1lllln&cr (3961 Octcltef-1 a 

'1'1111!\llf IIW ~J'Iaatcl Su~fllm . {l ts) 
OUC- S!JJn1on PI'A5 {a1) ~17 
IJ«m Bc!a::n Combined Cvcllt 11 {(6J Jat1WIIY-18 

T.IIW Of MYl c lllll'llltlll tD 8U11'1ll"e1 tltm CCIIIICiv': CUI 
POll EYOI'\lilldeS GT ~eo! (tf20l Of:amlbe(-18 
l...mldorlllrlll GT l!!(illrme.nt (&40) cect.rnbef-18 
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CHAPTER I 

Description of Existing Resources 
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I. Description of Ellisting Resources 

FPL's setvlee area contains approximately 27,650 5e1uare miles and f1:al; a population ot 
approxtrnalely 9.0 million people, FPL seNed an ·average of 4,626,tl34 customer accoun~ 1n 

th,rty--f!Ve count.e.s during 2013. These customers were served by a variety cif resources Including: 

FPL-own«t roaJII·fl.lelecl, rentmable, and nuclear generating units, non-utmly owned gelletatlon, 

demand airS" manag~ment (DSM), and interchange/purchased power. 

LA. FPL-Ownod Re$ources 

The e)(iellng FF'L generollng resources life ~led at fourteen generating Sites distributed 

geographically around ita aervloe termo.ry, plus one sire tn Georgia (partial FPl owru!1$hlp of one 

unit) and one site In JacktonvliJe, Flonda (p811Jal FPL ownership of two units), The c:urrenl 

eleotrfgl generating facllllles consi$1 of rovr nuclear unb. three c:oal units, stxtan combined cycle 

(CO) units, rtvo fossil steam un•ts, forty~ght combus.tion g.as turbines, two smple cycle 

combuStion turbmea, and two photovoltalc fat;llitles' The locattons of \hesa eighty generating units 
are 6hown on Figure LA 1 ai\CIIn Table I.A 1 

FPL's lxlllo. traosm"lUIOI1 qstem I& comprised or 5,73.4 c.lrcuH miles of transmls1ion llnes. 

IJ1te9ratfon of tho get~e:rallon, lransmtsafoo. and cl!stributlOn system ls achieved through Ff'L's 589 

substations in Flonda 

The eltlll.tlng FPL system, Jnelu~ genaratmg plant&, l'Nl)'or !nlnsm1ssioo stalions, and 

transmission IIOH. Ia ahown on F"IQUre IA2 

Florida Power & Ught COmpony 13 
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FPL Generating Resources by Location 
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Table I.A.1: Capaeity Resource by Unit TYJ)e (as of December :J1 . 2013) 
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NOTE; This map Is not • comp,Jele representalion of fFtL's 
Transmlssi011 Syr.1em 

Figure t.A.2: FPl Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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Description of Exlsting Resources 

I.B Capacity and Energy Power Purchases 

Flrm Capacity PurchasEtS from Qualifying Facilities (QF) 

Arm capacity power ptJrt:Mses ere an Important part of FPL's ~ource mlx. FPL eurrcnfly Ms 

comraots with elghl C!llallfylng faclllUes; I.e., cogeneration/small power production facilities. to 

p1,1rchase firm capacity and energy durtng the 1 0-year reporting period of !his Site Plan as shown 

In Table I.A.3. Tablet.B.1, and Table 1.8.2. 

A. cogeneratloll facility Is one which sfmultaneously produces eledncal and thermal1mergy, Yt1lh 

the lht!!nncl energy (e.g •• steam) being used for indOstrial. eommerdal. or cooling and heating 

purposes A small power produdlon faciiHy Is one Whk:h does nol exceerl 80 MW (unless It Is 

cxempllld from Ullt srze flnl!tatiorl by tile Solar, Wind Waste, and Geothermal Power ProdUCIJOn 

Incentives Act of 1990) and~ as Its primary energy sourc;e solar, wind. wast~ geothermal, or 

oltler renewable resources. 

Ftrm Capac1ty Purchases from UtJlltles 

FPl has e Unrt Power Sal~ (UPS) contJact to purch$Se 928 WNV from the Soulflem Company 

(SO\lthem) through the end of December 2015 This capacity Is being supplied by SOuthem from a 

tnll< of gas..t~ ana ooal-flrild UtJila 

In addlllon, FPL has c:ontracl$ with U~e Jacbonvllll! Eledrle Authority {JEA) for the purcllase of 

375 MW (Summer) and 3a3 MW \W&ntet) of ~red geoen!l/on from 111e SL Jolm't Rtvet Power 

Pari< (SJRPP') Unlls No. I and No. 2 However, due to Internal Reverrue SeMca (IRS) regulations. 

the total amount of ertef9Y !hal FPL may teeeiva frOm thla purchase 1$ limited. FPL currently 

assumes, fOl" plilflnlng purposes, jhaj tl'us ltmlt Will ba reached in April 2019. Once lhls firnh Is 

reaehed FPL wlh be urtabl~ to 111Celve firm c:aQae~ty and energy from these purchares. (However. 

FPL will contlnoe 1o rec:elva firm c:apaclly and energy from lis CMl'lel"'hlp portron or the SJRPP 

unrt& ) 

As pan or the agreement tnat FPL. will begin aeNrng Vero Beach's electrical needs beglnnrng In 

January 2015, FPl haa acquired lwo eXllltlng powet purchase agreements totaling approximately 

37 ~ ofcoaHil'lld capaclty These agreements Wilt run lhrough U1e eocl of 2017 

Honda Power & l.Jgl'lt Company 
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These pl.lrcha&ea are showl\ in Tante I..A 3 Table LB t , and Table 1,6.2.. FPL also ha$ OW!lership 

lnterest tn the SJRPP units. The ownflfstllp amount Is reflected In FPL's Installed capacity shOWTI 

on Figure I .A 1, Tn Tabfe lA 1, and on Schedlll:e 1 

Flrm Capac:ity Other Purchasss 

FPL hae (\\'0 otller firm capacity pJJTahase cordracts wllh non..QF, non-utlllty suppt!ers Thase 

f:Xintracts with the Palm Beach SoRd Waste Aulhority ~previously listed aa QFs However. the 

addition or a secono unit will eau~ I>Oth units 10 n~ longer meet tl'le staW\Ory aefinlllon of a Q f 

These contracts are therefore listed as "Other PLrrchaoes· after the current esflmated ln-serv"rce 

elate of the new un l ~ Table I B. \ and I 8.2 present lhe Summer and Winter MW, respeetlvely, 

resUTUng from these c:cntracra-under !he category heading of Other P.urchases. 

Non~Finn (As Available~ Energy Purchases 

FPL purchases norl.·frrm (at-available) ertergy from several cogenerauon and small power 

procfuetion factllaes Table lAS shows the amount of energy purchased In 2013 from these 

facfDIJes, 
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Tablei.B.1: FPL's Flrm Purchai>ed Power Summer MW 

Sum mal)' of FPL's Firm Capacity Ptm~tTases: Summer MW Cfor August of Year Shown) 
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Table 1.8.2: FPL'B Fl"" Purchased Power Winter MW 

Summary of FPL 's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW {for Ja.nuar.y of Year Shown) 
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I.C Demand Side Management (DSM) 

fPL f'las sought out and Implemented c;osH!ffectiVe OSM programs since 1a78. Th'ese program~ 

Include a number of conservaUonlenergy efficiency and lOad management lnltlallves. FPL's OSM 

efforts through 2013 have resul:ted In a cumulative Summer peak reductloo ofapproxtmalely 4, 753 

MW at the generator and aft estimated eumulaUve energy sa\llng Gt approKima~ly 65,782 

Glgawatt·hour (GWh) at lbe generaiDr. After accounting for reseflls rnargb, ~"et~uirements., FPL's 

OSM efforts t.h~h 2013 have enmlnated the need to construe\ the equivalent of approximately 

1• n~w 400 tAN generali11g units New DSM Goals for FPL tor the 2015 through 2024 tlme penocl 

Wllf be selby th$-FPSC In lhe second "'alf of 2014 OSM is diSCUSsed rurther In Chapli!( Ill, 

Ftorida Power & IJght Company 22 
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CHAPTER II 

Forecast of Elec1rtc Power Demand 

Florida Power & light Company 25 
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11. Foreeast of Electric Power Demand 

II. A. Overvfow of tho Load Foreastfng Process 

Lo.ng-leml foreca.sis or sales. net energy for load (NEl), and peak loads are typfcaiJy developad 

on an annual basis for f'eSOI.IfCe' planning WQI'1( at FPL New long-term forecasts 'Mire devaloped 

by FPL in late 2013 that rvptaced the previous long-tenn load forecasts that were used by F'PL 

dur~ng 20,3 ll1 mudl of its resource planning~ and Whld'l were presented In FPL's 2013 Stb! 

Plan These new load beca$ts are ub'Uzed lhfougllouf FPL:s 2014 Site Platt 1llese forec:asb are 

s key Input to lhe modets used &o develop FPL's fntegrated re$0urte plan 

The following page$ des®e how forecasts are devtrloped for each component o1 tho lonftteTITI 

forecast. sales, NEL, &rid peak leads. Consistent Yltfh ~ forecasts, ltle ptfmitl)' drlvets to 

de'lelop these forecasts &nciude economu: conditions and -wather. 

The projedlOn$ fiX the natlonsl and Aolida economieS are obtained from 1ne consulting film IHS 

Global lnsfghl Poputarlon projections are obtained from lhe Flortda t.eg,slab.ll'_,~ Off1oe of 

Economic and Demographic: Re:surch (EDR) These p(Ojectjoos are de~ope.d In c:ot'llundlon 

wtlh the Bureau of Eeonorrue and Bustness ~ (8ESR) or ll1o Ut!lveB~ty of Flotlda. These 

Inputs are quantified and qualiOed using s.tatisUcal models 111 Ullms of their Impact oo lhe fiJttlfe 

demand for eJedf1clt.y 

Weather ls always a key fac:tor ll'lat •fTects FPl's eoergy $8IH and J)Ult d~nd Three set. of 

weather valiables are ClevelopetJ and Uted In FPL'a fo!'Ka31lng rooclels. 

CQOllng degree-hours baSed on 72° F. Winter heaUng dl!gree-daY\'1 based on 66• F. and 

heating degree-<lays based on 45• F ere usee to roreeast e11ergy s.alet 

2. The maxlmllm tempemi\Jre on the peak day. along With the build-up or cooling degree-

hOur& prior lo the peak, Is ust!d lo forecast Summar peaks. 

3. Tht!. minimum and overage temperatures on the peak day, along With tne build-up of 

heatmg degree·holml based on 68° F. one and two d~ prtor ID lhe peak, are used to 

forecast Wlrlter peak! 

The c:oollng degree-hoUI'$ and Wfrrter heallMg degree-clays are used to c:apll.lm the changas In the 

electriC usage or we-atner·se~~smve appnancea sUCh as alr conditlonen; and ~ledrle space heaters 

~.e.ath19 degree-days based on 458 f are used !XI Gap:b.Jre healing load resulting trorn sustaJned 

pctrtods of unusually CIOid we3ther not fully capt~d by heating degree-days based on 6ff F A 

composite hourly temperature prollle IS cscnwd using l'lourly tempol'1iturea across FPL's seNiclt 

tenitoty. Mmml. Fl Myers Daytona Beach and West Palm Beach are tfle looalfons frotn wtuch 
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tempe.ratur~ ~re obtaln,ed In developing the composite howly profile, these reg1onal 

temperatures a~ weighted by regional ~emv aales, The resuiOhg composite tempera1ure ls used 

to deriVe proJected cooling and healfn,g cegree-nours and heating degree-days.. SimilaJ1y, 

composite temperature and l'lourty profiles of temPE~ratures a~ u$ed to cal~lst.e lhe wealher 

variables use-ct In !tie Summer and Winter peak models. 

II. a. ComparJson of FPL's CuTTentaiTd Prevfous Load FoTecasts 

While renectlrti same lluctuatloos by year, FPI.'s current load foreca$1 Is generally in line w1lh Uu~ 

loa<i forecast presented In 11$ '2013 Site Plan. There are rour primary factors thai are driving the 

current load forecast: projected popul~llon growth, the conUI'lued recovery oJ the Aolida eaanDmy, 

enefllY effiCiency codes and standards. and U'le adddional load expected as a result of tho 

acq,ulslllon of "'e Clly of Vero Beach electric utlllly, 

In eal!ly 2013. FPL came loan ~reement with lhe City of Vero Beach to puroi'lase the City's 

electflc system. This agreement was approved t>y the CitY voters on March ,2, 2013 Beginning 

m January 2015, NEt.. customers, and peak$ for Vero Beach are itlcl.sded 1n FPL'~> forecasts and 

are re!l~led fn FPL's 2014 Site Pl<m 

The customer fo(eoast ia b:a$e:d on recent popt.dalion pro)ectlons as well a~ the actual levets of 

customer growth expef]eno~ hts~Ofi~IIY and !he additional cus1Dmers expected as a result cf lhe 

acqUIS]l1on of Vero Beach, Populatlan ptOjec1lOf'IS are derived frorn the EDR's July 2013 

Demographic Esttmaung Conference. This forecast Is generally consistent with pre1t1ous forncasts 

lndlcallng a gradual rebo~nd ITI Aorlda's population g_rowth Net migration Into Florid~ fell to a 

recorcl low In 2:"009 durtng the heJgl'tt ot the recesSion. Aorlda has since expenenced an 

lrnprov~ml!ml In nel migration whld'l now accounts fot a maJority of the populaUon ~

Ho.vJevet, population growth rates have rema,ned modest by hll$Jrlcal stanclaf'd's. Mo~e:ralely 

htgher rates of population growth are projected from 2014 until 2018 when the projected rate of 

population growth gradually begtn.s to decelerate. Consistent with past population projeclions, the 

rates of population growth 111 lhe later years of the forecast are below the rates historically 

experienced 1n Florida 

Effective January 2015, FPL is expected to begin providing electric service to more U'lan 34,000 

customers formerly served by the City of Vero eeact1, Reflecting this increase, the current 

forecast shows an Increase In cu.stomer growth In 2015 Thereafter, customer growth is expected 

to mirror 1t1e overall level of population growth ln ttle state. By 2019, the total number of 

oustomers served by FPL Is etpe¢ted to el(ceed five mllflon. Between 2013 and 2023 the total 

Acmda PQ'Wel & Llgl\1 Ccmpany Z8 
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number of customers Is projetated to increase al an annual rata ot 1A%t the same increase 

proj~ed fn the- 20 13 Slle Plan 

The economic projections 1000rporated Into ~L's load forecast are provlde"d by IHS Global 

Insight a leading economic rorecastlng frrm IHS Global fns!Qht projeets a continued recovel}' In 

lhe Flondi economy with relatively healthy Increas-es 11'1 employment and tncorne levels between 

2014 and 2020. Particularly tobus1 growth Is proj.eoled for 1f1e tourism ~md healtllowe lndURUies. 

Consletent Wlfh pael proJec1lon~ economic growth In the l.atef yea~ ofth'e forKa$11$ expec!fld to 

mode:rate slightly, 

Estimates of sallfngs frOm energy efficiency code:~ ai'ICI standarcss are c(eW!.lo~ by ITRON, a 

leading expert In this a~a. Included In these estunates are savings fmm federal and stale energy 

efficiency codes and standards, Including ttte. 2005 National Ener-gy Palloy Act. the 2007 ~nergy 

InDependence and Security Aol, and ltle savings occurring from ltle use of compact fluorescent 

bulbscl The Impact af these savl'ngr; began In 2005 and lhWr cumulal.lve Impact on the Summer 

peak rs expected to react1 3,4n MW by 202.3, me equlvalenl of approxTmately a 12% reduc;UOn In 

vmat the forecasted Summer pe~ ~oad for ~ woutd have been w1thout ltlese codes and 

gtandarda. The cumulalille fmpact from thes9 savings on NEL Is expected to nnc'h 1).991 GWH 

over the same period wtllle the cumulative Impact on the Winter peak. is expected to be 1.689 MV'J 

by 2023, Thh~ represeflts a decr·ease of appro~Jm<~lely 1% In the faracasted NEL for 2023 and a 

4% reduction in forecasted Wl•~ter peal( load ror 2023 

Con$1stent with the fomC8:$t presented In FPL's 2013 Site Plan, the lotat growth projected for the 

ten-year reporting penod of tttfs d001.fment ls slgoifi.cant The Summer peak Is proJected to 

Increase 1o 26,528 MW ()y 2023, an lncreasa or 4,952. MW owr U1e 2013 actual Summer peak. 

UkEwiSe, NEL is projected lo reach 132,357 GWH in 2023, an Increase or 2!1,702 GWH from the 

acl.ual 2013 value. 

II. C. long-Term Sales Forecasts 

long-term forecasts or etectrioily sates ~re developed for the major revenue class~s and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast The results of these sales forecasts for ttte years 2014 • 2023 

are presented In Sohedules 2.1 ~ 2.a which appeal' at the end or this ehapter. Econometric mocJels 

are developed for each revenue crlass usiny the stallsUcal software paukage MetrbcNO. Ttle 

methodologies used to develop energy $ales forecasts for each j~ri.sdlctional revenue class and 

NEL forecast are outlined below, 

~ Nolet 11\alln ad4111onlo lhlllal:l that tha$e encrg~ eiDcienc:y codas ancl 6tandlmiS lower the I~ load (u C!ftalbed latetlr\ 
this ella~. lllUe illllnda«~a O.tiSO 10\ll!lr lllll ~Bl for ~ (laiO! tl:lal would otnel'\ll~ l:i$ aVllllablo ll'lJ'OiJ!lf' utlllly OSM 
flJOOflllll.IL 

Aorida Power & Light Company 29 
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1, Rtsidant~al S.kt11 

Rewlderrtlal electric U$age per ou~tomer Is estimated by using an ec<Jnometrlc model, 

Resldenflal sales are a f\Jndlon of lhe follow~ng vartablee: cc.ollng degree-ho~lfs, Wlnter 

heat1ng degree-days. lagged eaoUog degree-hours, lagged Winter heal ing degree-days, retail 

gasoline prices, and Florida real per capita Income weighted by fl'le pen:ent of the pQpulatiOn 

employed, The Impact ot weather Is capluted by the eoollng degree-hours, heaung degree

days. and the one month las of these variableS, The impact energy pnces have on electrlcity 

consumption Is captUred thi'QUgh retail gasoline prices. As energy p;'Wes rise. less dispo$:able 

mcome IS available for all 9<)0ds and seMces, electric•ty included To capture economic 

c:ondltions. the m1Xfel Includes a composite variable based on Flonda fe"al per capita lnccme 

and tha pen:ent ot the state's popolallon lbal Is employed Residentlat energy sales are 

fore<;a~ll!d by multipryJOg ltw;! JQce<:a$1~ residen1lal ~ pe.- cu.slomer by th" number or 

re$dential customefS fore.c;asted. 

2. Comme" ial Sales 

The commemal ules forecast •s also deve!Qped usmg an e<»nometrlc model. Comrnerclal 

sales ate a fundion of the following variables; Flot1da real per captta Income welghtec! by the 

~l ot the pQpUiatlon employed. cooling ~ree-hol.n. hnung degree-hoors. tagged 

cooling degree-t\o(n, a variable detfgned tn reflect the mpact of empty homes_ dummy 

variables for thEmonlh of December and for th~Jspeoc:ific months Of January 2007, Novem~J 

2DOS, and March 2013. and an autoregressive teml- Cooling degree-f)Oun!l-, heaung d!lllre&

hours. and the one month lag of cooling degree-hours 819 used 10 c:aprure Wl!ather-sensmve 

load lo !lie oomrrreldaJ sector 

3. Industrial Saltt 

The ll'lchtstnal class IS c:omp1'tsed Of three distinct groups very smaQ accounts (thoSe with len 

than 20 kW ot demand), med1um aCQOunu (lhote wtth 21 kW 10 <Cai kW ol demand). and 

large aa:oui\U (ttwse wil.h demands of SOO kW 01 hlgher) As such, ~ forecast 15 developod 

USing a separate ~conometrle moofil for each groop of ln<lustrial c:ustomera The small 

i,nc:h,11ilria1 sales model ut]lizes tne followmg vannbles cooling degree-hours. heat•ng degree

hours. dummy vanables ror the specific mooths of November 2005 and August 2004, and two 

autoregressive terms. 1l1e meo1um lrn11JSV'tlll .ales model uu•IZ:e$ me rollOWing Vilrtabla; 

cooling degrue-hocJn;, Flarida real per capita Income wel!lhted try the percent of the popUlation 

employ!!d, dummy variables ror tho &peciffe mOI'IIhs of Felmmry 2005 and 2006 and 

November2005, and three auto~greslllve tetms,. The large Jndusuia1 sales model utnu:es tne 
fallowing valiables cooling degree.Jlours. Aorit1a real pet capita Income weighted by lhe 

parcanL or the populaiiOn employ~. the ccnsuml!f Pnce lncleJc. and dummy val'iables for ltle 

speeillc months of O~ober 2004 ancl2005, Noverrtbel'2004, W~d September 2005 

30 
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L lbllrovd 8Jld Rarlways S.l$$ and S~ and Hlgnway Sales 

This dass c:onslsls SOlely of Mla:rnt.Dade eoumv·s Met.romll system. The projedlons for 

railroad and ra~way, sales are baaed on a nlstorical movmg average. 

The fQrecast fQf $tl'eel and highway sale$ Is developed by liBl deveJoplng • trended use per 

custom~ valUe, then mulllplying th1s value by lhe number of forecasted OJJSfomera 

5. OU'!el' Pubne Authority Sales 

Thjs ctass consiSts of a sports [ield rats schedule, wtllctt 19 closeif to new cm101ners, ond one 

government account.. lne forecast for lhls class Is baed on Its hlstom:al usage 

c:haracterlstics 

6. Total Safes to Ultimate Custom or 

Sales forecasts ~Y feVenue class are summed to ptOduce a total. $ale$ forecast. 

7. Sales for Rente 

sares for resare (Wholesale) c:uatomers are composed of munlalpalltles at\d/or eJeclrkl co
operntives. These customel".!! diff&r fnlm !urlsdletlonat custamem In that lhetf ore not the 

u.!Umate us~ or lhe eleaVfclt:i they buy. Instead, lhay ruell ti)IG e!eotrkllly to lhelr own 
customen!. Curreatly ihere are five cus.tomers 1n U1ts class· the Aorl(!a Keys Elec~ne 

~ve; Lee County EIGclric Coaperallve. WaU<:h&Jia Winter Park; and Blountstnwn. In 

addiUon, FPl will begin making sales to SemltlOie EJ~c:lrlo CooperaUve In June 2014 under a 

lOng tenn ag~, 

Beginning 11'1 May 201 t , FPL began prov'ldlhg SetVIQe to tho FIOtlcJa Keya aleetrlc Cooperative 

llfU1er B long-term full reqwremenls c.ontract PreVIOOs.ly FPL wu servrng the Florida Keys 

~,~t~dar a partial reqult'emltnts c:onlr&Cl The sales to Florida Keys Electt1c Cooperative are 

ba$ed on c:ustomer-.upplll!d lnfonnouon ond tllatoncal colnc:tdenC~t factOI'S. 

Lee CoWliv has cootracted wilh FPL for FPL lo s,upJ>IV a porflon of lhelf load through 2013. 

lnen to begll"' m:vtng their enlln! load beginning In 20141. Thi$ c:oatracl bejJan In January 2010. 

lee County provide$ a forltCBSI ot lhe11 sales by delivery point whlch 1s used to denve \herr 

sale$ ronteaSt. 

FPL's sal&s to Wauchula be'gan rn October 2D1 1 and will conlltnre through December 2016 

Flonaa Powar & Llghl Comllanr 31 
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Sal&s to W1itlef' Park began in Janu-ary 2014 and "Will CQfitinue through Oeeembc!r 2016. 

Blountstown 11ecame an FPt wholesale evetomef In May 2012. FPL's con~ract Wfth 

Blountstown expires In April 201 T. 

A new contract with Sem1nole Eteclrfc Oooperatlve Is JOCiuded In the forecast which Includes 

denvery of200 WfiN beglrtf11ng In June 2014 and continuing ltlrough May 2021 . 

ti.O. Net Energy for L.oad (NEL) 

An econometric model 1s developed to produce a NEL per cu,storner forecast. The Inputs to the 

moc:fal lncludE Fl<>rfda real per cap1\a meome weighted by lhe percent of the pOpulation employed. 
and a proxy fo' energy pnces. The model also InclUdes severa[ weather variables Including 

«>ollng degree-hOUI"$ and healing degree-day$ by catendar rr'Klnth, and heating degree--days 

ba"d on -45Q F. In a«!IUon, lhe mO(iel also Includes vanab~ for energy effictency codes and 

standards <~nd a variable designed to cap lUre llJ.e Tmpacl of empty hotn~ Dummy vanabtes are 

Included for the specrfic months of May 2004, and Nol(ell1bet 2005. There Is aleo an 

autoregressive term In the model. 

The en-ergy efficiency varlabh:l fs Included lo capture the Impacts from major codes and standards, 

tncludlf\ll 1hose asSOdat&d With the 2005 NaiT~nal Energy PolicY Aet, the 2007 energy 

lndepende.oce and Security Act. and lh~ &avtngs occurnng rrom the use or compact lluorescent 

tnllb$ The estimated Impact from these ct)des and slllndards I& Inclusive of engineering 

estimates and any rem,~lting behavforat ctumges. The impact of l.hese savings began In 2005 and 

lhe1r cumulstfve lrrlpact on NEL ts expected to reach 9,991 GWH by 2a23 This represents a 7.0% 

rech.~otJon 111 wtlat the fore-casll!d NEL for 2023 wcrutd have been absence these codes and 

standard's. On an lntremental basis. net onhe redUction already experfenced lhro.u.sn 2013, Hle 

reductJon in 2023 is expected to reach 6,075 GWH.. 

The decllne In lhe number or empty homes rest~lling rrom the current housing recovery has 

affected use per customer and is captured 111 a separate variable The fo11:1cast wa.s also adjusted 

for :adcfltfonal loaa esUmated from hyt)rtd vehlcres, beg1Ming In 2013. Which resulted In an 

Increase of approximately , ,581 GWH by the end or tl'le ten-year reportfng perlod. The forecasl 

was ~1so adjusted for IJ'te incremental load resu111ng from FPl's economic c;felfelopment riders 

which began in 2013. and thi:o Incremental load is projected to grow to 537 GWH before leveling 

ott In 2018. Arl addiUonar adjustment 10 the NEL forecasl was made to reOeot !he aoquislUon or 

the Vero Beach electric sysrem. The Vero Beaoh acquisition fs projeasd to add 793 GWH by 

2023. 
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ThEt NEl fofecast Is developed by fi~t, muJt,ply1ng the NEL per customet forecast by the total 

f\t,lm~ of cus\omers forecasled (exOhJdlng the ~stomers formerly served by Vera Beach) and 

then adjUSting !he forecqsted resulls for tl'le e)Cpede<t lncremenml load resullir~g trom hybrtlf 

vehicles. new wholesale oonltams. the Vero B6ach &eqUTsl!lon, and FPL's e®ncm\tc development 

rfders, Once the NEL roreeast Is obtali'u!!d, total billed sales are compt~t£<1 using~ historical raoo of 

sates lo NEL The sates by class torecasts previously dlscu$sed ara then aqjuste<1to match the 

total blUed sales. The forecasted Na values for 2014 -2023 are presented In Schedule 3,3 that 

~ppears at the en ef or lhis ttlapter. 

fl. E. Sysoom Peak Forecasts 

The rate or absolute growth In FPL system peak load !las been a hlnctioo of the size of the 

customer base, varying wealtler coocJJJions, projected e<:oflGillli:. condillons, changing pa112rns of 

customer behav1or, an'(f mote eff•clent appliances and llghlln~ FPL dewlope(jth& peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships. In additlon. FPL's l)f!ak fomcast also refleQ.ts. 

changes In looo expected as a result of the aCQU(sftion of Vero Seach, Changes in who1esafe 

COTltraots, and the expected number of hybrid vehloles 

The sal/lngs from energy efflclen.cy codes and s~andards tncorporatec:J ir:rto the peak lot'ecast 

Include tha Impacts from the 2005 National Energy Polley Act. the 2007 Enerw Independence and 

Security Act. and ~e 1.1se of Compacl fluorescent llgh~ b1Jibs. The tmpael from these energy 

efficiency standards b<:goH'I ln 2000 and lhe~r c\UT'Iutallva 1mpact on the Summer peak I'S expeoted 

to reach 3.4n MW by 2023, Thl.s teductlon rs lnduslve of engineering estimates and any resu"lng 

behallloml changes. The cumulative ~023 lmpact from thiUe enargy eflidency codes and 

standards e:ff&etlvely reduces FPL's Summer peak tor that yl!&l by 1 1 6% On an mcrementar 

basis. net of~ reducti:on already experienced ttirougtt 201$, the Impact on U,e Summer peak 

from these energy efficiency codes and standards~ expected 10 reach , ,997 MW Tn 2023. By 

2023, the Winter peak Is expected to be reduced by 1,689 MW as resull of the cumutaUve Impact 

from these energy efficiency standards since 2005, O.n an Incremental basis. net of the reduetlon 

already experienced 11'\roiJgh 2013, the Impact on the Winter peak from these energy efficlency 

standards IS expected h:i reach 1,065 WMt ln 2023. 

The forecast was also adjusted ror addllfonal load esrtmared from h~brld vehicles Which results In 
an expected Increase of approxlmalety 443 MW in the Summl'lr and 22t MW in the Winter by tne 

end of the teO.:year reporilng period and for ltle aoquls\lion of ttle Vei"O Beach electrfe system, The 

Vero Beacl:l acquislflon will add 169 MW to !he summer peak, and 179 MW to the Winter peak, 

forecast by the end of lhe ten--year reporfing perrod. 
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The furecas~ng methodology of Summer, Wl:nier, and monthly system peak.s Is dis~ussed below. 

The forecasted values fQr Summer and Winter peak loads for the veal'$ 2014 - 2023 are 

presenled a1 the end of tills chapter In Schedules 3.1 and 3..2, and In Chapter 11Im SclledUies 7 1 

and 7.2. 

1. system Summer Peak 

The StJmmer peak follWc!Sl 1'5 dl!lleloPI!(I US'Ing an eeo!'lometrio tnodel The variables Included 

ln the m~e1 are the pttee of glll>OITne, lagged one month, FlOlicla rear hoUHI,ofd disposable 

lnoomeT cooling degree-hours two days pl'ior to lh:e peak day, tlie mmumum temperature Ofl 

the day of lhe peak, .a variable for energy efficiency standercls, and a moving avtJrage term 

The model is baset1 on lhe summer peak contrlbutlcm per cus.10mer which ls muropned by tctaf 

customers (ex:cludlng the customers that ha11e been served t>y Vern Beach), and acf)usted to 

account for 1ncrementa1 loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, f'lew wnolesale contracts, t.he 

Vero Bead'! acquisition. and FPL'$ eeonoml<: development rldfa's to detf\le FPL's ays.tem 

Summer peak. 

2, System Winter Peak 

Like ll'le system Summer piral< mtxfel. this model I$ aJso an e~nomelrf~ modeL The modal 

consists or three weatheM&Iated variables: 1he ave,...ge temperature on the peak day, Matlng 

degre~ours mr the prtor {lay squared, and heaUng degree-hours two days pr1or to the peak 

day. The model also il'lcludes two dummy variables: one for Winter peaks OC~:t~rrirtg on 

weekendS and 01'\a for winter peaks With mTnlrnum temperaMe ~fow 4() 5 ~agrees. Also 

I(!CII,Ided l!llhe model are a va:nable for housing starts per caplta, and an autoregressive term. 

The foll!C3stecl fe$l.llts are acijl!st,ed for Ule Impact of energy effic:leocy s1andards-. The model 

Is based on the Wlrtte( pea'k conJ.I'U:)UtiOn per customer which Is multlpiTed by I:Ofal eus1omers 

(excluding the customers that have been s:erved by Vero Beach), ancl then adjusted for the 

expected lnctementalloads resulting from hybrid 11ehicles, new wholesale contracl.s, the Vero 

Beach ac:quislt1011. and FPL'seconomlc development nders. 

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts 

The forecasting process for mon~hly peaks consists of the following s-teps. 

a The forecasted annual summer peak Is assumed to occur i1 the month or August. The 

rnonth of August has hlstovlcally accounted for mora annual summer peaks Ulan any other 

month. 
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b. The forecasted snm1al winter peak Is a&$Umed to occur In lhe month of January. The 

month of January has historically accounted for more annt~aiiNinter peal<$ than any other 

mol'llh. 

c The remaltllng monlli]V peaks are rorecastecl based on tl:le hlstOriQill relaffonshtp between 

the monthly peaks Md l~e ann.t,Ial summer peak. 

II.F. The Hourly Load Forecast 

Foreca.stecl values for system rlourfy load Torthe periOd 2014- 2023 are. produced uslng a Sys1em 

load Fore.castlog "shaper'" program. This model uses yea11> of h•sto:rlcal FPl hourly syslem load 

data to develop load shapes 'for weekdays, weekend days. and t,oiJdays. The model generates a 

projection of hourly load values based co these load shapes and lhe forecast of monthly peaks 

and e11ergy. 

II.G. Uncartalnty 

In order !D address uncertainty in the forecasts ot aggregate peak demand and NEL. FPl first 

evaluates lhe assumplion$ underlyJng the foretasts FPL takes a series of steps ln evaluatlng the 

tnpul variable:;, tncludlng comparin9 PfOlecUons from different &:Ources, Identifying criJlJie~ In the 

senes, and assessing Ule -series' consistency w•lh past foreca.sts. As needed, FPL reviews 

additional factors which may affect the Input variables. 

U11CBrtalnty ls sl~o addressed In !he rn.odelang. prwess, General!~, econon\Btno model$ are used 

to fol'ecasl the aggregate pea~ demlmd and Na. Ourtng the miXIeling PI'Oeei1i. ltle retevant 

lifatlstfcs (goodness of fit, F-st.atis:Ic, P-vafues, mean absolute deiJiaUon (MAO), t:nean absorute 

percei'Jtagtt errot (MAPE), e'c.) are SCOJ1tinl.zed to ensure U'1at l.be models adeq~Jatety explain 

hlst~cal varfa1ion. Once~ ~is developed, ft ls oampqred wltfi paot f9~sts. PeVIa.Uons 

·from past rorecasts are examined In ITght or changes In Input assump11ons to ensure lhat Ule 

dfivers under1~1ng the forecast are well understood An-ally, roreca.sts ot i!ggregate pea~ demand 

and NEL are compared with the actual values as these become available. An ongoing process of 

variance analyses fs performed. To the extenf ll'laf the variance analysis .Identifies large 

unexplamed deviations between the forecast and actual values, revaslons to the economelnc 

rno<fel may be consi(lered. 

The Inherent uncertainty Jn load forecasting Is addressed !n dffferent ways In regaltl to FPL's 

overall resource plannillQ and operational planning wolic. In ~ard to FPL's resource planning 

work, FPL's utlllzatlon of a 20% total reserve margin criterion, and a 10% generaUon·only reserve 
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marg1n cnnuioo am de~ignad to malnla1n rellable elet.:trlc service to FPL's customen> in ll9ht ol 

forecutfng (and 0~) uncartainly In addillon. bandeel forecasts or the projectad Summer l)tiOk 

and ne\ energy for load are produced based on an analys~ ot past foreca&Ung VS(Iant:.e~ In 

regard to operatlomll planning, a banded forecast for the projected Summer and Winter peak days 

Is developed based on the hlstortcal weather vartallons. These bands ar& then used Lo develop 

aimllar bands for the monthlY peaks. 

ll.H. DSM 

The effGCta of FPL's CSM enargy efflclency programs lmplemelllalion through August 2013 are 

<lnurned to be Imbedded In the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. The ~ets of 

Incremental energy efficlenoy that FPL plans to Implement In the future. plus the cumulative and 

proJeG1ed Incremental lmpaets of FPL's loa<! menagemenl programs. are accounted for as "ttne 

lt¢m reduotlons· to th~ forecasta IU pari or the IRP pwoess as shown In Chapter Ill In Schedult!$ 

7.1 and 72 After maklng lhl!se ac:ljuatments 10 the load forecasts . the resuning 'flrm" ~ 

forecast II !hen U$ed In FPL't IRP wortc 
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SctwdutB• 
Pre\liOUS Ye11r Actual and iWO·YeQr Fo~C8St of 

~tttall Peak 0(HT1and and t.t~ En~rgy forLQad (NEl) by Month 

(t l (21 13) (~l 15) (61 (7) 
2013 20,4 ?.CIU\ 

~·' FORECAST EORECAST 
Tot111 Tobd Total 

Puf<.OernnllO NB. fleA)( Oem;\n(l NEt Peak Oemanel NEL 
Mmllb ¥W GWO WI GWII WI GWh 

JAN 15,135 8,089 19,1170 ij,719 20.971 !1,093 

FEB i5,6V 7,468 11,441 1 ?81 18,050 8,126 

MAR 1&.931 7,936 17,%73 8,753 1'1,!75 8.103 

APR 18 419 8,967 18 149 9.1M7 18,782 9,386 

MAY '19,$70 9,-4&4 20,~3f 10,3a9 21 0<1.0· 10,701 

JUN 21 ,l47 10,460 21,852 ro,865 22416 , , , r21 

JJ,JL 20~1 10,649 22,413 11,6'25 22,991 11 ,884 

AUG 21,576 11.392 22.768 11 .a..~ 23,356 12,096 

SEP 2(),2(17 10,229 21.959 10,997 22.&2~ I T.2S6 

OCT 19.313 !!,969 .2ti.45lf 10.~!14 20,986 10.51( 

NOV 18,028 8,$06 17,!1lM 8.~ 1e,•ss 0,960 

DEC 16,161 8.49? 17,563 8,965 18,016 9,257 

Annual V•lues: 111.6&5 1'18,001 121.608 

Cot (3) annual value shown 15 cot151Sient With value shown In Cot~ Ill of Schedule. 3..3, 

Cots. (4) • (1} do ool ~e 1M l111pa~ at ~mutalweloa~ man119~1, lna~t.al ~sarvalion, ilnd l~ntal 
loaa man~eroent 

CaJs (5) and~ (7) annuoJ 1/illues.shown ara coltRte.fll \1/llh values~ In Col {2) or Schlldule 3.3. 

Aorrda Power & Ugllt Compa11y 43 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions 

Flonda Po-wer & Light Company 45 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 54 of 210

(This page Is left Intentionally blank.) 

Flonda Power & Light Company 46 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 55 of 210

Ill. Projection of Incremental Resource Addltions 

III.A FPL's Resource Planning: 

FPL ulillu:s Its well estlbli.shed Integrated res~ planning (IRP} process It! whcle or in part as 

analysis needs are warranted, lo detennToe wtten oew resources are nfredad, Yrt\al the magrurude 

of the needed resources a~. and ...mat type of resources should be added The liming and type of 

new power plants, 1t1e primary subjects of this doci.Jment, are cle18rmined as part of the IRP 

process work 

Thla sedfon describes FPL's bas~ IRP process Some of the Kcly itSSIJmpUOI\S, In &UCIJUOn lo a 

new load forecast. !hat were used '" de-vetopmg the rMOurce plan presentad '" lhis Site Plan art! 

al~o discussed. 

Four Fundamental Steps of FP!.'s Resource Pla.nnlng: 

There are <4 fundamental steps to FPL's remume planning. Thi!R steps can be generally 

d~rlbe<S as follows· 

Step 1· Oetennlne !he magnitude and timing of FPL'$ now resource needs. 

Step 2. ldenhfy wnicl'l resource opbons and reso\Jrce plans can meet the d~ermlned 

magnitude and Umlog of FPL'a resouJt;e Meds (I.a., Identify competing opti1>n' 

and re.aource plans): 

st~ ~: Evaluate the competing optiol'lJ and resource plal"'l In regard lo ay$Wn 

economics and noiHICOnomre faclo.rs; ana, 

Flgun!! lilA 1 graphically OUUine.s the 4 ste9s. 
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Step 1: Detennlne the Magnitude and Timing of FPl's New Resource Needs: 

The first of tha 1ovr reS®rcre plar'lnlng steps, determining the magnitude Pr:'ld Umlng of FPL's 

resource needs, Is essenfr1.111Y a determination of the amouril of capacity or megawatts (MW) of 

load redoction, new capaalty addlllons, at a aomb,oatJon of bo11'1 load ,-educttun and new capacity 

add~ions that are needed to mafntarr'l system reliability. Also determined 11'1 this step ls When the 

MIN addltrons are needoo 1o m~ FPL's reliallmty emena. This step 1s often refe~~TtJd to as a 

rellablllly asses$1"nent, or resource adsqUiiC)', aflalysls for lhe uhUty s~tem. 

Sie.p 1 typrcaUy starts Wrth al'l updated load foracasl Sevarat databases are also updated In (hts 

first tundamenlal step, nol only With the new Information regarcf~ng forecasted loads.. but also With 

other Information tha:lls used in many or the fundame11lal ste:ps In resource planning. Examples of 

this new Information Include, but are nor limited to; delivered fuel plice projeclloi'IS, current 

financial and eoonomlc assumpjlons, and power plant capability and operating assumptions FPt.. 

also lnclud'as key seta of assumptiC>ns regarding U1ree ~>peelfic: types or resourceS! (1) FPL uhll 

~pac•ly changes, (2) firm capaljlty power purcttases., and (3) damillld side management (OSM) 

.mpJemantal.io-n 

Koy AsstlmptiOns Rog'3rd)ng tho Throe Typos of R$S00l't~es: 

The first sel of assumpUons, FPL unll capac.ily changes. Is based on the current projeetlQn of new 
generating capacity addltTons and planned re:uremems of ex-Js11ng :genera11ng unlts. In FPL's 201 4 

S~.e P1an, there are fl\19 su-ch proJected capacity changes These are llt>ted below In cl'tronoJogical 

of'Qer 

·1) 

Analyses conducted during 2013 and earlv 2014 Sho~ lhalll would be cost-effective 10 

re11re the two existing unlts, Putnam units 1 & 2, and replace tne capaeity with new 

combined cycle (CC)• capacity al a later date and at a site to be determined. The new CC 

capacity would have a significantly better heal rate, 1hus reducing FPL's system fuel 

usage ~nd system emissions. Consequently, FPL currently projects thai the two exfstlog 

units will be retired by lbe end of 2014. 

2) CT upgrades at existing CC plant .sites; 

In the fourth quarter ot 2011 , FPL started upgrading the 7FA combustion turbines (CT) 

that are components at a number of ils eiCistlng CC trnlts. These upgrades will 

economically ben~frt FPL's cu:storners by increasing the MW output Of these CC units by 

approximately 209 MW (Summer peak value) In total. As reflected In Schedule 1 In 

Chapter 1, 133 MW of lhe Ina-eased capadty from these CT upgrades Is ah'eady ln 

49 
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service. ~ work rCK' the. rmn:alntng 11pgraaes 15 conlfnufng snd ltle project Is pro)KI!!d ro 

be completed •n 2015 

3) Mademf%;a!lon or (he Port Everalacftl pfant alte: 

The work to modem® the exi&bnQ Port Evmvlades alte by adding new c:omb!ned -cycle 

(CC) capat;ity eonUnues. Tha naw g~nerallng unit, caned lhe Pol1 Everglades Next 

Generation C1earl Energy Center (PEEC). Is profed:D<J lo be In-service In mid·2016; and •s 

PfCjected to haw a peak Summer oc.rtput or 1.237 MW. The FPSC IS&Ued til& final need 

older for this modemiZ.al.lon projeCt In April 20t21n Ol'der No. PSC-12-0187-FOF·El The 

site certlfiCallon CK'der for the projeot. OOAH CaH No. ·t2-042.2EPP, was receJved for the 

Pot1 Everglades PfOlect In October 2012 (Note !hat ~ slmUar modemlzalioll of the FPL's 

ex~ating Rlvfera BeKll piJI\I Site II $chedl.lled to be completed oNnear the April 1, 2014 

ftl•oi date of this 201• Site Pfan) 

4) Rel1!emen\ of ~q Q!!S tutbfnes CGlt) In Blowan1 Coy.ntv at)d partial eapad!y 

reoi!!C!!!ment with new comtMahon turbines ICTal at FPL'alauderdale plant sde 

Cue to new nitrogetl d(oxlde (NO:) ettv!ronmf!nlal regulations, FPL filed In June 2013 [Of 

FPSC approval to AtCOVel' CO$J.S (CK' removmg all of 115 exiSllng GT s and replacing a pottion 

of th& GT capaclty with new Cis In December 2013, FPL ~thdrew this request pending 

additional envlronmttntal monlloling and anai)'GC$ Computer modelll'\9 of the emlssions 

from the GTs projected that the GTs would eJ«::eed lhe new NO, llmlt. FPL belie-ves thts 

monftotlng and anulyaes wllr confirm thai lhe operation or its 6fstitlg GTs In Brow.ml 

County Will nol comply with the n9W NOl regulations. Therefore, ror plaMing piltp0$es, 

FPl hB.! assUJI\od that aq of Its axJBtl119 Broward County GTs will be removed (a los. of 

1.260 MW Summer) and that lhl.s capadtv wlll ~ partlatly replaced by s new cr~ Urdl 

would be sited fn Broward Coun\y (an Increase of 1,005 MW Summer) 1bl$ GT removal 

and CT part1alll!pl3otmenl •a as$um~ f£l occur by the end of 20l8. 

5) Jy!'ltey PolO], Nuefeflr Unlts 8 & 7: 
FPlls contlnum!J its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, aod approvals that will be 

neceuary lo c:ons!ruct and operate two ~ NJdear units at Its Turkev Paint Site These 

licenses, permlls and approvats will provide FPL with lhe opportunitY to construct these 

ntideat units at Turkey Point for a bme expected to be up to 20 years from tha lime the 
licenses and permits are gf!lnted, and lhet1 to operal2 the units ror a1 leasl .co years 

U1eteal\ar FPL receiVed need determrnauon approval from the F?SC fof the two nuclear 

units In Aprll2008 In Order No. PSC~31-FOF-El The ea111esl depl()ymant dates for 

ttJeSe two oew unlt.a. Tutttey Point Units 6 a 7, remaJn 2022a.nd 202.3, tl!$pedlvely Each 

new nuciBar vnit is ptejeeted to haifa a peak Swnrnl!routpu1 o11, l00 ~. 
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/IJso Jn regard lo FPl unll eapactty changes, as part of fPL's planned acqulsiUon of Vero Beach's 

elearlc: UlilltY sp~.em. Ff>L Is projeewd 10 tak~ ownership of vero Beach's five existing generaUng 

unitS starting January 2015. The current plan, ba~e<l on tile unns• poor economics, ts to 

'" 'IITJedlal.ely refire UV&e Qf lbese older generatlng ~Jnfts and operate tha tem·ainmg two. ~htc:l'l 

"'pply apProximately ~ MW {Stm'!m&r) of c:ornbined cyc.le capac:lty, tor a maxfmum of lhree 

years. 

The second seJ cf assumptions Involves firm capacitY power purchases FPL's current projection 

of l'ifm eapadty purchases has changed from the projeetlon In me 2013 SliePtan tn regard to omy 

two purchases. As part of the projected agreement that FPL WIU begin seNII19 Ver:o Beach's 

efec:trical needSc beginning Itt January 2015. FPL has aoquitad two exJsting power purd'l8$e 

agreements mtallng approximatEly Y Nr'/11 of coal-fll'ed capacity_ These sgreemenrs are now 

projected to run Uuough tne end of 2017 instead of 2016 as projected ln FPI.:s 20 l3 Site Plan. In 

addlllon, FPL now projects that Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations regnrdlng the amount 

of energy thal FPl ca11 recerw undec d:s purchase agreement wrth Jacks011VJUe Electno Authority 

(JEA) for St. Johns Reglooal Power Parl( (SJRPP)-,based C3J)l!Gdy and energy will not result In 1110 

suspension of the delivery o1 capacity and energy recelpt$1o ~Pl unlll Aptll2019. ' 

N~ of lhe other IM'Chase profedlons has changed from those In the 2013 Sita Plan FPL's 

C1JtT8nt proJection lncludes 1U'I addllionat TO MW from ihe Palm ~ SOlid Waste Al.sthorfty 

('S-IVA) starling in year20t5. In addibon, FPL proJects that it Will begin rec:eMng a total af 180 MN 

of firm CtJpac!ly In 2021 from blomaS$-ba:$ed ~ P\JtdlB!ie i1Qreeolents with EooGen 

In total tho proJected flnn capacity purchases are from a oomblnalton of utlllty and Independent 

JX)We( producers Details, Including the antWal total capacity values for these putehasea are 

presented in Chapter t In Tables l.B-1 at1tf 1.8.2.. These purcl'lased eapa<::~ty ~ were 

Jncorporated In FPL's resou~ pU\nlllng WOf1( 

The thtrd ~>el or assumpllons Involves 8 projectiOn of the amount or addlllonal DSM that Is 

anticipated to be Implemented annually ewer the ten-year period. A tley ct.spect of FPL's IRP 

process kl th~ evaruaUon of OSM resources.. Stnce 1994, FPL·s resource planning work has 

assumed lhaf.t til 8 mmmturo, the OSM MW called lor In FPL'$ FPSC-otpproved OSM Plan wdl be 

aol1le\led In 2014. FPL Is req,ulrt=O to propose new OSM Goal$ for~~~ 2015 lhro~ 2024 time 

per10<1. Those proposed goals. W!lr be fll!d wllh J.he FPSC on April 2, 201~,l.e. , one day after ltl~s 

2.014 Stte Plan h~ filltd w'lh the FPSC FPL'• fillng to support 1ts propost!d OSM goats provrde:s 

extensive detail regarding how OSM resources were evalualed In FPL's most C\lrrent IRP planning 
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analys$S. Tha .OSM. assumptions preM~nted in this 2014 Slle Plan, and whlctl aT8 assumed In the 

analyses whose results are reflecred 11'1 the Site Plan. are cons1G1ent wfth FPL's prQposEIQ goals 

TheFPSC 1s expected to mal<e a decision regarding FPL's 2i)16 -202-4 OSM Goals later In 2014. 

The Three ReUab!llty Crtterta Used to Detennlne FPL's ProlectiMI Resource Needa: 

Tllese key assumptions, plus the other updated inloi"ITialion dasc.rlbed above, are then applied ll'l 

the first fundamental st8JI, the delennlnafion of the magnitude and the timlng of FPL's fultlre 

reeource needs. TI:\1& determlnation la lleeompllshed by sys.tem r&rfabiiiiV :maly&e~ whlefr for FPL 

have traditionally been based on dual planrring criteria of a minimum peak perrod 12serve margin 

of 20% (FPL appHes this to both Summer ami Wlnter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load 

probabllrty (LOLP) ot o 1 day per yeat. Botn of these cnlerla are commonly used throughout t11e 

uilflty Industry Begtrrnlng thfs year, FPL Is ah;o using a lhfrd rellablffty ariletlon. a 10% generation· 

only ~e !T'IC11'!1In (GRM) oritefion. 

Htstorically, two typea at methodologfes. daterministJC and pmbabllistia. have been otJfimd an 

system reliability analysis. The ccilcUiatton Of -excess firm capaCity at the annual system peai<.S 

(reserve margin) IS the most common melhod, and this relatively simple determlnlsllc calculation 
can be perfarrn"ed on -a sprnadsheel It provides en fncllcation o1 !.he ad&quacy e~f a 11enerating 

system's capacity resources compared to ll$ toad dutlng peak periOds. However, ctetermlnlstlc 

methoqs do !lol talte into account probabdlsUc-retated ~lementB such as tho ampact of IndiVIdual 

unir ranures.. For example two 50 MW vnits whtct! can be counted ort to run ~0% of the time are 

more valuable In regard to u111lty sys!'em re1Tabtl1ty than ls 01'18 100 MVV unlt Which can a1so be 

counted on lo run eo-% of ll'le lime.. Probabilistic methodB also recognl:re the value of beang part or 

an Interconnected system with a£:Cess to mvftiPI e c:apac1ty sCJi.(rces. 

For this reason, probabillsftc me1hodologie:s have been used to proVIde ao addillonal pB!Spe.otive 

on the reliability ot a generating system. T-here are a number or probabilistic methods that are 

being used to perform sys1em reliability analyses. Among the most wltleJy used b" Joss-o~load 

probability (LOLP) which FPl utilizes. Simply stated, LOLP i$ an index of how well a generating 

system may be able to meet Its firm demand (l.e., a measure of how often load may exceed 

available resources). In contrast to reserve matgln, the calculation or LOLP looks at the dally peak 

demAnds for each year, While taking Into consideration sucta probabal[s!ic events as the 

unavailability of lndlvldual generators due to schedu~ed maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP Is expressed In terms of the projected probability that a utility wllt be unable to meet lis 

~tire firm load at some point doring a year. The probability of not belng able to meet lh« entire 

llrm load is calculated for each day of the }'I!Bf using Ule dally peak hourly load. These daffy 

proba.bilftles are ihen summed lo develop an annual p~bablllty value. This annua.l probability 
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v.alue is COfTlmonly expressed as "the number ot day~t ~~ yea(' l~t the enUre system fhm toad 

could not be met. FPL's standard for LOLP, cQmmonly aoe&pted throoghPtlt the industry. ts a 

maxlmum of 0.1 day per year. This analy&fs ~ufres. a more compl!cated catcolation mlill1ooology 

than d~e-s- 111e reserve margin aoalysrs, LOLP analyses ate typlcally C<lmed out using computer 

software modf!IS such as the ne Une Assistance and Generation Reliability (TIGER) program 

U$.edDyFPL 

FPL.'s reQCII'It Integral«! ('Osource planning wo~ has re::l.lltcd In FPL's resource plans sl'loWfng a 

sjgnifum s1'11ft In the mix of ge:neraUon and DSM resouroes over the next 10 years In feg.ard to the 

relative contnbution ot these resourcer. to system renabltfty In orti~ to gauge lh~ extent of thL$ 

shift anCJ lls potentfal lmpllooNons for FPL's system reliability, fPL deveiGped a new metric: a 

gerteratiof'l.-only reseNe margin (GRM) This GRM metl'Jc reflects l'e$ef\!es that would be prolllded 

only by actual generating resouroes.. The GRM valoe 1s calculated by seWng to :zem all 

tner:emental energy efflcle:ncy (EE) and road ma~emenl {LM}, plus au elCfSUng l.M. In a reserve 

mam•n calculation The resulting GRM valUe provtctes an lndrcatlon of how large a role generatfon 

Is projected to pl~ In eacll year as FPL maintain::. Its 20% Summer and Winter ·total" ~rve 

marglns (whtefl aeeount ror bolh generation and DSM resources). 

FPL has been reporting the GRt.1 metric In liS Site Plans since 201 1 when it presented pmfection~ 

of Its summer GR"M for lhe years 201 l-2020, The 2011 proJectron snowed a steady l:letrease In 

GRM wlues from a ·balanced" '11..6% ln 2011 to much reduced 7 ~A by 2020. In liS 2012 Site 

Plan, FPL's proJected GRM values steadily decreased over Hie 10-year period from 16.2% in 201 Z 

to 5.5"'4 Tn 2021. The proJedett pattern 1n the 2013 Site Plan was Similar: a steady decrease from 

HL3% In 2013 to 6.9% Jn 2021. (The projected ORM vah.re far 2022 preserrtetlln the 2:013 Site 

Plan lncrease(i to 8.9% due lo the planned adelllio" or lhe new Tu~ey Po1n1 6 nuclear unit In 

2022.) Thus FPL's resource pjannmg projections ovw the lasl3 years have each shO'Ml a general 

downwards trend ln projected GRM In the lalte. portion of this decade. This lndicales Increasing 

reliance on DSM resources, parUcUiarly EE resource additions, and deereasing rellance on 

genergUon resources. 'o maintain system reliability, As a result, Ff'l has analyzed whaklmpact(s) 

this trend could have on system reliability. Two types of evaluations were conducted. One of these 

evaiUaUons is from lhe perspective of FPL's system operators Who are responsible for operating, 

the bulk electno system. The other evaluation is from a resource planning perspecltve. 

The first evaruauon examined what Impact an Increasing rertanee en EE resource addillons was 

proseoted to have on the amount and type of reserves tiTM operators would have ai the1r disposal 

to meet load on a system peak hour FPL first Used e "looKing back" peJSpecthte at a !'eCent actual 

peak load day of January 1 1. 2010 to see now the system actUally operated. Then. assuming a 

"wl1at if" sil..mtion 1n which tJ.'I() &ystem was assumed tQ have been designed to have an Identical 
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total reserve margin, but hlghar and lower GRM re-sp&:tlvely, FPL anaiyttd what U'e 1mpac1 would 

halle been on FPL·s abllity to aerve Its cuslomeBon that peak day with lhese altemaUve assumed 

systems. 

FPL alw performed anaJyse10 taking a 'lool<lng forward"' perspecnveatlhe projectecl year ot2021. 

Ttlree·$cet~anos were anat~ed 0} U'le system with Its projected GRM an~ total reserve margin 

values Cl)nslstenl with the 2013 Slte 'Plan: (il) a system With el"l Identical total rese~ margin, but a 

hlgher GRM, anCI tm> a aystem wilh an tdell\llc:af total reurve ma!ll[n, but a lower GRM. 

Recognlzmg that thc!lmpacts from EE resource additions wil l already have been aooounted fo( tn 

the peaK load ihal system operators must react to on an actual peak day, the analyses all$Umed 

an adverse pe"ak day sJtuanan whlch conallsted of slgnll'icatltly tllg:ller load alld srgnlflcanny less 

available generabon !han projected.. The results from both the 'looking baok' and "looklng ro-rwanf' 

onalyses were slmllar, For resource plan~> With iclel'\tical total rese~ margil'IS, but ·different GRM 

levels. system o.perators 'Were projeoted to tJave slgnilicatltly higher le\'els (MW) of res.erves, eitl'ler 

generallcn and/or load management reserves.. available on lht1 peak days w.th a reso11rce plan 

tttal had a higher GRM level than Wllh a l'e$ource plan !hat had a lower GRM level Thus a 

resource plan INith a hlgher GRM, compared with a lower GRM, results in better system n~hab111ty 

for eustomers du& to a greater likelihood of rnaetfng cuS:tomers' fmn demand on peak load days. 

desp.l t.e ur~ax:pected condiUon~> or events Beller system reflablltly to cvstomeflli translates to a 

reduced nsk of shedding fl1111 loiild 

The seooO<l ava1oat1on was rrom IM teSOUtee planning perspectJve of toss-of·load·probabmty 

(LDLP) Forlhls evaluation, FPL also analyzed resource plans with rdentloalloiBJ reserve margins, 

bUI higher and tQWer GRM levels The results of these anoiYseJ for the FPL.sy&1em showed lhal ~ 

rt:SOOree plan with a higner GRM resulted ln a pro)ecl1on of lower LOLP value5 than <! resoull:e 

pl·an wrlh a lower GRM. 

Based on these operallonal and resource planning evaluatlon.s. FPL. has concluded thai resource 

plans for its System with idenli~l total reserve margins, but different GRM values, are not equal•n 

regard to sy,;tem ~llablllty. A resource plan with a higher GRM value ~ proJected to resuflln more. 

WI/ being available to system operators on adverse pea!< (oad days, and rn lower LOLP values, 

than a resource plan with a lower GRM value, even though botll resource pLans have an Identical 

total reserve margln. Therefore. FPL has applied a minimum GRM 011lerlon ~s a ihird reliability 

criterion In Its resource. planning process. 

Based on the expertise and experience of FPL's system operatoiS reganilng ~he amount of 

generation MW needed for reliable operallons, the GRM criterion Is set at a m1nlmum or 10% for 

Summer and Wlnter From an operational perspe<:llve, F'PL bel~\18$ il ls necessary to have 
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&t!pi'OXImately 2,650 WMI ot generation resmves_ These reserves will allow FPL to address a 

variety of ~ conslderabons lncklodlng; (i) unplanned generation unavanabmty: (11) tha 

deployment of real•tttne ~ rest't~Vf!S to meet rts 15-mlnute obllgati:ons as part of the Flon~ 

ReseTVe Sharing Group; (lli) the requirement pursuant to NERC Reliability Standards to replace 

With other N!$0W'Ce:S Within 30 minutes fOllowing the unplanned loss of a large ge"eration unlt. and 

ftv) 1\!gher-thaf)-/orecastad loads. The sum of the operational reserveS" lo cover for thesto 

reqtllremems and c:ooSidenrtioos i$ approximately 2,650 fffl. Thls MW valba is con~lstent W1th a 

tO% GRM for the foreseeable future. F'PLIS planning itS system so th.1l lhe minimum 10'16 GRM 

c:trl1!oon Is met beg1nn111g 1n the Summer of 20 t9. 

The 10% mlnlm~Mn SUmmeral'\d IN10ter GRM Cl'ltenon a~tgmerns tne two eJOstlog reJtablllty cruena 

used by FPL a 20% total reseJ'\1'8 margm critenon for Summer und Winter lind a 0. t da·yJy&.N 

LOLP criterion. The total reserw maryln and LOLP criteria conllnue. co ldet11lfy the llmlng and 

magnitude or FPl's fuMe resource needs. The GRM a'iterion ~Yides dtnldlon regttd'JI'Ig the nux 

of gunerabon and DSM resources that should be added 1o malnlaln and enhance FPL's syslem 

reliability. 

Step 2= Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet Ula Detomlned Magnitude 

a:nd Tlmlng of FPL's Reso~ Needs-: 

The Initial eclivltle$ assoctated with this saoond fundamental step of fe$0\JtCAt ptannlng generonv 

proceed eonCUITenUy with the actlvldas aS!!OCiated Wtth Sh!p 1 During Step 2. pre.hmJniU)' 

economrc ac:reenfng analyses of new capacity option& that are ldttnll<:al, ot virtually Kkntlc:al, In 

regard lo certain key c:haracterts11cs may be coi\Cfbc:ted to delennlne Wl'llcl'l new capacity options 

appecar to be the most OOITlpetrtlve on FPt.'!i system lhts preh111IIUII')' analysis wor1c can also h.elp 

Identify eapaclty size (MW) Yaluu. projected corutrucUon/petmlttlng schedule5, and openulng 

parametm ahcl coets StmiTarly, preliminary aeonomlc acmmmg analyses of new OSM optiOns 

aod/ot evetuat101'1 of exlatii'Jg OSM opltone &re often aon«tucted In this ~nd fundame11lsl IRP 

smp. 

FPL lyp.<:atly ullllzoa lh& P-MArea pfOducrtlon cost model and a Fixed Cost Spread$1\eat and/or M 

optimization models and sprea<ttheet ar~alyse$, to pfllform the preliminary t!COnomle ~nlng of 

generanon resource opuons. For lhe preUmmery economfa screenfng analyses of DSM resouree 

options, FPL typiCally uses 1111 OSM CPF model Which Is an FPL spreadsheet model utlllzlng the 

FPSC's approved methodology ror pefformfng prellmfruuy eeonornlc scnH~nlng of i!"ldivlduol OSM 

measures &Pet programs In addition. a years-to-payback acAienTng tesi based on a ~year 

cuitenon Is ru.o used ln the preliminary economic SCt'I!H!nlng or lndMdual DSM measures and 

programs. Tl\t'n, as the rocua of OSM analyss.s progresS&$ from analysis of JndlllfduaJ OSM 
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measures to the development of DSM portfolios, FPt uses two addllional models. One of these 

mOdels fs fPL's non·llnear prograrnmfng model tha11$ used for analyzing the po1enttaJ for lowerin,g 

system peal< toads through addlllonal load managemenVcle.mand response capabiUty The olhar 

model that FPL typically utlllze11 ls its tlne:ar progTi1m1'11II'!Q model with ~lch FPL develops DSM 

po rtfoi!Ds. 

The lndivfdlilal new resource options. both Supply optiQf1s and OSM portfolios, emerging fmm 

Lttese prelTmlnary t:conomlc sc:reenrng analyses a~ ·then lypleally •packa!Jed .. lrrto dlffetent 

resource plans which are designed tc meet the system reliability criteria. tn other words resource 

plans· are crwa±ed by combining ltlCIIVIdual l'eSOUI'Ce optloi'IS so that the tfmllig and magnltvde of 
FPL's projected new resource neecls are met The creallon of these ocmpeung resource ?Jans is 

lyplcally catrfed out nstng spreadsheeL and/or dynamic programming t.ec.hnfques. 

AI the conclusion or the seconci fuMamental resource planning step, a number of different 

comblnallons of new feSOUI'C!I ol)Uons (i.e .• resource plans) of a maanllude and ltming n-ecessary 

to meet FPL's reso1Jrce needs are identified. 

Step 3; Evaluate the Competing OptJons and Resource Plans In Regal'd to System 

Economics and Non-Economic Factors: 

At the completion of fundamental steps I & 2., the mo.st viable new resource o.pllons have been 

ldentlnoo. and ll)ese resource options nave been combined Into a number of rucwrce plans which 

meet th~ magnttude and bmlng or FfiL's resoorce needs. The stage Is set !01 eva!uattng (hese 

.resource opllons and resource plans ln system economlc analyses !flat alm to· account for all or 

the Impacts to !he FPL system rrom tne competing resource opllonstre:source plal'l$. lh FPL 's 2013 

and earty 2.0l4 ~esaurce planmng work, once Jhe resource plans were developed, FPL uttUzed the 

P-MArea production cost model and a Fixed Oost Spreadsheet, and/or the strategist model, to 

perform lhe system eoonomlc analyses. Other spreadsheet models may also be usecl to further 

analyze the resource plans. 

The basic economlc analyses of lha competing l'e$0Vrce ptahs focl.ls on total sys1en1 economics 

The slarldard basis for companng the econom1.cs of cornpeling res.ource plans Is the[r relattve 

Impact on FPL1s electriQlty rate tevets, with the objective generally being to mlnlmize FPL1s 

projected revelized system average eractnc rate (I.e.., a Rate Impact M~sure or RIM 

methodology) In analyaes '" which the DSM contnbuUon has already been detem11ned through 

the same IRP process and FPSC approval. and therefore the only compeUng options were new 

genera:Ung umts and/or purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans' Impacts on 

eleclncily rates and on system revenue reqLurements Will y;eld Identical outcomes 10 regard to the 
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relaJIVt' rank•~ of the ~oJ..uce opboos berng evaluated. Con~uently, the competlng options 

and ruour= plan:s 111 such case5 ce~n be evaluated em a system Ct.Jmulatfve presem value 

revenue requlremenl (CPVRR) baSI$. 

Other faeton: are also iocluded In FPt.'$ evaluation of resource oplfons and resource plans While 

U'lese factors may nave an eco~~om\c component or Impact, they are often d1scussed In 

quanlltaflve, but non-ecooomic, terms such as paamlages, tons. etc, rather tiTan In tenmJ of 

dollaB. These faelors are onen re(e~ lo by FPL as ·system c:om:.esns" lhat Include (bUI are not 

Jimll!!d lo) .nuuntaln~ng/e!lllancing fuel diversity 111 the FPl system, systeo1 emiSSion levels, and 

mslntafnlng a regtonal balance be~ load and generating capacity, partkt.llany In tho 

SOUtheastern F1orida counliK or Miami-Dade and Broward. In conductlng the evaluatiOns needed 

to deterrru'ne which resource optton$ aJJd tesourt» pta~ are be$t fDf' FPL':!l system. the li()o· 

eoonom\c evaluallons ant ooodllcted with an eye to wtletl'ler th& system concem Ia POSitiV&~y or 
negatavt~ly lmpaCU!d ~Y a given resource optlon or resoutte plan- The$8, and otl'1et, faciJ)ts are 
discussed hrter in fhis chapter In HeCLlon Ill C. 

Step 4: Ana1izing FPL•$ CUrrent Resource Plan 

The resultS of the previous lhfee ll.ltldaml!l'ltal step$ .,-e typleaRy used lO develop F?t:s current 

resource plan The CtJrrent resource plan I& pre$enled in the foJlowing sed;On. 

111.8 Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes In the Resource Plan 

FPL's projected lnNemenlal t~eneratlon capa.c.ty edditlonslch;;mge& for 2014 through 2023 are 

depleted In Table Ill a 1 These capacity addition~ lnc:lude the 5 generation 

addlbonslcbanges previously dJ.scus.aed.. "''lle !able &haws three 11101e gen.eta\Joo chan;es· a CC 

unit bt1lng adcted In 2019. a ~rt-tem PPA of 129 MW being added In 2020, and a S:hon-'laml 

PPA of 168 MW being atlded In 2021. Tile CC unl\ 110 added In 2019 1o meetllle &mmer total 

reserve .msrgln criterion an~ the two PPA$ are addbd In 2020 and 2021 to meet tt;e GRM entenon 

AflhOUgh FPl:s projected DSM adCfltions 11'1111 at& Cfavelope<~ln the fRP ptOCess are not e?CpliCIUy 

pl'e$8nt~d In this table lhese DSM addition& ha~te been fully a<lCOu-nted for in allot FPl's re$0\Jrce 

plannlog wor1< reflect~ In ltlls document. The proJeCted MW reduet!Onli'Tom theSe DSM addiiiOI\S 

are also reneeted 111 the proJected Iota! merve margin valuO$ shown 1n the taDie belOW and 1n 

Schedules 7 1 and 7 2 presented tater In thla ~hapter OSM tli further addressed latet In thls 

~haplet In section 111.0 
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III.C Dis<:~sslon of the Projected ResoLtl'ce Plan and Issues Impacting FPL1s 

Resource f:'lanning Work 

As Indicated In the Exer::utive s~o~mmarv. FPL's resource planning efforts In 2013 a11d eartv 2014 

were Influenced by a numwof tactars. T1'lelae tactora are expeeted lo conUnue ln lnffuence FPL's. 

resource planning work for the for~ueable future In a<fditlon. oltler factors ~ also Influence 

FPL's OIHJOing resource planning wof'l( ltl the ruture and may result In changes lo ltle ~urce 

ptan dlsc.~"ed tn tll1s dooumem_ Eight (8) o1 these factors are dlscussed below (in no particular 

order of Importance). 

1) Mainlatnlnglenhanclfl9 fuel divers1ty Ill the f'Pl ststern; 

2) Maintaining a balance be-tween load and genenrtlng capaaty In So~eastem Florida. 

padlcutarly ln Mlamf-Darle and Browarn Co1Jnties; 

3) Updated projec:tit>o$ ot Fettetal and state energy effh~u<~noy oodes and standards; 

4) Decline In the projected cost-effec;tivooess of utility DSM measures <111d programs: 

5) FPL's grcwmg depcnclence upon DSM tesOurces to malntafn system reUablnty; 

8} The schedule fotlhe newTI,Il'key Poml Nuclear UnllS 6 & 7; 

7) E!Wironment.al reguiEJiion and/or legislation; and, 

81 PoSSible estabflshment or a Rortcla -standard for renewable 1:1nergy or clean l!nergy. 

These 8 f•etots, and their various Impacts on FPL~ resourt:e plannl!lg ettPrts lnoJlldlng the current 

resource plan that 1s presented illlhis Site Plan, are briefly cllscus:sed below. 

1. Maintaining/Enhancing System Fual OiV81T>"ity: 

FPI. curremly uses !l'atural gas ro generate approximately 213 o1 the tota! elec!t1clty It delivers 

to its eustomel'S, fn the fultlm, the percenta.ge of FPL·s eleetnclty l:ha.t Is generated by natural 

gas Is projected to remal!l al a high level. F:or this reason, and due to evolving environmental 

regulatrons, FPL Is coi\Uilu~Uy seeking opportunities to economically maintain and enhance 

the fuel diversity of Its system. 

Jn 2007, fobOVM.9 express dtrec\1011 by the FPSC to do so, FPL sout~ht approval from the 

FPSC to add two new adwncett technology coal units lo its system. These two new units 

woUld have be01n placed ln·serlllce In 2013 ano 2014. Ho.wever, In part due to concerns over 

p(llenllal greenllout;e gas en1issicm tegl&lationlreg~,~laUon, FPL was unable to ob!B1n appro.vat 

tor these unlts. Several other factors are currently unfavorable to new coal units compared to 
new cc units. TM lirsl of these factors. Is a sJgnlficanl reduction In lhe fuer cost. difference 

between coal af\d natured gas compared to the fuel cost diffarenee pro)eoled In 2007 thai 
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favorecd coal. I.e.. the projecte<l fuel cost advantage of coal versus oatuml gas has been 

slgnil'k:anuy recweed Second rs the contlnu.allon at slgnfflcantJy higher capltai costs for coal 

units compared to capital coms fer OC units. Third 1S !he irroreased fuel efficiency of new CC 

untts compared to projected CC unit efflclentle$ In 2007 Fourth are exfstlng and proposed 

en1nroomental regUlallo'l$, !ltd~ those lbal address greennouse gas emissions, that are 

unfa'IIOfilble to new coal units when compared to new CC units. Consequently, FPL does not 

betleve thai new advanced lechnoleg~ c;oal untts are curmnUy ~nomlcally, politically, or 

environmentally viable luel diversity enhancement opuons m Ronda. 

Thet"e'fom. FPL has tumed US attention to nuc.leal energy arld renewable energy to enhance 

lts fuel dwersdy, to dlverslfyln_g the souraes oJ nalunil gas, to dJvetsdylng the gas 

uanSJXHtatlon path$ used 1o dell'ler oatutal gas to FPL's 9Cf11!111ling units. and to using natural 

gas mom efficiently In regard to tM:leat energy, In 2008 the FPSC approved Ule need to 

Increase capacity at FPL's :f(Ju; axlsting nuclear units and authQtllad FPL lc rew~~er projaat

related ~res that are approved as a result of annual nuclear cost recovert flllng6. FPL 

has now successruny completed lhe nuclear capadty uprat~ profea Apptoxlmate(y 020 MW 

of add1bonal nuctear capacity were deh~~ered by the project which represents an Increase of 

approximately 30% more capacity than wa' originally forecast~ when the projeot began 

FPL's customers ara already lmr.lefitiing from lawer f\!d costs and reduced Sytltem em n!Qns 

PRW•ded by th•s. addlhonal n&.dear callactly. 

FPL ~ contrnutng lls \11011( to obtain an ol Ute ttccnses, J*1lllts, and approvals that would be 

necessary to COf\$!1"U~ and operate two f'lt1W nueleaf units at Ill Turkey Point site In the future. 

These licenses, pennlts, and app~vals Will proVIde FPL With the opportunity to consttuet 

these nt.!Ctear units a1 Turkey PotOt tor a lone expected to be up to 20 yeara (rom the llm~ the 

"censes and penn its are granteil. atlellhen to operate tM units few <II least 40 yetars thereafter 

Tile eanaest deployment dates fOI' U\e two new nll<llear ~Mits. Turltey Polnt Unlta 6 & 7, remain 

2022 and 2023, ~$pec11vely, 

FPL aT~o has been Involved ln actiVIuu ro lrwesugat:e adttfng or matntainlng teMWable 

resou~ at a part of lis g~neratlon supply One o! lhe$C atllvlllcs Ia a vanety CJf dl&(lussJQns 

wtth the owners or exlsUng raellfUes u1med at malnt:alnlng Of' ~tanding CA.JI'ren1 agreements In 

eddltton, FPL cons1der.s new c:osi--errectwe ntnew;tble energy pro}IIG1S wen as the powe( 

purohase agreements With ~oGen that W~ll reaulttn FPL tooeMng 180 't6N ot linn capaclty 

ftom bfomass facilities beginning In 2021 

FPL also soLJght ar1d received approval fro:m the ,:psc In 2008 to add 1 to MW throu.sh three 

~ FPL~wne<l sctar racllllres, one solar ll'larmal fadlily and lwo photovoltalc (PV) facllltle$ 
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One 25 MW PV facility began commerelal operation In 20M. The remaining two solar 

faollltles. a 10 MW PV faanlty and a 76 MW sol:at thermal steam g.enerallng raclllly, began 

eornmercial opera:Ho" In 2010, The edd!Uon of lhese nmewable ellergy 'facilities IIIIa$ rnade 

possible due to enabling legislation from the Florida Legislature In 2008. FPL remains strongly 

suppo11Ne or federal and/or state 1egfsla1Ton thai enabtes erec~rn: utmnea 10 acid renewable 

energy resources and aulhodz:e the 1J1llltles ta recover appropnate CQ:Sts for these resources, 

FPL rs planning to Introduce two new PV·based sotar progr.tJTI$ ln 2014. Tl\~e are discussed 

furthilt h1 section tll.F.4 of this cl:laplat. 

In regard lousing natural gas more elflclentllf, FPL received approvals in 2005 r~t~m the FPSC 

ro modernize the exratlng cape Canaveral and RIVrera Beach plant sites w1tl'l new, highly 

efficient CC units that replace the former steam ge~:~eratlng units on eanh ar those sltes. The 

CS$le CansVlln!l rnodemi~Uon was commlsstoned 011 APn1 2.4, 2013·and tf1e RMera Beach 

modemtz:atlon IS projec\ed logo Jn.SeNJOe on/near the Apn~ 1, 201.1! d.ale this 20f4 Site Plan 

is tiled with the FPSC On Apnl 9ttl, 20, 2. FPL received FPSC approval to proceed wi1h a 

slo'lllar moctemltatlon proje-c;t at lhe Port Everglades site WhiCh Is scheduled for completion in 

rnld-W16 The modernization of tne Por1 Everglades site will retain the cap$tlity or receiving 

walef-bome dafi\letY of on as ta backup fuel 

In regard to dTyel'$1ty 1n natural gas s.oorcing and delivery·, 111 2013 FPL was granted appfolll!l 

from lh& FPSC to bulld a new 3111 nawrat 9$5 pipeline il'ft~ Florfda and FPL's service territory. 

The process to oDtafn approval for 111e new plpenne from the FecJetaf Energy RegUlatory 

Commission (FERC) is underway. The new pipeline will utilize a new route that will re.sull In a 

more rell<~ble, more ~li'IDmlc. and more diverse naiural gal> supply fer FPl's customers and 

the state or AoriQa. 

In ·lf'le future, FPL Will oontlnue to ldetltify and evaluate allematfves lhal may maintain or 

enhance system fuel dlver:slly. In lhis regard, FPL. ls maint-aining [he ablllty to UtiliZe ruel oil at 

exJsl,ing unil,s that have tha~ capabmty. For this purpose, FPL has installed electrostatic 

precipitators (ESPs) allts two BOO MW steam generating units at lhe Manatee site and at one 

of lls two 800 MW steam generating units at the Marlin sne. FPL ls In the process of insUIIITng 

ESPs on its mmalnJng 800 MW steam generating unit at the Mart1n site. These lnstallatlons 

will enable FPL to retaln· the ability to bum oil, as neede<j, at these sltes while retai!11ng the 

flexiblllly to use natural gas when e.conom!calty aUractlve. 

2. Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation In Southeastsm Florida: 

An tmbalance has exJsted between regionally Installed generation and regiOnal peak toad iJ1 

Southeastem Florida, As a result of that Imbalance, a slgnlricant amount of energy tequlred In 
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the Southeastern Florida regl.on during peak periods is provtded by ·operallng less efficient 

ganera1lng. units located lrt SoLtUieastem Florida 01Jl of economic dlspat(:tl, by Importing ltle 

enef9y Ulrough lhe trai\Wllsston system ftom plan\$ located outside the reglon, or by a 

combination of the two. FPl'~> prlar pla-nning work concluded 11'\at. as toad: Inside !he region 

gliOWS. either addiUonal inStalled genel'atlng eapac:1ty In !his region, or additional t~talled 

ttansmlsston capacity capable or ~Pva1 rng more electnclty from out.s'tde the regton, would be 

required to addreu ttrls lmbslai'lce 

Panly because of the lower transm1ssion·rclaled ~;osm resulttng from !herr loartloll, four recent 

c;apaaliy adclltlon decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC Units 1, 2, 4t 3) were deiBm'!med 

to be the mosl cost-effecti11e options lo meet FPL's capacity nee<l$ In the near-tam~ In 

addition, FPL has added mcreased capacity at FPL's e.xlshng two nuclear units a1 Tut1<ey 

Point as par1 of the preVIous!~ mentioned nuclear capacity LtPrale! project. The Por1 

Evergtacles modemlzallon project scheduled tor completion ln 2016 wltl also assist tn 

addressing this lmbalanca. Adding the atfdltlonal generation capacity through lhB projects 

mentioned above conll1bufes lo ~delreslllng the Imbalance betwel!n generation, lrilnsmisslon 

<:apacny, and load In Southeastern Ftorlda for approximately the remai¢er ofll11s ctecade. 

llle planned at1dltlon of two new nuClear unHS at FPL'& rurkey Po~n\ site. Turkey Point Unit 6 

in 2022 and Tur\tey Point Unit 7 In 2023, will ilfso address ltle ~mbalance ISSue for en 

addi~onal pe(IQd of time begiol'\lng fn the next decade Dlle to fureeasted steatllly Increasing 

toad in lh~ SOI.Itl'leastem reston. the SoLJ1heastem Aortda lmb<~lan~ rssue Will remalo an 

Important conslde:ratJon in FPL 's OJlilolng resouroe planning work fn future ~aars. 

3. Projections of f&derai and St4lte Energlr' Eltlclency Codes and Standards; 

As disclllSS8:d In Chapter II, FPL's toad forecast includes projected impacts from federal and 

s1ate energy efficlency codes and standards. The magnllude of energy efffciency !.hat rs now 

projected to be delivered to FPL's oustomers through these codes and st3fldards Is slgniftcanL 

In FPL·s 2013 Site Plan. the projected cumtJiatlve Summer peak lA'! pact for ltle year 2022 from 

the cOdes and standards since 2005 was 2,a98 MW compared io w!lal the projected load 

would ha\le been without lhe codes and standards. The current proJeClton or cumulative 

Summer peak Impact for the year 2023 frpm the codes and s1andards since 2005 Is 3,477 

M!/'J. 

In addillon to lowering FPL's load forea~st frorn 'Ntlal ll otherwfse would have been, and thus 

serving to lower FPL'.s projected resource needs, thls projection o:f efficiency from the codes 

and standard~> also affects FPL's resource planning In anolher way. The proje<:ted Impacts 
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from the efficiency coc{es and stanclards tower the r:rotentral for utllltY PSM programa to deliver 

ene-rgy emc:lelncy for the applf.anees and equipmefll !hal are cnreclly addres!Se'<l I>Y the eocres 

and stan dams. This effect Is taken mto :account In FPL'a propose<! OSM Goals for the 2015-

2024 tlme period and it Is one reason lloty FPl's resoorce plan shcnYS a diminished role for 

ulJTlly OSM for !he ~rs address~ by tl'lts 20H Site Ptan. 

4-. Doc line In the Projecbtd Cut-Effectlvonesa of Utility DSM Measuros •nd Programs: 

There 1:9 another lmportan! reason wtly FPL's resource pla11 CWTe11tly shows a cllmlnistn~d role 

far utility OSM: a decline rn the project.etf cost-effedlveness of utility OSM measures and 

programs. The supporting testlrnorw that FPL is mrng In the DSM GQats p~lng disciJsses 

111 detall the reasons for the decllmng Q>SI-<:<flecthr~ess of OSM One portlon of !.hat 

dlscuS11ion fs summarized h~ for illustrative purposes. 

The CDst~ecUve:ness or OSM ts dttven ill large part by the pOie{'l llal benefits ll'lal the kw 

{demand) reductJon ~md kWh (energy) reduction Qharactetis1lcs of OSM !JrOgrams are 

proJeded to provide. Tt11s discussion focuses solely on the ctrrenl projection of potenU&t 

.benefits that OSM's kwh reductions o:an provide. Alleast lhre.e factors are each resultfng m 

pro)l!dfon~ of lower kWh reduetlon-based benefit& and thus projedlons of JQWer OSM cost

effectlveness. 

The Jirsl factor Is lower fuel costs. For example, comparing currenl fuel cost fQrec.asts with 

those forecasted In 2009- the year whett FPL's DSM Goals ~last set by Lhe F?SC

shows that current forecasted fuel oosts aru now much lower 1ttan those torecas1ed In 2009, 

partie41lari.Y In the near·llafm ThlS can be man by comparing the 2009 ai!tl c:urrent fon!casted 

costs ($/mmBTU) for ,atural gas for ~ speclfic years addressed II'J thiS Site Pfal'l· a11d whlc~ 

were adJJressed In lhe 2009 OSM goats-setting· 2015 and 2019: 

Year 2009 Foreca~ Current Forecast 

2015 $9.64 S•Uo 
2019 $12.63 $6.15 

As $hown from these velues, natural gas prices are currently forecast to be less than 50% of 

what they were rorecasi to be In 2009 ~en OSM goals were l·asl set Although lower 

foreca;S tttd natural gas cost:s are a very goOd thing for FPL's CYstomers. tower fuel costs also 

result In towel' poteoUal fuel savings benefits from the kWh reductions of DSM measures. 

These loweted benefit vaJi.ies result in O'SM being Tess cosl-effeal\le, 
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A second factor contributing to lh& decline In the costreffecttven&S$ of 1.11\lily OSM Is the 

steadily Increasing efficiency with wtlla.h FPL genera1es elec:lliclly FPL's generatrng system 

has steadaly gotlen more efficient In Jegard to Its ablti\"Y Lo generate efectr'lolty usi1'19 tess fossil 

fuel For examPle, FPL used ~0% (t$5 fossil fut!ll:o generate Ute same number of kWh In ZC 12 

!.han lt did ln 2001 . This ls a very goOd tnlng ror FPl's eustomet$ t~eeauso lt help.s to 

slgnrncantly lower fuel costs.. 

The lmprovements In generating system effiolency atrect OSM CO!ll-effecfaveness In mucn the 

same way that lower forecamed luer costs do: both lower LITe fuel costs or energy deiiV~Jred lo 

FPL's customer:; Th8refore. the Improvements In generating system effiai81lcy hJr1l,er reduce 

!he porenual !uel savings benefits from the kWh nt<:ll.40{jon Impacts o~ DSM, thus lowertng 

potential OSM benefits and OSM cost-effectiveness 

A lhlt'd factor for deolfning cost-effectNeness of utUJty OSM is due to significant changes In 

projected carbon dioxide (002 ) compliance costs. For example, comparing co, compliance 

roreeasts wtlh those forecasted In 2009- the year When FPL's DSM Goals were last <.~et by 

the FPSC - shows tttat current forecasted co111phsnce oosls are much lower tlum those 

forecasted ln 2009, parliculaTiy fn the near-term This carl be seen b)l comparing tha 2009 and 

current ro(eeaSted costs (SIIon} for two speclffc years ac1dressed rn !Ills Site Plan and which 

were addressed In I he 2009 OSM goals..s'&1:1ing 2015 and 20 19r 

Year 2009 forecast Current: Forncart 
2015 $11.00 $0.00 
2019 $25.00 so.oo 

(FPL's current forecast doe-~ not project non.2ero co, compliance costs unlil the year 2023.) 

While lower forecasted C02 compliance oo5t$ are again a good tt.lng for FPL's customers, 

lower compnance CQSts also result 1n rower .complianae cost savtngs benefits from lht~ I(Wh 

reductions of CSM measures. These lower potenliaf DSM benefits agaln result an lowering 

DSM cost--effectiveness. 

Each of lt1ese three factors discussed above - lower forecasted fuel costs, greater efficiency 

lr~ fPL's eleetrlclty generation, and lower forecasted C01 compliance costs - are good for 

FPL's customers because they will result Jn lower electric rates. Although good for FPL's 

et~stomers. these factors also contribute to lowering the cost-effectiveness of utility DSM 

programs The:refore, th8$e factors (and other factors nol discussed above), plus the growmg 

tmpacts of energy efficiency codes and standards, lead to FPL's reso1Jrce plan showing a 

diminished role for utility OSM. 
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5. FPL'al~-,.ulng DerM~ndonco On OSM Resoui"Ciill to Maintain System Reliablllty: 

A$ dlsc;u~ed eat11et In $ec\lon III,A of this chapter, FPL's 2011, 2012. and 2013 Site Plan$ 

eac;:h pfoJectCO that FPl's system was be<;oming 1netea$tngly depeodeflt upon OSM resovroes 

to maintain syswn rellabll~ FPL!s analyses of 1his proj.eded trend showed thal from an 

Of*B!iooal pe~ve, there can b& slgnifcam differences between resources plans on tl'le 

peak day aven though the teso1Jroe plans have Identical totaJ reserve margins. FoJ thua 

ruson. FPL haS begurt using 11 10% mWmum generatfon·only re$el'Ve mo~rgln (GRM) In Its 

resoorc:e ~ WOI'k to complement its e;clsling 20% lntal resei'Ye margin and 0.1 day/year 

LOLP rellabiUty cnteria FPl v.4ll begin apptying the GRM criterion in the year 2019. 

8~ The Schedule for the New Tutf(ay Point Nuclear Units 6 & 7: 

AI !he time~ 201 .. Site Pfan Is being fln-a[lzed.lhe aehedut& fot tho protect 1$ under review. 

Sevetal Items will be considered ltlcrt potentially lnftuenc:e tile proje~ sc:.hediJie, fOCIUdlng the 

Nuclear Regulatory CommJSSJOn's (NRC's) scheDule for nMeWiflg the Combilled Openttlrlg 

License AppliCation (COLA). fhe impacts of ttte recemly amended nUClear cost reeo'lery 

clause (NCRC) statut&, and the ongo11'lg feaslb•lliiJ analyses INlt are pat! of the NCRC 

prcx;ess. 

1. Envtronmornaf RogulatJon tu'ld/or Legislation: 

Thl'f sevel'llh factor Is environmental tegulellon. As developments oc:air in regard to ellhet new 

environmental regulations, an~Uor In how environmental regulaUons ate ln~rpreted •nd 

apprte:d, tne po~tial exists for 5UOh developments l.o alfect FPL'a resource plan IJ'qel IS 

presented In thtr. document. For example f'Pl Ia aware ot po~nfial Impacts to generating 

u!lits of recenl EPA ohanges to !he National Ambient Alt Quality Standards that lnc:Jude 

shorter durallon 1-haur slandanis. tor n•trogen dioxide (NO!) and suJf\J.r dloxlde (SO~}. As a 

consequence, FPL filed In mld·2013 for FPSC approval to recover costs lhrough the 

envfrnnmefltal cost recovery clause for removing all elf Its existing gas turbines (GTa) and 

partially replacing lhaJ peaktl'lg vnil capa_t•ty With new combustion turou'les (CTs). AJ!hou!jh 

FPL withdrew Its filing fn oecember 201-4 pending furthef analyses Including Ol')osi1~ 

momtorlng, FPL belleves that the rutllt$ or tha tnonltotlr'IQ and anal~au Will requ1~ thal the 

Browsrd GTs be re:placed Tbererore, FPL 1$ wrrent)y ptOJecfing the retire01ent of all GTa in 

Broward County. I.e .. ot ll.o ex~tlniJ Lauclflldalo 811d Port Evcralactc. plant sites (a~ Ill 

generating capa<:lty of 1,2.50 MW Summer), and tl'le ln&tausnon of 6 new 2tl1 MW CTs at Us 

E~xls!lng Lauderdale plant $lie (an ancreasl!l of 1,005 MW Summet} both by the end or 2018 
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8. Possible establlshmem Qf ~ Florida standard tor renewable energy or ~lean energy. 

AlltlOuBfl no suctl ie9iSiatJon t,"as been enac!E<I IQ~ate. Ret~ewabl& Portfolio Standan:Ss (RPS) 

or Clean Energy Portfolio Standard (CPS) legislaHon, or o1her llfgis!aUve Jnltlatlvas !'egartllng 

renewa~lo or clean ene:rgy cont;fuc.lUons. may oewr In the M~rra at etthBJ the state or na1iol'!al 

revel. tr such regJslatlon rs enacted, FPL would t~e" derermlne wt1a1 steps need to be taken 10 

address the legislation. 

EA:Ieh of these 8 1aotors will co!Utnue tl) be 9X:arnln~ In FPL's ~r1-9o/ng resource piannfng work 

during the rest of20 14 ar'lrlln hJture years. 

111.0 Demand Side Management (DSM) 

fPL ~ sought out and lmp'emented cost-ef(eetlve DSM plt)Qrams slnoe 1978 and DSM ttas 

been a ke.y tows ar F'Pt.'s IRP process ror decades. Dum19 that ume FPL's DSM programs have 

Included numeroos energy efficlency and load management lmtlatJves FPLs DSM effotts thro1.1gh 

2013 have tesiJlted In a cumufa1rve Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,753 MW (Summer) 

at the generator a11d an estimated cumtJiaUve energy saving of approximately 66,7&2 Glgawan 

Hour (GWh) at the generator, After accounting to~ the 20% total reserve margin requirement, 

FPL's DSM effortiJ through 2013 have eliminated the nee:tl to con$lr\1Ct tne equivalent of 

approxtmaiely 14 new ~00 MW power plants. 

FPL has consistently been among the leading Ulllllles nationallY fn DSM achfevemenl For 

example, according to the U.S, Department of Energfs 2012 data (the last year for wtuoh lh!l 

DOE data was available ai l.he \!me this Site Plan Is being developed), FPL r.~nl<ed fl .2 nation-ally 

In eumulauve DSM demand reducllon, Ancl, lmport.anlly, FPt has achleved tnese significant DSM 

acoomp!Jshments while mlnlmizlng lhe DSM-based lmpao-t· an electric rates for all of Its O<JT;Iomers, 

In 2014, new DSM Goals ror the years 201 S through 2024 wnT be set for FPL by the FPSC. As part 

of this goals-scti1ng process, FP.L must propose new DSM Goals for lht$ ~lme period l>ased on Its 

most recent resource planning analyses. The re~ults of those analyses are reflected In this 2014 

Site Plan and FPL Is filing Its proposed new OSM Goals on April 2, 2014 ~.e., one day after the 

2014 Sfte Plan Is filed). As dlsl:Us.sed In the previous section of this chapter. two factors have 

Influenced the analyses that led to lhe amount of DSM that FPL fs proposing as Its new DSM 

Goats; (l) lncre~ ene;gy efflcfency that Will b9 delivered to FPL's customers through Federal 

and slate energy efficiency codes and standard~ and (fi) a decline In the projected cost

effecUveness of OSM measures 

Based on these factors and F?L's most recent resourt:,e planning analyses, FPL Is proposing that 

TIS OSM Goals be set at 387 MW of Summer t-JrN reductlon, After accounung for the 20% total 
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tese:rve margln requlrementa. this reptesenl.s the ellmlnalion of .the need to eontiiiUCi"l lire 

equivalent of another 400 MW power plant The resoLJJt:e plan pres!Hlfed. m this 2014 Site Plan 

accounts for tl'le proposed amount or annual OSM rmplementalion U'lrough the yeJJr 202J aocllhe 

OSM oontr1bution Is shown In Schedules 7 1 and "(.2 ttYa1 apPear later 1n lhis chapter, The FPSC Is 

expected to mal<.e 1~ decision regarding Whal FPL's DSM Goals wlU be for 2015 nrroug11 2024 

later th1s year. 

lii.E Trans mission Plan 

The trensm1$$1on plan Will allow ror the reliable clellllefY Qf the required capacity and energy l:o 

FPL 's retall and wholesale customers. The fu11owing table presents FPL's proposed future 

atklltioos of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be oertified Ull~et the Transmission Une 

smng AI:Jt_ 

Table III.E.1; List of ProJ)OSed Pow~r Llne.s 

(1) l2} (31 (4) (II} i61 (1) 

Une Co~marcilll No.n!l~l 

Urut TannlllliJ:s T etmlnata Len9tb ln-Servtte Volbt!J# C.pti<tty 

Owmu•hlp (Tq) (From) CI<T. Dm (MoJYr) (KV) (MVA) 

Mites 

FPL Sl John& " Prir1t)ie 26 Dec- IB 230 769' 

FPL Manatee .., Bob Willie 30 OOQ- !4 230 1195 

11 fllull ofl1u:r OC!tf~Vtng lt'IO ..omdorwas l&wod on Apr~ t1. 2008 Thl' FOJoct ~lobe comp<elod In cwu pha~es Phase I 
ccmmll.ld of 14 f'l!li41t oi iJI,lW 230 -V 11119 I f>T1'1llle lo PPilil:e() and Wllll QCIITTI)Ietmlln May-2000. Pl'o!St.l II cDilifm ol 21 mjle6 

of flOW 230 kV IO!c (S1. Jolma to ~llil:etJ and Is~ lo ~ comp!Qia~ by Pnc-2Cl\8., 

'lJ flrntl order ~fl/lllQ lhe ~ wn IS!luod 011 ~-&. 200& Ths pre!~ conslsfl ol30 mil~ of now 230 ~v llroe 

(MIITilllet~lo Sob Wlllltl) t~nd '' ttf,edi1led lobe eomplotod by Oec-201 <I 

In addition, there will be transml$$Jon facilities needed 1o tonnect several of FP~'s proJected 

generaUng capacity additions to the system lrw1smlssion grid. These transmission facilities 

(described on the following pages) are for the Port Everglades modernization. the planned 

Lauderdale gas turbine replacements, and the planned new nuclear capacity additlon at the 

Turkey Polnt site from Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, 5 Please see discussion In the Tur1<ey Point 

Preferred S1te section. subsec1ion r, of the !)osslbinty of a transmission corridor/land swap 

between FPL and the Nalional Park Service. At the time the 2014 S1t& Plan ts being prepared, no 

5 F"'~a$$ SG(IIltsausslon In lbo 'Tli001y PoiJ11 Pmll!rred Sllc Sl!dion IUbsedlon r ol ilw posswuuy of 11 U'an!J111$Sk:ln col'lldor~nd sway 
belilleen F"Pl. and National Parll SeNice. 
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site !las been selected for the planned add(lion of a CC unit In 2019 Therafore. no ha~tSmlssion 

Information ror \his new unit ls presented 

II.E.1 Transmlsslon Facilities for Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
(Modemlzation) 

The work required to connect ltle Pori Everglades Naxl ~ra1lon Cte.an Et1ergy Cente'r In 2016 

to the FPL qrid Is projeded to b&: 

1. Substation: 

1. Conslru~ two sttmg busses lo con~altwc combustion turt1nes (OT) to lhe Port Everglades 

l38 kV SubstaHon 

2. Construct two string busses 10 connect one CT. and one st~m turbine tST) to the Port 

Everglades 230 kV Substa!lon_ 

3. Adcl four malrt s1e~up transformers (3-460 MVA. 1- 580 MVA), one for each' CT, and one for 

the ST. 

4. Repla-ce ten (10) 13.'! kV breakers. 

5. Replaee elghl (8) 230 l<V breakers 

e. N. POftEvergtades Switchyartl replace lwenly-IWO 138 kV disconnect SWitches. Also upgrade 

.usocmled jumpers, bus wortt, and equipment oonneotiona. 

7. EXpand SWitcflyard relay \lliUit and add retays and other protecotiveequlpment. 

H. Transmission: 

1 Upgrar:fa or existln-g transmlsston facilities: 

At11 ampaelty upgra~e up to 1905 amps em !he Port l:verglades-Port. Evergla!;tes Tap 

138kV tme secUon 

An ampaelty upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades Tap-Pot1 Everyla:des Tap 2 

138 kV line se~lon, 

An amp.aclly upgrade· up to 1695 amps on the Port Everglades Tap 1-Danla 138 kV line 

s~ctlon. 

An ampactty upgracfe up to 1695 amps on the Danla-Hollywoocl138 kV line section. 
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UlE.2 Transmission Faeinties for the Lauderdale GT Replac"OmentProj&et 

Th~work required IQ connect 111e ftve lauderdale oombusllon turblhes (CT) in 2018 to the FPL 

grid ls projected to ba-

l. SUbstbtfon: 

, Co~ruct a e<~llflctor sWitchyard for the Hlle (5) CT~> at Laud.erdals Plant 

2.. lnSia.U 11ve (6) mam ste~up traf'ISrormers (6- 320 MVA), 01'18 tor eaah CT 

3 ConsttlJCt one 230 kV collector buss to connect two (2) CT step.i.J? transformers Lo collector 

sWitchyarCi. 

<1 Consl.rud one 138 kV coltector buss to conn~ci two (2) Cl' Btef>'UP trallSformers to collector 

switctward 

8 COfl$11'\lCt Cable Termination Structures (CTS) ln the couecwr ,switctl}'ar<l ai'ICIIhe Lauderdale 

131l kV Substa11on fo connect llie 13.8 kV oolleotor buss for tfle two OT& t() lhe Lauderdale 138 

kV SubStatrqn O"'lside Bu$ 

a. Construct CTS In tne oon~w swltchyard anu the Lauoe,rdete 138 kV .subslaJion ~ COMect 

ltie fifth CT to lne t.sudeTdale UB kV Substation Inside Bus. 

7 Add relays and olller protec11ve equipr"f'lem. 

II. Transmlsstom 

1 Construcl ovel'head 220 kV string bus to connect tile 230 kV colledot buss lo ll'le lauderdale 

23[) kV Substallon lf\Side Bus. 

2.. Construct two (2) underground ,38 kV cables conrreci~Jl9 the collector s.Witchyard to the 

Lauderdafe Substation lllllide and Outside ausses. 
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111.E.3 Transmtsaron fa_cmttes for Tutkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

T~ wotk ntquirod to oonnea the iuft<ey Pomt Nuclear Unll6 by Summer 2022 lo tt:ae FPL grid Is 

pro,ected lc be 

J. Substation: 

1. Build new Clear Sky 500l2301<V Swltchyard wrth soc (6) bays on the 230 kV secdol'l for 

~tor maln step-up tfan!fomtar connection. reserve auxiliary transformer- connections. 

1our (~) 230 kV lme l~inals. two {2) autotransformers and two (2) soo kV Une terminals 

2 AI Turkey Point Switchyard add a new bay to ~mmodote lhe Turkey Po1nt-Clear Sky 230 

kV fine terminaL 
3. AI Pennsuco sutmatron mstan a fourtfl one terminal to acoommooate lhe Pennsuc»-Ciear Sky 

230 ltV fine by convertlog tl'\e ring bus to a br~aket and a hall scMme and adding rour (4) 230 

w brealref!, 

4, Al Davl$ SUbSlation cooswct two (2} new 23.0l<V nne terminals for1he Clear Sl(y-OavJs 230 kV 

One and the Davis-Miami 230 kV nne_ 
5. AI levee Sub$tatlon expand 500 kV 1f!Ction to accommodate 'lhe two (2) Levee-Clear Sky 500 

!NUnes. 

6. At AndytDWn Substation Install two (2) 5-0hm inductors combined wtth external shunt 

capadtots o.n the 230kV side of the 50012.30 autotransformers {one per au1o} 

7, Al Mlsrni Substlbon expand the 230kV S8dlon to a do\Jble bus contlguraban and add a new 

230kV nne ~ITT\tnal for Davis line tmd replace one ( 1) autotransformer 

8. Steaker repl'aamlents. 

R,agam1 Substation- Replace five (5) 230 kV brealtenJ Bf!d lh.rce (3) 138 kV brealle.rs 

Miami Substation- Replace one (1) 230 kVbreaketand foor (4) 138 kV break.ers 

Davis Substanon -R~ IWO (2) 230 1<\1 bl'eaketS 

11. Transml8$1on~ 

1 FPJ.. will des~gn and COI'Istl\ld two (2) SDOk.Y tra~rnu~slon line$ rrorn thO l'leW Clear Sky 

SUbstation to the existing FPl Lev~ SOOkV Subetai.ICM'I SWitchyard The llnet will be 

appn»JmateJy .C3 miles long 

2. Construct a new Cleat Sky· OaVl& 2J()t(V liM. (sppro-,um-ately 19 miles) ~h a tatlng of 2990 

Amperes 

3- Construc:1 a rn!W Clt!ai'Sky·Pennsueo 230KVUoe (approXI!m!tety 52 miles) w\tn a naung ol 

2990 Amperes. 

4, Consltud a new O:lvl$·M!amt230W line (ipproxtmately 18 mllh) with • rating of 2297 

Am peniS. 

5. COnstrud a new Clear~ Turkey Point 230kV Une Ca~imately 0.5 mUe:s) Wllh a Jilting ot 
2990 Amperes 
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III.E.4 Transmiss-Ion Faclltties for Turkey Point Nuclear UITtt 7 

The wol1!. requited to connect the Tur1<ey Point Nuclear Unit 7 by Summer 2023 to the FPL grid Is 

p;tljected I.e be 

1. Substatlo11: 

AI Gratlgny Su~tatiun {nslaU a second 230/138 kV aulatr.Jn&tcrmer wllh one (1) 230 kV 

breaker and one (1) 138 ~V brea~er. 

2. AI Davis SubslaUon r:ronstruct a sWitch-able lndiJC!ot to be ln~talled on the r:>avfs-Mlaml ~30 kV 

line 

3 At Fl898f'l'li Substation mstatl a sma« Inductor on oc1e el'lci' of llle Ftasarru·MISllli 230kV tr2 
circuit. 

4. areaiU!t replacements: 

Dade Substation - Replace seven (7) 230 W t~reak:eO!> 

Court Substation- Replat<e one (1) 138 ltV breaker. 

II. Transmission: 

n)e transmiSSion tll'!e facilities r~qulred for Tur1(ey Pocnt Unll7 wllt be constructed Wclh the 

tnu~smlsslon liJ'Ie facilities rteeded for Turkey Point Unit 6, as desc.ribed ai»Je ln section Ill 

E.3, 
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lll.F. Renewable Resourcas 

FPL has belfn the leading FIOI'lda utility In exanUnlng ways 10 effectively uUnze renewable energy 

technologies lo tJerve 1ts co~omer-s FPL Ms been involVed $ince 1976 In renewable energy 

researdl aSld de¥e~ent and In facilitating the lmJllerne~~taUon of varinus renewable energy 

techooklgles For purposes Qf discussing fPL's renewable ener9y efforts In lhls d()(l4jrnent, lhOse 

efforts w1ll be placed into fiVe (:BI~o~ 

"J'M) of ltlese categories are Supply-Side Efforts- Power PI.II'Chases, and Supply-Side Efforts

FPL Facilities Since 2011 the energy (MWh) total output from these renewable energy sources 

has been gre.autt t.~gn the energy ptoducecf rrom oiJ.flred generation. The renewable energy 

lnformadotlls presented In Schedule 11 1, and the oil-based energy tnformatron Is presented In 

Schedule 6.1 and In Schedule 1 1.1. Both of thee setl.edules are presented at the end or l.hls 

ehaptet 

1) Early Research a. Development Efforts: 

FPL assls1ed the Fkrila Solar Enelgy ~nter (FSEC) In the late 1970sln demoostra1Ing the 

firSt re$1df:nt.lal phl»lVQila~C (PV) &)'!Jtem east or the M'rssiSSippt. This PV tn111211slion at FSEC'& 

Brelr.ll'd Coumy kx:atico was In operation for over 15 years and provided valuable Information 

aboUt PV performance capablllllet In Aonda on t10tt1 a dally and annual basis. FPL ,..,ter 

~ns1alled a second PV system at !he FPL Flagaml subslalicn In Mlami. Thla 10-kilowatt (kW) 

system wu placed into o~Uon In 19&4 (The sysb!nl -~ mmoved in 1990 at the 

conclusiofl or the PV testing to make room for eubslatlon expansion.) 

For a number of ye:m, FPL maintained a thin-film PV tast facility localed al 11\e FPL Martin 

Planl Site. This FPL PV !eat facility was used U, test new thJn.Jilm PV lechnolog!es and to 

Identify design. equipment. or pnlCI!dure changes necessary to accommodate direct current 

electrtcity from PV fadlltitt$ Into the FPl SYJ>l4m AlthOUgh !hie tasting h4aS ended, lhe ane 

became the oome for PV capacity wnJc.h was lnstall!ld as a ruult of other FPL renewable 

energy lnUiatives. 

2) Domand Side & CU1ltomer E«om: 

In terms of vt1r1Zlng renewable energy sources to meet lt.s CIIStome.ra• needs, FPllnltlaled tne 

nrst UUIIty·sponSOAtd COI\SeMlUOn program In Florlela designed to faclil1ale lhe lmplementaUon 

ol solar technologlu by Its c:u~omers. FPL's ConseNBiion Water Healrng Program, first 

lm!)lemenle<l In t9S.2, offered Jncenllve payments to CUlltomers Who Ch0$e solar waw 
heaters.. Before U'l& pi'Oflram ended {due to ihe fact that Jt wu no longer proJected to be~ 
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effective), FPL DBid lnoentwes to approXImately 48,000 CUJtomers Who lnstillled solar walet 

healer$. 

In the mld-1980s. FPL Introduced another renewable e~rgy program, FPL'a Pas$1W Home 

Program This program was created tn order to bfoatlly dlsaemtnate tnfocmallon abOUt passiVe 

solar btnldfog d~lgn l~ctlmques wt11ch are most ~ppllcable In Flolfda'• el1mate As part or Ibis 

f)r09ram. lhru Florida archltedurel firma creal~ c:Qmpleto construction bluepriflts ror six 

pauive home designs Wlln tne asstsc:ance of the FSEC onc1 FPL. Thea4 designs ftl'ld 

blueprints were AMillable to cuslomtn at a low cosl Dtmog Its existence this program was 

popoJar and reulved a u.s. Depanment of Energy aWiltd ror h'lnovauon. The program was 

everrtuattv phased out due to a relllslon ot ttla Florida Model E.nt!rgy aullcflng Code (Code). 

This revman was brought &bout tn part by F?L'$ Pa~ Home Program The relltslon 

lncotJ)oraled Into ltle Cockt was ono of the most significant p~lve design fed1nfQues 

hlgt,ttghted In the program: racilal\1 banier lMUlabon 

In earty '1991, FPL receiVed approval from the FPSC to CQndt.ld a nraeateh ptOject to evaluate 

the feaslbJtlty or us1n.,g small P\1 sy•tem• to d1redly power res:ldenbal sw!mrn1ng pool pumps. 

Thls researdl PfOJeet was cornpieted With mixed resun.s Some of fhe performanc.e problem.s 

lcfentllled Tn lh!l test Wen! deemed to be SOlVable partteUiatty wnen new poolS are conftnlded 

However, ohallcngea mcluded l.he signlfLcanl percentage of s-ites wnh urmcceptabl~ $had1og 

and variou.a ·customer saUafadiOtl ls$Uea 

FPL has stnce continued to analyze and promote the utlllzattOI'I of PV. These afforts haYe 

lnoll.lded PV resoarc.h, development, and education. as well as development and 

implementation of the FPI.. Next GeneratiOn Solar Station Program This lrulil11llle also 

delivers teacher lnlfnlng and curriculum that Is tied to the Sunshine "Teacher Standards In 

Rorida. The ll(ogram provides teacl1et 9runts to promote and lund proJects In the classrooms 

In addluon. FPL as51st& austomers 'Who are Interested In Installing PV equipment a1 their 

facltltla Consistent wtth FIOflcla Admlnl$trllli\le Code Rule 25-6 065, lntetQll'll'lectlon and Nel 

Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Gecterallon, FPL VJD/1ts. Wtlh customers to 
Interconnect tt\ese customef-<JWned pV $ftlems Through Oecembef 2tH 3, approxlma!-elv 
2,56~ customer systems (pfedomlnanuY residential) have been Tnterconneeted 

As pari of its 2009 DSM Goals decision. the FPSC Imposed a requitement ro1 Aortda's 

IIWe•tor.owned IJblUSes to spend up to a set, not-(O.exceed amount ot money annuauy 10 

facilitate demand s•cte solar water heaw- and PV allpllcatbls. FPL's not-to-e~ ampunt of 

~Y ror th~e applications Is apPrOximately $15.5 mllUon par year through 2014 In regard 
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to !his direction, FPL received approval ftom the FPSC In 201 1 to Initiate a aolat pilot pottfolto 

that consists Of three PV-baud programs and 111ree solar water hflatlng.based programs. plu:;. 

Cor'\Serv.a:b.Qn ReJSearoh and Development Those programs W'1! currenUy prqocted lo be 

Offered IJ:lrough 10'14 FPL's analys,es ol lh~ re:aults to-date ffom 11'1ese progi'Om$ shows that 
none of these programs are projected to bt! eost-~ffectlve us1ng any 01 lhc lh!ee cost
effectJVeness !ICfet'!nlng htsts u~ by tha $iafe of FIOilda The fate of these solar programs. 

loclvdlng 1t1eir polenllal replacemet~t with new &Oiar lnlt~flves, will be determined later 11\ 2014 

as pa11 or ltle FPSC's 2Ll14 OSM GQala Cloeket. 

FPL has also been Investigating fuel cell l~nologlQ through monftonng of lndU&try trends, 

dlsoossions wltl:t msnufattuma, and dlnta n~ trials. From 2002 lhrougtl lhe end of 2005i 

FPL conducted field lliala and demonstration projects ot Prot01'1 8cchange Membrana (PEM} 

fuel cells with lhe objediVes of aeMng customet end-UJeS wtllle evaluaUng the toehnleal 

performance, rellabHity, ecooomlcs, and re!allve readmass of the PEM technology The 

d-emonstration projeds W«e c:oMUded 111 flat\nershlp Wlln customers and lnc!ud~d five 

locations. The r~ projects were usefUl to FPL to toentllyfng specific Issues lhal can 

occur ill fteld appltc::a!Joo~ and the C\lrrenl am~!l'lerctal Viabwty or this technology FPl Will 

conl.inue to monlt« lho pn)gms of lheae technologies and COI'Iduct additional field 

evalilallcns as slgnlfic:anl dcvejepments 1111Ue1 tell tocJWIOtogJes OCQ.Ir. 

3) Supptv Side Etforu - Powor Pui'JMus: 

FPI. has 11s.o faellttatcd re.m:wabla enervy proJect$ (fadUnes wttleh bum bagasse, waste 

wood, municipal wast~ etc.) . Frrm capacity and enervr, and as-available enef9Y· have blifl!fl 

Pl.l1'1:111as'&d by FP~ lrorn these t~Ph or faelliUes (Plea~ ~r to Tables I B 1, I 8.2. and I C 1 

ln Chapter 1). 

FPL mUed Renewable ~uests for PropoNII (RFPs) 11'1 2007 and 2008 sollcltlng proposal$ 

ID JriOVtde r~rm capootty and ene!'gy, and energy cmly, at or below avoided costa, from 

renewable generators FPL also promptly responds to lnqul~ far Information from 

prospective renewable energy supplle,. etll'\er by e-mail or phone. 

On April 22, 2013 ln Oc'der No. PSC.13-1064·PAA-Ea. the fPSC approved three 60 wrN 

power purchase agreement& With affiliates of u.s EcoGen lor blom3$$-llred rel'lewable 

eoerg:y faollihea These faclilies nre e.xpec:ted to begin servi-ce 10 2019, <Jl'ld to beg"' proli1dlng 

~rm te11eWabte ene(VY and capao~l'f to FPL's CUS1ometS in 2021 

With regatd to &$ling oDtltnlct$ that have recently ended, FPL and lhe Solid Waste Authonty 

a1 Palm Bnc.h (SWA) agreed to extend thE* contract that ~plred Man:h 31, l01C ror a 20. 
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year term beginning In Apr11 1. 2012 U,rough April 1. 2032.. However. the SWA refl.trblshed 

their genenatrng unit an~d or scl'tedula and. a& of January 2012, U'lls unu began delhterJng 

firm capaolty to FPL l'n 2011, the FPSC appro\fed 11 contract for an a"ddlflonal70 MW be!W&en 

FPL and SWA for a new unll to be coosln.icted and to begin delivering firm capaolty a~ 

energy beglnt111'19 on January 1, 2015 At the end or December 201,, lhe contt"aet between 

FPL anti Okeelanta (New Hope) exp1red. However Okeelanla conllnues to daUver energy to 

FPL as an aravailable, non-firm supplier of renewable Margy 

4) Supp!V Sid& Efforts - FPL FaclllllAAi 

With regard to solar generating Taellilies; FPl has tnl'ee such facmues: (I) a 75 MW steam 

generation solar !Mrmal faolflty rn Marun County (~he Martin Next Generation Solar Energy 

Cenrer), (TQ a 25 MW PV electric generaU.On faolll ty In DeSoto County (the DeSoto Nex1 

Generatton Solur Energ_y Center): and (lll» a 1 0 MW PV e!ectrlo generauon fac:lnt~ In Brevard 

County at NASA~s Kennedy Space Center (the Space Coast NI!XI Generation Soh~r Energy 

Center} The DeSo!o County project wa5 com plated In 2009 OJnd the other IWO projects were 

completed In 2010. These. three solar facUtnes we(e constructed in l"eSJl<lO$e to the Aonda 

Legtslature's House Bill 7135 which was signed Into law by lh11 Governor in June 2008. 

Hous<~ Bill 7135 was enacted lO enable ihe development of dean, zero greenhouse gas 

em1Wl'lg renewable generafton In the State of Aorlda Specilioally. the blll at~lhorlzed cost 

recovery for the Rrrt no MW or eligible renewable prof~ls that hOld U'le propel larJc:f, zoning, 

and transmtsslon rights. In place. FPL's U,ree solar projects met 1/le specrl'ied crilena. and were 

gl'llnted approval for cost recovery In 2006. each of the three solar facilities is dlsrussed 

below. 

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center: 

This facility began commercial operation In 2010 and provides 7& MW of solar thel1'1'!al 

capac~ty In an lnnovaiJve way that dlrt!ctJy displsees tossll fuel u.saye on the FPL system. 

This facility consists of so!ar thermal t.echnology which generates steam that Is i ntegrated 

lnto the e)Cistlng steam cyCle for lhe Martin Unlt 8 natural gas-fired CC plahL This project 

is the first ·l'lybnd" solar plant in the wor1d, and. at the Ume the facility came in·'SeNice, 

was the second largest solar facility In the wor1d and the largest solar plant of any kind in 

the u.s. outslele of Cellfomla. 

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solal' Energy Cooter; 

lh1s PV facltlty beg~n commercial operation In 2009 and prollides 25 MW of non·flrm 

capacity and energy, making, It one of the largest PV facllffies In the L.J.s. The fadtrty 
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ul,lllzes a lntt:klng PV array thai is designed to follow lha sun as It lraversas across the 

sky 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Enemy Cantor: 

Locafe.d a! the Kenned~ Space Center, ltlls facUlty 1S part of an Innovative ~utmerpnvate 

partnershJp with NASA This non-.traoklng PV facillty began oommemial operaUon rn 2010 

and provldes l o MW of non-.trrm c:apadly and en~;gy 

At the lime the 2014 Si!e Plan Is being preparetl, FPL considers the cMpul from thase 

renewable tacmues to be ·as available," non-firm energy only Thls Is dUe to several factors. 

Fll"$~ the Martin solar thermal taclltly 1$ a 'fi.Jel•siJbstitute• racihtl(, nat II facility that proVldes. 

additional capacity and energy The solar thermal fa<:lllty dl:sl)laces the use of fossil f\lel lo· 

produce stuam on the FPL. system wtt~n me solar 'lhermal tacffiLy 1s operating. Second, In 

regard to lhe two PV faollltle.s. the lntennitlent nature or the solar resource has made II dlfflClJtt 

to-date to accurately determine What conlrlbt.llion the PV fae:IJ(lles at tl1ese specific klcations 

can corts.istently make at FPL's late Summer afternoon and early Winter momlng pea~ load 

hours. Thfs Is. in pai1 due to U1e fact that at least several years worth of Summer and Win~r 

~ak ~ad perlods are needed lo ilCCIJCCJtely gauge the actual output of these PV tac;llltles 

durmg system peal< hours FPL IS now evaluating what porllon, If any, af toe PV facilities' 

output can be proreated as film oapa.a1IY a1 fhe proje«ed peal< hotJrs In FPL'ti resource 

planning work 

In addition to these lhree solar facilities. FPL Is currently In lh.e process cf Identifying Olher 

poten!Jal sltels In lhe state for central station PV racllft.ifi, FPL Is evaluaOng existing FPL 

genl!ralion ~ltes along with potential Greenff,eld sites wlthi11 Ff'l's service (errilory. These 

sites .are diBWSsed further In Chapter IV 

In regard to PV dfstribulecl generation (OG), FPlls planning to Implement two PV OG solar 

programs In 2014. The first program is a voluntary customer participation program that will be 

putS-ued on a pllot basiS FPL will file for FPSC approval of Lhis program near the Aprjl fillng 

date or lh.e 2014 Site Plan. The second program Is destgned to rese81'Ch the effects o1 

Increasing PV OG on 1t1e FPL system. This program will be Introduced later In 201.4. A brief 

description of the two programs loflows. 

d. VoluntarY, Commun!h!-bas.ed Sglar Parmemblp pjlot Program 

FPL wm be filing for FPSC .approval ·of a tariff that provides customers an opportunity to 

make voluntali)' contributions tow:;.rd the ¢¢nstrucllon of PV facllilie$ on a local level 

throughout FPL's service territory. The pllo1 program will pr.avide all customers the 
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oppoJWnlty to wpPQft tha use of aolar energy at a community s.cale, and Is designed to be 

especlally fltrOQNe for ~stom~rs WhO do not W!3h, or are not able, to ·place solar 

equlpment on their roof. 

d. C&l Sol!r Partnenhjp P!ogram: 

This Is also a PV-focused research program that Wl11 be conducted In partnership wiltl 

Interested commercial and Industrial (C&t) customMS. Linlted tnvestm1!tlts will be made In 

rooflop 'PV facllltlas In selech!d geographic areas 1n order lo examine the effect of PV OG 

on FPL''s dlslribution system FPL Will attempt to site ttrese PV faoiUtles In are.as wtle.re PV 

00 already exists lo be!teT study Ieeder loading Impacts The pV raclrrties will be located 

on C&l Cl.I.Slomer property near tne tasgeted feafers.. The objedtve of th~ program Is to 

gattw data lt\ot Will result In a belief" uoder$tandmg or the effecta of hlgh PV 0~ 

penetratJon~ on FPL's system. 

5) Ongoing Research & Developmsm e:trorts: 

FPL tta:s develOped alliances Wllh sevemJ Aorilla umvers~ttes to pnmeote dellelopmenl of 

emerg1ng technDiogi~ For example, FPL has an alliance has been IJ81Sbhstled with the 

newly formed Southeast National Marine Renewable Enetgy cetltet (SNMREC) at FloOda 

Atlantte Unnt1:tsJty (fAll}, whlch Will focus on the' eommtrdalizaiJon of oceatl a~rrent. ocaan 

thermal o.e.. ~ conversiOn as well as cold water air oondltlonlng), and hydrogen 

technologies FPL has been suppartii'IQ FAU \1/lth the dlscuuiOns beln; held wllh the U.S. 

Oepattment of the Interior's Minetab Bureau of Ooeatl Energy Managemertt R41JUlauon and 

Enfoo;emenl (BOEMRE). BOEMRE Is working to establish the permltbog proce5$ fat ocean 

energy development Of\ lhe olfu;r c:ontlnental shelf 

FPL has also develo$lf!d a ·LMng Lab• to demo~trate Fl'L't tolar energy c:ommitmeol to 

employe~es and Vlsitonr at lis Juno Beadl office rac:~Uty, To-<1irte, FPL has Installed five 

diiferent PV arrays (dllfc!1Ull Lechnolog.1~) of rooftop PV totaling 24 kW at tho Uv1ng lab. ln 

addil.lon, lwo PV·eovered parking stNCI.UI"U$ with a total of approxtmal61y 90 kW of P\f are In 

use at Ulf: FPL Juno office pal'l<lng loL Through these L.Nlng L.ab p!'OfectJ, FPL " able 10 

evatuato mulbple solar techl'loiOlJte8 and applications for lho pu1J>O$e of develop1ng a 

n~nawablo buslnds rnodel rcsultlng In tho moat ~ffectl~~tt and tellablo USO$ of liolar 

l!l'lergy ror FPL'• customers FPL. plans to continue to expand lhe uving Lab a$ new sOlal 

produclu coma to market. 

FPL tlaa also been tn di:acusslons wllfl several private companJes on mul!lple emerging 

le<lhoology lnltlatrves mcludlng ooo1m cutrent ocean thermal, hydrogen ~cell rechnology, 

bloma$$, blofuels, and energy 10ton~ga 
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III.G FPL •s Fuel Mlx and Fuet Price Forecasts 

1. FPL's Fuol Jllx 

UntU the mid-19B0s, FPL retied ptll'l'lanly on a combination ot fuel oU, natural gas, and nuatear 
ene19y to generate eteetril::ity with SJgnfficanl reliance on oll-fll'ed generation. In tms early 

1960s, FPL began to purchase ·c:o~y-wlre: In 1987, coal was first addeo 1.o the rueJ mix 

tttrough FPL's par1ial OWilersl'\lp (20%) and add1boNI purchases (3~) from Ule St Jotms 

River POWf!f Pari( (SJRPP). Thts allowed F'Pl to meet Its customers' enetgy needS With a 

more dlvahllflect mbc of enet;)' SO\ItCeS. Addit!ohal coal ~soutc6a -(1) ac:tc:led with ttte pnrtlai 

acquisition (76%) of Scnerer UM 4 y,'fuch began setv1fl9 FPL's customer& In 1991 

The rrend sTm:e the early 1990s llas been a srmy InCrease In ~ am04.111t of natural gas tnal 

rs used by FPL to jjro"'de elecinclty duo, 1n part. to the inttoduc:uon of highly crrdent and cost

effedlve CC Seoelilling unlt5 and the ready availability or nlltlnl gas MO$.! re<:ently, FPl 

placed lnto comrnel'daf opersflon two new gas·flred cc units sl the Wast County Energy 

Center (WCEC) slteln2009. A third new CC unll was added to the WCEC alte In 2011 . In 

addition, FPL finished mcx.!DmfzaUon of lis cape Cnna\leral and Riviera Beach plant sites and 

Is CUI'Tenlly modem1zrng Its extstlng Pmt Evergtadea plant site by rt!movmg the steam 

generating units pre\llously on the .. tte and repladne !hem with one highly effic:lent new CC 

unlt The ni!W CC unlls at e<~ch of these three Giles Will proVIde highly efficient genemuon !hal 

will dramabcally Improve the ,effic;:lan.ay of FPL's generatJon sysltlm 111 general a11d, rnore 

specifically. ttte efficiency a1 wtllch nat1.1ral gu Is utilized, 

In add11ion, FPL1ncrlla&ed Ita ubllzatlon of nuclear energy through capacity uprate$ of rts four 

axtst.ng ntJele-41r Ullil4 Wtlh ~ uprqle$, more than 520 MW cf addlUonal m.tclear capacity 

have Deen a<tdecl to !he F?L system FPL Is etso put$ulng plan& to obtaln ucen~. permits. 

Md approvals to construc1 and operate ~ new nud&ar LlOII$ alii& e1tlsllng Turkey Point slte 

that, In total, would add approximately 2.200 MW of new nuclur ge~ratlng oapaoJty The 

urilcsl date. by wf\letl'llhese fWO new nuc.tear unlta could pttlC1Jc.ally be deployed remain 202.2 

and 2023, respectively. 

In regard ~ uilliZing renewable energy, FPl ttas n 110 MIN of solar genem11ng eapactty 

through a 75 MW sdar thermal &telilm genmrtlng faclllty at FPL'a existing Martln site, a 25 

MW PV tfelllty In oesoto County. and a 10 MW PV facility In Brevard county Tho DeSoto 

fac:~hty wat plac:ecl IIlio Cort1l'fleoaf operat10f! tn 2009 The otller IWO solar faciltties were 

placed Into commefCial ojlef.tion In 2010 
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FPL's Mure resource p~annlng work will cxmtinve- to focus em ilfe:ntifving ami evaluating 

arternatlves u,at would most coat-effe'ellvely maTnt.aln <~ndlor enhance FPl's long·term fuel 

dillerslly. These fuel diverse ~ltemabves may Include· the purchase of power from renewable 

energy faclll\ies, addTUonal FPL-owned (ef1ewable en~y faallltlM, oblalnlng addJUon~l acceu 

to <ftverallled sources of natural gas such as lique1led natural gas (LNG) anCinatural gas from 

the Mrd-Contlnenl unconvent•ooa1 reserves. preservit)g FPL's ability to utilize fuel oli at lis 

existing units, and lncreased ullllzaflon of m,tc~ear energy. (As preVIously discusSed, new 

advanead leehnology eoa1 gerumiling unlt5 are not eurrenUy eonslderM aa vtable options In 

Florida In the ten-year reporting period of this doc\Jment due, In part. to cummt pro[ectiorn; of 

tetativety small differenCES In ruel ~sts between c:oaJ and natUral gas, slgnlffcamly higher 

capital costs fQr coaJ W1its compared to CC umls, greater effictencres ar cc units, and 

concerns over environmental regUJallans that would lm~ct ooa1 un1ts more negallvely than 

CC units,) The evaluauon cf the feas1bltlly and cost-effedlven~$8 of theSe, and olhl!f po~ble 

ruet diversity alternatives,. wJll be part or FPL's o,...go1ng resource planning trlforts 

FPL'i current U$e of vartous fuels ro suppty ~nergy to costomers, ptus a projectlo~ of !hi$ •fuel 

mix" lhnrugh 2023 based on ttm resouma plan pre.sented tn tb!s document, Is presented In 

Schedules s, G ' . <1nd 6.2 later in this chapter 

Ffll'a Fos-slf Fuel Cost Forecaata 

Fossil Wei price roreca.stt, an~ th~ rcsuiUng proJected prite cllfferenttals between fuels. are 
~Jar drivBI'S used ln evaltm:~lng attema1ives for meeting future resource neeQ$. fPL'a 

forecasts are generally consfstent W1lh other pub!Jshed con1empomry forecasts. A11 October 

2013 fue1 cost forecast was used In 1tle analyses whose tesult:s led to the re~urce plan 

presented In this 2014 Sila Plan, 

Futuie oil ancl na~urat gas prices, and to a le$er extent. ooat and petroleum coke prices, are 

Inherently uncertain due lo a signifiCant number of uopredictable and uncontrollable drivers 

that Influence the short- and long-term price of oil. natural gas, coat, and petroleum coke. 

These drivers Include U.S. and worldwide demand, production capacity, eeonomio growtl1, 

envlronmentaltegislatlon. and poliflcs 

The inherent unoert$1nty and unpredlctabitlly In these factors tOday and tomorrow ole:arly 

underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natul'91 ga&, and solid fuel (coal ami 

petroleum coke) price soeflarios that will bound a reasonable -set of long·lerm price outcomes. 

ln 1hls Ugh~. FPL developed and ullllze~ Low, Medlurn, and Hlgh price forecasts for fossil fUels 

In some of Its 2013 and earty 2014 resource plannrng work, par1icular1y in regard to analyses 

conducted as part of tl,e 11uclear cost reeov.erv filing worl<. 

AoridOJ Power & Light Company 18 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 87 of 210

FPL's Medlum price foi"'CCi.s1 rneltlodology ls 'Or'!s1stent for oU a.nd natural ,gas For oil a!"ld 

natural gas commocmy pflces, FPl's Me<llum pnce forecast applies t1'le following 

methodology 

a For 2014\hroush 2015, the methodolo.gy used the October 7 2013 forward curve for 

New York Harbor t% sulfur heavy all. U. S. Gutr Coast 1~ sulfur heavy orr, ultra low 

sulfur diesel fuel ell, and Hemy Hub nahJral gas commodity priceS; 

b For ttl~ next two J'eAl'S {Z016 ~md 2.017), FPl t.elled a 50/50 blend or the Ocr!Qbcr 7, 

2013 forwatd cuwe and t.ne most CUI'feo\ proJections al the tTme from The PIRA 

En~ Group, 

c. For Ike 2018 through 2030 pefiod, FPL u!>eQ the annual projectfcns fro!ll The PIRA 

E4lef9y Group, anef. 

d For the penod beyond 2030, FPL used Uw real rate of escalaliof'! from ll'ls E{lergy 

Information Admlnlstratton (EIA). In addition to the development of on and nal~1ral gas 

commodity piit~es, nominal price forecasts also were prepared tar an ancs naUJral gas 

transportatiQn costs The addltlan of commodity and traMportallon forecasts resulted 

In deJivered pm:e forecas~ 

FPL's Medium ptlce forecast melhodo.logy Is also COilSlstenl for coal and petroleum col<e 

pnces. Coal and petroleum col{e prices were based op011 the fallol'!l1ng approach· 

a Delivered price forecasts fur Central Appalachian (CAFP). Illinois Basin (IB), Powder 

RiVer Basin (PRB), and South American coal and petroleum coke 'NE!re PfOIIIded by 

JD EneJ!ly; and, 

b The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assw'le the conflnuallon of the 

existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts unUI expiration. along With the 

purcl'lase or ~01 eoaJ1 to me~ generation reqii lrii!Jnenta. 

The development o1 FPL's Low and HJgl'l prtce forecasts for ol~ natural gas., coal, and 

petroleum coke prices were based on the tlisforica~ volalility of the 12-month forward price, 

one year ahead. FPL developed lhese forecasts lo aecoum for the uncertainty which exists 

within each commodity as well as across commodllles. These forecasts. refieo1 a range o1 

reasonable forecast outcomes. 

3. Natural Gas Storage 

FPL was under oontrac1 through March 2013 ror 2 billion cublc feet (Bel) of nrm natural gas 

storage capacity in 1M Bay Gas stor:age faclhty located In Alabama. The Bay Gas storags 
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facUlty Is fnterwnneeted wtth the florjda Gas Transm!&slon (FGT) pipeline_ Starting on APn11 , 

2013. FPL entered ln1a a new deal wlti'ISay Gas Storage for one year for :l.6 b1Qion cubic feet 

{Bcf) of firm ttatura1 gas storage caprrolty In December 2013, FPL elected to extend this 

transaction for an addrtfonal three years WhiCh resulted In a tower annual cost for Bay Gas 

rPL has predominately u(lllzed natural gas storage lo help mttlgate gas supply problems 

caused by se.ve-re weather and/or lnfrastruclure problems Over tlls past several ~· FPL 

1\aB aoqulred upstream transportation capaotty on several pipelines to help ml~gate the risk of 
cff-shore supply problems caused by s.&vere weather In tl1e G1Jif o1 Mto~teo While lh1s 

transportation capacity has reduced FPL's off~Mr.e expos1.1re, a t>Ortloo of FPL..'s supply 

portfolio remains tfed to off-$tlore natwrar gas tources. Therefore, natural gas storage remains 

an rmport_ant lool to help mitigate the risl'< of supply disruptions For theae reasons, FPL. ha~> 

t,yptcany maintained nearly f\111 natiJtal gas rnvemory during normal opemtrons l'n:lm June 

fhrough November (humcane season). From Deoembef through Martt'l, FPL typically 

matnlains lower levela of naiural gas inventory compared to Summer peak mon1h.s_ 

As FPl!s reliance on natural gas has lncreas:sd, 118 abl(lty to manage the c!alty •SWings• that 

t:a:r't occur on Its system du-e to YJeather and unit availability chan~es has becume more 

challenging, parllewtarly rrom oversupply aftuallons. Natural gas storage Is a 'lr.!luable toot to 

help manage the dally balancmg or supply and demand From a balancing p-efSpecUva. 

(njectfon and Wilhdrawal rlghlS associated with gas storage have become an lnoreastngly 

lmportanl part of 1he ellalualion of overall gas storage requirements. 

As FPL's system grows to meet customef ne-eds. It must maintain a(jequate _gas storage 

capacitY to oonllnue to help mftrgate sup!lly andior 1nfras1ructure problems and to provide FPL 

'!l'le abllity to manage Its llupply and damand on a dally basis FPL contlrw!!l> lo eVClluate l1s 

gas storag6 porffollo and Is likely to $1.1bscrlbe ror addiUonal gas storage capacity to help 

Increase relfablllty, provide the necessary flexlbflfty to respond tQ demand changes, arid 

diversify the overall portfolio. 

4. Securing Additional Nawral Gas: 

Toe recent trend or 111creas•ng rell.ance upon natural gas to produce electricity ror FPL's 

customers ls projected to oonUnue due to FPL's growing load, The addition of highly fuel

efficlenl cc units at Cape Canave:raf and Riviera Beach due to completed mOdernization 

ptojects, and the oli-'gou'lg Pori Everg)ades modernization p10ject will &erve to reduce the 

growl!'! In natural gas use lmm what II otherwise might have been due to the high luel· 

efficiency levels of these new CC units. However, these efffch~ncy galns cro oot fully off~t!he 

effeots of FPL's growing load. Therefore, FPL will need to seoure more naturalg:as supply and 

more firm gas transportallon capaelty In I he fu1,ure· as ruel requirements dTetale. Tile Issue Is 
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how to secure ltlew ad'dilionalnawralgas resources in a manne( thai is economlcal ror FPL's 

customers and which ma.rntall's and/or enhances ~he rehablllty of t'l81ura\ gas. supply and 

deliverabiJity to FPL's generatrng units. 

FPL has h1stoncally purchased ll'ltt gas llllllSj>OrtaUon capacity required for new natural gas 

supply from two existing natural gas !Jlpeline companies. As more nawral ga:s Is cfeliverecl 

lhi'O\Jgh lhetc two ptpennes, the Impact of a supply dlsrupllon on efthet pipeline oecomes 

more problematic. Therefore. FPI 1:s51Jed R Reqlle&t for Proposals (RFP) rn De~mber 2012 

for gas transPOrtaliort ca~clty to meet FPL'& system nawrat gas requl11mteots ~eg1nnJog In 

2011. The RFP enoouraged bidders to propose new gas transport.alTon lnhstructure to meet 

Florida's growing need fir natural gas.. A third pipeline would have benefits for FPL and its 

CU!Itomers by Increasing l.he diVersity of· FPL's fuel suppJY so,.m;es, increasing the Pl'l}'slc:al 

rella.blnty of the pipeline dehv.ery system, and enhancing competrtlon among JOfpeTtnes. The 

RFP prccesr. was completed In June 2013 and the winning bidders, SaJagJ Trall Transm1ssl'on, 

LLC (Scbal Trail) al'\d Florida Southeast Connectlon, LLC (FSC), have begun !he fedeQI 

Energy .Re_gulatory Commission approval process With a planned ln-seNice date or May 2"017 

Th~ contracts with Sabat Trall and FSC were tevlewed by the FPSC and were ap-proved for 

cost recoiiC!f)l In late 2013. The older appro\ll!'g this cost rtf!!O'Jafl/ became fln.al II' January 

2014. 

5. Nuclear Fuel Cost Fof'ei:ASt 

ThiS secbon riWtews. !he vanous steps needed to fabr1eale nuclear fuel lor deh11ery to !he 

nuclear power pla11ts. the meltlod used to Forecast the price for eactl step, and other 

commetlts tegarafng FPL's nuclear fuel cos1 forecast 

a) Steps ~equlred for Nuclaar Fuel to be dellversd to FP!-'s Plants 

~our separall! steps are required ~fore n.uelear ftlel can be u~~ In a eomm&relal nuclear 

power reactot These steps are summarized below. 

(1) Mining: Uranium Is produced in many countries such as Canada. Australia, 

Kazak:hstan, and the United States Durfng the first step, uranrum rs mlned from the 

ground using tecl:lniques such as open ptl minmg, underground m111ing, lrt·sltu teaching 

operations. or prod~etlon as a by-product from ol.her mining operations. such as _gold, 

copper, or phosphate rocks. The pfoduct from this frrst step Is the raw uranium delivered 

as an oXIdtt, U30S <sometimes referred to as yellowcake). 

(2) Conversion: During t:he se.concl step, the UJ08 Is chemically converted 1nto UF6 

which, When heated, changes Into a gaseous state. This second step fUrther removes any 
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chemiCal impunll"umi ae!'Ves as preparallon lorthe lhird step, wnich requires uranlum to 

be if'! a gaseous state, 

(3) EJ1richJTUJrtt: The Lhlrcl step ls called eni'IChmenL Natural uranium cohtalns 0.71 1% of 

uranlurn at an atamtc maS$ of 235 (U-2:35) and 99.2.!9% of uranlum alan atomic mass of 

238 (U-238). FPL's ouolear reactors use uranium wi\h a hl.Ql'ter pen:entage of up to 

almost five pertenl (SOA) of U-235 atoms, Becau!ie natural uranium CIQeS no1 eot1!al11 a 

sufficre.nt amount of U·235, the third step increases the percentage amount of U-235 from 

0 711% to a revel spectfled wtlen deslgning the reactor core (\i'pically In a range from 

approl!lmatety 2.2% lo as high as 4.95%). The output of lhls eiTricl'lment process Is 

enriched uranlumm ltie fonn of UF8. 

(4) Fabric:atlon; During the las:J step, fuel fabncatlon, the enriChed UF6 Is clTJmged to a 

U02 ~er. presse<l Into pellets, and fed Into lUbes, which are seated ami bundled 

together Into fuel assemblies. Ttlese fuel a$$1!mbUe$ are then dei~Vernd to the plant 5'1\e 

for lnsartlo.n ln a reactOI' 

Uke ol.her utUrties, FPL has purchased raw uranium a:nd the other c-ompolllent:5 or th:e nuclear 

fuel cycle separately from numero~.~S suppliers ftom dl~rent countrres 

b) Price Forecasts for Eaeh Step 

(1) Mlnrng: The Impact of tile earthquake and tsunami that struck ll'fe Fukushima nuc::teaf 

complex 1n Japan ln MtJTCh 20l1 Is s1111 being felt tn tne uranlum mal'ketc Current demand 

has 6ecllned and -selt8mf or lhe productlon mclliHes haw announced delays, Faul:ors of 

Importance are 

• Hedge fUnds are stlll very acttve In the mar1<el This causes more speculative 

demarnl tnat Is not tied to market fundamentals and causes the market price LG 

move up or down just based on news that mlght affect future demand. 

• some of the uranium Inventory from the U.S. Departmer~t of Energy (DOE) Is 

rfnding Its way ll'lto the marf(el periodJcally to rund cleanup of certain Department 

or Et!ergy fadlibes. 

• AlthOugh a 11m1ted number of new nuclear units are scheduled to sta1t product/on 

fn the U.S during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, more speclflcany Ctllna. 

have announced an Increase ln construcl•on of new units which may cause 

uranium prtces to trend up In the near future. 
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Over a 10-year horizon, FPL eXPeCts the maO<el to be more -consistent with rnarl<et 

fundamentals. Tne supply ptdure Is more stable, Vvith raws enacted 10 resolve 1he fmpor1 

or Russlan.enrtched uranli.1m. by allowtng some Imports of Russian-ennched oranlum to 

meet about 20~25% of needs ror CIJrren\ty operaltng units. bu1 with np resUi~IQn on lhe 

Or&t oore f.or new untts and no res~r~ctlons after ?020. New and CUfT'ell~ uranium producrJon 

fat:tTJlfes continue to add capacity to meet demands. Aclua:l demand tEnds to grow over 

lime because of fha tong lead lime to build nuclear units However, FPL cannot discount 

tt)e possibility of future peoodic sharp Jncr~ase In prices, but ~lle-ves such OCGUIT1!~es 

wtllltkely be temporary In nature. 

(2) Conve:rslon: The convers1on marke1 1s also In a sta~ or fiiJ:X due to the A.d<ushfma 

events. Planned produC1ion after 201ij T$ c:urrenUy forecaated to l>e lnsu!fi~ent to meet 

the nigher demand spenarro, but n ts projected to be sUffi~-nt 10 meeL most reference 

aase scenarios. As wfth addltional raw umnlum p:rodtr.ctirm, suppty will expand beyond 

ourrenf Javel onc;e more firm comm11ment. are made Including commitments lt:l build new 

nuclear unltsc FPL expecls long teem price s1abllity for conversion service& 'IO wppo11 

world demand 

(3) Enrich.m1111t; As a result of lh11 Fukust1fma events :1n March 2011, the neaN.erm prrce 

of enrichment services has been declining for the last three years. However, plans lor 

construction o! several nuw facHI!ies that were expected to eome on·llne In lhe r~ext· faw 

years have been delayed Also, .some or the existing f1Jgh operating CDS( dlJfustan plants 

have shul doiN!l As with supply for !he other steps of the nuclear ruel cycle, expansion of 

future oapaelty Is feasible Within the lead 'time fol constructing new nuclear units and ar~y 

other proje<;ted increase tn demand. MeanwMe, world supply and demand will continue 

to be bal~nood such that FPL expect!! adequate supply of enrichment servfces, The 

current supply/demand profile will most likely resuU In the price of enrichment services 

remaining stabte or dec.llnfl'\g for the next few years before starllng to lnuease. 

(4) Fabricatlon~ Because the nuclear fuel fabricatron process Is highly regu~ted by the 

Nuclear Re,gu:latory Corrmuss•on (NRC), not all prodJ.•ctiorJ facilities can quattfy as 

suppliers to nuclear reactors tn lhe U.S Although world supply al'ld demand Is ~xpecled to 

show stgnrffcant excess capaclty for the foreseeable futwe. the gap is not as wide for U.S. 

supply and demand. The suppl.y for the U.S. mariu;t 1s expeeted to be sufficient to meet 

U.S. demand for the foreseeable future. 
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c) O!.tler C~mmants R~g-.udlng FPL's Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast 

FPL's nuclear fueJ price fOrecasts are the result of f"PI-'s analysis base<! on fnpu\$ from 

various flUclear fuel matlrel expen mtrorts and studies. The calculations rot the ntJck!ar 

fuel cost forecasts used m FPL.'s 2013 and e<:~l'ly '2014 resource planning woril. Were 

performed COflSlstent W!lh the method tllen used for FPL's !="uel Clause filings, Including 

the assumption of refueftng outages eVtnY 18 months and plant operation <.~t power upmle 

levels. The casts !Or each step to fabrieate tha nuClear fuels were added to come l-IP W1th 

the total cos!$ of tr,e fresh fuel to be loaded al each refueling (acquiSition COStS) , The 

acqulsltton cost for eacll group of fresh fuel assemblfes wera then amortL'ttld over the 

energy prOdtJCed by each group or fuel assemb1les. FPL a~ ~d!Mi 1 mill per kllowatt 

hour net to mlfeai payment to DOE for spent f1,1el disposal, 
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Sc:hodulo 9 
StaltJ• RepM and Speclflca!lona pf Propowsf Geppralfom fiG} !lUll 

(1) Plant Name l1ld Unit Number: Vero Seac.h (»obll'lefJ Cycle Capectty 

liZ) Capacity 
a. Sommer 46 Mw 
1:1. Wlnte; ~ MW 

(3) 'Technology 'Type: Combined Cycle 

(4) .Anticipated Conl:tnlctlon llmlng 
a. Field COrll!twcllon atart-dete: Not Applicable - See Note 1 below. 
b, Com~allo"S~r\ilce da\e. 2015 

(!I) fuel 
• Primary Fuel 
b. Attemate Fuel 

(6) Air Polll!fiOil tnd Control Str.llair. 

(7) Cooling Math!)d: 

(B> Total Sl16 Ana; 

(9) Oonl:tnlcdo.n Stallls: 

(10) C.rtlflcatlon Stuuc 

16 At;tes 

(11) SlaW. wllh Fedlntl AIJf!ndlll: See mie 1 below 

(12) Ptojeelltd Unll Podonn.anee Data~ 
Pl110nod OUIJige Fac!Dr~ 
FOR:t!d Ot.ltJigo Fa.:tor (FO~ 
EquMite:n.t A~Gtllblltly Fad4f(EAf). 
Ruult~ C..paclty Factor n\~ 
AI.WIO' Nee Opntlnfl Hell Rille (ANOtlfQ 
B.tse ~15f,,~ 

03) Prolullld Unll Rnanclal Datil 
Boot \.Jtl (Yea111t 
TOI.Oikman.d COat ( ~W) 
rwa ConsiTIICIIOn Coil MW~ 
AFUDC AmOIIIU (1111W~ 
Elca\IUtOO (S/11 W): 
F'lQd O&M' ~·Yf~ 1 Sl 
V•._ OSM C$1MWt!) ( $) 
K FiiCtor 

20.5"' 
0.0111 
72~ 
3~ 

11.397 

TBO ~-rs 
Not~ 
NC)1 Applleable 
Not 1\ppllcable 
Not Apok:lble 
Not App!alliAI 

No4~ 
No( AppiiCIIblll 

P~~gtt1 ol'6 

NOTE1: 'fhec:arnbj(~Gd tyeli!' eapadty CGn.tiJIS oltwoCli!SI!ng unl~ ThlleXilltfiD IWIIJbtingw:lqulrect by 
FPL.a. pan ol'the 81TII~IIIIDI_, FPL to aene V$0 Beot.h'• kHd be91Mil!91n Jornl;ary 2015. FPL Ia 

also tAking OWNnh!p (If lhrtlll IIUITI u,ua.Tho nu. Iteam urvtal!llll btuallted 111 JC01\ U Lt!IV aqtJ!l8li 
FPl jQnt lo rctlre lt. CC unli at lhto end ol'20t7. 
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Sch,ed11 Ia 9 
St:OII!J ReportMd Sp!c.!f!catj_Mil of Ptppostil GGJW!UM fJICDlllos 

(1) Plant Halml and Unit Numban 

{2) Capacity 
a summer 
b Wrn:ter 

(3) Tachnology Type: Combined Cycia 

(~~ Antletpa.IBd Col\ltrlil:OOn Tlmlng 
a F;eld conshuctlon sWi,-d.1le 2014 
b Ccmrmai"Q81 J.o·~data 2016 

(5} Fuel 
a.. Primary f~! Natural Gas 
.b AfLI!maJe Fuel Ulrr:s-low~llur dlstillare 

(6} .Air Pollution md Co:nJrol Stratogyl Dty l.ow No, Burner.. SCR. Natural G~. 

0.0015% S OistJIIale afld Wutar 1!1j,ec;lian on Dl5fillpte 

(7) Caollng Matflod: One&--lhrough Cl'loltf19 waler 

(81 Total S1te ArM: ~0 Silfl Ar;tu 

(9J Cot!structlon Stlltus: 

(10J Certiflc:a.Uoo Sta11n: 

(11) SlaiU& With f!Kia,.l Agonct'-: 

C12) Ptojecla.d. Unil Pluformanta DJ!s: 
Planned Oul!10'9 f'ador (POf) 
~ Ou1ag& F~r {fOh: 
Equivalent AvailabJii\y Facjor CEAF): 
Resutti119 Capaat¥ Flictar{'K) 
Average Net Optnlmg Hoot Rtns (ANOHR)· 
Bas& Oper.1110n 75'F, IOO% 

(13) Protected Unlt Financial Data .... 
Book Life (Vea.nJ). 
iolallnstalled Cost (2018 $/kW) 
Direct Construdicn Cost (SikW)• 
AFUOC.Amount ($/kW). 
Escalation ($/kW). 
Fix-ed O&M (SikW-Yr) (2016 $) 
Val!able O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 
KFactor: 

• $'kW veti.IGS arct ba~ on Summer ~c:it}' 
•• Fixed O&M COS I !ndvdes capite I r\lp,lacemenl 

3-5% 
1 l% 

9.54'1!; 

Approx. 90% (r~n~l Full Year&~ Operation) 
8,330 llw/ltWh 

30 years 
a2a 

87 

30,00 
010 
1. 61 

NOTE: Total install&<:!~~ inCludes gas expansion. transmission Interconnection and tntegratlon. 
escalation, and AfUOO. Demo.1itlon COSIS of axistlll!J plalll are nollRdtJ<I&<I, 

Flotlda P~r & Ughl Company 93 
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Paga 3 o1 6 
Schedule& 

Status Report a ad §pes;JOgtlona or PropAA!d GeoeraUng f!tilltf~ 

( \) Planl Name *'ld UnU NumbOr: t..auoerda: crs (5 CT& WIU be added} 

(2) Cap,telty (for nch CT) 

• Surnmllt 201 MW 
b.Wlnlr!r 22:3 ~ 

(3) Tec:hnology Ty~~ Comb~Abon Tutbine 

(4) A.ntklp&tltd Conatruetion Timing 
J Field consti"Jdlon st!rl-4ata: 2017 
h. Comtl\.ei'd.3f In~ cate:. 2018 

(5) Fuel 
e. Pnmaty Fuel Nat~niGafi 

b A1temate Fuel. t.Titrii-IDW sutfw distillate 

(ti) AJr Pallutfon and Control s.tme.vy: Dry Low NO~ g~ SCR. Nalu111l Gas, 
0.0016% S. Oisltllate and Water li'ljeCIJ(Jn on OW!JIIata 

(7) Cooling Meth"Od: 

(8) Total Slte Aru: 

Water liD Air Heat~ 

Bd311ng Si'..e Aeres 

(9) Constru~on StalUr, 

(10) Certlflcati1m Sutus: 

P I Planned liM I 

(11) StatUI with Fe4eraJ AgAntN: 

(12} Pmfactad Unlt Perfommtn Dlia: 
Pl3nnod Outage Fadot (POF). 
Forced Outaga FBaor (FOF) 
j;quiVlllent Avahl~lily Fat*lr (fAFt 
~esulllng Capacity Faaar (%) 
AVI!fliiQe Net 0pe!'llllng Hul R.tla (ANOHR}' 
Base Opersllon 75F.1 00'11. 

(13} projeec.d UnltFJnanc:llJ Dal* •,• 
Book I.Jie cv eal'l}: 
Totallnsb'lrled Cost ~018 SliiW) 
Direct eon.truatJon Cost (SA!Wr, 
AFUDO Amount (SJ!<W): 
&ealatlon (SikW) 
F'l:iced O&M ($/IIW·'I'rj : 11018 $) 
VeriD.ble O&M ($/MWH) (2.018 $) 
KFaCfar 

• $/kW values <1111 based on Swnmer capncHy 
'" RX$CI O&M coalll)clvdes capltat repklcemenl 

1.6'.4 
1,0'1\ 

97 .. ~ 
3~ lfim Fun Yaar Base Operation) 

10,057 BtWkWh 

1763 
007 
1 59 

NOTE: TotDIInaiiJitod 0081 mt:ludea transm•:sSJOn ll'llerconneclliHI und intagrD1lon, 
emal.\tlon, llf'ld AFUOC Odmoll&ion cosls ol el!IS\l~ GTa nro not kldlicllld 
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Sclledulet 
Silt lui fbport VJd Spec!f!r.atJons of ProJJOS!W Genenrting FacDftles 

m capac:tty 

• Summat 

b Wit!tet 

("l An11et'P-1.c! Constructton 'Timing 
a, fiatd constNcbon ~ 2017 
b ~ciall~d* 2019 

(5) Fuel 
a. Pri!Nlf)' Fual Natural Gas 
b Altsmtlte Fuer lll!tit-low 5\Jifur dlsllllaf& 

t6) Atr-Pol lUtton and Control Stralegyl Dry low NO .. &ltni!n. SCR. Nalbnll Gas. 

Page4of6 

0 OCU6% S DisWiat& and Water lnfeclloft on D.stlllata 

(8) T ota1 Slf.D Amc 

(9) eonstn~clion suwa: 

t10) Certffication a~ 

1111 Status wtttt FedlJfal ~cln! 

{1Zj Projlllltad Unit PurfwtiDIIICII Dilta: 
Planmld Outage F~ctot (POF); 
Forced Owage FBOU)( (FOFI: 
E.qulValen: AVIIIIsbllity F8CI.Ot {EAF) 
R~ Capagty Fa~O< (%): 

p 

All9mga Net Operailrlg Heat Rut (ANOI-IR}: 
Base Opemli.on 75F,100% 

(13) Projected UnJtFtmm~llll Oalt •:• 
Book Ufe (Yeata) 
t'o141 1nstalletl COfol (20,9 SlkW\. 
Dfl'eCI Cootnlllmlon CQSll$11<W); 
AFUDC Amount ($11\W). 
Esca.la\ion (S/IIW)• 
Fllred O&M ($/kW·Vrr c201e 51 
Vat1abkle&,M (SIMWH).. (20 19 S) 
K Faclor· 

• $11<W va~UMare bllMd tin StJmll'ICfca~w 
•• F'bcad O&M COGIInclodoG Cifpllal replaccmof11 

3.5')1, 
11"tt. 

95.4% 
APJJroiC 80'ro IFni Fun Yeat B.ue Openrtlon) 

G..:J34 Sil/,lkWh 

30 )'UI'I 
968 

95 
87279 
22.25 
0-72 
1.51 

NOTE: Tolrll ln&talled •lneludea QlQ lalural, 11'111\Nntstion lntercomt!i:lll~ ana ~on. 
escat&t•on.. and AFUOC 

95 
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Scheclufe 9 
Stuur. Repon and SpaclllruuJont-of pmpmd GerraoJtna Factnttu 

(1) Plant Namo and Unit Nllmber: Tur1<e'f Pomt Nuclear Unit 6 

(2) CapaCity 
f summlll' 
b. Winter 

1.100 MW 
1 tOO MW 

(4) An1l~pa~d Corus:tructlon TTml11g 
a, field c;oi'Jiffiucfion atart..W,I e 
b. Camrnerolaf lo>GeNOO date: 

~FUel 
a Pnmary Fuel 
b_ Altemate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollullon and Conllol S.tramgy: 

(7) Coot111g Mothod: 

(10) Certlflc:adon Sla111a1 

(11) Statim with Focloral Ag•nclea; 

(12) Projocte~ Unit Performan~ Oata: 
Planned OuiBgQ Fllctor (POF): 
Forced Outago Factor (FOF) 
Equoole:nt A\BIIabl[tly FactOJ (EAF): 

2015 
~ 

L 

L 

Unmturn Olmrlde 
NIA 

N/A 

Mechamcal Otaft CoQhng TOWJrS 

211 AC!e$ 

180 
lBO 
T80 

Page 5of8 

Resulhng Capacity Fact«(%). APPfOl<. 00% (First full Year Base Operalfon) 
A-.emge Net Operatlng tleat Rme (AN.OI-tR}: 
Base ()perstJon 75F,100% 

(13} Projoctod Unit Financial Data -, .. 
Bool< Ufe (Years): 
Total Installed Cos-t ( SlkW). 
Direct Coostruotlon Cost (~W) 
AFUOC Amount (SikW): 
Escalation (SikW), 
!="&xed O&M (llkW·Y~! ( 1i) 
Variable O&M ($/MWH)t( $) 
K Factor: 

• $11\W ~a!U8$ are basee on Summef eap;JC!Iy 
•• Fbced O&M cost includeS capital replacement. 

flotida Power & Ugh! Company 96 

lBD BluJkWh 

TBO 
180 
lBO 
TBD 
l80 
l80 
TBO 
'TBO 
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Sehodule 9 
Sta!UJ Raport i!UI Sptu¢!fiG1!1!ons of ProDowd Gent!'!!tO!l Eaclllllts 

(1) Pl-ant~· and Unit Number: Thrlt~ Point Nuclear Uni17 

(2~ Ca p:u:ltv 
a. SUmmar 
c Wfnlef 

(3) ToctmologyTyJ!e: 

1,UJO MW 
1,100 MW 

Nrolear 

(4) A!'llicipated Cot1sttudfo·n Timing 
a Field COflSlfUctlon start,(late.. 2015 

202l b Commen:la! 111-servlce d~ 

(5) Fu.et 
-a Pltma1Y Fuel 
b ~ttomate Fuel 

(6) Air Pollution and Control Stratagy: 

(7) Cooling Metthod; 

Uran!~.m DfC»Cide 
NIA 

Mechanical Oran CoOling Towers 

(B) Toral Sill! Area: 211 ACTes 

(9) Con&tnJcdon St:a rua: 

(1 1) ,Status wtlll Fildel'lll Agenctes: 

( 12) ProJoctad Unit PotfarmilJ\ce Dati; 
PianMCI out* Fa<:tor (PQF): 
FOfa!d C>utaQe ~ (FOF): 
E-qulwlent Awllabt11ly Factor (EAF), 
Res~Uing capaclW Factor(%) 

L 

L 

L 

A-.ernga Net Opar<111ng He:al Rail! (ANOHR): 
Base Operation 75F,100% 

(13) Projec1ed Unit Financial Data •, ... 
Book Life (Years): 
Total Installed Cost ( SlkWr, 
01~«:1 Conatrnctlon Cost ($/kW): 
AFUOC Amovnt (SikW)
Escatation (SikW): 
FIXed o&M ($/kW-Yr): ( $) 
Variable O&M ($1MWH)'( $} 
K FactOr. 

• $/kW 161ues ate based on Summar capacity_ 
u Axed Q&M eost Includes capilal reptacemeol. 

(Regulalory apprawl pending Not IJfl(lec conslruct!Qtl) 

(Reguhll'!XY app«MJ pel'lCIIfiQ-Nat under conslruetlon) 

(Regulatory approwl pen<llng. NOt undet oonsii\.ICtiM) 

lBO 
TBD 
1130 

Approx 90% (Flr&l Fu'l Year B~e0pera1ion) 

97 

TBO Btu/kWh 

TBD 
TBD 
TlJD 
TBD 
TBO 
TBD 
TBO 
TBD 
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Schedufe10 
Status Report and SpeclflcatJons of Proposed Transmission Unes 

Varo Beach Existing Combined Cycle Capacity 

The Vero Beach exlstJng combined cycle capacity that FPL Is protected to fake ownership of starting 
January 1, 2015 does not reqture any 'nevf transmission rmes. 
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Schedule10 
Status Report and SD&cifications of Proposed Transmission Unes 

Port Everglades NelCt Generation Clean Energy Center 

The Port Everglades Next Geoo:ratlon Clean Energy Center Wl'llcti wfll result from the modcmlzatlon of the 
Port Everglades power plant site does no\ fequlre any •nevt ' rans:rnJSslon lines. 

Florida Power & L.ighl C<>mpany 99 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Lauderdale Combustion Turbine Project 

The LaUderdale Combustion Tutbll'le (CT) p:o~et, Which Will result In the retirement or 36 aero-detlvatlve 
combus!lon gas turbines al the L.audeN!fale and POll Everglades plani sites, and th~lr replacement with 5 
slmple-cyl:le combUstion turbine$ at lhe Laucfefdale site, cfoe~J not feC!Uh'e any ·nevr t~nsmit;tiOn llnes 

HlO 
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Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Unstted Comblned Cycle In 2019 

No proiecUon of a new ttansmi$$lon line{ a) can be made until a slte i!. seleeted for this unll 

F1onda Power & Uahl ConlpaM 101 
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Schedule 10 
Status Repqrt and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 

The T~ey Point New Nuclear Project starting with the addition of Turl<ey Point UnitS wm require a new 
t>ubstabon and fiVe new transmission Unes tenntnatlng at existing substahons, 

C1) Point of Ongln aflCI T e.rmi1'\111lon~ New Clear Sky Su~smtkln -Levee SubstatTon 

(2) Number of Lines~ 2 

(3) Right-of-way FPlOWned 

(4) Line length: 43mlles 

(5) Vol~ 5001N 

(8) Anticipated CQfJ5tnlCtion Timing· Slarl date: TBO 
EM date~ TBO 

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment. srnn 
(T rcmund Sub.') 

(8) Substations: New Clear Sky SubstaHon and Levee SubstatiOn 

(9) Participation Wtlh Othef VtifttJes~ None 

(1} Point of Origin and Termination: New Clear Stly Substation - Pennsuco Subslalloo 

(2} Number of Unes· 

(3) Right-of-way FPl Owned 

(4) Unel~ 52 mites 

(5) Voltage; 230kV 

(6) AniJclj:>atad Ccnstnltrtlon Tlmmg Start data: TBO 
End dati£ TBO 

en Antlclpated Capital Investment 
(Tranund Sub.) 

STBD 

{8) SUbstations: Now Clear Sky S4Jbstalloo and Ptmnsuco Sobstallon 

{9) Paruclpatlem wtth Other Uliii!Jes: None 
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(1) 

(2) 

(S) 

(-4) 

(6) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1) 

{2) 

(3) 

(4 ) 

(5) 

(6) 

en 

(81 

{9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Potnt Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 

Point or Origin and Termination: 

Number of Liner 

Rlght-of.way 

Line Lengltr 

Voltage: 

Antfclpat$d Construction T(mtng: 

Anllclpated Caprtnllnve.slment 
(Trans and SUb.) 

Substation~ 

PartJclpallon with Othet U1111tier. 

Pomt of Origin and Termlnallon: 

Number of Lines: 

Righ1-of-way 

Un&Length: 

Voltago: 

AnUclpated Construction Timing 

An!Jcpated Capftallnw$tment 
(Trans ancs Sub.) 

SUbstallons~ 

ParucipalJ.011 With 00• UUhlJ(!!r 

New Clear Sky Substation - Davis SubstaUon 

FPLO~ed 

19 miles 

230kV 

Start date. TBO 
En<1 date: TBO 

S TBO 

New Qear Sky Stihstatron and Davis Suhst!bon 

None 

Davis SubstatiOn - Miami Substallon 

FPLOwned 

18 miles 

2SOkV 

Sl.art dale. TBO 
End. dille TBO 

$T90 

Oaii'IB SUbstaiJon 11/ld Miami Substation 

Nono 

Florida Pvwer & Light Company 103 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

{4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

{9) 

Schedule 10 
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Traoamlsston Unes 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 6 (continued) 

Point of Origin and T ermlnatlon; 

Number of Lines: 

Rlghl-of-way 

Une Length: 

Vollage: 

Anticipated Construction Tlmtng 

Antk:lpated Capital Investment. 
(Trans-and Sub.) 

Substations: 

Partfalpatfoh With Oltler UfiiiUes: 

New Clear SkY StJbsiafion - TtJrkey Point Substalto.n 

FPLOWtled 

o.s mires 

230kV 

$tart datQ; TBD 
End dal~ TBD 

$TBO 

New Clear Sky Substalron andTurkey Point SUb:statfon 

NOile 

Ftorida PCMer & Llghl Company 
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Schedule 10 
S1atus. Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines 

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit 7 

lhe 1R1nsr111sslon une:s required rw Turltey Point Unit 7 Will be constructed With Turtle)' Point Unlt 6 and are 
hsted In the Schedule 10 fcrTwtey Polrd Nlldear Unit 6 
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CHAPTER IV 

Environmental and Land Use lnfonnatJon 
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information 

fV.A Protedlon of the Envtronm~nt 

florida Is a sensitive, lempera·teJaub-troprcat enV1ronrnent C<lntalnln,g a lliJmber of dtsllnct 

ecosystems with many endangered or threatened plant and animal spe{lies. Florida's residents. 

wlld~fe. ancl ecosystems require \Ire same air. land. and water resources lhat are necessary lo 

meet the demand for lhe generallon, itansmlssloo, and dl$tn'bUiion of eleculcl'Y. The general 

publ ic has an axpedallon !hal a large corpuraUcn. st1ah as FPL, 'Will c6nduct thmr bualness In an 

e:n11ironmentaUy res1)0nsjbie manner that minimizes impacts to the natuml e~Wii'onment. 

FPL has been tee()gnated for rm!ny years as one of tf'le leaders among el~o uulftles for Its 

<XllTirnltment to fhe Cfllllronment Being responsible stewards of 11'1e enlllronmenl Is Ingrained In 

FPL's corporate culture. FPL h!ilS 011e of the lowesl emluions profiles among U.S. utllltl.es and In 

2013 Its carton <f10xlde (COl} emission rate was 35% lower (be.tter) tt1art the lnmntryaverage. 

FPL's enviroomentalleaders:hip and tha.l ot Its parenl company, Next:Era Energy, Inc., has been 

heralded by many oulslde organlzati0Tl5-as demonstrated by a few recent exatnpl86 

FPL's ~spollSibl$ tre:& tare practices acros$ Its 35-county servloe area have t>een re1;0gnllBd fot 

almPSt a decade. FPL h~s been the reclplent of ttle Tree line USA award annually from 2003 • 

20f3. This award ~ sponsored by lhe Arbor Day Foundation rn eooperaalon With the Nallonal 

Association of State Foresters. The reeognltlon Is ~lven to utlllUes l.llat demonstrate qualby tree 

eare pracllces, annval wor~er t~11'11ng, and public educatton programs 

In 2013 FPL eontlrnted to suppon the Loggerhead Marlnelife Center with a $2, ,500 donation 

toward the 8«\Uf&iUon or a larger tank to ~;~ssist in sea turUe ret~abl~latlon. T'NO FPL employees 

serve as members of the logserhead Matinelife Center and ate committed to lis success. In 
addllton. through a "Power to Car~ charity event an additional $500 was collected by FPL stafll 

and given to lhe Center. In past years. FPL has wqn the Loggerhead Marinellfe Center's ~Blue 

Busln.ess of the Year" award, whiCh ls given to those Who are teaalng the way In raising 

awareness about, and have made significant contributions to Improve and protect. South Florida's 

oceans, beaches, and Wildlife. The award recognized FPL's protection and conservation of the 

endangered Florida manatee and the fostering of public and employee education <md support, 

FPL employee$ se-rve as beard members for many organizaUons that focus on environmental 

restorallon, preservation, aDd stewardship A partial list of these organizations •ncludes: Audubon 

Florida. lhe Everglades Foundation. lhe Althur R. Marshall Foundation, The Nature Cons-ervancy, 

and the Palm Beat:h Zoo. 
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IV.B FPL's Environmental Statement 

At FPL and Its parant company, Nex:tEia Energy, Inc., we ate c:ommltied to being an lndtJ$try 

fe~cler In erwironmental protection ana stev.tarosnip, not only beeaute ll ma~ bo~ss sense 

but because 1t IS the nght thi09 lo do. Our comrrutmem lo complla:nm!. conMM~JJon 

communlcat!on, and continuous Improvement fosters a c:ultu.re of et\VIronmental eJteellenca and 

dnv(!$ the $USialnable management of our business ptannlng. cpcrat•ons. and dally wotit. 

In accordance with our commitments lo environmental protedion and stewardship, FPL ;~nd 

tolex.tEta Energy. tne. endeavor to: 

Comply 

• Comply wilh all eppneable environmental (aM, regutauons. and permlU! 

• Proli!dlvefy identify environmental nsks and take ttelton to mtbgate those nelcs 

• Putllue opportunHies 1o exeeMl envltonmantal tt31'1dards 

• Partic:.fpafe In lite tegl$latlve and regutafclry proc:eu to develop environmental laws. 

regula1toos, a.nd policies that are tectlnlealty sound and economfcatly feasible 

• Design, construct oper-We. and matntam OtJr laelfllles fn an envJronmet~tally sOtJnd and 

resPOns:lble maMer 

Coi'J$erve 

• Prevent poHut•on. minimize waste. and eon5erve natunal f&SOI.lrc.es 

• Avokl, mtnlml.z.e, and/or mlllgate Impacts to habib! I and Wildlife 

• Promote 1M efllclent use or energy, I:IQu' """"'" our company ana Jn our communities 

Communicate 

• C-ommUilleate thla policy to an eml)lo~ and pulllllh It on lhe COfPO~ webaite 

• Invest In envlmnmentat ltalnlng 8l1d awacenes' to achieve a corporate culture of 

cnwtmmental excelleru::e 

• Ma ntaln an open dlalogua wiU1 stallcholdars on environmental maltefS and performance 

Cantlnuol181y Improve 

• E~bll&h. monitor. and repon progress toward eowonmental targets 

• Re'J1ew and u~ 11'11~ polley on a regular bastr. 

• Drive continuous Improv-ement through ongoing eva.tuavons of our enwonmental 

manaaement system lo Incorporate lessons reamed and best pra.dices 
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T"is stlrtemenl was updated In 2013 by FPL'$ parent company, NextSra E'nergy, ltte. to reflect 

~anglng eJq:>eCU~Uon.s and enaure lhat employee$ are doing the utmost to protect the 

envfronmenL FPL complies with all amrironmenlallaws, regulatlom, and permll requirements, FPL 

dest:Qns, oons:lt\Jcts, and o~es 11:5 racnlties Jn, an envlrol'lmerdally sound ancl responsible 

manr1e.r. It also responlh; lmrne·cHately and effedlvety to any known ~nll•ronmenl.:aJ hazards or !10!1-

complianee ~il:un!lons FPL.'s commllment 10 1t1e environment doe$ no! end there It proactively 

pursue owonunllles to !&l(ceed current envlronmental Stlilndards, rncrud1~g tedUclng WS$te and 

emission of pollut;tnts recycnng m~tsrfal$., ;md con!le:rving naturnl rm:ources throiJ!lllovt lilt 

open~;llons and day-te>-<lay wcf1i. acUvlties FPk also encoura,ges fh& otlloierrt use of energy. both 

Wilhln tile Company and ln ccmmunlnes servea oy FPL. These acfions are just a rew11xamp~as or 

how FPL Is committed to lhe environment_ 

To ensure !hat FPt Is adhering to Its environmental c:ommtlment1 It has developed rlg~us 

envfronmental govemam:;e proce<luces and programs. These Include Its Emllronmental AssiJT'aflce 

PrograJTI and Corpor.~te Environmental Governance Counc:ll Througl1 these programs, FPL 

conducts periodic environmental seiF-evaJusuons to verify that Its operations ant In compliance 

with environmental laws. regulations. and permit requirements Regular evaluations also help 

Identify best practices .and opportunltles far Improvement 

IV.C Environmental Management 

In ,oftler ~o $\ICCe5$f\JIIy lmplemenl the Environmental Statement, fPL has developed a robu!t 

Env1rtmmental Management System program to direct and <'.Onttol !he fulflllmenl of the 

organlz.atron's ·env!roomental responsibilities. A key compooenl or the system Is an Environmental 

Assurance Program. otfml'· oomponems of the system rnclude. execuUve management 51,1pport 

and oommttmen\, a dadlcat:ed .environmental corporate ,governance program, wntten 

environmental pohr;ier; and procedures, delineation of organlzal.lonal resJronslblllltes an]j !fldlvuiuat 

accounta.blllties. allocation of appropriate resources for enllironmemal compliance management 

(whtch lncludt)S reporting and con"eet.ive action wtlen noi'Hiompllanee occurs), environmental 

incident and/or emergency response. environmental nsk aBSessmentlmanag.ernent, environmental 

regulatory development and tracking, and environmental management information systems. 

As part of rts commitment to e~<cellence ,and continuous improvement, FPL began implementing 

an enhanced environmental data management lnformaUon system (EDMIS) In 2013. 

Envlranmel"ltal data maoagemem softWare systems are tncrea"ilngly viewed as an Industry best· 

management practice to ensLre ~nv1ronmental compllanc~ F.PL's top goals for this project are 1o. 

1) Improve U,e flow or enVIronmental data between slte operations and corporata setvlce.$ to 

ensure compliance. and 2) Improve operating efficiencies. In addition, the EDMIS W111 help 

standardize environmental data coUectlon, thus Improving external reporting to the pUblic. 
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lV.O Environmental Assurance Program 

FPL's Environmental P<ssuran~ Progrll/11 consists of actlllllles !hat are designed to evaluate 

eovtronmenlal perforrnill'lce. verify comphance with COfl)OI'ate policy as weU as legal and 

regulatory requirements, and communloate rewlts to corporate m.anagemenL The principal 

mechanism for pursuing ei'Wlronmental ll$$\Jrance Is !he erwJronmentaJ audll. An envlronrnetitsl 

audit may be defined as a managemen' tool comprising a system.atle, documented, penodic, and 

object•ve evaluation of the ~!Wtmcm~ of the orgafliz;alion and of the specific management 

sYIIiam~> lind ll'tufpmenl desfgMd to protoct u,. enlllronmenl The envtronmanta.l audH's prtmary 

ob}edrves are to ~.litale management control af environmental practices and assess compllaM& 

with e:J«sling envtrQnmenlal regulatory requirements and FPL pollcies.. In acldtlton to FPL facility 

audlis, lhe Envlronmenlal Assurance Program performs audits of thlro'·party vendors used tor 

reaycfmg and/or atsposal oJ waste generated by FPl operations. Vendor eudll:s pro'llfde 

lnformatton used lo! sel~ing candidates or Tr'tcun1boo111enclors for disposal and ~)'tiling needs 

FPL has also Implemented a Corporate Envfromnenlal Governance System, In which quarterly 

reviews are perfonned by ea~ business unit deerned to have sfgnlffi:al'l\ environmental 

exposures. Quaner1y reviews evaluate operafions for potential efJ\IIronmental risks and 

eanshdaney wllh tne comparrts Envlronmentol Polley. Items ttacked during lh.e qua:rteriy revfews 

InclUde processes for the ldentfficaJion and management of environmental risks. mettles. and 

Indicators and pt~gress I dtange:s since the most recent review 

IV.8 Envlronmehtal Communication and Facilitation 

FPl. ts involve<J Tn manr efforts to enhance envlronmentaT protecllon O'lf0\.19'h lhe ratfllta1lon of 

environme-nlal awareness and in public education. Some of FPL's 2013 environmental ourreaeh 

activities are surnma.ctzed in Table IV.r:.1 . 
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Table TV.E.1: 2013 FPL Environmental OutreaCh Activ1tles 

AC'dvl~ Count(#) 

VISitors to FPL ' !J Energy Encounter at St Lucle 2 900 
Vl$l10(S to ~anawe Pl:{fk. rl Mye-rs >210,000 

Number ofwetlsfre VIsits to FPL's.j:nvironmental & 2A5.630 Coijlorate Responsfbllity Websltes 
V1Sllotr5 to Bar!~Y Barber Swamp 
measured l-ands Pattnersh!Pl 1,492 

Martln Enemv Center Solar To~rs ---850 
24 schools 

Solar Sohools Program 5 dm'no sites 
(# o1 sc.hoot11 ~cttvaty gsnersl!n9) An addl1ro!1al67 .sdtools Will come 

online by tt'le enel of 201-4 

IV.F Preferred <md PotenUal Sites 

Based upon Its proJeeUon of future resour-ce needs, FPL has ldentifted sllf (6} Preferred Snes and 

Tout (4) Potential Site$ for future generallon additfollS. Preferred Sites are those l:ocslfons Where 

FPL has oonducte(l significant reviews and hi!llii elther taken action. Is c1JIT8TIIIy committed to take 

action, or Is likely to tal<e .aatlon, to s1ta new generating capacity. Potentlaf Sdes are those Sites 

that have attributes that support the artlng of generation and are under consideration as a tocauon 
for Mur:e genarat1on Some l1f 111es:e Sites are ourrenUy ln use as exls1ln!'J generation slles and 

some are not. The 1dal'!lititation of a Powntlal Sit~ do~ not lndlcat"& that FPL has made a 

definltl\le deQslon to pursue generation Cor genera1ion expansion 0( modeml;ratJon In the case of 

an existing gel'lf!ration site) a1 that location, nor does ttiis de~ugnalion Indicate lhat ll'1e size or 

techno1ogy of a genera!or has been determined Afui11Y$e$ or any moderntZalion candi(lat:$s would 

frlOiude evalu!rilon of numerous facto($ including. fuel deliVery, transmission, permlttlng., etc. The 

Preferred Sires allld Potential Sites are cll$cussed tn separate seetloj:)S befow, 

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites 

The modemlz:atlon Of FPL's RMera Beach $lie was scheduled to be completed o!Vnear Apn11. 

201.4 {the 1lllng date fur this 2014 Slle Plan), Therefure, the Rtvlera Beach modernization ls not 

discussed further In this ohaptef FPL CIJrrentty has ldeotffled six (6) Preferred Sila-s. Four ot these 

~re extstlng Plant sites: Port Everglades, lauderdale, Putnam and Turkey Point, two of these 

would be new plant sltes; Hendry County and Nortl'leas1 (NE} Ol<eecnobee County. 

The Port Everglades site Is a locallon where modemlzallon work, to replace the former steam 

generating unlts. wrth new combined cycl.e. (CC) technology, Is lo progress. The modemlzation 

work Is scheduled to be completed In mld-2016. The existing gas turbines (GTs) at ttle Port 

Everglades afld the Lauderdale sites are pro]ecte<t to be removed by the encl of 2018. Five new 
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combusticm turbines (CTs) are projected ID be addDd allhe Lauderdale site by I hit end or 2018 to 

partiany replace the capacl1y frQill existing GTs: at Port Everglades and at the Lauderdale sltes.. 

These acfiona wm aid m addressing compliance with new air emissioliiS sfandarcls. The Hendry 

Counly. NE Okeechobee c-ounty, and Putnam !rites are the likely next tocaffone fOr new cc units 

arter the Part Everglades and Lauderdale projeots 111en\ioned 13bove have been eompteted. In 

addition, the Hendry County and Okeechol>ee County sites are abo likely sites fOr new 

pnotovonalc (PV} racmuea. 

In regard to thtt Turi<I!Y Point site-, lfle nuclear capacity uprate project was s'UCCeSSfully completed 
In 2013. The new Turkey Point nuclaar lJnns 6 & 7 are currenuy protected to come tn-seN!ce In 

2022 and 2023, respecrtJvely. 

The. ffrsl two Preferred Slte.s dlseussecl netow are fn 981'1eraf ohrorrotogrcaJ order with resped to 

When the capacity additions are projected to ocC1Jr The remaining four PrBferred Sitst are 

dlsoossed In alphabellcal ardflt' 

Prefen-ed Site tl1: Port Ev~rslades Plant. Broward Count¥ 

Tl'us site Is located on the e>dshnQ FPt Port Everglades Plant property wlthm ttle City of 

HollyWOOd, BroWCJrd County The site Js surrounded by the Pcm or Port EVerglades. The site !'las 

barge access vta the Port of Port Everglades A rallllne is located !'ear the plant 

Thl! previous site generating tapae~ty was. made up of 1WO 2.00 MW (s!)proxnnate) steam 

generating urul3 (Units 1 & 2) and two 400 MW (approximate) stea111 gooerallng units (Units 3 & 

4) The tour units !'lave been taken out of service and dlsmanUed as part of lhe modemlzalion of 

the plant site 

The Port Evergladea Plant sile has been listed a$ a Preferred or Potential Site In previous FPL 

Site Plans ror both cc and CT generation options. On April 9, 2012, U1e FPSC Issued the final 

need order for the modernization of lhe existing Port Everglades Planl As a resuJt of lhe 

modernization of the site, the new generaUng unfl- to be renamed the Port Everglades Next 

Genera!Jon Clean Energy Center (PEEC) - wfll replace the existing steam generating units w1111 

mcxfem, l'lighly effic:lenl. lower-emisSJon neJU-genera:Lion adva:nQed CC techno1ogy The exls1mg 

four steam units have b~ rernoved from the site and wdl be replaced by a single new CC unit. 

a. U.S. Geological Survey !USGS) Map 

A USGS ma~ of the PEEC site Is found at the end of this c;hapler, 
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b. Propqsod F•ciiHJp Layout 

A genera! layout or the PEEC gtJnernhng LaClftlies ls tound allhe end ot t111s chapter. 

c. Map of Site and Ad!~l\t AN!llil 

An overview map af the site and adjaeent areas is also found at the end of '""s chapter. 

d. &tstlng l,.!t\d Uns ot SitJt and Adlacmtt Areas 

The exi5tlng Port Evecglades Plant rormerty consist~ of lwD 200 f.NI (approxtmato) and two 

400 MW (approximate) genera6ng units wittl convenllorlal dual-fuel flted ateam boll er. alld 

steam mrbine U11Jts. lllese generating units have now been removed as part of the 

modemlzaf!On proJect The plant srte rncludes mr01mal vegetahon_ Adjaeent land use• ~nc:4ude 

flOrt faciUtles and ~ted lndt.tstrial ac:l:lv1tles, as wen as llght commen:lal aod n!sldenlial 

development 

Natural Envlronrneol 

The majority of the site Is campnsed of faOil!tles relateiS to el~ J)O'N8t generadon for 

Jhe former Port Everglades Plrml generatlnv units The stle Is IO<:ated adjacent to the 

lntfacaasiat Walelway The site provides warm water u requyed for manatees pursu.an1 

to me facn!iy'$ Manatee Protection Pl.an 

2, Usted SIM!olg 

No adlleTSe Impacts to fedeflll1y or slate-Usted terrestrial pla!'lts and animals lfO expect.O 

In as~ociatlon Wlln ocnatn.1cuon at tne site., clue to the e~sung developed nawre or tne site 

Md lack of tiJttabll! On$1le habllal for lrsled speclos ihe warm water discharges from the 

plan! attract manateu. <m endangered spec'ie.s. FPL eonUrn1es to worl<. closelY wlth state 

and federal WlldOfe agencies lo enaure protection of the manatees dunng the 

modemlzatlan process ana upon operaUon of the new plant. FPL plans to Install a 

temporary healing system to provide warm water for manatee~ as required punruantto 

lhe faclllty's Manatee Proledlon Plan. FPL also anticipates c:omptytng With other manatee

related COITd!Uons of eerllflaatlon to !!nsure the prQ!ecUon o1 the manatee$ dunng tr.e 
moclemtzauon ~ and during ruture operatiOns of PEEC 

l . Hptupl Rm11rcg or Roalona! S!gn!neanse AArtlus 

The eonsii\ICtion and operauon or a natural 98.$-lited cc generating facility atOlls toca!lott 

"' coru;tslcnl Wtlh IJ1o e~Mtrng UJO at the site and 1$ not expeetl!l(l to have. any actve01e 

iml)aCU ~ J)al'b. reereatlor! ~reas . Of '"'v•ronm11ntally sensdwe lands 
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4. Ofhor Stgnincant Features 

FPL lS fi01 aware of any other GlgnJfrcartl ff!aturu of lhe slle. 

f. Do$Ign Features and M!tfqatlon Option! 

The design option is to replace 1htr ronner ynJis (Units 1 Ulrough <II) with one new 

approximately 1,237 liNN ~Summer) unlt oonsisling of lhnns nsw CTs, lhre.e new heat recovery 

steam generators (HRSG), aM a new steam tJJrtllne. The new CO \.lnfl Is projected to be In 

sarv•oe In mld-20 18. Natural gas de:flve:red \l.i.a al'l 8lUS11ng p1palln,a. is the Pfirrtary fuel type for 

the onlt wrth ultra--low sulfl.lr light l\.lel oil ser.~lng as a ba~up fuel 

In ~Jddlhon. all of the exfstlng GTs at the Port Everglades site are projecte-clto be removed by 

the end of 2018. 

g. Local Govamm11nt Futmu Land U!Je Oeslenat!ons 

l:.ocal government fLilure land us~ designation tor U'e sHe ls a comblnalion of "Elecltloal 

Generalmg Facility .. and "UtijHii!S Use·. A land usa map of the sit& and acUacent areas I& also 

found at the end of this chapter. 

h. $JIB Salactlon Crttsrla Process 

The Port Everglades site has been selected formodemlzafion du~ w conslderallon ofvalbJs 

faclol"$lncludlng system load, abfllty to provldl:l gerteratloll In the MtamJ;.Dade!Broward region 

to help balance load aru:l ien.eratlon In fue region. and economics. Envu-onmenta11ssues were 

not a deciding factor slnoe this site does tlOt e?C.hlbit. significant environmental ser~altMty or 

other environmental fss\leS- HQwever, there are environmental benefit$ of replacing the 

rorm~r steam unil.s with a new CC •.mit Including a s•gnffl.c.an1 nu:Jucllon In liJSWm wr 

em!ssiof'ls. Improved aesthetics at lhe ~te. and CQnlin~ed warm water discharge fer the 

manatees as requTred pursuant to lha facility's Manatee Protection PJan Further, modernizing 

lhls ex~stfng faclllty reduces the tmpscl on natural resources by not requJrlng new land or new 

water resources. 

Wate.r from the Intracoastal Water.vay viii the Port of Port Everglades Slip No. 3 1s currently 

used tor once-through cooRng wa\1!( supply The new pJanf will utl1Jze portions of ll'le existing 

once-through cooling watet Intake and dlsch~rge structures. Process and l)otable water for the 

modemlzed plant will come from lhe e.xlsting City of ft. lauderdale p~ble water supply 
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}. Geo!09Iea! ff-aturu of Site and Acfllnrgnt Argu 

FPL'-s Pol1 Everglades Plant slte ls uMerlatn by lha SUC'flcial aql.llfet ayatem. The surtlerar 

oquffer ~m ln easlem Browatd C()UI~ty Ia pnmartly- compoad of sand. sandstone, sheiJ, 

silt. calcareous clay (rna•l), anQ llrnestor,e c:iepo$lted du1tng the Pleistoeene and Pliocene 

ages. The ~edfmanls tormtng tha aquifer system Me the Pamlico Sand. Miami Oolite, 

Anastasia FOimallon Key Larg.o Formatloo and Fort Thompson Foonation (Plefstocene) and 

the Tamlaml FQrmallon (PHoc.ene) The sediments In the eastern porllon of the c;ounty are 

appreciably more permeable thal'l1n lbe wesl 

The Sllrficial aquifer Is Undetta~ by at least600 reet Of lhe HaWitlom rormatlon (confrn\ng UI\IQ 
The FJocJ<fan Aqua~r System underlies th• Hawtl'lom IQJ;mal:Jon 

k. Proloct!d Wetor guantltlps tor VariOU$ Uns 

TI1e eatJmeted quanhty of water r-equared I'Or p10ceasrng is approximately 0.24 mitllot1 9'1hons 

per dly (mgd) for uses such as ~ wate1 and service ~ter. ApPfOxlmately 600 mgd of 

aoollng water would be cyo1ed ihtough the Of\ce-through cooling wamr system wf'IIM lS. a 

rodUCliOn of more than 51% from the previOUS fossD steam U'fllfs capablllt)'". Potable water 

dM!aod Is expected to average .001 mgd 

I. Wal!r Supptv Sources bv Type 

T~ modernized plant will continue to use lhe lnlracoastal Wat.IJIWay iiS the $0Urt'e of onee

tnrough coohng water. Process and potable water ror the~ plant Will oome frorn lha exi.slmg 

City of Fl. Lauderdale potable water supply 

m. Water Consemtioo Strategies Under Consldor.ttion 

No .additional waw resou.rce$ will be 11!qulred as a result of the mocfem~Ulloo project. cc 
l.edmology use.s less wate1 by design than traditional steam generation unlts. 

n. W•ter Disceharges and PoUutlon Contrv! 

The moderniZ'Jd plant wih uti~Qo portiOI'\IS of the ex!a~ng on~ through cooUng water system for 
heal d~Gslpatlon Tl\e mat reeovcry staam gcN:Iator bloWdown Will be reused to tM maximUm 

extent practJcable or .m~ With the aooltng water Raw before discharge Reverse osmosis 
(RIO) re}ed win be mited with lr'le plant's once-through cooling water system prior to 
CSisellargo. Stotmwaltt runoff wtq be collected and routed ro stormwa(er ponds. The faelHty 

wtlt employ a Best Managemant Pradlees (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control and 

Coumarrneasure (SPCC) plan to prevMt and control the Inadvertent relea$e gf pollutants 
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o. Fuel Delivery. StoFag&. Wasta Disposal. and Pollt.IUon Control 

Natural gas for the new un11 would be tmnsporled to lite site v1a ~n exisllng. natural gas. 

pipeline ~o the site. New gas COfnl)ressors to raise the gas pressum of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit will be lnG1alf!W either at the exlstrng site or off-sU'e Ultra-low 

sulfur Ught fuel oil would be recalved by truck, pipeline or barge and stored In a new above

ground storage tank 

P- Atr Eml!l:slans and Contmt Systems 

1l1e regulated alf emissiOn rates at tne neW plant would be approxJrnatety 90 percent lower 

than me previous Pon Everg!adas Plant's ·ernlS$ion r.u:es, resuliJng In slgniTicant annual 

emlsslons reductions and air quality banttflts per unit of energy produced. The use of natural 

gas., l.(jlra-tow S\llfur lfghl fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize afr emissions from 

the unlt and ensure oomptiance v,W, applicable emission lfmltJng srandaTds. Using ihese tools 

mlnimires emtssions of sutrut dioxide (SOt ). parnculate matter, and otller ruel ·botJnd 

contaminates. Combustlcfl c;ontrols similarly minimiZe tile rormai!On ol f'lltTogeJl oxides (NO.) 

and the combustor design Will hmtl the fonna11on of carbon monox1de and vofa!Ue organic 

compounds. When frring natura11JC)s, NO., emfsslons Will be controlled using dry- low NO& 

combu:sUon lbchnology and selectl\la. camlytlc reduction (SCR) Waler Injection and SCR Will 

be userl to Feduoe NO~ emissl.ans dunng operations wt'len us1ng ultra-tow sutfu£ Jlghl fuel oil as 

bad<up fuel. CC racMy emission~ of greenhouse gas- emh>s1ons (GHGB} from combustion of 

naWJ'ill gas achieve an emission rate SUbSta:ntlaJiy lower ll1an the r=PA proposed ntfw sOtJrce 

petfoQTJance standards far GHGs. These design altemafives are equivalent to the Best 

Available Control Teetmology for air emissions. and minimize s-uth emissions while balant;ing 

eoonomtc::, environmental, and energy Impacts, Taken together. the de$lgn of PEEC WO\Jid 

mcorporate features that will make il among the most efficient and cleanest power plants tn 
the State of Florida 

q. Noise Emissions and Control ~stems 

Noise expected to be caused by tlnil constru~ton at the site Is expected to be below cutlllnl 

no1se levels for the ~fdlmts nearest lhe site. 

r. Status of APPlications 

FPL flied a need detetmlnatlon w1th the FPSC on November 21 , 2011 . The FPSC's final need 

order was Issued on Apn1 9, 2012... The Site Certifklatlon Application {SCA) was submitted 

January 24, 2012 resuttrng In the Issuance of final Order PA 12-57 on OCtober 9, 2012. 

Concurrent wrth Ule SCA fllfng, f?L submitted appllaatlons for a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

pennit, a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSO) permit, and an Industrial Wastewa1er 

Faalllly permit revision. T"e revised Industrial Wastewater Facility pennll was lssued 
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Oeoember 16, 2()12 The GHG permit was issued December 26, 2013 and the PSO permit 

was Issued May 1, 2D12.. 

preferred Site I# 2: Lauderdale Ptant B'roward Coonty 

Thlr. site ls located at and situated wilhitl ftle exl$ting FPL LaUderdale. Plant property, 

approximately 392 acres, within the Cities of narua Beach and Hollywood Ill Broward 

County, Florida The jurisdlctton for the City of ~ollywood Is a small area south of &N .C2nd Streel 

In the eastern ponlon o1 the property The remalnde or the Dfant property Is located in the City of 

Dania Beach. Tho Ptanl property IS located easl of U.S Highway .u l . norlh of Griffin Road, ~o~~esl 

at SW 30ill Avenue. and south of tntecstab! 595. The exlsttng accesses to the Pbmt are 

lrom SW 24 .. Avenue and SW 42"" SRet. The adjaeetiC prope1llos lneiiJde fe$ldenuaJ 

properties to the south, ttle South Broward County Resoun::e Recovery Facility to Ule weSt, Pand 

Apple Slough 1o the north and commercial p~ to tho e.sl 

The Lauderdale Plant mcludes two banks of 12 simple cycle gas turbtnes (GTa) that began 

operation In the early 1970t TheSe GTs aro fnt genertJ!ion GTs that ate UMd to serve 

peak ana emergency demandsln a quick-stan manner. Each bank of GTs has a net eapac:lt)' 

of 420 (Summer) megawatts (MWs), and 11re authorked to open~ta on nawral gu and dls1111ate 

oiL Due to flew nitrogen dlox.lde (N02) envtronmerrtal regulations, FPL rtled lrt JuM 2013 for 

FPSC approval to recover costa for removfng all of its exl~ GT• l1lld replacing a porbon ot the 

GT capaclty wllh new CTa. In December 2013, FPL withdrew lhia request pending additional 

environmental monltonng and analyr.e:s Computer modeling of tho emiUIOnlt from the GTs 

projecterl thai the GTs would exceed lhe new NO, hmll FPL beliove11 thiS morutonn9 and 

analyses will confirm ltlat tho operatl0f1 of liS exlatlng GTs In BI'OWald County Wlll not comply Wilt! 

u'e new NO~ regulations Thaterore, for plann.Tng purposes, FPL has auumecs tllal au of IIJ 

exis1Jng 8roward County Gh will .be removed (1'1 lou ot1,260 MW Summer) and that !his capacity 

will be partially replaced by 5 new CTa lt'lat ~\.ltd be sited In Broward County (an lnetease of 

1.005 MVV Summer). Tnrs GT removal ancs CT parttal replacement Ia auumed to OCQ..Ir by the e® 

of2018. 

a. U.S, Geotoaleal §urvev WSGSl Map 

A USGS map of the Lauderdale site I& found at the end ollta chapl!!r. 

b. Propoud FacUlties L!vou& 
A general layout of the L...eu~ale generating facllltlfl ls rotmd at the end of thi& chapter 

c. Map of Sit• •nd Mhu;qnt ,Arnn 

An 0\/eTVItlw map of the stte and ~aeenlareu Is also found a! the end ol 1hls chapter 

119 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 128 of 210

d. Existing Lil!!d Uses of Sfm and Ad!acent Area.s 

The existing Lat,tderdala Plant Includes two combined cycle units (Units 4 and SJ and two 

banks of 12 simple aycte gas turblnas (GT1 through GT12 and GT13 lhrough GT24). Units 4 

and 5 1\av.e net capacity of 442. (Summer) MW each Each bank of GTs has a net capaCity oJ 

420 (Summer) MW The nortl:lem portlon of the property I~ c.ompfised of a forested weUand 

area a.Q1acent to the Poru:l Appl.e Slough. 

The adjacent properties to the Lauderdale STte lnch.Jd.e reslt;lentlal propeflles to the south, the 

South BroWi!rd County Resource Recovery Fa.c~hty to lhe wesl, Pond Ap:ple. Slough to the 

north and commercial prQ~ies to the ea$t. The Oanla Cut-off Cartalli located along the 

~;outnem boun~ary and tne South New Rlvar canal Is ~ocate<l along the western and northern 

boundaries, 

e. General Envlronment hAt.ures On and tn the Slta Vlc1n1lY, 

1. .Natural Environment 

FPL Lauderdale Plant prop~rty consists of approxlm~121y 392 OC!'e$, within the Cft,les of 

Dania Beach and Hollywood In Bll>ward County, Florida. Tne Project area comp11sas 

approximatelY 20 acres In the northern portion or the existing Plant slte, and Includes llle 

approximately 6-aere north gas turbine site contalnlng 12 gas twbfnes as well as 

approximately 14 acres o( wrroundlng forested wetlands and upland spoU piles. 

2. Listed Species 

No negative rmpa.ots to tl'lre:atened or elldangered species are anllctpated as a result or 
the CT Projecl. 

Based upon the field assessment conducted in 2013, review or Umted Slates Ftsh and 

Wildlife (USFWS) and Floricla fish and Wildlife Con~>ervatlon Commission (FWC) 

literature and dalabases1 the Florfda Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI} database of 

documented li$ted specie$ oc(:l.lsrenoes. and th.e lack of sultabJe habitat federally listed 

species are not anticrpated to iJlitrze the CT Project ar1!3. The potential occurrence of 

listed flora and fauna Wfthfh ttf& CT Project area ls llmited due tc the surrounding land 

uses (industrial, commerc•a~ and re!Sidentlal areas. a$ well as l=t, Lauderdate-14oltywood 

lntematlonal Airport). and lack of suitable habitat within and surrounding the CT Project 

area to support partial ot Ml life-cycle requfrements of federany ll.sted specres known to 

occur within 8roward County. 
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3. Na:tural Re:scwre4tS ctReglon.at SlgniTleaf!U Statu! 

The construction and operation of the CT ProJect atlh18 location 111 coosrstent Wlih the 

exisltng use at the sit& and Is not expected to have anv adYei'Se impada on ~m. 

A!Cfea\IOO areas, or environmentaltr sertSltl\le landS- No named weUan<ta. n.o.me<S 

amfaoa waters, Outstmdlng Florida Watora, or Aquatic Pn!Berve:t~ would be Impacted by 

U,e proposed Project. 

4. other S!qnlfignt Featyres 

FPL is not aware or any other significant features ol lhe slle. 

f. Des !an f*aturu and M!ftgatlon Options 

In the event monltonng confirms that emiSsionJ from optlf8tlon c1 tne ex:tattng GTa would not 

comply With the NOt regula.Uons. the design option Is 1o remove 2<1. gas. tl.lrbu\es (GTs) at 1J1e. 

emtlng Lauderdale Plant, and an addlllonal 12 s,rnple cyole GT& at U\e1r lleartv Poo 
Everglades Plant, and replaCe mem wilh five ntrW hfghly efffatem simple cycte combusllon 

IJJrblnes (CT&) TI~e CT$ operala ir. simple cycle mode wrth ass«•ated ala.ck.s end produce 

electrical snergy by direct connection to an electl'IG genarator The CTs will ope.rate ualng 

~ral gas and ullfa.low lulfur d1st11late (ULSO) oil q tuef. 

.9· Local Government Future L•nd Use DulgnaUons 

The Site fs zoned General Industrial by the Cny of O.ama 8each, a clea~SJmilion Intended tx1 

provlcle for light and medium lnmnsrty lfl<lustrial, ~. and assernDiy fabrication uses 

Eleclrlc8l power plants are pennltted wflhln a General Industrial z:onlng at$1gnatlon as a 
s-peC!31 exception U$e only 

A land use map of the stte and adJacent areas Is also faund at the end of this chapter 

b. Site SelectJon Critptil Proces.s 

The t..aucterdale Plant site has- been S#lec1ed as e •Preterrecr fat the loccruon at peaking unit 

facilllies dUe to ccnsldersuoo of vanous faclor& indudlng maxlinlz:mg opportUnllies to uUJta 

exJsttng vhhtv ml~astcuclure. system load, lransmhls«>o in.terconnecuon and economics. 

l. W@tor 6!!9UrctS 

The ?'rc)Jectw!ll requ1re a marglnollnctease In (leminerallud water that. will be obtained from 

the elCJstlng Lauderdale Plan!' a water itealment sysll!m. 
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J. Geological Features of Site and Adj:acent Areas 

According to lhe Natural Resoorce Cooservatloo Service ( NRCS) Soli SUT'IIey of Broward 

Count~. the ProJect area ~s dominated by Of<eelanta muck~ wth Udorthents. shaped M a 

n~~nor assoc::aation_ 

The Okeelanla senes consists of very deep, very poorly draTned, rapidlY permeatlfe s.QOs In 

large fresh wat.e.t marshes and sm~t depresslotral ataas. They fc:>nned In dec::omp0$ed 

hYtlrophytfo non-woody organic materi~l overlyfng sand, Slopes range from wro to two 

p1!rcent, In un-drained areas !.he water ~able hi at depth$ of tess tl'lan um Inches below the 

surface ur the soil Is covered by water 6 to 12 months during most years. Areas of 

Olceelanta muck wHhln the Project am support a mixed natiVe and exotic hardwood 

wetland community 

Jt. ProJected Water quantities for various USes 

The CT ProJed consists ol CTs lhat ate opera~ In $1mple aycle mode and do flO\ requ1re a 

l'teat dissfpatlon system As a result, there are no associated coollrag wa!Bf uses, cooling water 
dl~arga.s, or othef heal rJissipallon Impacts. 

1. Water supply s-oure~s bv Type 

The CT .Project I.WUid contfrn.te to acqulte Wl:llet from e'X1stlng water contr'f;!Ct.s Wllh Browa!'d 

County Therefore, the Projet:t will hays no adVe:rse imf)etllt lG groundwater. The CT ProJect 

would oot use ·onsile groundwater or a new groundwater a~roe for any purP0$8 'T'he CT 

Project wouto hilve no <IO~erse Impact to surtacft water 

The CT Project WOUld OOilllnue IO use m~o~nlcipal potable wa{ef' rrom lhe City of HoHywoo~ to 

provide drinktng water for employens. Them Is no projected Increase In employment at lhe 

Lauderdale Plant as a result of the CT Project and no associated potable water use Increase 

lor that piJrpose. Therefore, there would be no Impact to drinking water sources from the CT 

ProJect, 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consldel'!!tion 

No additional water resoUICes would be required as a result of the CTs projecL. 

11. Water piachames and Pollution Control 

Thera would be no surface wate{ discharges required tor the operation of the CT Project, olller 

than storm water discharges from t'lon-contaol areas.. Operation of the CT Profecl would not 

generate leachate and the stonnwater management system has been designed to prevent 
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direct dlschatg& to $1Jifa(;e wateo;, Therefore, there would be no adverse flnpacl to water 

supplies due to nJnoff or leachate from the CT ProJecL 

"fl'\e faclllty Will employ a Best Management Practices (SMP) plan ani:! S,plll Prevention, 

CootrQI, and Countermeasure (SPOC) plan to preve11t end oontrol the inadvertent release nf 

pollutants. 

o. FLRI1 Dallverv. Storage. Wasta Dlspas:a.l, and Pollution Control 

TMe f\lello be use<l frtlhe CTs fs nall.lral gas and UI..SD oil Natul'l!l gas will be tr.msPQrted to 

lhe r.acnrty via exlsUng pipeline. No onslte storage fs pr011tded for natural. ga&, LJl.SD otl would 
be trucked or ptped to the faallrly and stored m double walled ULSO oil tanks.. 

p. Afr Emi!!!jan.s -and Control System 

Air emission rat eli' for NOx with the CT Project would be approximately 9.0 pen::ent tower tll.:m 

the existing GT eml$$1on rates. resurtlng In sfgnlficanUy ICJW&r <~lr quality Impacts, In addllio11 

to lower air emissions., ttle maximum total alr quality Impacts for the CT Project are predicted 

to be well below and in compliance w1lh the Nati-onal Ambient Air O.uality Standatds 

(NMOS). For pollutants- such as NO:z, the CT Project's total air quality lmpaas are predicted 

In lle significarrtly reduced by 4 0 !)eroent or ITIOI'l! COJ'I'Ipared to the existing GTs_ 

The use of clean fuels (natural gas and ULSO oiQ and combustion controls would minimize air 

emissions of so,. sulfuric aCid mist (SAM). partlwlat$$ (PMIPM101PM2.5), and other tuet
baund CClntamrnant$ anti enst~re compliance wUh applicable emi$8lon·l',mll1ng s@ndards 

Co!l'tbu.stto.n controls will rntl'lirnlze tl'le formati.on or NOx and the formaliort of CO and VOCs by 

combustor design, F"ur1her NOx reducilon wlll b~ achleved by water injection dufltng oil flrtng. 

q. Noise Emlsslons and Control Syatems 

It is not expeCted that nolse frclm the CT Project would exceed the maximum 

permissible sound levels ln Section 17.-86 of the City of Danla Beach noise or<ffnance, The 

operatlon of the CT s Is nat expected to exceed the City of Dania Beach maximum permis.sible 

sound tevets In resldenUal areas. 

The des1911 Qf the OT ProjeCt Includes components that mitigate noise from being 

emtlted to the surrounding e:nvlromnent. The majority of the noise sources, such as the CTs, 

are localed within enclost.lres that mitigate sounds emitted by equipment. 

Noise expected 1o be caused by unlt constn.lctlon at the site Is expected to be below currenr 

noise levers for the residents neatest the site. 
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r , Status ot AppHcatJoNi 

No licenses or permits have been u;sued for the CT Protect. FPL ltas Sl.lbmllted applloallons 

to. the Rorida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) for the Prevenlfon of 

Sfgntflcant Oe:teliwatlon CPSO) air permn-, u.s . Enwonmemal Protacllon Agency (EPA) fOf tl'le 

Greentlouse Gas al( perm II.. and to lhe U S. Army Cmps of EngfneflfS (USACE) for the 4.04 

dredge and fill permit. These appUcatlons ~ currently In revtew witl'l ~ res:pective agencies. 

Pmferr~d Site I 3: l-lendrv County, l-lendrv Coy-ntv 

FPt has acqalred an approximate.ty 3;120-aae site In southeast Hendry County, <>ff CR 833 The 

Herldry County sliD has been listed as a Preferred or Potenlial Site ln preVious FPl Site Plans as 

a possfbllfly ror a Mure PV faclllty and/or natural gas-Ored cc genernuon. FPL currenUy views the 

Hendry site as on& of th~ most lll<ely sites to be used for fu1ure large-scale generation. 

a. Gaotoglcal Survey (USGS} Nap 

A USGS map of lhe slte is fcmnd at the end of lhis chapter. 

b. Proposqd f acmUes lByout 

A ma,p of the property owned bv FPL is found at Ule end of Uris chapter. 

c:. Map of Sitg agd Adlat41nt Areas 

All overview map (Jf the sile and adjacent areas is also found at lhe end of lhlsdlapter. 

d. Existing Land Un• of Situ and Adjacent Amas 

The exlslli19 and Mllre land uses on the sUe are ~ned Planned Unit Development CPUO) 

The PUC Is ewrendy belng challenged. The ~lsnng land uses. that are adjacent to the sliD are 

predominately agncultunrl. The property to the south is the SemlntJie Big Cypnrss 

Reservation. 

e. General Environment Features On and In the S ite Vlofnltv 

1. Natural Environment 

The naturaJ envtrorunent adjacent to ihe norttl, east, and west or the site ate used 

predominately for agrfcultural actMties such as Improved, unimproved, and woodland 

pasture The majority of lha pasture lands Includes upla11d scnJb, pine, and hardwoods. 

The Seminole Big Cypress Res.ervat!O!I Ues to lhe south. 

2. Listed see.cles 
FPL strives to have no adverse Impacts on federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and 

animals. Much of southwest Florida Is consldefed habitat for the endangered Florida 
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Paoll'lflr AUhougll few or no fmpac;t& are expeetei:l In a~atlon \Nlll'l future con.slrucilllo 

at 1ne Slte. FPL anticlpates minlmizlog or mlt~Qatlng for unav~ble wtTciiTre or weuand 

Impacts. 

~. N&WmJ ResoUI'CM of ReglnM! SlgnJfLCIU1cre Statu& 

•• 

Future construction and crperal.lDn <If a solar a.odlor a natural gas-fired CC gener-ating 

fa<:ility at ltlis looaUo.n IS not expe<:!t(j to hava <11'1>' adverse lmpac~ on parks. recreation 

areas, or e.nvlr:omnental!y aensilNe lands 

FPllo not awara of al'lyo1her BlgniJicanl features of the si te. 

I , O.STgo FAAttrrns atUI M1!lg!!ll)n Options 

Op!Jons incl.ude constn:Jctlon of CC and/or solar powar genemfion ledmologlffS. Mitlgattcm for 

unavol<fabte lmpaots may occur through a combination of on- and ofhite mitigation. 

g. Local Governm-ent F.uture Land U!iG Des!mmtlons 

Loc;~l govemment future land .use deslgnatlol't fO!' the site lli Utltrty A fand 0-'6 map ot the elle 

and atija~nl areas Is also fO\Jnd at the end ot lhts chapter 

h. Site SeffK:tlon Criteria Ptoc:&$5 

The Hendry Count)' Site ttas. been seJe.ded .as •pr&ferred· due ID OONideratlon of v.anQUS 

factors lnctudlng system load, ltansmluton lnterconneet!on, and ~c:onomlcs 

1. Water Fbisourc.e.lll 

Groundwater Is anliclpeted to supply water to tt1& Hendry County si1e 

J. Gaotoglcat •Featl.lras of Site and Adjacent Areas 

The site Is at ah approximate elevation of 10 to 12 feel above mean sea tevel (msl) and Is 

located on ll'le Immokalee Rtse and the Big Cypress Spur com;tdered terraces created by high· 

sea 'level -events: The terraoes are CO!llpe&ed of floe qu~Utt sands the1 IJe disoontim.taus)y 

upon the SlJrficial aquifer system whose sediments ar~ the Fort Thompson (Pleistocene). 

Caloosahatchee Marl (Pleistocene ana Pliocene), and TamJaml ForrnaOons (Pliocene) . Other 

SOJI types 1n the area include limest()(lt rock, calcareous muds, sands, organic ma1erials, and 

mixed solids. 

The SIJTffclal aquifer Is underlain by the Haw'lhom formaUon {confining unit). 'fhe FlOfldan 

Aquifer System undet'lies the H.awthom ronnallon 
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k. ProJected W!t&r QUIIDtitiU for Various UttDs 

The esUmated quanllly ol water required for processing ~i a cc unfl ta approXlmalely 0.2<1 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process waterand sBJVtce water. Potable water 

demand fs ex~ed lo avefage 001 mgd- Mlnlmal aiTIOUnts ofwalef woutd be require-d ror a 

PV faclfily. Approx1'1\ately 7.6 mgd of cooling water would be u.se.d In cooling towers for one 

CC uniL 

I. Water Su pply Sources by fvpg 

Potcnll:a-1 water &t.jpPlY source ls groundwater. AddltfonaJ evaluaUons- are necessary to 

detel'mfr\e ttle e)('Qct source. Process and potable water for the new prant Will come from the 

existing p.otable water supply: 

m. Wa~r cons.erv•tion S!rateg!Jps Uncter Conslderation 

CC and coollng lower iechru>Joguw utlUze tess water by des1gn than trad1tkmal steam 

generatron units, PV faCilities have minimal water demands. Sp-eorfin water conaer.Lal!on 

strategies will be evaluated and selected clurtng the detailed de$ign phase of any development 

projecL 

n. Wa'tDr Olscharo!s pnd Pollu~oq !(ootrql 

A CC unft at the sfte would utilize a ~ed cyefe coallng (towers) system for heat dlsslpallon. 

The heat recovery steam g11nerator btoWdOwn Will be reused ~ the m-aximum extent, 

practicable or mixed with lhe cooling water !low before discharge. Revel'Sl!l osmos1s (RIO) 

rejed Will be miKed with the Plant's ooortng waterflow prior to discharge, Wat>tewater disposal 

rs anllerpated \lfa discl'large ro an Undergrouno rn)ectk)n conlfel wen system. Stormwater 

runoff would be collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best 

Management Practices (8MP} plan and Spm Prevention. Control. and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to prevent an<t control ttle Jhadvertefil\ reJease 01 poiiUtanls. 

o. Fuel Derrverv. Storage. Waste Disposal, -and Pollution Control 

Natural gas for a new cc unTt will be transported to the site vfa a new natural gas plpeune 

lateral to the site_ New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit may be necessary Ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will be 

received !lY tru~ or pipeline anrl stored In an a,bove.ground storage tan~ 

p. Air Emi$Sions and Control Systems 

The use of natural gas. ultra-tow sultur light fuel ott, and combusUon controls would mlnlm1ze 

regulated air emissions from a CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable e-mission 
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tlmltJng standards, Using thase dean fUels mtnimiles emissions of S01, PM. and other hJeJ. 

bound conlamltUileS, CombusUon controls slmllarly mlltimiza lhe t0fl'll3tion of NO. and the 

combustOr deSign WID llmil lhe fonnaflon of CO and VOCs, WMn finng natl.ifal gas. NO, 

eml&Sions will b& controlled using dry-fow NO., combos lion tec:hnoloiY and selecf~ cataly11o 

redueuon (SCR). Water iojll.Cbon and SCR wlh be used to recfuce NO. cmtss1011s during 

operallons wlleo usmg ultra low st~lfur f~ oU at badwp fuel C(J raa!lty emissions of Gt-!Ga 

Jrom combusllon of narural gas achif!Ve an emlssloo rate substantially tower than the EPA'I 

propos.ed n~:~w SQUroe perfonmmce 61Bnd<uds fi)t GHGs ihba design B,ltem&IMI$ are 

equhrale!'lt tOe the Best AvaDable Conttol Techno.logy fOt alr emlulons, and mltllmtze avch 

eml$$lons wnlle oafancmg ~om~. enwonmental, and energy tmpactts.- Tak.en togeuw the 

destgn or a cc unit would lncOfl)Oreta features ll'lal would make 11 among th6 most effiCient 

and cleanest pawer plants In the State or Aorlda PV Qenorallon dee$ not pl9dtJce alr 

emlssiona. 

q. Noise EmiMions and Con!rol SV!Stams 

Noise anucipated to be caused by untt conatrucllon at lhe slle ~ expected to be mnnmat 

r . StatU5 of AppllealJons 

F?t. has no1 subrnttled any apptlc:allnn assootated Wllh the 1-tandry County aita. 

Prefarred Stte f. 4: NE Okeechobee County. Okeechobee County 

FPL has purchased a site of approximately 2,800 aolft In Nonhe~st Okeechobee County The 

slfe Is In an unlncoq)orated, rural anta and Is predomlnanuy ustd for agtieuli.ural prodiJCilon. 

FPL's transmis~lon lines Intersect the property The Northeast OkeethobtW~ County $itll has been 

listed as a Preferred or Poterilal Site In Pf~us FPL Site Plans as a POS1lbllity for a natural gas

fired CC getteratlon ant:llor future PY faeilily. Natural gas-fired CC generation Will be made 

possrble by the May.2017 projected commerelat operallng dale of 11\e Florida Soulheas1 

Connec:iioo (FSC) natural gas ~Inc. FSC Is wllhln 3 miles of the NE Okeechobee CManty $1~ 

FPL o.~~Tenuy views tne OKee<:ftObee tlte •• one of lrll!! mOSl U1<11y $lies to be used ror ruwre 

larg~scale ~Uon. 

11. U.S. Geological SUryov CUSGSI Map 

A USGS map of lha NOf1heul Okeechobee slte Is found~ the efld of this ctrapter. 

b. Pro!)(!!!d Facllltkts Layout 

A IMP or the ptopeny ~by FPL ts found atlhe end of thts d\aptet. 
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c. Map Of Sltn and Adla~ant Ateas 

An ovs1V1ew map oC the ~le end adjacent areas IS also found at the end of this chapter 

d. Existing Land Uses of Slta and Atl!acent Areas 

il'e Northeasi Okeeellobee County ~J(e ~~ predominantly used for agricultural production 

(cattle and oilrus) , Ad'poentland uses lnoJude primanty agrftrull\Jre and conservaUon 

e. Gen&nll Envfnmm11nl Fearures On and In the Slte Vlctoltv 

1. Natural .. Envlronmant 

The ma,tomy of tne site is eomprlsea or lands dedicated to agrtcultural prodt.:~ctlon 

2. Llstgd Species 

Mlnlmal Impacts (0 fefle.ral- .or srate-flsied te11'8strial plants and animals are 

expected In association ~ith construcfion lrt the slte, due to the ex.lsfmg d!!Wfoped 

nature oJ the site and lack of sultabte onslte habitat for listed sf)eelea 

3. Natural ResOt.l£9!! of Regional SianifiAADc-a Status 

The construction and operation of a power generaHng facJ!ily at lhl$ toc:atron Is not 

expected to nave· any adverse lmpanis on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally 

sensitive lands. 

4. OthorSinnlficant Features 

FPL Is ool aware of any other slg.nifica11i realur&$ of th~ site 

I. Design Features and MIOgatlon Options 

Opl1ons Include- CO!lstruction of PV or CC technologies. Mrllgalion for unavolda.ble Impacts 

may occur through a combination of on- and off-site miUgation. 

g. boca I Govemment Futurn Land Usp Oe$lgnatlons 

local government ruture land use des.t9nation for the s~ fs preciomlnanuy UTtlmproved· 

pastuTe A land U$E! map of the s1te and acl]acent al1l!aS l$ also fou11d ai th~ end or thn~ chapter. 

tt., Site Selection Cr!terta process 
The Northeast Okeechobee County site has been selected as a Preferred Sl1~ due to 

c<JI'lsrderatiorT of various factors Tm:ludlng system i,oad, lransmisslon interconnection. the 

proXimity of the proposed FSC natural gas plpeiTne, ana economics. E:nvironmental Issues 

were not a deciding factor since this site does nol exhlbll significant envir-onmental sensitiv1ty. 
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I. Wabtr Resources 

Groundwatet is antiolpated to supply watet 10 ttte N~ Okeett~obee County 11te. 

j. Geofoqlc;at Fe.atums of Sits and Adjacent A.reu 

The hydrostTatfgral;lhy of 1he Nor1tleaat Okeec:t1obee CCMlty site 15 smitar to that of most of 

South Florkfa. rn general, the gro~nawater system urnsenytng Oxeecnobee Co\ll'lty c:onstaw of 

lhe Surf10ial Aquifer System (SAS). the lntem'ledltlie Confimng Urul (ICU), and the Floridan 

Aquifer System (FAS) The SAS ()Onslsts of approximately 100 to 250 ree:t ct undlfferent!Med 

cJepos1ts of $<3nd, shell, clay and $UI. Tlle ICU consrsm of approldma1e1y 200 feet of tal1)00ate 

rocks •niel'bedded Wllh $80dy and sdty clay. The multiple taye111 of the FAS elrtend thousands 

or feet below tne ICU 

k. Proleet&d wa1er Quantltl&a for VadOII! Us.el 

Potabl4 water demand Ia expee!ed to average 00·1 rngd TM ~llmated quantity or water 

required for pctXZl>Sing at a CC urut 15 approximately 0.2• rrdltlan gallons p.er day (m\1(1) lor 

uses such as process water and seN~ water Ap'pro~lmaleJy 7 5 mgd or ooollng waler would 

be use£! In c:ooUng lo\to'e1!i tor a CC unit Minimal amounta of wat.et would be reqUired tor a PV 

facility 

I. Water SUpply Sos.!Gf! bV Type 

Potential water supPly .oun::e 1$ gi'OI.Indwater. Add•rlonal ev.,luatlons eru necessary to 

ctatarmlne the exact source Process and potable water ror !hit 1\eW plant wiQ come from the 
elfls11ng a potable Wliltef supjlly. 

m. Water Conu ryatlon Slr.-teglg Under C()!l!ldenatloo 

cc technology ullliles leA water bY csesrgn than ltadltJonaJ steam gene;aflon unrts. PV 

f:a<:JJIUes have O'l)nJmal water demands Speci~ water c:onservallon strategies will be 

fJYaluatl!d 11nd $8l&c:tft'd dllring the detailed design phase of any (fevelopmen1 project. 

n. Water Dll£b!lmes and Poilu !ion Control 

A CC planlls o.ntlapa~ to utlllm a closed cycle coollng (towers) sys~m fOf l'!eat dissipation. 

The heat recov~uy steam generator blowdowrt Will be reused to the .ma:x'lmum ext1t0l 

Prac:1k:able or mixed With ll'le CCC)Ifng water now before ~ RelleBe osmosis (R/0) 

reJect wilt be mhted with tne p!anfs cooling water flow prior to alsckarge Wastevo!ater dJsposat 

ra aF\Uelpatect v~ dlscllatD$ !D lil'l UndergrOund rntectioo Control wen system S!Drmwat~r 

runoff wnuiCI be COJJeoted and route<! to stormwater ponds. The facility wtn emplOy Besl 
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Mat1agamen1 Practices (BMP) and Splll Prevention, Conii'Ol, and Countermeasure (SPCC) 

plans. to prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollulartt.&. 

o. fuel Delivery. Storage, Wasbl DtspO*al. and Pollution Control 

Nall.lral gas for a 1'\~W CC unll wiU be llaiTSJ:>Orted 10 the srte VIC! a new nst\l/'81 gas plpenne 

lateral. New gas compressors to rarse the gas pressure of U1e p:lpallne to lhe ap pcopriafe level 

fortl1e new unit may be necessary Baci<·UP f\.1&1 supplies of ultra· low S\.llfw light fuel-oil Wlll 

be received by !ruck or pipeline ar;uJ stored rn an above-ground storage tan'k to eosure 

rallabllily of opemtions 

p. Air Emlsstons and Control S\l!blms 

The use- af natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and oombus1l0l'l c-ontrol$ would minimize 

regulated air emisslolls rrom a CC unll and enS~Ure compliance With applicable emission 

llm11Jng standards. Us1ng these etea, fuels mrnlmlZeS emfssloos or SO a. PM, and other 1\Jel· 

bound contaminates. Comt>utrtlon controls slmilarw minmlze the rormafion or NO. and the 

combustor Cleslgn will llmlt the t'ormaliOil of CO ant! VOCs. V\lhen firing oaUJ~I gas, NO. 

emissions wdl be conl.rolled. using dry-low NO,. <;ombustio11 technology and .seteotlve catalytic 

reductfoo (SCR), Water JnJecllon and SCR v.ill be us~ to reduce NO .. emlsslofls during 

o:peration& WI'HM using ultra-low suHur lighl fuel oil as backup fuel. CC factTily emlss!ons ot 

GHGS from comtrus1Jon of natural gas acllleve an em1ssion rate substanflally lower than th$ 

f;PA's proposed new so~~ pertormance stand-ards for GHGs. These design alternatives are 

eqUivalent to lhe Bet.1 Avanable Control TecMotogy fot alr emissions, and mlnlmtze such 

emtssfons while balancing econo.mlo, en<nronrnental, and ene~gy brrpacts.. Taken together, the 

de~S"!Qr'l of' a CC Ul'llt would Incorporate features that would make II ilffi.Ong the most efficient 

amd cleanest power plants In the Sta~ of Rorfda PV generation does not proouce a1r 

em!tlSions. 

q. Noh>e Eml~slons and Control Systems 

Nolsa anllclpaled to be cau~ bt unit construe lion el the site Is expected to be mlnlmal 

r. Status of AppllcaUons 

FPL has notlifed any app&catfons associated with the Northeast Okeechobee County site, 

Preferred Site # 5: Putnam Site. Putnam Countv 

FPL is coJTentty evaluating !he existing Putnam Plant site for future na1Ural gas-tired generaHon as 

part of a potential modemlutlon project. Tilts 66 acre site Is foeated on tl\e east side of Highway 

100 opposite the fomrer FPL Palatka Plant In East Palatka. The Putnam site has been listed as a 

Potential Site-In previous FPL Site Plans as a possTbllity for future natural gas.-lired CC senerallon. 
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FPL c~y VIeWS the Putnam site as one of lhe most llkely si\&5 to be used for future large

scale generaaon. 
a. U.S. Geo!oa!ca! SUrvey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of lhe Ptllnam site Is fOund at th& end of this chaplet. 

b. Proposed FacUIUes Lavout 

A map of 1~ property own~ by F PL 1$ found al th.a end of lhls ~pter 

e. Map of SUo and AcfJ!etmt Areas 

An oveNiew map ollhe Site and ad]aeenl rueas Is also found at the end of lhls chapter 

d. Exb>tfng Land U$8S of SUe and Adh•ceot Arus 

The Putnam site fs Cfesignamc:J as IndUStrial land USil Adjacent land uses tndwe. po'Nel' 

geoetafion and associatt!td faolrrties {lht! rormet Ptllatka Plant) a. wull 84 MDtcd WeUand 

Hardwoods, Residenlfal. and H~Conlfe:rous Mixed 

Q. General EnviTOmnant Fa3tunts On and In ttta Slto VJelnltv 

1. N!tural Eny!ronm~:~nl 

The ma1ority of 1~ site Is develop~ and has tacl1dles neo.essary for power plaN 

ope.raUons. No significant environmental features have been Identified at this time. 

2. Usted Seeelae 

Mlnln\al Impact& to fe<jeral· or !tate-llated !Ot"t&Jtrial plants and animals ant 

expcrcmd In assoclalion wtlh cooalruclion at t,e s1te, due to !he exlsttng developed 

na.ture of llle srle aJ'Id la.clt or 6JJ itab!e on.s•te habitat lor hstcd &pe<:18$.. 

3. Naltlral Rttsourgll of Regtooet Slantrrcans• Statu! 

The construction and opan~Uon at a po~r 9d1;1&rnllng faelllly al U'u$ locatiOn i$ not 

elepec:Wd to l'll.tlla any adverse lmpac1s on parka, recreation aran. Of erwlronmenta~y 

senslUve lands.. 

4. O!h!r Slgnl!lc;mt Ftaahun 

FPl Is r~ol aware of any otf'ler s~gnlfleant features or !he site 

f. Design Fealur.s and MHJsrnUon Option• 

Opt«ms jncJIJCie c:onalrucllon of CC 1Behllology. Mil/gallon for unavoidable lmpacut may occur 

Utrough a combnlfltlon of on· and oft·slle mft!Qatlon. 
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g. Local Govemmant Futura Land Usa Destgmrttons 

l.ocBJ government future land use ~gnafion fOr !he sHe Is lnduS:trtiif A land use map of the 

slle al1d ad}acent areas Is also found at the end of lJIIs chapter. 

1\, Srta Selectfon Crtt•rla Process 

The Putnam slte has been selected as a PrefefTed Site due to COf'llUdemlon of varlous lact.cn 

Including system lead. tmnsmisSion lntetconnedlon. and economlea 

I. W•ter Re&Qu:rcea 

The StJohn's River andfor ~lonat water supply lnltlallvll$ are poteo~ water s~rce$. 

J. Geological Faatunts DfSito imd AdJacent Areas 

The hydrostratigre~y of the Putnam slte Is similar to that of most of Nortll Aoric1a '" gcnen~J. 

the groundwater $ystern Uf)cfet'fylng Pulnam COMfsta of the Sorfldal Aqwfer System (SAS), 

and the Aoodan AqUJT~r ~tern (FAS). 

k. Prol!ctsd Water guanti.tles for VarfDUll UJIM 

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 million gallons per day (mgd). This 

esUI'f'!ated quanllty or water required al a CC unit 1$ approximately 0 24 mgd for ur;e-s such as 

process water and ~U~rvlce water. Approxtmately 7.5 mgd oJ cool1ng water would be I.ISed In 

cooling tower:s for a CC unit 

J, Water Supply Soyrpaa .by Typt 

Potential water ·supply SOt1rce Is t"-a St Jonn's Rivet AddiHonal evaluations are ~ to 

cletermlnt the exact tource Procees and potable water fOr th& new plant wm come from the 

exiSting a potable water supply 

m. Water Co!l!ervaqon SttatetJfes Under ConsldorntJon 

CO and eoollng tower r.,chnologl$s ullllte les.a watsr by design lhan tradiUonat ste.am 

generation u01ts. Speclfle water conse:rvatlon strategies will be evaluated and selected dl.lnng 

the delalled design phase of tha project development. 

n. Wat!r Olfch!mp and PolhtUon Control 

A CC ~1 b onliclpated to tltb it closed cycle cooling (~ &)'ISlem for heat disslpalion. 

Tl'e heat recovery steam generator blowdOw1i will be reused to the maximum extent 

practlcabla or mixed with the coo11f19 water flow before dl$cl'large Reverse osmosis (RIO) 
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reject will be mi~d wi1h tM plant's coonng water Row prior to discharge Wa~tewatsr disposal 

lS anticipated Via discharge to surta~ artdlor ground water ~ Is Ute case will1 the 6X1Silng 

PUtnam Plarit. Stonnwater runoff would be collected and routed to stormwa~r ponds, The 

facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP} and Sp II Prevention, Control, and 

CountenneB!Iu.re (SPCC) plans lo prevent and canlrot the InadVertent release of pallulant.s. 

o, f 4tl Denvery. Storage, Waste Dtsposab and Pollution Control 

Nillural gas for a new CC um~ will be lrat,spor1ed to the slhl! VIa a new natvrsJ g<IS p1pellne 

lateml. New gas compressors to raise lhe qas pressure~f the pipellne to the appropriate~ 

for the nsw onll may be necessary, Back-up CUB! !!Upplres of uffra..low ~ulfur lrgnt fuel oll Will 

~ reeeiv~ by wa~r-bom~ debvery, truck or p1penne and $loted In an above-ground storage 

lank lQ ensure reliability ofoperaUons. 

p. .Air Emissions and Control SY!te!D! 

The use Qf nall.lral gas, uttr.t-low ~lrur light fUel oil. and combustion controls would mlnfmi:te 

regulated alr emtsslons from a CO unn and ens.ure. compliance wdh appllcabte emiSSIOn 

limiting st.andarda. USing these clean fuels mlnlmiUs eml:>sions of SOt. PM. and other fuel· 

boUnd c.ontsml!lates Combultion controls sknltatly mfnlmlu! the formafion or NO., and the 

combus\Qr design will h!111l the fofl'7ldon af CO and VOC~ When firing natural gas, NO,. 

em!Nioot wtll b4 controlled u1ing d(y-kwt NO, c:ombus1ion technology and •Jectlve catatyttc 

redlle11on (SCR) Waterlnjedlon and SCR wfll b8 used to redUCe NO .. emissions diJrtng 

opei'Cillion' wtten u•lng uflr&. low sutrur l1ght fuel oil B$ baclcup fuel CC faclltty emlssion.s of 

GHG$ rrom combu$Uon of nalural gas ac:o eve an ernlsslon rata subst.ntially loWer than the 
EPA's prcpo$ed new soutce peffOI'I'nanCe ulaiUJatd$ for GHGs These cfeslgn alternatives are 

equ1valent to the Best Available Conlml Tectn'lology for air l!l'lll$$lons ar'ld mln1m1ze such 

eml~stona ~lle balancing economic. environmental. and enetgV lmpa~ Tak.en together, the 

design of a CC unll would lf'ICOfpOflSte realutes that would ma'«< lt among 11'1e most effie~nt 

and cleanest J)O\IIoll!T plants In the Stata of Florlda. 

q, ltoJse Emts11Joos a nd Cmtrnl so tom• 

Notse anllctpated to be caused by unit cons1ruclfon at tho ~Is expected 1o be minimal. 

preferred Site f 8: Ttrtey PolntPian:t. MJami-Dado CoJllltv 

Tlu! Tw1<ey Po1nt Plant (Tu~ey Polf'll.) Is located 011 the wt!Sl uide of Bisa~~yno Buy, 25 mlles sooth 

of Miamt TIJI'key Point Is dlreetly on the shoreline of Bl~yoe Bay •nd Is geograph~Uy lo~~ 
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approximalely 9 mlles east of florida City on Palm Drive. The land surrounding Turkey Point rs 

owned by FPL and acts aa a bul'fer ZOlle.. Turkey Poul( m comprised of two natural gas/oil 

convenUonal s~am unlb (Units 1 & 2~, two nuclear unit$ (Units 3 & 4). one combined cycle natural 

gas unit (Unit 5), nll'lS small dietel generators. and tl\e OOCillng canals. A capacity upr.ate project 

("Or the two nuclear units was svccessfully compleb!d In 2013. The Everglades Mlllgafion Bank 

(EMB), an al)proximalely 13,000 acre. FPL-m~lntalned natural v.ildlifeand weUanlis afl!"a that taas 

beel'l set aside, Is locate<' to the south and west of the she. 

In regard to Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. FPL Is pursuin:g ljcensing ror two new nuclear units at 

T\1!1{ey POint. Each of these two units WOllld pmvtde 1 ,1 00 MW of capacity The current 

projections for the eafflest lo-setvfce dates fOr the ~ new units remain 2022 (for Turkey Point 

Unit 6.) end 2023 (for Turkey Polnl Unl~ 7). In adcllllon to the two generating unils, supporting 

burld1n91f, fa.dlltles, and ~uTpment will be loca1ed Ol' lhe Tuli<ey Point Units 6 & 7 site. along Wllh 

a conslruC!ion layd.own area Ptoposed associated fsollitles lncludw: a nuclear administration 

building, a training buildlf1g, a par~lng area, ~11 FPL reclaimed wa1er 11ea1ment facilitY and 

reclaimed wate~ pipelines, racbal coilector wells and delivery plpelil'es. an equipment barge 

unloading area. transmfss1on Unes (and transmission system Improvements e-lsawllere within 
Miamf-Dade County), access roads and bridg~. and potable. water pipelines. 

a. U.S, Geologic<~! Survey (USGS) Map 

USGS m.aps. of the Turkey Point area, wilh lhe proposed tocation of TUI'key Poln1 Untts 6 & r 
ldenttf're.(l, are found at ttle end ollhl s chapter 

b. P!ypos.ed faci!!Un Lavout 

Maps of the gener.allayout of Turkey r>blnt UMs 6 &7 are found at 1he end of this a.hapler 

e. Map of Site and Adfa~ent Areu 

Land Use /land Cover OIHiltvil!'!w maps of ths Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 ·sl1e and adjacMt areas 

are also found ~~ the encl of lhls chapter 

d. Exlstlnq Land Uses of Site and Adlacent Areas 

Turkey Point Plant is currenUy home to five generating units and suppor1 facilities that occupy 

approximately 160 acres of the approximately 9,40o-acre Turkey Point property. Prominent 

fealtJres. beyond the power ble>ek. area mclude the Intake system, cooling canal system. 

swltchyard, spent fuel storage factrllle.S, and technlcal and adm1nlslrative support facilities The 

cooJtng canal system oocuples approximately 5,900 acres. 
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Th~ two ~O.m~gawalt (MW) (nominal} fossil f\.ltll..ffred ste.am eloo1ric generation unit$ at 

Turkey POII\t have been m seNlC:c sinCe 1967 (Unrt 1) 8lld '1958 (Unit 2). These units have 

htstortc:aUy bUrned residual fuel oll and/or natural sas with a ma>etmum equivalent sulfur 

conllu1t or one: percent Unil 2 1.$ currently SMI!ng, not as a powar generating unit, but as a 

syndlronous condenser to provk:IH vo!tage Sllpport to tile southeastern end of FPL's 

transmission system The two original 7~MW (nominal) nuclear units have been In service 

Mce 1912 (Unll 3) and 1973 (Unll 4) and were upraled to a total of approxllnatety 1,632 

(Summer) w-l's in 2013 Turkey Point Unfts 3 and 4 i!f8 pr8$Sunmd water rttactor (PWR) 

units- Turlley Polrd Unit 5 Is a net 1, f48 (Summer) MW natural gas-fired combined cycle unll 

that began ~!Jan In 2007 Tile $ita tor the new Units 8 & ; is south of existing Units 3 and 

" and OCCUJ)4CS approximately 300 acres Wllhln the extst.ng coOling canal system. 

ProperUes adfacenl to Ttney Point Pf'Operty are almost extfUSIVely undeveloped lsnci. The 

FPL-owned EMS is adjacent to most of the western and &oUthem boundaries ot Turttey Point 

property Tile South Floffda Water Management Dlstlfd (SFWMD) C.nal L-31E ls also 

situated to the west of Tut1tey Point propeny. The eastem portions of Turk&y Polm property 

are adjacent to B'JSCayne Bay. the Blscayne National Pari!. (BNP), and Biscayne Bay Aquabc 

PresaTve. The &OU1heas!.em portion of Turtey F'oint property Is bounded by stam-owned land 

located on Card Sound Th.8 Homestead 8ayfron1 Parl<. O'Mied and operal~ by M•amf..Dade 

County. is sltuated lo Ute north of the Turkey Point pwpoerty. 

e. GeoeraJ Environment Filature• On and In tho Siht V.lc:lrdtx 

1. Natural Enytronmem 

Tu111.ey Pofn\ 15 loealea dJreatly on U'le noMwest. west, and •au\tlwest -"ore.llne of 

81scayne Bay and IM Bll~cayna Natlon31 Pa~ 21'i m•les south of M1am1 S;scayne Natlorull 

Park wa~ first ambUshed In 1968 I$ a National ~nument and was expanded In 1980 lo 

approxfmahiil)' 173,000 acres or water, coattalland-, and 1(2 keys A porlion of &scay,e 

Boy Aquatic Preserve. a atate--o\Nfled preserve, is adjacent to the eastlfm boundary of the 

Turkey Poinf plant property. The Biseayne Bay Aquatic PteseM! Is a shallow. subtroplcal 

lagoon con&J$1lng ot approxlmlltety 69,000 IICfeS or submMged sta1a land lh11tl has been 

designated as an Outstanding Florida Water. 

The approximately 30o-acre Turk.,y Point Unlts 6 & 1 a1te conststs or the pJant area and 

adjacent aran designated for taydown and anelllary faeiliUes. The site Includes 

llypersallne mUd fiatt-, man·mad& active c:oohng canals. maMnad& remnant can~. 

prev•ou.3ly ntlod BJtHJ~/roadwaya, ma11grove tlaads .BSSOC!Bted w!\11 hJstorica1 tidal 

~anl'lels. dwarf mangrove.s. open Wille! /dlad\ar;e canal aSJOclated With the cooling 
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aanafli on the ~m pol1ton of me Site. wei spoil berms asswiated With remnant ean:als. 
and upland spoil areas. 

:2. LJ:st!-d Sooclea 

Threatene~. endangered, anclfor al'umat spec~~ olspoo~al ootlcem 1\nown to occur at tha 

sfte. tninsmls.sk:m Ifill! c;orrtd.Pn~. or In U'le n-earby Sh;cayne Nat/oflal Patil. lociiJde the 

peregMe falcon (F;)JCO peregTblus), W®d stor~ (Mycleria amerlcsnn), American ti'O<lOdlfe 
(Crocodylus BDI)IU8), roaeate s:poOnbiU (AjB.f8 BFfin), IIUie bloo heron (Egmlta C«lanJien), 

snowy egrel (Egrelts /IIIJfaJ, American oystercatc:her (Haematopus PVIHoto:~J. least tem 
(St61711l aniJITarum), the white !b\s (E.udoc1mas atbus), Flonda manatee (Trlct'lechus 

tna:natus lattroatns), eastern Indigo snal(e (Oryrnarchon coupen), snafl kite (Rostmannm 

sooiab1fis plumbeus), Whlle.Q'OWM.d pigeon (PC~tag!oenas leucceeptrcila), and bald eagle 

(Hnf(aeetus f!1ucocephalus) No bald eagle nests are knowJ"' to axlst In ll'le vlclnliY ot the 

site. Jl'le federally Usled. threatened American crocodfle thriVes at Tutkey Point, primarily 

In ~nd around lt'le soull'lern end of the cooling canals wtlloh l•e aouu, of the TU!'key Poln1 

Urnt e &. 7 area The mzpmy or T w1<:ey Point Is considered Amencan crocodile hablfat 

due to lhe mobfflty of lhe s-peclea and l.l$e cf the sitlt tor foraging, traversln-9, and basking 

FPl manages a prc!(Jram for tl're c:ons-etVatiOn an~ enhanca"'e.nt of tl'le Ame.rrcan 

Crocodile and tbe p:rogram iB cretlJtett with survrvaJ lmp<overiWflt and contnbubng to the 

downll~llng oHhe Am6Iican Crocodihtfrom endangered to threatened. 

Some listed nora species llkely to occur at th:e sile or vfcmlty rnclode pinepirik (Sllrtia 

purpurea), Florida brlcKelH>ustl CBrlckallla mosien), Florida lantana (Lantana depressa 

\lar. depressa), mulllen nightsha-de (Solanum ®nlanum), arrd rarnar~·s trflma {TI'I!llla 

famarcldanum). 

The conslrticllon, and operation after construction. of Turltey Point Unrt 6 & 7 project fs not 

expected to adversely affect aJ'Iy tare, endange~d. or threatened SpeCies. 

3. Natutal Resources of Regional Slgnlflcance. Status 

Srgnifieant features Vlilhrn the vicinity of the srte rnelude Biscayne National Pari<. the 

Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfronl Park.. and 

Everglades National Pat1<. The portion of Bi!lcayne Bay a<:l]acent to the slttt Is m~cled 

within the Biscayne National Park, Biooayne National Park contains 18Q,OOO acres, 

approximately 95 percent of Which Is open water Interspersed wllh more tnan 40 keys 

Tile Biscayne National Park headquarters Is located approxTma~ely two mne~ north of 

Turkey Point and Is adjacent to the Mlami·Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park. Which 

contains a marina and day-use recrealfonal facUJiles 
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4. O!t)pr Signfficant Features 

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of lhe &tte 

f. Design Feawres and Mltlqatfon O!?tiOfl! 

For Tuncey Point U11!1s 6 & 7, th~ ta<:h11ology proposed is the Wesllnglloo" AP1000 

presstl~ed water reactar (PWR) This design Js certtfled by tlie NuClear R~uJatorv 

Comml~on (NRC) under 10 CFR 5Z and lncorpomtes tne latest lechllCllog~ and more 

::1d11~noed safety fe;~t!ll'M thRn today's noolear ptams· thai have almady aohf111ved re<:on.i SRfety 

lelie1s. The Weatlng!lO\Jse AP1000 unjl consists of l.ho reactor. steam gj!f\erators, pr6SSUrizer. 

and steam t.urbmeleJ.ectlic genera1.or. Condenser c:ooOng for the Unlts 6 & 7 steam U.U'bines W1tl 

be accomplished using sl.x clroulatlng water coollog l.oweFS. The makeup watDr re!Jelllafr Is the 

reinforced c:oncrete structure beneath the eltCOiatJng water ~ystem cooling tower& that Will 

corr ... ln reserve red~lmed wala.r capaCity to be us.ed for the Clrc~.llat!ng wa!Er system, The 

structures for the Westingl11o1Jse AP101JO ate the nuclear island (containment bulldlng, shield 

building, and auxlllary buHdlng), 1ulblne bulfdln~. annex bUllc!ll')g, clleset generator building, and 

radwaste bwlding. The plant area will also contain the Cte.ar Sky substation (swllchy.arcf) lhat 

wlll connect Units 6 & 7 to FPL's tmnsmlss10n system, 

g. Local GoiiUrnmenl futura Land Use O&Signations 

The Turl\ey Point Plan1 site Is designated by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 

Oavetopmet~t Management Plan as an ll.J-3 (tndustrlal, Utlltlles, and Communication$) 

Unlimited Mam.Jfactl.•ring Oisltl cl'that carties a dual d.eatgnallon or MPA (Mangrove Prote.ctlo.n 

Area) In portions of the ~roperr,y. Tll&re are also areas cles(gflated GU - "Interim District." 

Designations fer the $UrTOundlng area are primarily GU - ~rnterfm District • 

h. Site SelacUon Crltoda Process 

For Turkey Po\nt Unr!S 6 & 7, FPL conducted an extensive site selection analysts leadlng to 

the selection of the Turl<ey Po1nt slle as the site that, on balence. provided the lfiOSt favorable 

location for developing new nuclear generation to serve FPL~s customers. The Site Selectlon 

Study employed the pmciples of the Electric Power Re$earch lnsliMe (EPRI) sllrng 

guJdeJines and is modeled llpon applicable NRC srte suitability and National Envlronmet~tal 

Polley Act (NEPA) criteria regarding 1.!1e consideration of alternatiVe sites, The study 

convened a group of Industry and FPl subJett matter e)[pert.& to develop and assign weighting 

factors to a broad ra11ge of site setectlon orlteria. Twentv-three candidate siies were then 

mnked using the siting criteria This review allowed the list of candidates to be reduced until 

the best site emerged. Key factors contrlbuOng to the selection ot the Turt<ey Point site 

Include the existing transmission and transportation lnfrastn.lcture to support new generation, 

the Large size a:nd seclusion of tl'\e site while belng relatively cJOse.to the lbad center. and the 
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long-standing record of safe and secure operation or nuclear _g8f'!era1ton at the site since the 

eerty 1 970s.. 

I. wate11 Resources 

In regard to Turkey Point Units 6 & 1, tile pnrnary source of oool1ng wa!er ma"l<eup will be 

reclaimed water from the Miami· Dade Counw Water and Sewer Deparlment (MOWASD), Wflh 

potable water also from MDWASO. Wnen reclaimed water ts nol avallable In suffldent quanuty 

and quality of water needed for cooling, makeup water wfll be ~rtwaterr suppbed by r.ldlal 

collector wells tha~ are ~hargei:l from the manne envff'QI'Imenl of BI$Cayne aay Horizomat 

~lector wells (radlal collector weP$) have 1become wroely used ror the purpose of Inducing 

1nfillnrtton from surface wa!.er bcrdles 1nto hydraullcally-<ronnected aqtL~er sysmms in order lo 

deveiQP modflrate to high capacity wcner suppn~s. Tur1<ey Point Unit& 6 & 7 wastewater WI" be 

dlseharged vla QO-Sfte aeep JnJecuon well$. 

J, Gao!oglcal Features of Slfe and Ad(acent Areu 

Tul'l'\ey Polni lies upon the t=Tondnln Plateau, a partiy-submergad peninsula of the contrneotat 

shelf. The peninsula is Wlderlain by approxJmately 4,000 to 15.000 feet or r;edlmanta-ry rocks 

consisting at llmestcrre and associated ronnallorl$1hat range In age from Pal~z.oic to Recent. 

Little IS known abo~ the basement complex of P~DZOla igneous and melaJTiorpl:uc rocks due 

to lbelr great d~pth. 

GeneraJJy 111 Mlarni-Oade Cwnty, the surficial aquifer (Biacayne Aqu•fer) consists of a wedge~ 

shaped system of porous clwslfo llnd carbonate sedlmentary materials, primarily ITmestone 

and sand oeposJts of the Miocene to late Quaternary ~ge.. Tl1e Stm::ayne Aq~lfer fs. tl'llci<Gst 

alo.ng the eastern coa$1 and varies In ll~ 1o1<ness from 80 to 200 feel1hiok The surficial aquifer 

fs typically composed of Pamfico sand, Miami limf'..stone (Oolite). lhe Fort Thompson and. 

Anastasia Formations (lateral equivalents), Ca!Oosahatcl1ee Mart, and lhe Tamtaml formation. 

Tbe lower confiniflg layers below the surficial aquifer f<Ulge In thickness from 350 to 600 feet 

and are comp0$ed of lt1e Hawthom Group. Beneath the Hav.111om Group. the Floridan Aquifer 

System ranges from 2,800 to 3.400 feet thick and consists ol Suwannee lfmestone, Avon 

Pm Llrnestooe, and the O ld~rnar l=o(TUatlons, 

k. Pro!ected Water Quantities for Various Uses 

The estimated qu.arttlty or water requlr~d ror the new Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 fot" lnr:lustrlal 

processing is approximately 936 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water. ApproxlmatefY 65,3 mllllon gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water WOIJI!f be 

cycled through the cooling towers. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable 

water are estimated to be approxrmately 50.400 gallons per day (gpdJ ror Units 6 & 7. 
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I. 

watar supply, a saltwater supply. and a potable water sl.lpply Recllillmeo water Will be used as 

makeup wafer to ltle eoollng water systell'l With saltWater rrom l'a(fal collector wefl& as a back

up water scurce to be used wi1en reclatrned wate1 tS not available In sl.lffictent quanbty or 

qvality 

Poi:able w;:~ter will be u&ad AS makeup wafer for the service wafer s:ystem. The potable water 

suppl)' Wl" also provide water lo the fire proleotlon system. ~emine~(lze<j W<tter treatment 

system, end other mlscePaneous useS, 

rn. Water Coosof'lallon Strategies 

n. 

Use of reclaimed wa\er trom MOWASO Tutttey Polnl Units s & 1 Is a beneflc.lal and cost

e:lfective means of lncreasmg the use of reclaimed water This use of reclaimed water helps 

Miami·Oade County meet ~pproxlmatety l'latr or Its wastewater rcws.e goals and Will provlcfe 

erwlronmentat benefits by reducing 11\e volume of wastewater dJscharged by the County. In 

lhe absence of reuse o;pportunffies, lhht treated' domestic wastewater wculd Ukely conflnue to 

be discharged to IM oce-.!n or Into deep fn]eclloo wells.. 

Mtsmi·Dade Co:urtly Is required to efimlnate ocean outfalts and I!'CC'e8$e the amourrt of water 

that ~ rectalme-d for environmental beoefil anc other beneficial URSr Turkey Point Units 6 & T 

·w1ll U:Sfi reclaimed water 2A hours per day, 365 days per year lo'Jhen opE!fa(lng and when the 

reclaimed water Is available In sufflct&nl Quantijy and quality 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 wm disstpate heal from the powef genen~tron process usll'\r;J cooling. 

towers. Slowdown water or dlscnarge from Ute ·cooUng towers, afong With ofuer wastestteams, 

wilt be InJected 1nlo the boulder :z:ooe of lhe Florklan Aquifer Non-po,nt source discharges are 

not an" iSSUI) since I here will be none at this fac:trrty. Storm water runoff Will be released to the 

closed-loop cooling canal system. 

Turkey Point Units S & ? will employ .Best Management Practices (BMP) plans and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Counletmeasure (SPCC) plaos to prevenl and control the lnadvelient 

release of pollutants. 

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and PolluUon Control 

The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. reactors Will contain enriched uranium fuel assemblies. A fuel 

assembly con$lsts of 264 fuel rods, 24 guide thimbles-, and 1 lnstrumentaUon tube In a 17-by. 
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17 squDtC .rray. The fuel rods consist ot enriched utanlum 11'1 the form of oyhndrtciii pellets or 

alntenMII.lnlnlum dioxide eonfall'led tn ZIRLOT .. tub•ng. 

New fUel auemblies Will ~ ttansported to Turkey Point for use In Units 6 & 7 by truck from a 

·ruel fabrlqnJOn laellf\y In 11C¢01'dance wl'th u .s. Depanmenl of Transportation (DOT) ancl NRC 

regulations. Spent fuel aasembhes being dlscllarged will remain In the spent fuel pool white 

short haff..jjte Isoto~ decay. 

After a sutfiCiient cfeeay period, the fuel wculd be transferred to an on-site Independent spent 

fuel stor-age lnstalla!ICm taciiUy or an off-sile djsposat facillty Packaging of lhe fuel for off-site 

shipment wit! comply 'Mth lha appltaable DOT and NRC regulatlons Jor transportation of 

radloactlve matertal. 

l11e US Department of Energy (DOE) Is respomnble tor spent fuel' traosportalian from reactor 

sites IP a rePOSitory Under' the Nuclear Wa~ Polley hA of 1982. as amended FPt. has 

executed a stanclani ape.rn nuclem" fuej disposal contract wtth DOE for fUel Used In Units 6 & 

7 

p.. Afr Emissions and Contl'OI Systems 

Turkey Point Unds t, 2. and 5 . and the emergency diesel garuntors assoclatedwrth Units 3 

and <11 , are dassified aa a major $(~~,~fee of air pollution FDEP has Issued a separate 11tle V Air 

OperalJng Pennrt for the fos.sJI uruts allurkey Point and for llle emergency diesel genet"llttB 

assodaled With the nuclear untts. There are no 09«1rating limits for the emergency generators 

Of diesel engines. Emetgeney diesel generators ere llmrted lo use ufu.tow sulfur diesel ruel 

(0 0015% sulfur) NO, emlssms are regulated under Reasonably A.vallab1Er Control 

Tecllnology (RACD requirements In Rule 62-.296.570(~) {b) 7 FA c .. YlhJch lnnil ~o .. 
~ to 4 75 lbiMMBtu. The use ot 0.05 perc::ent 1.tllfur dlasot fuel and good combustion 

pmcbcessarve to keep NO, emr$Siont U!ldef lhJB lbnll 

Regartfmg Turkey Point unit& 6 & 1. the units wtll atso minimize FPL system aJr po!Wtant 

emlssiof\s by using n.Lrdear fuel to genemiB el&atrlo power. This rnoludes avofdrng emrsslons 

of partlculale matter (PM), sulfur dl.oxlde (SOf), nitrogen oxides (NOx), cattlon mOI'lOXlde 

(CO), carbon dlOJ<Ioe (COl). and votaUle orgallle compcunos (VOC) The clrCt.J18Ung water 

cooling toMR Will be equlpped with hlgh.mriatmcy drift or mlsi olrmrnators to mrmm~ 

em!ss4ons or PM to 0.0005 percent of the circulating watet, whfch represents 99Jl9..pe!cent 

control or poterrtlal drift emls.skm:o based on the t rrculaUng water now. 
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The diesel engines necessary to St1ppon Tul'key Polnt Unlls e & 1 and fire pump engines will 

P!l purcMased from manul~utu~rs wttosa engtnes meelthe EPA's New Source P~rformanc.:e 

stanc:lards (NSPS) Subpan IHI emts.s1on llmll$. 

q. No£se Emrsalons and COotroJ Syst&ms 

field surveys and Impact a~essroents of nolse expected to b& caused by actlv1~ies 

associated wllh the Turkey Point Units a & 7 project were conducted. Predicted noi&e levels 

assoalated with theSe projects are no1 ~ed to resull In advel'lle noise lmpaee In the 

vicinity or ths stte 

r. Staws of MPIIC!'Uon! 

1he Turkev Point tJnils 6 & 7 Slte Cenlf!catlon Application (SCA), under the Flonda Sectrical 

Power Plant Sltlfl9 Ael waa riled In June 2009 and a final orti~ is anticipated in mld-2014. 

The FPSC ls$Ued 'I he final order approVIng ltle need for lhl$ addilTonal nuclear cap~clly m April 

2008. 

A Combined Lloeose A{>pncauon for Units~ & 7 was subml1~ to rhe NAC In June zoue. 
There am two compont!n1s to lhal application; one Is the Environme:ntal Assessment ('EA) and 

the other fs the Safety component. The N;)pllcation I& still fn process. 

Besl'des lhe certifJCatlan and lhe license. a<Jdltlanal approvals have been issuec1 for Turlrey 

Polnt Unit$ 5, & 7 fncJuding Miamwade County Unusual use approvals that were Issued ln 

2007 and 2013 and a Land Use Conststenoy Detemnnatlon that was Issued In 20~3 The 

Prevention of S1gnfficanl Oetarimatton (Air permit) was Issued In 2009. In addition, a permit to, 

construct an exploratory well and a dUal zone monitoring ~~~. undf,\t the Undemround 

Injection Contro( Program, was Issued In 2010, and a per:rnlt to oonveri 111e expl~tory well, to 

an Injection well and to operationally test !he system, was Issued In 2013. Pennlts from !he 

Federal Avratfon Admlnlstratlon (FAA) tor 'lne containment stn~cturc were originally Issued In 

2009 and renewed tn 2012. 

The westem transmission lines associated with Units 6 & 7 (2 500 kV New Cleat Sky 

Substation - Levee Suhsta:tion and 1 230 kV New Clear Sky Substation - Pennsuco 

Substatton) will utlflze the existing approximately 4G-mlle-long transmission One r[ght-of-way 

acqulred by FPL tn the 1960s and early 197~ belween the Turl<ey Point plant propa.rty and 

Levee Substation. A 7,4 mne tong segment of that existing light-of-way became surrounded by 

the Everglades National Park In 1989 when the East Everglades Exparlsiol'l Area south of 

Tamiaml Tnlll (Us-41) was added to the Pa~. The National Park Servtoe anct several other 

federal, state and local agencies entered Into contlngent agreements In 2008 to exchange 
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FPL's fee.<lwned property Wi1hl1'1 the Park tor an altemall~ rlght-cf·way along lhe Partt's 

eastem boune~ary (U:le Exonanqe Right-of-Way), That land exchanges was authom~ oy the 

U.S. Congress to the 2009 Omnibus Pobllc Lands Management Act. and the Nallonal Park 

SeNlce Is currently engaged In " National Environmental Polley Ad. (NEPA) review of the 

proposed exchange. The Recommended Order to be considered by ihe Siting Board In 2014 

recommends for approval F?L's West Preferred Corridor, which tnclude! the Exchange Righi· 

ot.way. a$ a baciHJP western transmissron line corridor to another comdor ne primary 

wegtarn c.orri~r recommended f.or approval IS. the We~ ·Consensus Comdor (tomp(isJng an 

altemate corridor proposed by th& Mlami-Oade Limestone Products A$sociation and a portion 

of FPL'$ West Preferred C~rridor) Both of those westem trammlsston liM corridors 

ll!COmmended for certificaUon use Ute E:lcchango Rlghl-of·W<Jy. In the ev~nt the pend1ng land 

exchange with the NaUo11al Park Se.Nlce a11d olhE!r ~gencl$!1 Is not consummated 1:1n a timely 

ba~!s, FPL wllf rn:ied to evaluate otner potential western COrrldOI'S for the western transmission 

lines associated Wllh Uruts 8 & 7, Including Its existing fl!"e-awned right·Of""f<<BY in I he Park, aod 

s·eek nece$sary approvals for COf\Structfon of the required transmission faclhlieJ, 

tV.F.2 Potential Sites for GeneraHng Options 

Four (4) sttes are CliTTentl ~ ldentmed as Potential Sites (or rutun~ genemllon at'Jdlltons to meet 

FPL's projooled capacity and energy needs.. 0 These sites have been ldeJ"'tlffed as Potential Sites 

oue to considerations or tocauon to FPl. load ~nters, :>pace, ln.frastnJcrture, and/or a«esslblllty to 

fuel and tnmsmlsslon facUllles. These sites il11! suJtable for dllfe:rent capacity levels and 

technologies, Including bolh renewable enersv and non--renewable energy technologies for 

vanous sites. 

Eaeh of the~ Potential Sites offer a rang_e of OOI'Islderatlons relat1ve to englneetl~ and/ot eo$ts 

associated with the construction and operatkm of feasible technoloales. In addition, each Potential 

Site has different charactenstlcs that Wfll require fUrther definition and attention. 

Permits are presenUy COrTside.Riii to be obtainable for each or these s~ No Significant 

environmental oons\talnls are currentty known for any ~f these sites. The Potenttal Sites briefly 

discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. A1thls Ume, FPL considers each site to be 

equally viable. 

" As 1\8$ bee~! dosaJbl!d lo p~ua FPl SJ!j!_ '!'tans. Frl o~lso ~ a IIIJn'llliM" of olhiK ~ as po!llllble sliM tor IUIUI'e 
oo"''tlltlon addf1Jons. Thes41ir1d~Jc~e lhe 11Jfllalnelar of FPL'$ eldsllog fli!O&Tllllon si1D& and other Groo111feld siiBs Gfl!l!nfktld a~es thaJ 
f!Pl Cll!l'en11~ d~ 1101 ow11, or for whldl FPL 1m not CUifllnUy M!QIIeti it. ncc:e~IY r1Qhl6 lo, IU1) nol 'l)GCiroeaily lclot~tllli!d a. 
pocenllal SIIG$In, Of(l«r to prot«:tli1e f!COI'Iomk: jntefftlli& ol Ff>i and lis c:u!liOIIIIIB. 
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Po11mtlal Site # 1: Babcock Raocll. Charlotte County 

This site .1.$ located witllln tn~ proposed Sa!)(;ook Ranch Community on the- north side of TUCker& 

13rade, approximately 10 5 mnes norttl or the 1nterseetJon of SR-80 and SR-31 and \ .1 miles east 

ol SR-31 The proJ~;~ct rs borrJemd o.n ihe rmrt11 by the Babcock Rand1 Preser~~e owned by Lhe 

state ot florida. Thfs sfte ~ a possibility for an FPL PV facllily FPL has received all permlls 

rtecessary to cortStrua a 74· MW PV facl!Hy at thiS locallon. 

a. U.S. Gootoglcal Sur~ey (USGS) Map 

A map or this sila lS round at the end or lhJS chapter. 

b. band Uttas 

Existmg land uSee on 11\e Glte lS Ute Bahcock Ranch Overlay Oislrict, aot1 It IS zone.d as l"e 

Babcock Ranch OVeriay Zoning District This land use and zoning allows ror solar facilities 

c. Envlronmon!!! Fe!!hJras 

FPL anllcfpates mlflgallng tor unavoidable wtldllfe andlor wetland lmpac:tll as needed as a. 

result of a PV proJect constnJoted at U'lts site 

d. Wat&r Quantities 

Minimal amounts of water, If any, would be required for a PV facmty. 

e. Supplv Sources 

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility A small amount may be needed to 

occasJonally clean ltre solar panels in the absence af sufflmenl ralnfall Any suoh water may be 

brought to the sll.e by truck 

Potential Site# 2~ DeSoto Solar Expansion, DeSOto County 

The DeSoto site Is located at4051 Northeast Karson Street Whidl ls appra.ximately 0.3 mites east 

of U.S. Highway 17 and Immediately north of Bobay Road In Arcadia, Florida. The site Is located 

In Sections 26, 27, & 35J Township 36 South, and Range 25 East FPL owns an approximate 

13,000 acre parcetm DeSoto County. FPL has deSignated approximately 5,177 acres for 

development of a PV faclllty. 

The DeSoto site Is home to a 25 WMJ PV faciUty that has been operational since 2009. Up to an 

additional 275 MW of PV generation eot~ld be constructed Tn phases on the remaining 

u.ndeveloped land FPL has Initiated p~itting ror the addl!tonal PV fadlilles. 
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a. U.S. GeologiC:j!l Survey !USGS) Map 

A map orthl~ site Is round at the end ofll'lls Chapter, 

b. band Uses 

Exltsltttg land use Onlne sne 1$ agrf~lt\Jrtd, Tlle future land use Is Electric Generating Faolllly 

c. Eny!rooment'al F•atuf!S 

There are n.o slgnlfltant l!flvtronmental features on tl'le site. 

d. Water Quantltlos 

Mmlmal amounts o1 water would be requ1red for a future e.xpanslon of the existing PV fa.cillly. 

e. Supply Sources 

Mmlmal water would be required !or an expanded PV faclllry. A small \'!mOunt may be needed 

to occasionally clean lhe PV panels In the absence of suffie:lenl rall'Tfall. Potable water will be 

required In llle adminfstrslion ,bufldlng and maintenance bUIIdlngc FPL woutd propo$e to ullllte 

eJCisling wells onstt"e to a~ommodate water ~s. 

potential Site# 3: Manatee 'Plant Sjte, Manatee County 

THe exis1tng FPL Manatee- Plant 9,500-acre site Is II)Catecf ln unincorporated north-central 

Manatee eot~my The exisllng power ~eneraung faallit\e.s are 1oeateo ln an or poroona of sections 

18 and 1.9 ofTownshrp 33S, Range 20..E.. The planl site lies approximately 5 miles east of Parrish, 

Florida It Is approxlma~ly 5 miTes east or U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 miles east Of Interstate 

Hrghway 75 (f-75}. The existmg plane is •pproxlmaiely 2.5 miles south or the Hillsborough

Manatee County Line. A portfcm or th11 north property boundary or the plant site abuts the cotmty 

line. State Road 62. (SR 62) Is aboui 0.7 mile south of the plant. with I he plant entrance road going 

nor1h from that highway. Thls site Ie a posslbTe location (or an FPL PV fac:llity. FPL ~ received 

the federal and slate perm~s requrred to construct approximately 50 MW of PV at lh1s location. 

a. U.S. Geoloalcal Survev (USGS) Map 

A map or the s1te is found at the end of lt11s cha:pter. 

b. LandUses 

Exlsting land use on the site Is agriculturaL The property Is zoned Planned Development I 

PUblic Interest (PD-P I). Which wilt allow for electrical gen~Uon. 
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c. Erwlronmontal F&afunas 

FPL antlapa(es m•llgallng ror unavoidable wildRfe and/or wetland Impacts as needed as a 

resUlt of a PV profed eonstruded a~ tnis $te. 

d. Wat,er Quantltlos 

Minimal amotJnts of water WQ\lld be required tor a PV faolllty. 

e. Supply Soun:as 

M~ntmal water would be requtred for a PV facility. A small amount may be needed to 

OQCaslonaU~ clean the ?V !)anels In tiles absence of sutficlent rall1fall Panel cteanill{J water 

sou reo may be exlsUng potable water or water tantc trUclted to the site. 

potential Site i 4: Martin Countv. Martin County 

FPL Is C\Jrrently evat~atlng potential sites 1r1 Martin County for a fu.b.Jre PV fadlily. No ~ 

,Jooallon• have oeen seloeltid at lhb Ome 

a. U.S. Geolos!cal Survl!y CUSGSl Map 

A USGS map ollhe county ha been Included <tt the e11d of thl$ chapter. 

b. L!ndUm 

Tl'lls U'tfomlauon lS not ava~laDle because a specifiC site tlas POt been selected at this Ume. 

c:. Environmental f!!Wr!! 
Thts tnformatJ011 t.s fiOlavl!lable bet:euse a speCirlQ ads hs.s not been selected allh•s lime. 

d. Wa\'Qr Qt@nUtlK 

Minimal amounts of WBlffr WDtdd be requrred for a PV faolhty 

e. Suppty SOurces 

Mrnimal water would be reqt,ured for a P\1 faoltlty A small amount rnay be ns~tdi:UI to 

occasfonally clean th& PV panels In the abaence of sufficient rafnf~ll, 

FIOJ\da Power & Ughl Company 1.C5 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #1: Pori Everglades Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #2: Lauderdale Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Sfte #3: Hendry County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #4: NE Okeechobee County 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental lnfonnation 

Prefe"ed Site #5: Putnam Site 
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FIGUAE2 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Preferred Site #6: Turkey Point Plant 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potential Site #1: Babcock Ranch 

Florida Power & Ughl Company 177 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 186 of 210

(This page Is left Intentionally blank.) 

Rorida f>ower & Ught Company 178 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 187 of 210

179 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 188 of 210

.. . ........... l~ .... ................. ... ~ 
I!W•-~ ...... ...... ... ~ ...... .... _ 

....... -... •.... ,......_.........., . . ,....__. ..... _ ...... ..-.... ...... ................. . ,.. ........... ..... 
~ .. ~.~ ........ , ....... ... . w .. ~ 

Flolida ·Power & Ughl Compal\)' 

-
LAND USE I lAND COVER 

180 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
2014 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-N, Page 189 of 210

Environmental and Land Use Information: 

SupplfHnental fnformation 

Potential Site #2: Desoto Solar Expansion 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

Supplemental Information 

Potentlal Site #3: Manatee Plant Site 
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Environmental and Land Use Information: 

supplemental Information 

Potential Site #4: Martin County 
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CHAPTERY 
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lntro~ 

The Flonda Public Sel'\!1<:.e CornmiS$fon (FPSC). II'\ Docket No. 96011 1-EU, spe('ifled c;erlaln Information 

that was to be Included In an elactrlc ullflly's Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. Among this speciried 

lnformatlan was a group of 12 Items 115\ed under a heading entltle<t "other PlaMlng Assumptions and 

ln1ormaUon." These 12 Items baslcanv concern s:peclffc aspects of a utllJty's !&SOurce planning work. The 

F'PSC requested a: discussion or a desc;rjptlon of each of these lttuns 

Discussion Item # 1: Deacrlbe haw any transmission consfralnls were modeled and axplatn the 

fmpoctJ; on tho plan. Olscuq any ptans for attevlatlng any ttanamlnlon eonstrarnts. 

FPL's resource plannmg wor:k consfdets two types of transmtssTon llrnltationsloon~tralnts: e.xtemlll 

Hmilaflons and Internal limlta1Jons External limitations deal with FPL's ties to Its r:telyhborlng systems. 

lntemalllmltations deal wflh tile flow al electricity Witt11n the FPL system 

The extemal ltmi!aUon-s are Important stnce they affect the development of assumptions far the amoum of 

external assistance thai Is available to the FPL system as wen as the .amount and rmce Ol economy er,ergy 

purchases_ Therefore, these external hm1tabons are Incorporated both In the rellablllty analysis and 

economic analy!lfs aspects "Of resoutca ptanntng The amount at external assistance which Is assumed to 

be avaJiable Is based1 on the proJected transfer capablllty to FPL from outsfde lis syatem as we-11 as 

hrsiDric.aJ levels of available assistance. In the toss of load probability (LOLP) porTion of Its reliability 

analy$-es, FPL models this amQurrt or external aS$fSil:Jnae as an addl\lonal genera1or within FPL:s system 

which provfdes eapadly In aU but the peak load m011r.hs. The assumed amount and price of economy 

energy are based on historical values and prajecUons rrom produotlon costtng models 

Internal transmission f1mltatu:ms are addressed by ldentJfytng potenfu<l geographic locations for potential 

new generatfng umts that minimize adverse Impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL's system. The 

Internal transmission limitations are also addressed by devel9plng the direct costs for siting new units at 

different locations, by evaluating tile CQSt Impacts created by lhe new unlwna locatJon combinallon an the 

operatron of existing units In tfle FPL system, and/or by evaluating the cos!$ of transmission addltlons ttlat 

may be needed to address regional concerns regarding an Imbalance between load and generation In a 

given rfl1jion, Both of th~ srt~r .and system-related lr.'lnsmiss.on costs are developed for eactl dif1erent 

unft/unft location option or gi'1)Ups at options Wl1eo analyzing DSM portfolios, such as In ~ PSM Goals 

<tocket, FPL also etamlnes the poten!ial of utOfly OSM energy efficiency programs to avoid/defer regional 

transmission &lependitures that would otherwise be needed to Import poMr Into that region by lowering 

elaclrfcal load ln Southeastern Florida lri addlUon, transfer limits ror eapaclty and energy !hal can be 
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imparted Into the Southeastern Florida reg on (Miami-Dade and Btoward Counties) of FPL's system are 

also developed fOf use In FPL·s prodUrJion cosHng analya&S. (A fUrther dl:scussiOn of lhe Southeastern 

Florida regiOI'l ol FPt.'s sys:U!m. and the oeed to maintain a regJonal balance: betweel'l generaU~ and 

transmlssioo c:ontrlbullons ro l'l'leei regional load, Is found in Chapb!f UJ.) 

FPL'e annual ttansmlss100 planning '¥oOOt dfl[Bnnines transmissiOn ad<JIUOns lleeded to addreu hmlta1iOrJB 

and to mamtaln/enl\anc& system rellablllty FPl's p&anned transmission fac11Hlu ro lnl~nect and 

lnregrare generating units In FPL's ~ plans, Jncfudlng those !ransmlsslol1 faelllUes Vial must be 

aarfified under tlte Transmtssion llne Siting Ad. are ~ted In Chapb!r HI. 

DISCU$$Ion Item It 2! Dl:scuss the oxtent to which the ovaraJI ~fU)micll or t tM! plan wora 

anatyz;ad. Discuss how the plan Is detennlned to be cost-effacttva. ot.cusa ony chango '" the 

go-"e.rafton OXpillnslon plan as~ rosult of senaftMtY IHts lo the base c:asa load forecast. 

FPL lyp1eally performs economic 41nalysu of compellng l'eSOUfQ! plans u!Uog as an economic c:ritcrloo 

FPL's tevallzed system average electnc rates (I.e., .a Ram tmpacl Measum or ~IM approach) '" addJIIon, 

for anatytes In which OSM Ieveli are not cnan{led. FPL uses lhe equlvalom criterion of ~ CilmuiatMJ 

present value of revenue rtK~Lllnm'!ents for (he FPL system • 

Tl\e load forecast tiT at Is prMen\ed In FPL's 2014 Slto Plan was d&Ve~ In October 201 oil . The onlY load 

roracast seriSIIMIIes. analyJ.ed during 2013/early 2014 Wltl'e 1\fgh foad foree.ut •~nsluVltles &!veJopecs lo 

analyze FPL's poterrtialltuture nal.ural gas needs at1d to analyze lhe quality of FPL's future teSet"Ve$ 

1 
ff'l.'l INitill apj)nlld1 1il b rwour~ platlnlng YfOI1o. '* tO baa 11ftaf0o'lll 011 a lowBil •~kl rata IIDlt ~. vdtc:o OSM 

lcrwla •• 001!ildenJd • •Q)IIvn"in U•I!OIIyia lll- wt100 Ollly ~ IICIMflllllO ~ IMO C:OMlOirrtld), lhiiJowNI Blfcllllc Iiila bU!a 
llpfli"Oid!Ond V. -.aa IJIIIm Cll!Tl!All\fv I)IDMI1I ~of I~~~ blnlll tP!lfO*dl yiold od(Mll"' ll<S!JIIa IOI(IliJli Cit 
...n.trl ns~ ~ 1t1 1111n eooam!l:. 1n aw:n '-~• ff'l tJvatu.J.t lllllluJQI Ollllccla 1111 me lllrr!\)lllr.t~lllllllllo ~ 
UCIIIIYoiblnll ~ ~ IAAI11 VIlli• ~om r..-..anue~ta Mil 
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Dlscusslon Item # 3: Explain and dtscun tho assumptions used to derlva the ban case fuoJ 

foraeasl Explain the extent to wblch the uWity test.~ tha sons1Uvlty of tma bull caM plan to high 

and low fllal prlce scellllrlas. If hfgh and low foal price unsltlvltieo ware perfonned. eXplain the 

c:tangea made to Um base cue Nol ptlc:e foregst to 9ttr111ratca tho teMIIJviUu. If high and low fuel 

prlc. scenal'ios were performed a ~rt of the planning proc:us, dl4cuss tho re•uJUng changes, If 

any, tn ll\e genotatlon expansion plan under lho high and fow fuel price aGenarlo. If hlg1l and low 

fuol price aansltivlties were nor evoaluatad, doacrlbe how the baq ca~• plan I• tutod for aenaltllllty 

to 1nrylng 1u~ prlCMI. 

The bas.IC assumpuons FPL used In deriving l1s fUel price forecasts. are dlsauss&d In Cl'lapr:er Ill of this 

document fPl used thre-e fuel cost and three cnvitonmenlal compliance cost. forecasts 111 analyses 

supporting ils 2.013 nuc:lear C0$1 recovery filing Also, In response roB request from the FPSC Staff, FPL 

u$80 three tu.et C])fl rorec:aSfB In eeoJtiNtty cue· &t'U!IY'e• tor 11\e 201011 OSM Goals doe.l<et. 

A MediUm fuel <:O$t lbrec:ast II deVeloped ftl'$1 Then Ule Medlutn fuel cost ~ ts adju:smd upwards (for 

the ~gh fuel cost (ontc.ut), or downward• (tof lhe Low tue' CO$l forec:<~st). br mutuptym!l ~ annual cost 

values from th& Medium (uel cost ~ by a factor of (1 • U'le hi~ vola1iltly In the 12~manttt 

fOtWan:f prtce, 04"1e year ahead) for U'le tilgr"l tue1 east forecas~, or by a fae1Dr o1 (1- the ntstoncat volatlllty of 

ttm 12-mooth fatward ~rice, one ~r ahead) fa( the Lew fUel cost forecast 

The resource plan presented In 11'\lS Site Plan Is based, fn part, on t~ cmor arml)'SeS~ For !hat reason, 

lhts resource plan has not blfen further tested for dlffenmt fUel cost forec;uts 

DlscussJon Item tl 4: Describe how thD s.ensiUvlty of the plan was tasted wfth ~c:t t.o holding 

the dl fforonUal bo.tweon oll/gu and CO<ll constant over tht plannlng horizon. 

A$ descrlbed abova In \ne answer (o Pis~ssron Item I 3. FPL t.iSed uP to fhree tuel oosl forecasts In its 

2013/eatty 201.4 f'e.SOllrce planning anal~ While ltlese rorecasts dill net represent a eoomnt C0$1 
differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fue1cost dffferenllals were fei)resented In these rori!CasiJI 

Discussion Item # 6: Dnc:ribcl how g.nar.rtlng unit purfonmrnc:ll -was modeled In tho planning 

proeaas. 

The ~cmnance of emlmg Qeneraling units on FPL's S)'Slem was modeled using W~TBnl projections for 

sc:he<luled C)UQges unplanned outages, capacity output ratJngs. and heat rate Information. Sehedule 1 In 

Cl\apter I aNI Sdted.ule 8 tn Cl\apte.r Ul pte$ent lh.e cummt and pmjected c:apaclly output tabngs ol FPl!• 
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ex'tstlng untls 1be values used ror outages and heat r.ate.s sre generally coru~istent Wlillthe values FPl. has 

used In plarn11ng sludJes In recerrt years. 

In ~rd to new unit performance, FPL ubltzed ~l!nl projecttons for the capttal cotlls, fiJCed and var\abl$ 

operating & maintenance costs. capital replacement costs, COl1SilVdfon schedules. t,e.at rate&. and 

capacity ratmgs fQr an c:.onstrucaon oplions In 4S resourcE~ planning WOI'I(_ A summary or UUs lnformalion ror 
the new capacity options FPL c:urret1lly profeds to add aver lhe reporttng hortz.cn for this documtmt ts 

presenled on the ~edule 9 forms in Chapter Ill 

DIS.CliSSIOJ'I Item t 6: Oes:ciribe •nd discuss the fin~nctal b$1,lmptiona used In the planning 

proat58. OiBcus. how thu ssnsi6vity of IIlii plan was ta:ilttld with respeet to varying fh111ntlal 

assumptions. 

Outing 2013, FPL u~d the folloWlnS linafiCial assumptJOO$. I) a capilal ~lr\JttUTe of -40.38% deot aod 

59,62% equity, {II} a 4 79%00$\ of debt. {Ill) a 10.5% reWm on equity; and (lv) an aRer-tax dlsQounl rate of 

7.45%. In earty-2"014, Ute cost of debt and the siler-tax discount rate o.t\anged sllgTUly to 5 1~~ and 7~%. 

respectiVely. The olhet assumptions did not change. NQ sen!lltMtles of theM financial assumptions we.re 

Used In FPL's 2013/early 2014 resource planning work 

Olscusslon lttm # 7: Describe In datal! the oleetrlc utntty•a lntotrat.d Rosou~• Phmnlng 

procasa .. Ol$cuss whvthar the optimization Wf\S baaed on rev•nuo requirements, naloa, or total 

resout® c:ost. 

FPL's lrtlegrated resource plannlng {IRP) process ts cleBCI'l'b!d In cfelall ln Chapter Ill of lhls ctocumenl 

The sbrndanf ba5ls lor companng thi)~conomlca of oompe.tlng resource p1ans In FPL'a basic tRP process 

Is 1t1e impact Of the plans oo FPL"s Cleclltk:lty rote l®els with lhe obJ~tlve generally being to minimize 

FPL's proJected fevel!U!d system aver.tge electric rate ~ e • a Rate Impact MeasUfe or RIM &l)proach). As 

dl5cussed In response to Discussion Item ti 2. both the electricity A~te perspective llnd lha cumulatf~~e> 

pres:elll vawe Of system rBIIt!nue requlramenl petsJ)41ClNe ylel<l ldentfcal res.u1~ In tarms of wt\101'1 resource 

opltt>ns are m0(8 economic when OSM levels Ale u~hanged between eompehng m:source plans, 

Therefore. In !)Janning WDI1I In Which DSM le'fe:IS we.re unchanged, tha equivalent, bul $in'Jpler-te>-caiOYiate, 

cumufatille pteaent v11tue of mvenue requirements perspecwe was u1Jil%ed 
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Discussion Item I 8: o.n,. aod dlai:\IU lho ele«:lrtc: ut1Uty'11 pnorallon and transmission 

rullahility crilerta. 

FPL. uses three IYitcm reliability Cl1fetfD tnlts resource pliM1ng ~ that add~• gene.mtiOn, purel'la$e, 
and OSM opttonA Olle ert!nnon •s 11 mintrnum 20% Summer and Winter~ margin. Another reliability 

erilef1Qn Is a ma~rtm1.1m of a 1 day• per year lcs$-Of~p:obablllty (LOLP) The third CfiteflO" 1:$ a 

mtnJmum 10% generation-only I'8SelVe margtn (GRM) Ct'll!lion. These three rellab!ll\y cdl:mia are discussed 

1n Chaoter Ill of lhla document. 

11'1 reganl to lrarturtJtBSJOfl rell~bltlty anaiV"&•s WOtl<. FP1.. ha$ adop!Bd tnmsmls:slon planning l;ftti::Oi lhal m 
c~nl Wht, U1e Planning crlterta ~tabflshed by the Aorida Reliability C0ottt.l'lalln9 Coui1Cil (FRCC). The 
FRCC has lde9led lnmsmtaston planning erite.na thai .n con !listeN v.'\th lh1! RellabUJtY SIBI'Idafds establl$hed 

by thtt Nom American Electno Reftablllty Council (NERC). The NERC R6lisbltly 8tund:JrdJ; are .vallabre on 

the lntome! sl.te (Nm lfvdm Mt;. cgmD. 

In addition. FPL h.u developed. a Facillly Cot!n90lion Requlm~flls (FCR) document as V!ell as a F&CJIJ(y 

Rating Metfrodol<>gy document that am alSo available on lhe lnteme.t Ut\Cie1! the lntenxJrmec;1lon Request 

lnfamatiotl. and FPl Facluty Rattngs Me~~ dweao1le<s respe.dlwly 

at f!ltp;!//ww.'c:oatJogs!5 O!!!Tlfff'l..llrnlt!! htrnl 

Generally, FPL flllllls ils bafl!lmUI3100 famlllles to 100% or lhe appltcable lhannal ratlng The normal and 

CQntiogenCV wttagecnl!nafor FPL e.taiJons are PfOVided below 

Ho~ontingeney 

V2llage Level jk~ Yrnln jp.u.l Vmu(IM,!J 

69. 115, 138 0 9510.95 , ,05/1.07 

23a Q_g511)_9S 1.1)6/1.07 

500 09510.95 1 071109 

Turkey Point (") 1.0111 01 1 0611 06 

SLLuc1e r) 1 00/t 00 1 06/l.06 

Thera may ba lsolat&d cases for wblch fPL may ha11e detennlned that • Is acceptable tD daWlta from th& 

;aneta~ c:tlleria stated abO'./& Thm ~111 £eVer.s.1 fadDns fhlt COYid lt1flue11ee lhese aifcria, such as the overaa 
number of potenlfal customers lhat may be Impacted, the probabUJty of an outage ec:.Walty occurring. or 

~system pe~ uweJJ as Other$. 
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Ofsc.uufon Item t 9: D~ how U1a al9drfe utility variftes the durahlllty of onergy aavln.s• ror 

''- DSM programs. 

The p~ecte<l lmPlGts of FPL.:s OSM progr.uns 01'1 demand 41nd energy consumption are ~ 

petiOdiC811y. Etlgineenng models, caflixated With cu.rrent field·metered data, are updsted at regUlar 

Intervals. PartiCipation trends am lfaOked tot all af FPLis DSM programs In Ofdet to adjust 1'moacts each 

year tor c.nange$ In the mhc al ~f!Clenl;y measures being installed bY program parttclpanlll For Its lOad 

rnana~ement prugr:ams, FPL conducts penodic tesls or the t.oa&:l COfllrol equ1proe.nt kJ e!1$Wll the! the 

~qufwlent Is funatlonlng ®rrectfy Theu letts. plus ar:t.u.l. non-teslload management eve11ta, also allows 

f?L to gauge the MW reduction capabffiues of lis loru:J mMagemel\l programs Ofl an on-going basis 

Ols.;us.s1on Item #10: Ol$cuS!J how atrategla COr1CQm$ ar• inCOIP(Imed 10 the planning procltL 

Ttle Executrve Summary and Chapte• Ill prov•de ~ dlscus~J•on or 11 VPilety of sy5tetn oonQemJJIJ"vos llusl 

Influence FPL's fe50W'Ce. planr'liog prooess. Ple&M see tho!>o chapters for a di$CU$llQfl of ~ 

COneems/i$$Ue$-

In addition to these systftm conc!mSJissues. there ate othot 'trategTc laetors FPL typically considers wflen 

choostng betweert resource options These lnctude the ronowu~: (1) U!chnolo~;y ns~. (2) environmental 

~ and (3) ~'te feasibility The consldemtion of these tacbm. may Include bolh eean!ln'llc and non

economic aspects 

Technology risk Is an assessment of the relative mawtity of competing technologle$ For example. a 

protolype ~. Wl'llch has not Dellfeved g~ com~i acce-ptance. has a 111gher risk Ulan a 

technology in WldD use and, therefore, SSSI.IfTIIfl9 .all elsa eqa<~l , Itt leu desirable. 

Envitonmenlal I'ISk Is an asst>ntnenl o:t the relattve envlrorunenlaJ accepmbll!ry or different generating 

tedlnolog1es and their nsoaaled enwonmental lmpadl on the FPl sy$1em lnctudlnv environmental 

comp!lance CQSIS TechnOlogies ~wed II$ more a«eptabte from an enVIrontM1ltal pe~SpectJve for 

FPL's resource plan are U1ose which llll!llflliZit envJtOomental 1'n1paciJ ~ the FPL system as a wf10ia 

lhrouoh hlghJy effldeot fuel use. sta~e of the art eovlfenmental controls. generating technologies that do oo1 
utlnz.e fo:ssll fUels (wal1 as nuQle.ar and SOW). e~ 

Site re~)b.lnty assesses 1 \\o1dc ra1:1ge of economic, ntgularory, and environmental factors related to 
successfUlly developing and opemuog the apeclQed teehnology at the Slta 1r! question ProJeds that ~ 

mon1 ac:eaptable have ~tea With few balriera to suec.auful dewlapment 

flof~s Power & llghl Compan~ '100 
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All or these r~ play a pali In FPL'$ planning and dedston-maklflQ, including lis decisions to ronstrocl 

capacity or to purchase power. 

Discussion Item # 11~ De:aetibe U\0 procurt~mont prQeoss the electric uWlty Intends to utrnu to 

acquiAl tbe a dditional s uppty-efde resoun:n ld entifTed In the oJed:rlc utlllty's tsn.,e.r ~ita p lan. 

As shO!.'m In ~ 2D14 Site Plan FPL't reSO\mle plan uurrenuy reflects lhe foUowrng maJOr -suppl)'-Side 

re'SO\.irce additions the on-going mode!Titl.atkm at ?ott Everglades, a;n.going upgrading of CTs 10 tevOOII 

CCs ll'lroOQhoui FPL's ~m. ltle ptt~J~ted addi'Jon of CTs at FPL's Laulktdale plant site, lha 

Implementation otll'le pre'llously Qecuted EcoGen P{)A, a projected new CC U1:11L {at a slle lhal l'las not vet 

been s-elected). and lha projected Tut*ey Poll'lt Unrts 6 & 1 

In regard to Ills atx>ve capec:!ly additions for wni<;tl a need delermfnatiOrl has ~!ready been granted. Turkey 

PO{n1 Unlt"i 6 & 7. dld not le.od them~ loa~ for propos&~ (RFP) approach lrwoll/lng· blda ffOm 

lhlrd pal1iea wt~ would btJIId new llUCI.eat generatiOn capaCity. In acldltion, nucr~r c:apacll)' adclluona are 

exempted from the Commlsslon's Bid Rule by section 403.519 (<II) (c:). FOT ni.ICiear proJects, FPL'ti 

PfOCU~~I acUvttiM are conducted to ensure lhe t>est c:cmbfnatiotl of quality and c:os1' for the de.llverod 

prodtlcts In regard to the modemzatlon proJect al Pen Everglades, the ~ rec:etvud ~ Commission 

W'alver fn)m the Bid Aule dult to attributes specific to the Port Everglade' site aod to modemitaflon projects 

In general (sUCh as use or existing land, wat,er, lran5mlsslon, etc ) plu. other econo~ betleflt& lo FPL's 

cus!oml!r"$ ThJ$ wa1ver from the Bid Rule was granted 1n Ordei No PSC-1 1·0380-PM-El for Port 

Everglades. 

CT \Jpgrades are currently taking pliK;e at se\leral CC units throughout the FPL system FPL was 

approaehed by the original equipment manUfacturer (OEM) of the CTa regardlng lhe pcs.slbmty or 

upgrading these un115 Following negobaiioos with the OEM, and economle analyses lhlll showed that 

upgrading was c:ost-effedlve for FPL's customm. the detlsion was mad& to proceed with the CT 

upgrade'$. That proeeu Ill underway and Is ad\Oduled 10 !le completed In 2015. 

In regard to the addillon or nve new CTs. at FPL's ~Je plant site. FPL anlk:lpal.es aelectlng lhe crs 
lhi'Ougn negollarions wllh, ancllot com~ soldtaUOn of, CT msrwfadurets. 1l1e EooGen PPA, Wl'lleh 
was approved by the Commission In Order No. PSC-13-0205-CO.EO dated 5J211t3, was the resoll of 

nagotlatfons between EeoGen •r'ld FPL 

ldenllfteallon of projected selfobuMCI opllona. beyond those units already a:JProved by the FPSC and 

Governor and S1tlng Boal'd or IJJ'11ts, su~ as the 2D19 CC unit pre~ed In this Site Plan Is !'!qUire<! ot 
FPL 1n Its Slt.e Plan filing• s rrd repie.senls FPI,.'s current v~ew of altemaltVIJS lhat appear 10 be FPL's best, 
mosl COSI-eff8GUw 5Cfff'·!M.IUd opUons at {)resent FPL reserves Jhe 11ghlro reline Its planning analyses ancl 

2DI 
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to Identify and evaluate other options befo~ making decisions regarding future capaetty addll!ons SUch 

nt!lned analyses have the potential to yteld. a variety ot sell-build opllons, some of wlllcl1 might not require 

an RFP, If an RFP Is l1l$Ue'd tor Supply aplians. FPL ~ the right ID choose lhe best altematlve fot Its 

cuslomer&, even tr tNt optkMlls not a11 FPL ~f-bUUd option 

01$CU$&lon ttQm -It 12: Provido tho trsnsmi1011ID'l c;onttruction aud upgradtl plan• for ef•dtlc 

utility $yst.rn lines that mu!lt be cor1lfied undor lha Tranamtnlon Uno SlUng Act (403.52- 403.538, 

F. S.j during the planning holkon. Also. provldo the rational• Jot •nv naw or upgradod I ne. 

(1) FPL has ldenllfled the need for a II'II!IN 230 kV lmnltmlsslon line that required ccrtlncallan .mder the 

Transmission Une Sltltlg Act v.tllch was ls!wed In April 200Ei Tho new line Is to be completed In 

two phases COMeet.lng FPL's SL John• Substation 10 FPL's Pringle Substatlcm (shown on Tanle 

111.£.1 m Chapter IJ o. Phase 1 was comple1Dd In May 2009 and consisted of a new Une coonedmg 

Pringle to a new Pe!Hcer SubSUitron PhaSe 2 Is planned lo conne-ct SL Johns to Pe!llcer and Is 

scheduled lobe Q001plered by Der;embcr 2018. The conalt\ldJon of lh1$ lrne IS necessary to serve 

existing and Mure wstomers in the Fllagler a.od Sl JohnS areas In It reliable and effective 

tnaMet' 

(2) FPL has Identified 1M need for a new 230 !I,V \rll"smlsslon line (by December 201-4) thal required 

oenlfacation ooder lhe Tran~tmlsston Une SlUng Act wtt'lch was Issued on November 2008. The 

new line Will connect FPL's Manatee Subslab<m to FPL's proposed Bob Wll1te SUbstation {also 

shoWn oo Table HI E 1 In Chapter Ill), The construction ot lntS line, schedule<! to be completed In 
201•. is necessary to .serve exJsbng Br~d fu!llre customers'" tl'le Manatee and Satasola areas ln a 

111llable and e!Yecuve rnanoer. 
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Overview of the Document

Chapter 186, Florida Statutes, requires that each electric utility in the State of Florida with a minimum 

existing generating capacity of 250 megawatts (MW) must annually submit a Ten Year Power Plant Site 

Plan (Site Plan). This Site Plan should include an estimate of the utility’s future electric power generating 

needs, a projection of how these estimated generating needs could be met, and disclosure of information 

pertaining to the utility’s preferred and potential power plant sites. The information contained in this Site 

Plan is compiled and presented in accordance with Rules 25-22.070, 25-22.071, and 25-22.072, Florida 

Administrative Code (F.A.C.).

Site Plans are long-term planning documents and should be viewed in this context. A Site Plan contains 

uncertain forecasts and tentative planning information. Forecasts evolve, and all planning information is 

subject to change, at the discretion of the utility. Much of the data submitted is preliminary in nature and is 

presented in a general manner.  Specific and detailed data will be submitted as part of the Florida site 

certification process, or through other proceedings and filings, at the appropriate time.

This Site Plan document is based on Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL’s) integrated resource

planning (IRP) analyses that were carried out in 2014 and that were on-going in the first Quarter of 2015.

The forecasted information presented in this plan addresses the years 2015 through 2024.

This document is organized in the following manner:

Chapter I – Description of Existing Resources
This chapter provides an overview of FPL’s current generating facilities. Also included is information on 

other FPL resources including purchased power, demand side management, and FPL’s transmission 

system.

Chapter II – Forecast of Electric Power Demand
FPL’s load forecasting methodology, and the resulting forecast of seasonal peaks and annual energy 

usage, is presented in Chapter II. Included in this discussion is the projected significant impact of federal 

and state energy efficiency codes and standards.

Chapter III – Projection of Incremental Resource Additions
This chapter discusses FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) process and outlines FPL’s projected 

resource additions, especially new power plants, based on FPL’s IRP work in 2014 and early 2015. This 

chapter also discusses a number of factors or issues that either have changed, or may change, the 

resource plan presented in this Site Plan. Furthermore, this chapter discusses FPL’s previous and planned 
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demand side management (DSM) efforts, the projected significant impact of the combined effects of FPL’s 

DSM plans and state/federal energy efficiency codes and standards, FPL’s previous and planned 

renewable energy efforts, projected transmission planning additions, and FPL’s fuel cost forecasting 

processes.

Chapter IV – Environmental and Land Use Information
This chapter discusses environmental information as well as Preferred and Potential site locations for 

additional electric generation facilities.

Chapter V – Other Planning Assumptions and Information
This chapter addresses twelve “discussion items” which pertain to additional information that is included in 

a Site Plan filing.
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FPL
List of Abbreviations
Used in FPL Forms 

Reference Abbreviation Definition

Unit Type

CC Combined Cycle

CT Combustion Turbine

GT Gas Turbine

ST Steam Unit (Fossil or Nuclear)

PV Photovoltaic

Fuel Type

NUC Uranium

BIT Bituminous Coal

FO2 #1, #2 or Kerosene Oil (Distillate)

FO6 #4,#5,#6 Oil (Heavy)

NG Natural Gas

No None

Solar Solar Energy

SUB Sub Bituminous Coal

Pet Petroleum Coke

Fuel Transportation

No None

PL Pipeline

RR Railroad

TK Truck

WA Water

Unit/Site Status

OT Other

L Regulatory approval pending. Not under construction

P Planned Unit

T Regulatory approval received but not under construction

U Under construction, less than or equal to 50% Complete

V Under construction, more than  50% Complete

Other ESP Electrostatic Precipitators
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Executive Summary

Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL’s) 2015 Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan (Site Plan) presents FPL’s 

current plans to augment and enhance its electric generation capability (owned or purchased) as part of its 

efforts to meet FPL’s projected incremental resource needs for the 2015 - 2024 time period. By design, the 

primary focus of this document is on projected supply side additions; i.e., electric generation capability and 

the sites for these additions. The supply side additions discussed in this document are resources projected 

to be needed, based on FPL’s load forecast, after accounting for FPL’s demand side management (DSM) 

resource additions. New DSM Goals for FPL for the time period 2015 through 2024 were set in November 

2014 by the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC). Consequently, the level of DSM additions 

reflected in the 2015 Site Plan is consistent with these newly approved DSM Goals. DSM is discussed 

later in this summary and in Chapters II and III. 

In addition, FPL’s load forecast accounts for a significant amount of efficiency that results from federal and

state energy efficiency codes and standards. The projected impacts of these codes and standards are

directly accounted for in FPL’s load forecast and are discussed in Chapter II.

The resource plan presented in FPL’s 2015 Site Plan contains both similarities and differences when 

compared to the resource plan presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. There are a number of factors that have 

either contributed to the differences between the resource plan presented in this Site Plan and the 

resource plan that was previously presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, or which may influence FPL’s on-

going resource planning efforts. These factors could result in future changes to the resource plan 

presented in this document. A brief discussion of these similarities, differences, and factors is provided

below. Additional information regarding these topics is presented in Chapters II and III.

I. Similarities Between the Current Resource Plan and the Resource Plan Previously 
Presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan:

There are three key similarities between the current resource plan presented in this document and the 

resource plan that was discussed in the 2014 Site Plan. 

Similarity # 1: Modernizations of Existing Power Plant Sites.

As discussed in previous Site Plans, FPL has been in the process of modernizing several existing power 

plant sites during the last few years. These modernizations consist of replacing old existing steam 

generating units with modern, highly efficient combined cycle (CC) generating units.  The modernizations
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of FPL’s existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites were completed in 2013 and 2014,

respectively. The last of the previously approved modernization projects, the modernization of FPL’s 

existing Port Everglades plant site, is underway and projected to be completed in 2016.

Similarity # 2: Specific generating units are projected to be retired and/or converted to 
synchronous condenser operation. 

In the last several years, FPL has retired a number of older, less efficient generating units including: 

Sanford Unit 3, Cutler Units 5 & 6, Cape Canaveral Units 1 & 2, Riviera Beach Units 3 & 4, and Port 

Everglades Units 1 – 4. In addition, Turkey Point Unit 2 has been converted to operate in synchronous 

condenser mode to provide voltage support for the transmission system in Southeastern Florida.

This trend is projected to continue. As discussed in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, Putnam Units 1 & 2 were retired 

at the end of 2014. In addition, similar to the earlier conversion of Turkey Point Unit 2, FPL projects that 

Turkey Point Unit 1 will be converted to run in synchronous condenser mode starting in 2016.

Similarity # 3: A number of older gas turbine peaking units are projected to be retired and replaced 
with modern combustion turbine peaking units.

In FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, FPL projected that it would retire all of its existing gas turbine (GT) units in 

Broward County at its Lauderdale and Port Everglades sites (a decrease in peaking generating capacity of 

1,260 MW) and partially replace this peaking capacity with the installation of 5 new combustion turbine 

(CT) units at the Lauderdale site (an increase of 1,005 MW). These changes were projected to be 

completed in 2019. These changes to FPL’s generating system were based on concerns regarding 

whether the older, existing GTs would allow FPL to be able to meet the new EPA 1-hour standards for 

nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide. Economic analyses now indicate that it is cost-effective to retire and 

replace a number of the existing GTs at an earlier date. Based on these analyses, FPL currently projects 

the retirement of a number of its existing GTs, including: 22 of 24 GTs at the Lauderdale site, all 12 GTs at 

the Port Everglades site, and 10 of 12 GTs at the Fort Myers plant site. Two of the existing GTs at the 

Lauderdale site, and two of the existing GTs at the Ft. Myers site, will be retained for black start capability. 

In conjunction with the retirement of these peaking units, FPL is adding a number of new, larger, and more 

efficient CTs: 5 at the Lauderdale site and 2 at the Fort Myers site.  Also, the two existing CTs at the Fort 

Myers site will undergo capacity upgrades. In total, the net effect of the GT retirements, plus 

new/upgraded CTs, is a net reduction of approximately 40 MW in net peaking capability. All of these 

changes are projected to be completed by the end of 2016.
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II. Differences Between the Current Resource Plan and the Resource Plan Previously 
Presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan:

There are four key differences between the current resource plan presented in this document and the 

resource plan previously presented in the 2014 Site Plan. These differences are discussed below in 

chronological order as they pertain to FPL’s current resource plan.

Difference # 1: FPL no longer projects that it will serve Vero Beach’s electrical load.

Difficulties in the negotiations among the parties involved have led FPL to no longer project that it will 

serve Vero Beach’s electrical load as had been assumed in FPL’s most recent Site Plans and load 

forecasts. This factor results in a reduction of FPL’s forecasted load. To the extent circumstances change 

and a consummation of the sale once again seems likely, FPL will reincorporate this load into its forecast.

Difference # 2: FPL’s power purchase agreement with Cedar Bay will be terminated in 2015.

FPL anticipates terminating its existing power purchase agreement for 250 MW of coal-fired capacity from 

the Cedar Bay generating facility at the end of August 2015 as a result of a Purchase and Sale Agreement 

between FPL and Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P. FPL would then own the unit starting on 

September 1, 2015. FPL currently anticipates that it will not need the unit for economic purposes after 

2016 and, if that proves to be the case, would retire the unit at that time. FPL filed for FPSC approval of 

the Purchase and Sale Agreement in the first quarter of 2015.

Difference # 3: FPL will approximately triple its solar generating capacity by the end of 2016.

FPL will be adding three new photovoltaic (PV) facilities by the end of 2016. Each of the PV facilities will 

be approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate rating, AC). As a result, FPL’s solar generation capacity will 

increase from its current 110 MW to approximately 333 MW. The new PV installations are projected to be 

sited in Manatee, Charlotte, and DeSoto counties. The economics of these specific PV projects are aided 

by the fact that the sites are located close to existing electric infrastructure, including tranmission lines and 

electric substations, and by the fact that bringing these solar facilities into service prior to the end of 2016 

will allow the facilities to take advantage of the current 30% investment tax credit that is scheduled to be 

reduced to 10% beginning in 2017. 
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Difference # 4: The projected in-service dates of FPL’s planned two new nuclear units, Turkey 
Point 6 & 7, have now been moved outside of the 10-year reporting period of this document.

In recent Site Plans, the earliest practical deployment dates for the new Turkey Point 6 & 7 nuclear unit

were identified as 2022 and 2023, and these two dates were used as the projected in-service dates for 

these units. However, in the second half of 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a new 

schedule for completing its review of FPL’s Combined Operating License Application (COLA) for Turkey 

Point 6 & 7. The NRC’s new schedule now projects that its review will not be completed until late 2016. As 

a consequence of the NRC delay, and the impacts of the recently amended Florida nuclear cost recovery 

(NCR) statute, FPL now projects that the earliest practical deployment dates for Turkey Point 6 & 7 will fall 

outside of the 10-year time period of 2015 through 2024 that is addressed in this Site Plan document.

However, emissions-free, baseload capacity and energy from nuclear power remains an important part of 

FPL’s resource plans. For that reason, Chapter IV provides detailed information regarding the Turkey 

Point site for these two new nuclear units.

III. Factors Which Have Impacted, or Which Could Impact, FPL’s Resource Plan:

In addition to these key similarities and differences, there are a number of factors which have impacted, or 

which may impact, FPL’s resource plan. Six (6) such factors are summarized in the text below and these

are presented in no particular order. These factors, and/or their corresponding impacts on FPL’s resource 

plan, are further discussed in Chapters II and III.

The first and second of these factors are on-going system concerns that FPL has considered in its 

resource planning work for a number of years. The first factor is the objective to maintain/enhance fuel 

diversity in the FPL system. Diversity is sought both in terms of the types of fuel utilized by FPL and how 

these fuels are supplied to FPL. (Related to the fuel diversity objective, FPL also seeks to enhance the 

efficiency with which it uses fuel to generate electricity.) The second factor is the need to maintain a

balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern Florida, particularly in Miami-Dade and 

Broward counties. This balance has both reliability and economic implications for FPL’s system.

The third factor is also a system concern that FPL has considered in its resource planning for several 

years. This factor addresses system reliability and focuses upon the desirability of maintaining an 

appropriate balance of DSM and supply resources from a system reliability perspective. FPL addresses 

this through the use of a 10% generation-only reserve margin (GRM) reliability criterion in its resource 

planning work to complement its other two reliability criteria: a 20% total reserve margin criterion for 

Summer and Winter, and an annual 0.1 day/year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) criterion. Together, these 

three criteria allow FPL to address this specific concern regarding system reliability in a comprehensive 

manner.
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The fourth factor is the significant and increasing impact that federal and state energy efficiency codes and 

standards are having on FPL’s projected demand and energy load forecasts. The incremental impacts of 

these energy efficiency codes and standards during the 2015 through 2024 time period are projected to 

reduce FPL’s forecasted Summer peak load by more than 2,000 MW, and reduce annual energy 

consumption by more than 6,800 GWh, by 2024. In addition, this mandated energy efficiency significantly 

reduces the potential for cost-effective energy efficiency that might otherwise have been obtained through 

FPL’s DSM programs. 

The fifth factor is the increasing cost competitiveness of utility-scale PV facilities due to the continued 

decline of the cost of PV modules. Utility-scale PV facilities are the most economical way to utilize PV 

technology and the declining costs of PV modules have resulted, for the first time, in utility scale PV now 

being competitive on FPL’s system at specific, highly advantaged sites. As a result, FPL’s current resource 

plan presented in this year’s Site Plan includes approximately 223 MW (nameplate, AC) of new PV 

facilities at three specific sites that offer particular cost advantages. The projected new PV facilities are 

also presented in Table ES – 1 at the end of this executive summary.

The sixth factor is environmental regulation, particularly the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 

proposed Clean Power Plan issued in June 2014. The intent of the Clean Power Plan is to set carbon 

dioxide (CO2) emission limits for each state. The EPA is scheduled to issue final rules and emission limits 

in June 2015 (several months after this Site Plan is filed). The current draft rules call for each state to 

submit its compliance plan by June 2016 (although a delay of at least one year is possible). FPL’s 

resource planning work will account for the CO2 limits as they are finalized and FPL expects to be actively 

engaged in the development of Florida’s statewide compliance plan. 

Each of these factors will continue to be examined in FPL’s on-going resource planning work during the 

rest of 2015 and in future years.

Table ES-1 presents a current projection of major changes to specific generating units and firm capacity 

purchases for 2015 – 2024. Although this table does not specifically identify the impacts of projected DSM 

additions on FPL’s resource needs and resource plan, FPL’s projected DSM additions that are consistent 

with its new DSM Goals have been fully accounted for in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan.

In addition, this table shows the addition of an FPL CC unit in 2019. This potential new unit represents 

FPL’s most economic self-build generation option for 2019 and it appears in this table and this Site Plan as 

a placeholder for that year. In March 2015, FPL issued a capacity request for proposals (RFP) that

solicited proposals from interested parties for generation that could supply firm, dispatchable capacity 

starting in mid-2019. Proposals are due in May 2015. At that time, FPL and an independent evaluator will 

conduct separate reviews of proposals received in response to the RFP and of FPL’s potential self-build
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CC unit. At the conclusion of the analyses, FPL will file for a determination of need, or approval of cost 

recovery, from the Florida Public Service Commission for the generation option(s) that was determined in 

these analyses to be the best selection for FPL’s customers beginning in 2019.
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Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes

Summer
Summer Reserve

Year * Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Changes MW Date Margin **
2015 Turkey Point (22) January-15

Fort Myers (5) January-15
Lauderdale GT (8) January-15
Lauderdale GT (8) January-15
Port Everglades GT (8) January-15
Palm Beach SWA - additional firm capacity 70 June-15
Martin (3) June-15
Scherer (9) June-15

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 6 26.7%
2016 Cedar Bay -PPA retirement (250) October-15

Cedar Bay -FPL Ownership 250 October-15
UPS Replacement (928) December-15
Fort Myers 2 37 June-16
Fort Myers GTs 1 -10 (540) June-16
Lauderdale GTs 1- 12 (412) June-16
Martin 2 June-16
Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 1,237 June-16
Sanford 3 June-16

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: (601) 21.3%
2017 Babcock Solar Energy Center (Charlotte) *** 38 September-16

Citrus Solar Energy Center (DeSoto) *** 38 September-16
Manatee Solar Energy Center *** 38 September-16
Lauderdale GTs 13- 22 (343) October-16
Turkey Point Unit 1 synchronous condenser (396) October-16
Port Everglades GTs (412) December-16
Cedar Bay (250) December-16
Lauderdale GTs - 5 CT 1,155 December-16
Fort Myers GTs - 2 CT 462 December-16
Fort Myers  3A&B - upgraded 50 December-16
Martin 2 January-17
Sanford 1 January-17
Sanford 4 January-17
Turkey Point #5 23 June-17
Manatee 4 June-17

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 415 20.9%
2018 Unspecified Short-Term Purchase 207 May-18

Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #3 20 June-18
Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #5 3 June-18

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 227 20.0%
2019 Unspecified Short-Term Purchase (207) September-18

SJRPP suspension of energy (382) 2nd Quarter
Turkey Point Nuclear Unit #4 20 June-19
Okeechobee Next Generation Clean Energy Center **** 1,622 June-19

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,053 22.8%
2020  ---  ---  ---

Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 21.3%
2021 Eco-Gen PPA firm capacity 180 January-21

Cape Next Generation Clean Energy Center 88 June-21
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 268 22.0%

2022 Riviera Beach Next Generation Clean Energy Center 86 June-22
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 86 20.9%

2023 Unsited CC 1,317 June-23
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 1,317 24.4%

2024  ---  ---  ---
Total of MW changes to Summer firm capacity: 0 22.2%

* Year shown reflects when the MW change begins to be accounted for in Summer reserve margin 

calculations.

** Winter Reserve Margins are typically high than Summer Reserve Margin. Winter Reserve Margin are shown

on Schedule 7.2 in Chapter III.

*** MW values shown represent the firm capacity assumption for each 74.5 MW nameplate (AC) PV facility.

**** The Okeechobee generating is FPL's best self-build option for 2019.  During 2015 it will be evaluated versus 
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CHAPTER I

Description of Existing Resources
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I. Description of Existing Resources 

FPL’s service area contains approximately 27,650 square miles and has a population of 

approximately 9.1 million people. FPL served an average of 4,708,829 customer accounts in 35 

counties during 2014. These customers were served by a variety of resources including: FPL-

owned fossil-fuel, renewable, and nuclear generating units, non-utility owned generation, demand 

side management (DSM), and interchange/purchased power.

I.A. FPL-Owned Resources 

The existing FPL generating resources are located at 14 generating sites distributed 

geographically around its service territory, plus one site in Georgia (partial FPL ownership of one 

unit) and one site in Jacksonville, Florida (partial FPL ownership of two units). As of December 31, 

2014, FPL’s electrical generating facilities consisted of: four nuclear units, three coal units, 15

combined cycle (CC) units, five fossil steam units, 48 combustion gas turbines, two simple cycle 

combustion turbines, and two photovoltaic facilities1. The locations of these 79 generating units 

are shown on Figure I.A.1 and in Table I.A.1. 

FPL’s bulk transmission system, including both overhead and underground lines, is comprised of 

6,888 circuit miles of transmission lines. Integration of the generation, transmission, and 

distribution system is achieved through FPL’s 596 substations in Florida.

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and 

transmission lines, is shown on Figure I.A.2. 

1 FPL also has one 75 MW solar thermal facility at its Martin plant site. This facility does not generate electricity as the other units 
mentioned above do. Instead, it produces steam that reduces the use of fossil fuel to produce steam for electricity generation. 
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Figure I.A.1: Capacity Resources by Location (as of December 31, 2014)
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Table I.A.1: Capacity Resource by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2014)
Number Summer

Unit Type/ Plant Name Location of Units Fuel MW

Nuclear
St. Lucie 1/ Hutchinson Island, FL 2 Nuclear 1,821

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 2 Nuclear 1,632

Total Nuclear: 4 3,453

Coal Steam
Scherer Monroe County, Ga 1 Coal 643

St. John's River Power Park 2/ Jacksonville, FL 2 Coal 254

Total Coal Steam: 3 897

Combined-Cycle 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 1 Gas 1,436

Manatee Parrish, FL 1 Gas 1,143

Martin Indiantown, FL 3 Gas 2,073

Sanford Lake Monroe, FL 2 Gas 2,010

Cape Canaveral Cocoa, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,210

Lauderdale Dania, FL 2 Gas/Oil 884

Riviera Beach City of Riviera Beach, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,212

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Gas/Oil 1,192

West County Palm Beach County, FL 3 Gas/Oil 3,657

Total Combined Cycle: 15 14,817

Oil/Gas Steam
Manatee Parrish, FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,618

Martin Indiantown,FL 2 Oil/Gas 1,649

Turkey Point Florida City, FL 1 Oil/Gas 396

Total Oil/Gas Steam: 5 3,663

Gas Turbines(GT)
Fort Myers  (GT) Fort Myers, FL 12 Oil 648

Lauderdale (GT) Dania, FL 24 Gas/Oil 840

Port Everglades  (GT) Port Everglades, FL 12 Gas/Oil 420

Total Gas Turbines/Diesels: 48 1,908

Combustion Turbines 
Fort Myers Fort Myers, FL 2 Gas/Oil 319

Total  Combustion Turbines: 2 319

PV
DeSoto 3/ DeSoto, FL 1 Solar Energy 25

Space Coast 3/ Brevard County, FL 1 Solar Energy 10

Total PV: 2 35

Total System Generation as of December 31, 2013 = 79 25,092
 System Firm Generation as of December 31, 2013 = 25,072

1/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840/860. FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie
 Units 1 and 2 is 100% and 85%, respectively.

2/ Capabilities shown represent FPL's output share from each of the units (approx. 92.5% and exclude the Orlando Utilities
Commission (OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.44776% per unit.
Represents FPL's ownership share:  SJRPP coal: 20% of two units).

3/ Approximately 46% of the 25 MW of PV at DeSoto, and 32% of the 10 MW of PV at Space Coast, are considered as firm 
generating capacity for Summer reserve margin purposes.
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Figure I.A.2:  FPL Substation and Transmission System Configuration 
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Description of Existing Resources

I.B Capacity and Energy Power Purchases

Firm Capacity: Purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QF)
Firm capacity power purchases are an important part of FPL’s resource mix. FPL currently has 

contracts with seven qualifying facilities; i.e., cogeneration/small power production facilities, to 

purchase firm capacity and energy during the 10-year reporting period of this Site Plan. This is 

shown in Table I.A.3, Table I.B.1, and Table I.B.2.  

A cogeneration facility is one that simultaneously produces electrical and thermal energy, with the 

thermal energy (e.g., steam) used for industrial, commercial, or cooling and heating purposes. A

small power production facility is one that does not exceed 80 MW (unless it is exempted from this 

size limitation by the Solar, Wind, Waste, and Geothermal Power Production Incentives Act of 

1990) and uses solar, wind, waste, geothermal, or other renewable resources as its primary 

energy source.

Firm Capacity: Purchases from Utilities
FPL has a Unit Power Sales (UPS) contract to purchase 928 MW from the Southern Company 

(Southern) through the end of December 2015. This capacity is being supplied by Southern from a 

mix of gas- and coal-fired units.

In addition, FPL has contracts with the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for the purchase of 

382 MW (Summer) and 389 MW (Winter) of coal-fired generation from the St. John’s River Power 

Park (SJRPP) Units No. 1 and No. 2. However, due to Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, 

the total amount of energy that FPL may receive from this purchase is limited. FPL currently 

assumes, for planning purposes, that this limit will be reached in the second quarter of 2019. Once 

this limit is reached, FPL will be unable to receive firm capacity and energy from these purchases. 

(However, FPL will continue to receive firm capacity and energy from its ownership portion of the 

SJRPP units.)

These purchases are shown in Table I.A.3, Table I.B.1, and Table I.B.2. FPL’s ownership interest 

in the SJRPP units is reflected in FPL’s installed capacity shown on Figure I.A.1, in Table I.A.1, 

and on Schedule 1.
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Firm Capacity: Other Purchases
FPL has two other firm capacity purchase contracts with non-QF, non-utility suppliers. These 

contracts with the Palm Beach Solid Waste Authority were previously listed as QFs. However, the 

addition of a second unit in 2015 will cause both units to no longer meet the statutory definition of 

a QF.  Therefore, these contracts are listed as “Other Purchases” following the estimated in-

service date of the new unit. Table I.B.1 and I.B.2 present the Summer and Winter MW, 

respectively, resulting from these contracts under the category heading of Other Purchases.

Non-Firm (As Available) Energy Purchases
FPL purchases non-firm (as-available) energy from several cogeneration and small power 

production facilities. Table I.A.3 shows the amount of energy purchased in 2014 from these 

facilities.
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Firm Capacity Purchases (MW) Location Summer
(City or County) Fuel MW

I. Purchase from QF's: Cogeneration/Small Power Production Facilities
Cedar Bay Generating Company Duval Coal (Cogen) 250                          
Indiantown Cogen LP Martin Coal (Cogen) 330                          
Broward South Broward Solid Waste 4                              
Broward North Broward Solid Waste 11                            
Palm Beach SWA - extension Palm Beach Solid Waste 40                            

Total: 635                          

II. Purchases from Utilities
UPS from Southern Company Various Georgia Coal/Gas 928                          
SJRPP Jacksonville Coal 382                          

Total: 1,310                      

1,945                      

Non-Firm Energy Purchases (MWH)

Project County Fuel

 Energy (MWH) 
Delivered to FPL 

in 2014 
Okeelanta (known as Florida Crystals and New Hope P Palm Beach Bagasse/Wood 87,690                    
Broward South* Broward Solid Waste 93,548                    
Broward North* Broward Solid Waste 57,806                    
Waste Management Renewable Energy* Broward Landfill Gas 34,265                    
Waste Management - Collier County Landfill* Broward Landfill Gas 24,928                    
Tropicana Manatee Natural Gas 7,172                      
Georgia Pacific Putnam Paper by-product 8,606                      
Rothenbach Park (known as MMA Bee Ridge)* Sarasota PV 286                          
First Solar* Dade PV 409                          
Customer Owned PV & Wind Various PV/Wind 1,505                      
INEOS Bio* Indian River Wood 325                          
Miami Dade Resource Recovery* Dade Solid Waste 146,417                  
*These Non-Firm Energy Purchases are renewable and are reflected on Schedule 11.1, rows 8 and 9, column 6.

Total Net Firm Generating Capability:

Table 1.A.3: Purchase Power Resources by Contract (as of December 31, 2014)
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Table I.B.1: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Summer MW

I. Purchases from QF's
Cogeneration Small Power 
Production Facilities

Contract 
Start Date

Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Cedar Bay Generating Co. 01/25/94 08/31/15 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiantown Cogen L.P. 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330

U.S.EcoGen Clay2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

U.S.EcoGen Okeechobee2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

U.S.EcoGen Martin2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

595 345 345 345 345 345 525 525 525 525

II. Purchases from Utilities
Contract 

Start Date
Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SJRPP3/ 04/02/82 2nd Qtr/2019 382 382 382 382 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,310 382 382 382 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,905 727 727 727 345 345 525 525 525 525

III. Other Purchases
Contract 

Start Date
Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Palm Beach SWA - Extension1/ 01/10/12 04/01/32 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40

Palm Beach SWA - Additional 06/01/15 04/01/32 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Unspecified Purchases4/ 05/01/18 09/30/18 0 0 0 207 0 0 0 0 0 0

110 110 110 317 110 110 110 110 110 110

1,420 492 492 699 110 110 110 110 110 110

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
2,015 837 837 1,044 455 455 635 635 635 635

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Summer MW (for August of Year Shown)

1/ When the second unit comes into commercial service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither unit will meet the standards to be a small power producer, and 
it will then be accounted for under "Other Purchases"

2/ The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, however firm capacity will only be delivered starting in 2021.

4/ These Unspecified Purchases are short-term purchases for the summer of 2018 that are included for resource planning purposes.  No decision 
regarding such purchases is needed at this time.

Total "Non-QF" Purchases =

Total of QF and Utility Purchases =

QF Purchases Subtotal:

Utility Purchases Subtotal:

Other Purchases Subtotal:

Summer Firm Capacity Purchases Total MW:

3/ Contract end date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date.  Instead, this date represents a projection of the 
earliest date at which FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations.
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Table I.B.2: FPL's Firm Purchased Power Winter MW

I. Purchases from QF's
Cogeneration Small Power 
Production Facilities

Contract 
Start Date

Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broward South 01/01/93 12/31/26 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Broward South 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward South 01/01/97 12/31/26 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Broward North 01/01/93 12/31/26 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Broward North 01/01/95 12/31/26 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Broward North 01/01/97 12/31/26 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Cedar Bay Generating Company 01/25/94 08/31/15 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiantown Cogen L.P. 12/22/95 12/01/25 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330 330

Palm Beach SWA - extension1/ 01/10/12 04/01/32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

U.S.EcoGen Clay2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

U.S.EcoGen Okeechobee2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

U.S.EcoGen Martin2/ 01/01/21 12/31/49 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 60 60 60

595 345 345 345 345 345 525 525 525 525

II. Purchases from Utilities
Contract 

Start Date
Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

UPS Replacement 06/01/10 12/31/15 928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SJRPP3/ 04/02/82 2nd Qtr/2019 389 389 389 389 389 0 0 0 0 0

1,317 389 389 389 389 0 0 0 0 0

1,912 734 734 734 734 345 525 525 525 525

III. Other Purchases
Contract 

Start Date
Contract
End Date

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Palm Beach SWA - Extension1/ 01/10/12 04/01/32 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40

Palm Beach SWA - Additional 06/01/15 04/01/32 0 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
40 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110

1,357 499 499 499 499 110 110 110 110 110

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
1,952 844 844 844 844 455 635 635 635 635

Summary of FPL's Firm Capacity Purchases: Winter MW (for January of Year Shown)

Winter Firm Capacity Purchases Total MW:

Other Purchases Subtotal:

Total "Non-QF" Purchases =

3/ Contract end date shown for the SJRPP purchase does not represent the actual contract end date.  Instead, this date represents a projection of the earliest date at 
which FPL's ability to receive further capacity and energy from this purchase could be suspended due to IRS regulations.

QF Purchases Subtotal:

Utility Purchases Subtotal:

Total of QF and Utility Purchases =

1/ When the second unit comes into service at the Palm Beach SWA, neither unit will meet the standards to be a small power producers, and will then be accounted for 
under "Other Purchases"
2/ The EcoGen units will enter service in 2019, however firm capacity will only be delivered starting in 2021.

Florida Power & Light Company 23

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 29 of 176



I.C Demand Side Management (DSM)
FPL has sought out and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978. These programs 

include a number of conservation/energy efficiency and load management initiatives. FPL’s DSM 

efforts through 2014 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,793

MW at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 70,997 

Gigawatt-hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for reserve margin requirements, FPL’s 

DSM efforts through 2014 have eliminated the need to construct the equivalent of approximately 

14 new 400 MW generating units.  New DSM Goals for FPL for the 2015 through 2024 time period 

were set by the FPSC in November 2014.  The new DSM Goals are discussed in Chapter III.  
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Page 1 of  2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Alt. Actual/

Fuel Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max.
Unit Unit Fuel  Transport. Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW

Cape Canaveral Brevard County

19/24S/36E 1,295,400 1,355 1,210

3 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Apr-13 Unknown 1,295,400 1,355 1,210

DeSoto 2/ DeSoto County

27/36S/25E 25,000 25 25

1 PV Solar Solar N/A N/A Unknown Oct-09 Unknown 25,000 25 25

Fort Myers Lee County

35/43S/25E 2,653,800 2,553 2,403

2 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,721,490 1,491 1,436

3 CT NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Jun-03 Unknown 188,190 352 319

1-12 GT FO2 No TK No Unknown May-74 Unknown 744,120 710 648

Lauderdale Broward County

30/50S/42E 1,873,968 1,884 1,724

4 CC NG FO2 PL PL Unknown May-93 Unknown 526,250 483 442

5 CC NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Jun-93 Unknown 526,250 483 442

1-12 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 459 420

13-24 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-70 Unknown 410,734 459 420

Manatee Manatee County

18/33S/20E 2,951,110 2,871 2,761

1 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Oct-76 Unknown 863,300 819 809

2 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Dec-77 Unknown 863,300 819 809

3 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,233 1,143

Martin Martin County

29/29S/38E 4,317,510 3,866 3,722

1 ST FO6 NG PL PL Unknown Dec-80 Unknown 934,500 829 823

2 ST FO6 NG PL PL Unknown Jun-81 Unknown 934,500 832 826

3 CC NG No PL No Unknown Feb-94 Unknown 612,000 489 469

4 CC NG No PL No Unknown Apr-94 Unknown 612,000 489 469

8 3/ CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Jun-05 Unknown 1,224,510 1,227 1,135

Port Everglades City of Hollywood

23/50S/42E 410,734 459 420

1-12 GT NG FO2 PL PL Unknown Aug-71 Unknown 410,734 459 420

Riviera Beach City of Riviera Beach

33/42S/432E 1,295,400 1,344 1,212

5 CC NG FO2 PL WA Unknown Apr-14 Unknown 1,295,400 1,344 1,212

1/ These ratings are peak capability.

2/ Approximately 46% of the 25 MW (Nameplate, AC) PV facility at DeSoto is considered as firm generating capacity for Summer reserve margin purposes

    and 0% is considered as firm capacity for Winter reserve margin purposes.

3/ Martin Unit  8 is also partially fueled by a 75 MW solar thermal facility that supplies steam when adequate sunlight is available, thus reducing 

    fossil fuel use.

Location

Schedule 1

Existing Generating Facilities
As of December 31, 2014

Net Capability 1/

Florida Power & Light Company 25

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 31 of 176



Page 2 of 2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Alt. Actual/

Fuel Commercial Expected Gen.Max.
Unit Unit Fuel  Transport Days In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Use Month/Year Month/Year KW MW MW

Sanford Volusia County

16/19S/30E 2,377,720 2,200 2,010

4 CC NG No PL No Unknown Oct-03 Unknown 1,188,860 1,100 1,005

5 CC NG No PL No Unknown Jun-02 Unknown 1,188,860 1,100 1,005

Scherer 2/ Monroe, GA 680,368 651 643

4 ST SUB No RR No Unknown Jul-89 Unknown 680,368 651 643

Space Coast 3/ Brevard County

13/23S/36E 10,000 10 10

1 PV Solar Solar N/A N/A Unknown Apr-10 Unknown 10,000 10 10

St. Johns River Duval County

Power Park 4/  12/15/28E

  (RPC4) 271,836 260 254

1 ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown Mar-87 Unknown 135,918 130 127

2 ST BIT Pet RR WA Unknown May-88 Unknown 135,918 130 127

St. Lucie 5/ St. Lucie County

16/36S/41E 1,743,775 1,863 1,821

1 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown May-76 Unknown 1,020,000 1,003 981

2 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Jun-83 Unknown 723,775 860 840

Turkey Point Miami Dade County

27/57S/40E 3,380,960 3,322 3,220

1 ST FO6 NG WA PL Unknown Apr-67 Unknown 402,050 398 396

3 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Nov-72 Unknown 877,200 839 811

4 ST Nuc No TK No Unknown Jun-73 Unknown 877,200 848 821

5 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown May-07 Unknown 1,224,510 1,237 1,192

West County Palm Beach County 

29&32/43S/40E 4,100,400 4,005 3,657

1 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Aug-09 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

2 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown Nov-09 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

3 CC NG FO2 PL TK Unknown May-11 Unknown 1,366,800 1,335 1,219

Total System Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2014 6/ = 26,668 25,092
 System Firm Generating Capacity as of December 31, 2014 7/ = 26,633 25,072

1/ These ratings are peak capability.

2/ These ratings relate to FPL's 76.36% share of Plant Scherer Unit 4 operated by Georgia Power, and represent FPL's 73.923% owernership share available

    at point of interchange.

3/ Approximately 32% of the 10 MW (Nameplate, AC) PV facility at Space Coast is considered as firm generating capacity for Summer reserve margin purposes

    and 0% is considered as firm capacity for Winter reserve margin purposes.

4/ The net capability ratings represent Florida Power & Light Company's share of St. Johns River Park Units 1 and 2, excluding the

    Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) share of 80%.

5/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981/1,003 MW. FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840/860.FPL's ownership share of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

      is 100% and 85%,  respectively, as shown above. FPL's share of the deliverable capacity from each unit is approx. 92.5% and exclude the 

     Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) and  Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) combined portion of approximately 7.448% per unit.

6/ The Total System Generating Capacity value shown includes FPL-owned firm and non-firm generating capacity.

7/ The System Firm Generating Capacity value shown includes only firm generating capacity.

Fuel  

Existing Generating Facilities
As of December 31, 2014

Net Capability 1/

Schedule 1
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CHAPTER II

Forecast of Electric Power Demand
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II. Forecast of Electric Power Demand

II. A. Overview of the Load Forecasting Process

At FPL, long-term forecasts of sales, net energy for load (NEL), and peak loads typically are 

developed on an annual basis for resource planning work. FPL developed new long-term 

forecasts in late 2014 that replaced the previous long-term load forecasts used by FPL during 

2014 in much of its resource planning work and which were presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. 

These new load forecasts are utilized throughout FPL’s 2015 Site Plan and are a key input to the 

models used to develop FPL’s integrated resource plan. 

The following pages describe how forecasts are developed for each component of the long-term 

forecast including: sales, NEL, and peak loads. Consistent with past forecasts, the primary drivers 

to develop these forecasts include economic conditions and weather.

The projections for the national and Florida economies are obtained from IHS Global Insight, a 

leading economic forecasting firm. Population projections are obtained from the Florida 

Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). These projections are 

developed in conjunction with the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) of the 

University of Florida. These inputs are quantified and qualified using statistical models in terms of 

their impact on the future demand for electricity.

Weather is always a key factor that affects FPL’s energy sales and peak demand.  Three sets of 

weather variables are developed and used in FPL’s forecasting models::

1. Cooling degree-hours based on 72o F, winter heating degree-days based on 66o F, and 

heating degree-days based on 45o F are used to forecast energy sales.

2. The maximum temperature on the peak day and the build-up of cooling degree-hours prior 

to the peak are used to forecast Summer peaks.

3. The minimum temperature on the peak day and the build-up of heating degree-hours 

based on 66o F on the morning of the peak are used to forecast Winter peaks.

The cooling degree-hours and winter heating degree-days are used to capture the changes in the 

electric usage of weather-sensitive appliances such as air conditioners and electric space heaters. 

Heating degree-days based on 45o F are used to capture heating load resulting from sustained 

periods of unusually cold weather that are not fully captured by heating degree-days based on 66o 

F. A composite hourly temperature profile is derived using hourly temperatures across FPL’s 

service territory. Miami, Ft. Myers, Daytona Beach, and West Palm Beach are the locations where 

temperatures are obtained. In developing the composite hourly profile, these regional 
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temperatures are weighted by regional energy sales. The resulting composite temperature is used 

to derive projected cooling and heating degree-hours and heating degree-days. Similarly, 

composite temperature and hourly profiles of temperatures are used to calculate the weather 

variables used in the Summer and Winter peak models.

II. B. Comparison of FPL’s Current and Previous Load Forecasts
While reflecting some fluctuations by year, FPL’s current load forecast is generally in line with the 

load forecast previously presented in its 2014 Site Plan. Three primary factors drive the current 

load forecast: projected population growth, the performance of Florida’s economy, and energy 

efficiency codes and standards. An additional fourth factor, which represents a change in 

assumptions from the 2014 Site Plan, pertains to FPL’s previously planned acquisition of the City 

of Vero Beach’s electric system.

In early 2013, FPL came to an agreement with the City of Vero Beach to purchase the City’s 

electric system.  This agreement was approved by the City’s voters on March 12, 2013. FPL 

projected in its 2014 Site Plan that it would begin serving Vero Beach’s electric load in January 

2015. Accordingly, NEL, customers, and peaks for Vero Beach from 2015 through 2023 were 

included in FPL’s load forecasts in its 2014 Site Plan.  However, lack of progress among 

negotiating parties has resulted in uncertainty regarding whether FPL will provide, or when it can 

begin providing, Vero Beach’s electric load.  As a result, FPL’s current load forecast does not 

include electric service to Vero Beach.  

The customer forecast is based on recent population projections as well as the actual levels of 

customer growth experienced historically. Population projections are derived from the EDR’s July 

2014 Demographic Estimating Conference. This forecast is generally consistent with previous 

forecasts indicating steady growth in Florida’s population.  On a percentage basis, the projected 

rates of population growth are expected to be somewhat below the state’s long-term historical 

averages. However, the absolute increases in population are projected to be significant. The 

state’s population is expected to reach 20 million by 2016 and exceed 22 million by 2023.  Overall, 

the state’s population is expected to increase by approximately three million between 2014 and 

2024. 

FPL customer growth is expected to mirror the overall level of population growth in the state.    

From 2014 through 2024 the total number of customers is projected to increase at an annual rate 

of 1.3% resulting in a cumulative increase of more than 670,000 customers.  By 2019, the total 

number of customers served by FPL is expected to exceed five million. By 2024, the total number 

of FPL customers is expected to reach approximately 5.4 million.

Florida Power & Light Company                             30

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 36 of 176



The economic projections incorporated into FPL’s load forecast are provided by IHS Global 

Insight.  IHS Global Insight projects solid growth in the Florida economy with relatively healthy 

increases in employment and income levels from 2015 through 2019. This firm projects 

particularly robust growth for the professional and business services, trade, tourism, and 

healthcare industries. Consistent with past projections, economic growth in the later years of the 

forecast is expected to moderate slightly.

Estimates of savings from energy efficiency codes and standards are developed by ITRON, a 

leading expert in this field. These estimates include savings from federal and state energy 

efficiency codes and standards, including the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy 

Independence and Security Act, and the savings resulting from the use of compact fluorescent 

bulbs and light-emitting diodes (LEDs)2. The impact of these savings began in 2005 and their 

cumulative impact on the Summer peak is expected to reach 3,568 MW by 2024, the equivalent of 

an approximately 12% reduction in what the forecasted Summer peak load for 2024 would have 

been without these codes and standards. The cumulative impact on NEL from these savings is 

expected to reach 11,405 GWH over the same period while the cumulative impact on the Winter 

peak is expected to be 2,022 MW by 2024. This represents a decrease of approximately 8% in the 

forecasted NEL for 2024 and an 8% reduction in forecasted Winter peak load for 2024. 

Consistent with the forecast presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, the total growth projected for the 

ten-year reporting period of this document is significant. The Summer peak is projected to 

increase to 26,771 MW by 2024, an increase of 3,836 MW over the 2014 actual Summer peak. 

Likewise, NEL is projected to reach 133,276 GWH in 2024, an increase of 17,308 GWH from the 

actual 2014 value.

II.C. Long-Term Sales Forecasts
Long-term forecasts of electricity sales were developed for the major revenue classes and are 

adjusted to match the NEL forecast. The results of these sales forecasts for the years 2015 

through 2024 are presented in Schedules 2.1 - 2.3 that appear at the end of this chapter. 

Econometric models are developed for each revenue class using the statistical software package 

MetrixND. The methodologies used to develop energy sales forecasts for each jurisdictional 

revenue class and NEL forecast are outlined below.

2 Note that in addition to the fact that these energy efficiency codes and standards lower the forecasted load, these standards also 
lower the potential for efficiency gains that would otherwise be available through utility DSM programs.
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1. Residential Sales
Residential electric usage per customer is estimated by using an econometric model. 

Residential sales are a function of the following variables: cooling degree-hours, winter 

heating degree-days, twelve-month average Consumer Price Index for Energy, and Florida 

real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population that is employed. The impact 

of weather is captured by the cooling degree-hours and winter heating degree-days.  The 

impact energy prices have on electricity consumption is captured through the Consumer Price 

Index for Energy variable.  As energy prices rise, less disposable income is available for all 

goods and services, including electricity. To capture economic conditions, the model includes 

a composite variable based on Florida real per capita income and the percent of the state’s 

population that is employed. Residential energy sales are forecasted by multiplying the 

projected residential use per customer by the projected number of residential customers.   

2. Commercial Sales 
The commercial sales forecast is also developed using econometric models.  The commercial 

class is forecast using three separate models, based on customer size, including: small 

accounts (less than 20 kW of demand), medium accounts (21 kW to 499 kW of demand), and 

large accounts (demand of 500 kW or higher).  Commercial sales are driven by economic and 

weather variables.  Specifically, the small commercial sales model utilizes the following 

variables: Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population that is 

employed, cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, lagged cooling degree-hours, the 

Consumer Price Index, dummy variables for the month of December and for the specific 

months of January 2007 and November 2005, and an autoregressive term.  The medium 

commercial sales model utilizes the same variables as the small commercial model with the 

exception of a January heating degree-day term rather than the heating degree-hours term.  

The large commercial sales model utilizes the following variables: Florida real per capita 

income, cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, lagged cooling degree-hours, dummy 

variables for the month of December and for the specific months of January 2007 and 

November 2005, and an autoregressive term.  Cooling degree-hours, heating degree-hours, 

and the one-month lag of cooling degree-hours are used to capture weather-sensitive load in 

the commercial sector.

3. Industrial Sales
Like the commercial class, the industrial class is forecast using three separate models, based 

on customer size.  The industrial class is comprised of three distinct groups: small accounts 

(less than 20 kW of demand), medium accounts (21 kW to 499 kW of demand), and large 

accounts (demands of 500 kW or higher). The small industrial sales model utilizes the 
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following variables: Florida real household disposable income, cooling degree-hours, heating 

degree-hours, and autoregressive terms. The medium industrial sales model utilizes the 

following variables: Florida real Gross State Product, the Consumer Price Index, cooling 

degree-hours, January heating degree-days, dummy variables for the specific months of 

February 2005 and November 2005, and autoregressive terms. The large industrial sales 

model utilizes the following variables: cooling degree-hours, Florida Gross State Product for 

manufacturing, the Consumer Price Index, the employee to population ratio, and dummy 

variables for the specific months of October 2004 and November 2004.

4. Railroad and Railways Sales and Street and Highway Sales
This class consists solely of Miami-Dade County’s Metrorail system. The projections for 

railroad and railways sales are based on a historical moving average.

The forecast for street and highway sales is developed by first developing a trended use per 

customer value, then multiplying this value by the number of forecasted customers. 

5. Other Public Authority Sales

This class consists of a sports field rate schedule, which is closed to new customers, and one 

government account. The forecast for this class is based on its historical usage 

characteristics.

6. Total Sales to Ultimate Customer

Sales forecasts by revenue class are summed to produce a total sales forecast.

7. Sales for Resale
Sales for resale (wholesale) customers are composed of municipalities and/or electric co-

operatives. These customers differ from jurisdictional customers in that they are not the 

ultimate users of the electricity they buy. Instead, they resell this electricity to their own 

customers. There are currently seven customers in this class: Florida Keys Electric 

Cooperative, Lee County Electric Cooperative, New Smyrna Beach, Wauchula, Winter Park, 

Blountstown, and Seminole Electric Cooperative3.

Beginning in May 2011, FPL began providing service to the Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 

under a long-term full requirements contract. FPL previously served the Florida Keys under a 

3 FPL continues to evaluate the possibility of serving the electrical loads of other entities at the time this Site Plan is being prepared. 
Because these possibilities are still being evaluated, the load forecast presented in this Site Plan does not include these potential 
loads.
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partial requirements contract. The sales to Florida Keys Electric Cooperative are based on 

customer-supplied information and historical coincidence factors.

Lee County contracted with FPL for FPL to supply a portion of the Lee County load through 

2013, then to serve the entire Lee County load beginning in 2014. This contract began in 

January 2010. Forecasted NEL for Lee County is based on an econometric model utilizing the 

following variables: cooling and heating degree-hours, January heating degree-days, real 

disposable household income, and autoregressive terms.

FPL sales to New Smyrna Beach began in February 2014 and will continue through 

December 2017.

FPL’s sales to Wauchula began in October 2011 and will continue through December 2016.

Sales to Winter Park began in January 2014 and will continue through December 2016.

Blountstown became an FPL wholesale customer in May 2012 under a contract that expires in 

April 2017.

FPL sales to Seminole Electric Cooperative are based on delivery of 200 MW that began in 

June 2014 and continues through May 2021.

II.D.    Net Energy for Load (NEL)
An econometric model is developed to produce a NEL per customer forecast. The inputs to the 

model include Florida real per capita income weighted by the percent of the population that is 

employed, and a proxy for energy prices. The model also includes several weather variables 

including cooling degree-hours and heating degree-days by calendar month, and heating degree-

days based on 45o F. In addition, the model also includes a variable for energy efficiency codes 

and standards.  A dummy variable is included for the specific month of November 2005. There are 

also two autoregressive terms in the model.

The energy efficiency variable is included to capture the impacts from major codes and standards, 

including those associated with the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy 

Independence and Security Act, and savings resulting from the use of compact fluorescent bulbs 

and LEDs. The estimated impact from these codes and standards includes engineering estimates 

and any resulting behavioral changes. The impact of these savings began in 2005 and their 

cumulative impact on NEL is expected to reach 11,405 GWH by 2024. This represents an 

approximately 8% reduction in what the forecasted NEL for 2024 would have been absence these 
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codes and standards.  From the end of 2014, the incremental reduction through 2024 is expected 

to be 6,808 GWH.  An additional adjustment is made due to the impact of incremental distributed 

generation not otherwise included in the forecast.  The adjustment to the forecast due to 

distributed generation begins in 2014 and is expected to reduce the NEL forecast by 444 GWH by 

2024.

The forecast was also adjusted for the additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles, beginning in 

2014, which resulted in an increase of approximately 616 GWH by the end of the ten-year 

reporting period. The forecast was further adjusted for the incremental load resulting from FPL’s 

economic development riders which began in 2014 and this incremental load is projected to grow 

to 242 GWH before leveling off in 2020

The NEL forecast is developed by first multiplying the NEL per customer forecast by the projected 

total number of customers and then adjusting the forecasted results for the expected changes in 

load resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, distributed generation, and FPL’s 

economic development riders. Once the NEL forecast is determined, total billed sales are 

computed using a historical ratio of sales to NEL. The sales by class forecasts discussed

previously are then adjusted to match the total billed sales. The forecasted NEL values for 2015 

through 2024 are presented in Schedule 3.3 which appears at the end of this chapter.  

II.E. System Peak Forecasts
The rate of absolute growth in FPL system peak load has been a function of the size of the 

customer base, varying weather conditions, projected economic conditions, changing patterns of 

customer behavior, and more efficient appliances and lighting. FPL developed the peak forecast 

models to capture these behavioral relationships.  In addition, FPL’s peak forecast also reflects 

changes in load expected as a result of changes in wholesale contracts, distributed generation, 

and the expected number of hybrid vehicles. 

The savings from energy efficiency codes and standards incorporated into the peak forecast 

include the impacts from the 2005 National Energy Policy Act, the 2007 Energy Independence and 

Security Act, and the use of compact fluorescent light bulbs and LEDs.  The impact from these 

energy efficiency standards began in 2005 and their cumulative impact on the Summer peak is 

expected to reach 3,568 MW by 2024. This reduction includes engineering estimates and any 

resulting behavioral changes. This reduction also represents significant energy efficiency that is 

not funded by FPL’s customers through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause. 

The cumulative 2024 impact from these energy efficiency codes and standards effectively reduces 

FPL’s Summer peak for that year by approximately 12%.  From the end of 2014, the projected 
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incremental impact on the Summer peak from these energy efficiency codes and standards is 

projected to be a reduction of 2,035 MW through 2024.   By 2024, the Winter peak is expected to 

be reduced by 2,022 MW as result of the cumulative impact from these energy efficiency 

standards since 2005.  On an incremental basis, net of the reduction already experienced through 

2014, the impact on the Winter peak from these energy efficiency standards is expected to reach 

1,321 MW in 2024.

The forecast also was adjusted for additional load estimated from hybrid vehicles which is 

projected to be an increase of approximately 173 MW in the Summer and 86 MW in the Winter by 

the end of the ten-year reporting period.  The incremental impact of distributed generation results 

in an expected decrease of approximately 105 MW in the Summer and a negligible reduction in 

the Winter by the end of the ten-year reporting period. The incremental impact from distributed 

generation is based on forecasted increases in rooftop photovoltaic (PV) installations not 

otherwise reflected in the load forecast.  The ratio of the expected Summer Peak MW reduction 

relative to the installed nameplate MW (DC) capacity is appropriately 34% for residential PV 

installations and appropriately 37% for commercial PV installations. The ratio of the expected 

Winter Peak MW reduction to installed nameplate MW (DC) capacity is close to 0% for both 

residential and commercial PV installations. 

The forecasting methodology of Summer, Winter, and monthly system peaks is discussed below. 

The forecasted values for Summer and Winter peak loads for the years 2015 through 2024 are 

presented at the end of this chapter in Schedules 3.1 and 3.2, and in Chapter III in Schedules 7.1 

and 7.2. 

1. System Summer Peak
The Summer peak forecast is developed using an econometric model.  The variables included 

in the model are the price of gasoline (lagged one month), Florida real household disposable 

income, cooling degree-hours two days prior to the peak day, the maximum temperature on 

the day of the peak, a variable for energy efficiency standards, and a dummy variable for the 

year 1990. The model is based on the Summer peak contribution per customer which is 

multiplied by total customers. This product is then adjusted to account for the expected 

changes in loads resulting from hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, distributed 

generation, and FPL’s economic development riders to derive FPL’s system Summer peak.

2. System Winter Peak

Like the system Summer peak model, this model also is an econometric model. The model 

consists of two weather-related variables: the minimum temperature on the peak day and 

heating degree-hours for the prior day squared. The model also includes two dummy 
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variables; one for Winter peaks occurring on weekends and one for the year 1994. Also 

included in the model are a variable for housing starts per capita, and an autoregressive term. 

The forecasted results are adjusted for the impact of energy efficiency standards. The model

is based on the Winter peak contribution per customer which is multiplied by the total number 

of customers. This product then is adjusted for the expected changes in loads resulting from 

hybrid vehicles, new wholesale contracts, distributed generation, and FPL’s economic 

development riders.

3. Monthly Peak Forecasts

The forecasting process for monthly peaks consists of the following steps:

a. The forecasted annual summer peak is assumed to occur in the month of August which 

historically has accounted for more annual summer peaks than any other month.

b. The forecasted annual winter peak is assumed to occur in the month of January which 

historically has accounted for more annual winter peaks than any other month.

c.  The remaining monthly peaks are forecasted based on the historical relationship between 

the monthly peaks and the annual summer peak. 

II.F. Hourly Load Forecast
Forecasted values for system hourly load for the period 2015 through 2024 are produced using a 

System Load Forecasting “shaper” program. This model uses years of historical FPL hourly 

system load data to develop load shapes for weekdays, weekend days, and holidays. The model 

generates a projection of hourly load values based on these load shapes and the forecast of 

monthly peaks and energy.

II.G. Uncertainty
Uncertainty is inherent in the load forecasting process.  This uncertainty can result from a number 

of factors, including unexpected changes in consumer behavior, structural shifts in the economy, 

and fluctuating weather conditions. Large weather fluctuations, in particular, can result in 

significant deviations between actual and forecasted peak demands.  The load forecast is based 

on average expected or normal weather conditions; i.e. a 50% probability (or P50) forecast.  An 

extreme P90 cold weather event, however, can add an additional 3,000 MW to the Winter Peak 

and an extreme P90 hot weather event can add an additional 800 MW to the Summer Peak.
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In order to address uncertainty in the forecasts of aggregate peak demand and NEL, FPL first 

evaluates the assumptions underlying the forecasts. FPL takes a series of steps in evaluating the 

input variables, including comparing projections from different sources, identifying outliers in the 

series, and assessing the series’ consistency with past forecasts. As needed, FPL reviews

additional factors that may affect the input variables. 

Uncertainty is also addressed in the modeling process. Econometric models generally are used to 

forecast the aggregate peak demand and NEL. During the modeling process, the relevant 

statistics (goodness of fit, F-statistic, P-values, mean absolute deviation (MAD), mean absolute 

percentage error (MAPE), etc.) are scrutinized to ensure the models adequately explain historical 

variation. Once a forecast is developed, it is compared with past forecasts. Deviations from past 

forecasts are examined in light of changes in input assumptions to ensure that the drivers 

underlying the forecast are well understood. Finally, forecasts of aggregate peak demand and 

NEL are compared with the actual values as these become available. An ongoing process of 

variance analyses is performed. To the extent that the variance analyses identify large 

unexplained deviations between the forecast and actual values, revisions to the econometric 

model may be considered. 

The inherent uncertainty in load forecasting is addressed in different ways in regard to FPL’s 

overall resource planning and operational planning work. In regard to FPL’s resource planning 

work, FPL’s utilization of a 20% total reserve margin criterion, a Loss-of-Load-Probability (LOLP) 

criterion of 0.1, and a 10% generation-only reserve margin criterion, are  designed to maintain 

reliable electric service for FPL’s customers in light of forecasting (and other) uncertainty. In 

addition, banded forecasts of the projected Summer peak and net energy for load are produced 

based on an analysis of past forecasting variances. In regard to operational planning, a banded 

forecast for the projected Summer and Winter peak days is developed based on historical weather 

variations.  These bands are then used to develop similar bands for the monthly peaks.

II.H. DSM 
The effects of FPL’s DSM energy efficiency programs implementation through August 2014 are 

assumed to be embedded in the actual usage data for forecasting purposes. The following are 

accounted for as “line item reductions” to the forecasts as part of the IRP process: the impacts of 

incremental energy efficiency that FPL has implemented in the September 2014 through 

December 2014 time period, incremental energy efficiency that FPL plans to implement in the 

future based on the new DSM Goals set for FPL by the FPSC in November 2014, and the 

cumulative and projected incremental impacts of FPL’s load management programs. After making

these adjustments to the load forecasts, the resulting “firm” load forecast is then used in FPL’s IRP 

work as shown in Chapter III in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption

Year Population Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer

2005 8,469,602 2.21 54,348 3,828,374 14,196 43,468 469,973 92,490
2006 8,620,855 2.21 54,570 3,906,267 13,970 44,487 478,867 92,901
2007 8,729,806 2.19 55,138 3,981,451 13,849 45,921 493,130 93,121
2008 8,771,694 2.20 53,229 3,992,257 13,333 45,561 500,748 90,987
2009 8,732,591 2.19 53,950 3,984,490 13,540 45,025 501,055 89,860
2010 8,762,399 2.19 56,343 4,004,366 14,070 44,544 503,529 88,464
2011 8,860,158 2.20 54,642 4,026,760 13,570 45,052 508,005 88,685
2012 8,948,850 2.21 53,434 4,052,174 13,187 45,220 511,887 88,340
2013 9,025,275 2.20 53,930 4,097,172 13,163 45,341 516,500 87,786
2014 9,122,932 2.19 55,202 4,169,028 13,241 45,684 525,591 86,919

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 
These values are at the meter.

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Members Average Average kWh Average Average kWh
per No. of Consumption No. of Consumption

Year Population Household GWh Customers Per Customer GWh Customers Per Customer
2015 9,306,139 2.20 57,634 4,230,063 13,625 45,958 532,023 86,384
2016 9,445,807 2.20 59,347 4,293,549 13,822 46,694 538,297 86,743
2017 9,586,474 2.20 60,613 4,357,488 13,910 47,162 544,230 86,659
2018 9,726,794 2.20 61,841 4,421,270 13,987 47,649 549,723 86,678
2019 9,866,497 2.20 62,967 4,484,771 14,040 48,078 554,918 86,640
2020 10,003,258 2.20 64,192 4,546,935 14,118 48,560 559,848 86,737
2021 10,137,730 2.20 65,090 4,608,059 14,125 48,581 564,581 86,048
2022 10,269,789 2.20 65,922 4,668,086 14,122 48,861 569,300 85,826
2023 10,400,493 2.20 66,903 4,727,497 14,152 49,225 573,828 85,784
2024 10,530,845 2.20 68,082 4,786,748 14,223 49,741 578,049 86,050

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (2) represents population only in the area served by FPL. 

Col. (4) and Col. (7) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of incremental conservation. 

These values are at the meter.

Col. (5) and Col. (8) represent the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Schedule 2.1
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

CommercialRural & Residential

Rural & Residential Commercial

Forecast of Energy Consumption
Schedule 2.1

Florida Power & Light Company                             39

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 45 of 176



                        

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)
Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to

Average Average kWh & Highway Public Ultimate
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh GWh 

2005 3,913 20,392 191,873 95 424 49 102,296
2006 4,036 21,211 190,277 94 422 49 103,659
2007 3,774 18,732 201,499 91 437 53 105,415
2008 3,587 13,377 268,168 81 423 37 102,919
2009 3,245 10,084 321,796 80 422 34 102,755
2010 3,130 8,910 351,318 81 431 28 104,557
2011 3,086 8,691 355,104 82 437 27 103,327
2012 3,024 8,743 345,871 81 441 25 102,226
2013 2,956 9,541 309,772 88 442 28 102,784
2014 2,941 10,415 282,398 91 446 24 104,389

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent actual energy sales including the impacts of existing 
conservation. These values are at the meter.

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (16) = Col. (4) + Col. (7) + Col. (10) + Col. (13) + Col. (14) + Col. (15).

(1) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)
Industrial Railroads Street & Sales to Sales to

Average Average kWh & Highway Public Ultimate
No. of Consumption Railways Lighting Authorities Consumers

Year GWh Customers Per Customer GWh GWh GWh GWh 
2015 2,929 11,265 260,033 91 461 22 107,096
2016 2,932 12,542 233,811 91 468 22 109,554
2017 2,914 13,496 215,931 91 473 22 111,275
2018 2,871 13,792 208,152 91 479 22 112,952
2019 2,820 13,687 206,006 91 483 22 114,461
2020 2,763 13,594 203,246 91 488 22 116,115
2021 2,696 13,455 200,356 91 492 22 116,971
2022 2,634 13,316 197,791 91 496 22 118,025
2023 2,566 13,138 195,327 91 499 22 119,307
2024 2,493 12,849 193,999 91 503 22 120,931

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (10) and Col.(15) represent forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact 
of incremental conservation. These values are at the meter.

Col. (11) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (16) = Col. (4) + Col. (7) + Col. (10) + Col. (13) + Col. (14) + Col. (15).

Schedule 2.2
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

Schedule 2.2

Industrial

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
Forecast of Energy Consumption
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(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
Utility Net Average 

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average 
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers

2005 1,506 7,498 111,301 3,156 4,321,895
2006 1,569 7,909 113,137 3,218 4,409,563
2007 1,499 7,401 114,315 3,276 4,496,589
2008 993 7,092 111,004 3,348 4,509,730
2009 1,155 7,394 111,303 3,439 4,499,067
2010 2,049 7,870 114,475 3,523 4,520,328
2011 2,176 6,950 112,454 3,596 4,547,051
2012 2,237 6,403 110,866 3,645 4,576,449
2013 2,158 6,713 111,655 3,722 4,626,934
2014 5,375 6,204 115,968 3,795 4,708,829

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (19) represents actual energy sales including the impacts of existing conservation. 

Col. (19) = Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). Historical NEL includes the impacts of existing 
conservation and agrees to Col. (5) on schedule 3.3.  Historical GWH, prior to 2011, are 
based on a fiscal year beginning 12/29 and ending 12/28. The 2011 value is based on

12/29/10 to 12/31/11.  The 2012-2014 values are based on calendar year.

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20).

(1) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
Utility Net Average

Sales for Use & Energy No. of Total Average
Resale Losses For Load Other Number of

Year GWh GWh GWh Customers Customers
2015 6,021 6,595 119,713 3,858 4,777,210
2016 6,126 6,727 122,407 3,906 4,848,294
2017 5,882 6,788 123,946 3,947 4,919,162
2018 5,629 6,852 125,433 3,987 4,988,771
2019 5,659 6,950 127,070 4,024 5,057,400
2020 5,700 7,036 128,851 4,058 5,124,436
2021 5,256 7,011 129,237 4,090 5,190,185
2022 4,955 7,097 130,077 4,118 5,254,820
2023 5,013 7,176 131,495 4,145 5,318,608
2024 5,073 7,271 133,276 4,170 5,381,815

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (19) represents forecasted energy sales that do not include the impact of  incremental 
conservation and agrees to Col. (2) on Schedule 3.3.

Col. (19) = Col. (16) + Col. (17) + Col. (18). These values are based on calendar year.

Col. (20) represents the annual average of the twelve monthly values.

Col. (21) = Col. (5) + Col. (8) + Col. (11) + Col. (20).

Schedule 2.3
History of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class

Schedule 2.3
Forecast of Energy Consumption

And Number of Customers by Customer Class
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand

2005 22,361 264 22,097 0 902 895 600 611 20,858
2006 21,819 256 21,563 0 928 948 635 640 20,256
2007 21,962 261 21,701 0 952 982 716 683 20,295
2008 21,060 181 20,879 0 966 1,042 760 706 19,334
2009 22,351 249 22,102 0 981 1,097 811 732 20,558
2010 22,256 419 21,837 0 990 1,181 815 758 20,451
2011 21,619 427 21,192 0 1,000 1,281 821 781 19,798
2012 21,440 431 21,009 0 1,013 1,351 833 810 19,594
2013 21,576 396 21,180 0 1,025 1,394 833 827 19,718
2014 22,935 955 21,980 0 1,010 1,444 843 840 21,082

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) are actual values for historical Summer peaks.  As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days.  Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values except for 2014 values which are
 through August. 

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2) - Col.(6) - Col.(8).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

August of Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management* Conservation Management* Conservation Demand

2015 23,286 1,231 22,054 0 1,020 46 862 25 21,334
2016 23,778 1,240 22,538 0 1,030 60 873 37 21,778
2017 24,252 1,186 23,066 0 1,040 71 885 50 22,206
2018 24,648 1,145 23,502 0 1,051 82 897 63 22,555
2019 25,045 1,149 23,896 0 1,061 94 909 77 22,904
2020 25,369 1,150 24,219 0 1,071 106 920 91 23,181
2021 25,497 953 24,544 0 1,082 118 932 106 23,260
2022 25,833 957 24,875 0 1,092 131 944 121 23,545
2023 26,286 965 25,321 0 1,102 144 956 136 23,948
2024 26,771 972 25,798 0 1,113 157 968 152 24,381

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected August 
values. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates.

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak.  Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) = Col. (2) - Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7) - Col. (8) - Col. (9).

* Res. Load Management and C/I Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County and FKEC.

Schedule 3.1
Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW)

Schedule 3.1
History  of Summer Peak Demand (MW)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Firm Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
 Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management Conservation Management Conservation Demand

2005 18,108 225 17,883 0 816 583 542 233 16,751
2006 19,683 225 19,458 0 823 600 550 240 18,311
2007 16,815 223 16,592 0 846 620 577 249 15,392
2008 18,055 163 17,892 0 868 644 636 279 16,551
2009 20,081 207 19,874 0 881 666 676 285 18,524
2010 24,346 500 23,846 0 895 687 721 291 22,730
2011 21,126 383 20,743 0 903 717 723 303 19,501
2012 17,934 382 17,552 0 856 755 722 314 16,356
2013 15,931 348 15,583 0 843 781 567 326 14,521
2014 17,500 890 16,610 0 768 805 590 337 16,142

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) are actual values for historical Winter peaks.  As such, they incorporate the effects of conservation (Col. 7 & Col. 9), and may
incorporate the effects of load control if load control was operated on these peak days.  Therefore, Col. (2) represents the actual Net Firm Demand.
For year 2011, the actual peaked occurred in December of 2010.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) for 2005 through 2014 represent actual DSM capabilities starting from January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values.

Col. (10) represents a HYPOTHETICAL "Net Firm Demand" as if the load control values had definitely been exercised on the peak. Col. (10) is 
derived by the formula: Col. (10) = Col.(2) - Col.(6) - Col.(8).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

January of Firm Res. Load Residential C/I Load C/I Net Firm
 Year Total Wholesale Retail Interruptible Management* Conservation Management* Conservation Demand

2015 21,136 1,195 19,941 841 12 593 5 19,684
2016 21,369 1,206 20,163 850 24 598 11 19,886
2017 21,485 1,151 20,334 858 28 603 20 19,976
2018 21,598 1,114 20,484 867 31 609 30 20,061
2019 21,792 1,125 20,667 875 35 614 40 20,227
2020 21,965 1,133 20,833 883 40 620 50 20,372
2021 22,096 1,141 20,956 892 44 625 61 20,475
2022 22,026 948 21,078 900 49 631 72 20,374
2023 22,202 956 21,246 909 53 636 83 20,520
2024 22,408 965 21,443 917 59 642 95 20,695

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (2) - Col. (4) represent FPL's forecasted peak and does not include incremental conservation, cumulative load management, or 
incremental load management.

Col. (5) - Col. (9) represent cumulative load management, and incremental conservation and load management. All values are projected January
values. 

Col. (8) represents FPL's Business On Call, CDR, CILC, and Curtailable programs/rates.

Col. (10) represents a 'Net Firm Demand" which accounts for all of the incremental conservation and assumes all of the load control is 
implemented on the peak.  Col. (10) is derived by using the formula: Col. (10) = Col. (2) - Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7) - Col. (8) - Col. (9).

* Res. Load Management and C/I Load Management include MW values of load management from Lee County and FKEC.

Schedule 3.2
History of Winter Peak Demand (MW)

Forecast of Winter Peak Demand (MW)
Schedule 3.2
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Net Energy Actual
For Load Residential C/I Net Energy Sales for Utility Use Total Billed

without DSM Conservation Conservation For Load Resale & Losses Retail Energy Load
Year GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh  Sales (GWh) Factor(%) 

2005 115,065 1,970 1,793 111,301 1,506 7,498 102,296 56.8%
2006 117,116 2,078 1,901 113,137 1,569 7,909 103,659 59.2%
2007 118,518 2,138 2,066 114,315 1,499 7,401 105,415 59.4%
2008 115,379 2,249 2,126 111,004 993 7,092 102,919 60.0%
2009 115,844 2,345 2,196 111,303 1,155 7,394 102,755 56.8%
2010 119,220 2,487 2,259 114,475 2,049 7,870 104,557 58.7%
2011 117,460 2,683 2,324 112,454 2,176 6,950 103,327 59.4%
2012 116,083 2,823 2,394 110,866 2,237 6,403 102,226 58.9%
2013 117,087 2,962 2,469 111,655 2,158 6,713 102,784 59.1%
2014 121,621 3,125 2,529 115,968 5,375 6,204 104,389 57.7%

Historical Values (2005 - 2014):

Col. (2) represents derived "Total Net Energy For Load w/o DSM".  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (2) = Col. (3) + Col. (4) + Col. (5).

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are DSM values starting in January 1988 and are annual (12-month) values. Col. (3) and Col. (4) for 2014
are "estimated actuals" and are also annual (12-month) values. The values represent the total GWh reductions experienced each year .

Col. (5) is the actual Net Energy for Load (NEL) for years 2005 - 2014.

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales.  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) = Col. (5) - Col. (6) - Col. (7).  These values are at the mete

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (5) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1 using the formula: Col. (9) = ((Col. (5)*1000) / ((Col. (2) * 8760
Adjustments are made for leap years.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Forecasted Net Energy Forecasted
Net Energy For Load Total Billed
For Load Residential C/I Adjusted for Sales for Utility Use Retail Energy

without DSM Conservation Conservation DSM Resale & Losses  Sales w/o DSM Load
Year GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh GWh Factor(%) 

2015 119,713 58 51 119,604 6,021 6,595 107,096 58.7%
2016 122,407 98 88 122,221 6,126 6,727 109,554 58.6%
2017 123,946 121 112 123,713 5,882 6,788 111,275 58.3%
2018 125,433 144 137 125,151 5,629 6,852 112,952 58.1%
2019 127,070 168 164 126,738 5,659 6,950 114,461 57.9%
2020 128,851 192 192 128,467 5,700 7,036 116,115 57.8%
2021 129,237 218 221 128,798 5,256 7,011 116,971 57.9%
2022 130,077 244 252 129,581 4,955 7,097 118,025 57.5%
2023 131,495 271 284 130,940 5,013 7,176 119,307 57.1%
2024 133,276 299 318 132,659 5,073 7,271 120,931 56.7%

Projected Values  (2015 - 2024):

Col. (2) represents Forecasted Net Energy for Load and does not include incremental DSM  from 2015 - on. The Col. (2) values are extracted from 
Schedule 2.3, Col(19).  The effects of conservation implemented prior to September 2014 are incorporated into the load forecast values in Col. (2).

Col. (3) & Col. (4) are forecasted values of the reduction on sales from incremental conservation from Jan 2015 - on and are mid-year (6-month) 
values reflecting DSM signups occurring evenly thoughout each year.

Col. (5) is the forecasted Net Energy for Load (NEL) after adjusting for impacts of incremental DSM for years 2015 - 2024 using the formula:  
Col. (5) = Col. (2) - Col. (3) - Col. (4)

Col. (8) is the Total Retail Billed Sales.  The values are calculated using the formula: Col. (8) = Col. (2) - Col. (6) - Col. (7).  
These values are at the meter.

Col. (9) is calculated using Col. (2) from this page and Col. (2), "Total", from Schedule 3.1. Col. (9) = ((Col. (2)*1000) / ((Col. (2) * 8760)
Adjustments are made for leap years.

Schedule 3.3
History of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh)

(All values are "at the generator" values except for Col (8))

Schedule 3.3
Forecast of Annual Net Energy for Load (GWh)

(All values are "at the generator"values except for Col (8))
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Total Total Total
Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL Peak Demand NEL

Month MW GWh MW GWh MW GWh

JAN 17,500 8,634 21,136 8,974 21,369 9,218

FEB 16,297 7,957 18,170 8,036 18,554 8,562

MAR 16,183 8,491 18,030 8,882 18,411 9,109

APR 19,934 9,230 19,033 9,214 19,435 9,414

MAY 20,295 10,400 21,262 10,556 21,712 10,750

JUN 21,786 10,438 22,600 10,974 23,078 11,146

JUL 22,935 11,392 23,001 11,759 23,488 11,920

AUG 22,900 12,125 23,286 11,914 23,778 12,089

SEP 21,673 10,641 22,498 11,057 22,974 11,233

OCT 21,079 10,074 21,145 10,427 21,593 10,616

NOV 17,830 8,129 18,588 8,804 18,982 9,015

DEC 16,095 8,457 18,027 9,115 18,408 9,336

Annual Values: 115,968 119,713 122,407

Col. (3) annual value shown is consistent with value shown in Col.(5) of Schedule 3.3.

Cols. (4) - (7) do not include the impacts of cumulative load management, incremental conservation, and incremental 
load management.

Cols. (5) and Col. (7) annual values shown are consistent with values shown in Col.(2) of Schedule 3.3.

FORECAST

Schedule 4
Previous Year Actual and Two-Year Forecast of 

Retail Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month

2014 2015
Actual FORECAST

2016
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CHAPTER III

Projection of Incremental Resource Additions
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III. Projection of Incremental Resource Additions

III.A FPL’s Resource Planning:

FPL utilizes its well established integrated resource planning (IRP) process, in whole or in part as 

dictated by analysis needs, to determine: when new resources are needed, what the magnitude of 

the needed resources are, and what type of resources should be added.  The timing and type of 

new power plants, the primary subjects of this document, are determined as part of the IRP 

process work.  

This section describes FPL’s basic IRP process. It also discusses some of the key assumptions, in 

addition to a new load forecast discussed in the previous chapter, that were used in developing 

the resource plan presented in this Site Plan.

Four Fundamental Steps of FPL’s Resource Planning: 

There are 4 fundamental steps to FPL’s resource planning.  These steps can be generally 

described as follows:

Step 1: Determine the magnitude and timing of FPL’s new resource needs;

Step 2: Identify which resource options and resource plans can meet the determined 

magnitude and timing of FPL’s resource needs (i.e., identify competing options 

and resource plans);

Step 3: Evaluate the competing options and resource plans in regard to system 

economics and non-economic factors; and,

Step 4: Select a resource plan and commit, as needed, to near-term options.

Figure III.A.1 graphically outlines the 4 steps.
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Overview of FPL's IRP Process

Figure III.A.1: Overview of FPL’s IRP Process
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Step 1: Determine the Magnitude and Timing of FPL’s New Resource Needs:

The first of the four resource planning steps, determining the magnitude and timing of FPL’s 

resource needs, is essentially a determination of the amount of capacity or megawatts (MW) of 

load reduction, new capacity additions, or a combination of both load reduction and new capacity 

additions that are needed to maintain system reliability. Also determined in this step is when the 

MW additions are needed to meet FPL’s reliability criteria. This step is often referred to as a

reliability assessment, or resource adequacy, analysis for the utility system.

Step 1 typically starts with an updated load forecast. Several databases are also updated in this 

first fundamental step, not only with the new information regarding forecasted loads, but also with 

other information that is used in many of the fundamental steps in resource planning.  Examples of 

this new information include, but are not limited to: delivered fuel price projections, current 

financial and economic assumptions, current power plant capability and operating assumptions,

and current demand side management (DSM) demand and energy reduction assumptions.  FPL 

also includes key sets of projections regarding three specific types of resources: (1) FPL unit 

capacity changes, (2) firm capacity power purchases, and (3) DSM implementation.

Key Assumptions Regarding the Three Types of Resources:

The first set of assumptions, FPL unit capacity changes, is based on the current projection of new 

generating capacity additions and planned retirements of existing generating units. In FPL’s 2015

Site Plan, there are six (6) such projected capacity changes through the 10-year reporting time 

frame of this document. These changes are listed below in general chronological order:

1) Retirement of existing Putnam Units 1 & 2:

As explained in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, analyses conducted during 2013 and early 2014 

showed that it would be cost-effective to retire two existing units, Putnam Units 1 & 2, and 

replace the capacity with new combined cycle (CC) capacity at a later date and at a site to 

be determined. The new CC capacity would have a significantly better heat rate, thus 

reducing FPL’s system fuel usage and system emissions. As a result, these two units 

were retired at the end of 2014.

2) CT upgrades at existing CC plant sites:

In the fourth quarter of 2011, FPL started upgrading the 7FA combustion turbines (CT) 

that are components at a number of its existing CC units. These upgrades will 

economically benefit FPL’s customers by increasing the MW output of these CC units. 221 

MW of the increased capacity from these CT upgrades is already in service. The work for 
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the remaining upgrades is continuing and the project is projected to be completed in early 

2016.

3) Modernization of the Port Everglades plant site:

The work to modernize the existing Port Everglades site by adding new combined cycle 

(CC) capacity continues. The new generating unit, called the Port Everglades Next 

Generation Clean Energy Center (PEEC), is projected to be in-service in mid-2016 and is 

projected to have a peak Summer output of 1,237 MW. The FPSC issued the final need 

order for this modernization project in April 2012 in Order No. PSC-12-0187-FOF-EI. The 

site certification order for the project, DOAH Case No. 12-0422EPP, was received for the 

Port Everglades project in October 2012.

4) New Solar Facilities:

FPL currently projects that it will add new photovoltaic (PV) facilities by the end of 2016 at 

three sites. These sites are FPL’s existing Manatee plant site in Manatee County, the 

Citrus site in DeSoto County, and the Babcock Ranch site in Charlotte County. Each of 

the PV facilities is projected to have a nameplate rating of approximately 74.5 MW (AC).

Therefore, the three PV facilities will have a combined total nameplate (AC) rating of

approximately 223 MW. FPL’s analyses of these three specific projects have led to a 

conclusion that approximately 52% of their nameplate (AC) rating can be accounted for as 

firm Summer capacity, and 0% for firm Winter capacity, in FPL’s reliability analyses. 

5) GT Replacement:

FPL plans, for economic reasons, to retire a number of its older gas turbine (GT) peaking 

units at its three GT sites (Lauderdale, Port Everglades, and Fort Myers) and partially 

replace this peaking capacity with new combustion turbine (CT) capacity at the 

Lauderdale and Fort Myers sites. In addition, the two existing CTs at the Fort Myers site 

will be upgraded, which will increase their capacity. These changes are projected to be 

completed by the end of 2016. The MW impact of these changes to FPL’s peaking 

capacity is a net decrease of approximately 40 MW.

6) New Combined Cycle Capacity:

FPL currently projects a need for a significant capacity addition in 2019. FPL’s best self-

build option to meet this need is a new combined cycle (CC) unit that would be built in 

Okeechobee County. In order to ensure that the best generation option for FPL’s 

customers is chosen to meet this need, and in keeping with the FPSC’s Bid Rule, FPL 

issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in March 2015 that invited generation proposals 

from outside parties. These proposals are scheduled to be received in May 2015. Once 
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these proposals and FPL’s self-build CC unit have been thoroughly evaluated by both FPL 

and an independent evaluator, FPL expects to file in mid-2015 for an FPSC determination 

of need approval, and/or for FPSC approval for cost recovery, for the best option(s).

In addition, FPL’s current resource plan presented in this Site Plan also shows potential 

new CC capacity being added in 2023. No decision on this potential addition is yet needed 

and FPL expects to make a decision on this capacity addition at an appropriate time in a 

manner similar to how the decision for the 2019 need will be reached.

The second set of assumptions involves firm capacity power purchases. There are two significant 

changes in firm capacity power purchases from those shown in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. The first of 

those is due to the fact that FPL no longer is projecting that it will serve Vero Beach’s electrical 

load (as discussed in Chapter II). Thus FPL is no longer projecting that it will acquire the Vero 

Beach combined cycle unit (46 MW), or that it will acquire two of Vero Beach’s existing power 

purchase agreements which total approximately 37 MW of coal-fired capacity that were projected 

to run through the end of 2017. The second change is that FPL anticipates terminating its existing 

power purchase agreement for 250 MW of coal-fired capacity from the Cedar Bay generating 

facility at the end of August 2015 as a result of a Purchase and Sale Agreement between FPL and 

Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P. FPL would then own the unit starting on September 1, 

2015. FPL currently anticipates that it will not need the unit for economic purposes after 2016 and, 

if that proves to be the case, would retire the unit at that time. FPL filed for FPSC approval of the 

Purchase and Sale Agreement in the first quarter of 2015.

None of the other purchase projections has changed from those in the 2014 Site Plan. FPL’s 

current projection includes an additional 70 MW of waste-to-energy capacity from the Palm Beach 

Solid Waste Authority (SWA) starting in mid-2015. In addition, FPL continues to project that 

Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations regarding the amount of energy that FPL can receive 

under its purchase agreement with Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) for St. Johns Regional 

Power Park (SJRPP) will result in the suspension of the delivery of capacity and energy to FPL in 

the second quarter of 2019.4 In addition, FPL projects that it will begin receiving a total of 180 MW 

of firm capacity in 2021 from biomass-based power purchase agreements with affiliates of U.S. 

EcoGen. 

In total, the projected firm capacity purchases are from a combination of utility and independent 

power producers. Details, including the annual total capacity values for these purchases, are 

presented in Chapter I in Tables I.B.1 and I.B.2. These purchased capacity amounts were 

incorporated in FPL’s resource planning work.

4
FPL’s projected suspension date for the SJRPP purchase is based on a system reliability perspective and represents the earliest 

projected date at which the suspension of capacity and energy could occur.

Florida Power & Light Company                                           53

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 59 of 176



The third set of assumptions involves a projection of the amount of additional DSM that FPL 

anticipates it will implement annually over the ten-year period of 2015 through 2024. A key aspect 

of FPL’s IRP process is the evaluation of DSM resources. Since 1994, FPL’s resource planning 

work has assumed that, at a minimum, the DSM MW called for in FPL’s FPSC-approved DSM 

Plan will be achieved. In November 2014, the FPSC established new DSM Goals for FPL that 

address the years 2015 through 2024, a time period that matches the reporting period of this Site 

Plan. The FPSC’s DSM Goals Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU recognized that two key market 

forces currently were affecting the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of utility DSM programs. The 

first of these is the growing impact of federal and state energy efficiency codes and standards. As 

discussed in Chapter II, the projected incremental impacts of these energy efficiency codes and 

standards during the 2015 through 2024 time period are: a Summer peak reduction of 

approximately 2,035 MW, a Winter peak reduction of approximately 1,321 MW, and approximately 

6,808 GWh of energy reduction. As a result, these energy efficiency codes and standards 

significantly reduce the potential for cost-effective utility DSM programs. 

The second market force was lower generating costs with which DSM must compete. This is 

particularly noticeable in regard to current and projected fuel costs compared to those when 

Florida previously established DSM Goals in 2009. As an example, natural gas cost projections 

are 50% lower than natural gas costs projections were in 2009. Although lower generating costs,

such as lower fuel costs, are very beneficial for FPL’s customers, they also negatively impact the 

economics of utility DSM programs. Therefore, fewer DSM programs are now cost-effective. In 

addition, for some DSM programs to remain cost-effective, incentive payments to participating 

customers have to be lowered, thus reducing the attractiveness of these programs to potential 

participants.

The FPSC recognized the impact these market forces have on utility DSM programs and set the 

new DSM Goals accordingly. Although the new DSM Goals are lower than the previous goals, the 

new goals will help ensure that the electric rate impacts to all of FPL’s customers from pursuing 

DSM are minimized. In March 2015, FPL filed for FPSC approval of its DSM Plan that presents 

specific DSM programs designed to achieve the new DSM Goals. A decision regarding FPL’s 

DSM Plan is expected by mid-2015. In this Site Plan, the resource plan that is presented assumes 

that the new DSM Goals will be met in each year of the reporting period. FPL’s DSM efforts are 

further discussed later in this chapter in section III.D.

The Three Reliability Criteria Used to Determine FPL’s Projected Resource Needs:

These key assumptions, plus the other updated information described above, are then applied in 

the first fundamental step: determining the magnitude and timing of FPL’s future resource needs.

This determination is accomplished by system reliability analyses which for FPL have traditionally 
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been based on dual planning criteria of a minimum peak period total reserve margin of 20% (FPL 

applies this to both Summer and Winter peaks) and a maximum loss-of-load probability (LOLP) of 

0.1 day per year. Both of these criteria are commonly used throughout the utility industry.

Beginning in 2014, FPL also implemented a third reliability criterion: a 10% generation-only

reserve margin (GRM).

Historically, two types of methodologies, deterministic and probabilistic, have been utilized in 

system reliability analysis. The calculation of excess firm capacity at the annual system peaks 

(reserve margin) is the most common method, and this relatively simple deterministic calculation 

can be performed on a spreadsheet. It provides an indication of the adequacy of a generating 

system’s capacity resources compared to its load during peak periods. However, deterministic 

methods do not take into account probabilistic-related elements such as the impact of individual 

unit failures.  For example: two 50 MW units that can be counted on to run 90% of the time are 

more valuable in regard to utility system reliability than is one 100 MW unit that can also be 

counted on to run 90% of the time. Probabilistic methods also recognize the value of being part of 

an interconnected system with access to multiple capacity sources.

For this reason, probabilistic methodologies have been used to provide an additional perspective 

on the reliability of a generating system.  There are a number of probabilistic methods that are in

use for performing system reliability analyses. Among the most widely used is loss-of-load 

probability (LOLP) which FPL utilizes. Simply stated, LOLP is an index of how well a generating 

system may be able to meet its firm demand (i.e., a measure of how often load may exceed 

available resources). In contrast to reserve margin, the calculation of LOLP looks at the daily peak 

demands for each year, while taking into consideration such probabilistic events as the 

unavailability of individual generators due to scheduled maintenance or forced outages. 

LOLP is expressed in terms of the projected probability that a utility will be unable to meet its 

entire firm load at some point during a year. The probability of not being able to meet the entire 

firm load is calculated for each day of the year using the daily peak hourly load. These daily 

probabilities are then summed to develop an annual probability value. This annual probability 

value is commonly expressed as “the number of days per year” that the entire system firm load 

could not be met. FPL’s standard for LOLP, commonly accepted throughout the industry, is a 

maximum of 0.1 day per year. This analysis requires a more complicated calculation methodology 

than does the reserve margin analysis. LOLP analyses are typically carried out using computer 

software models such as the Tie Line Assistance and Generation Reliability (TIGER) program 

used by FPL.
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FPL’s integrated resource planning work over the last several years examined a projected 

fundamental change in FPL’s resource plans. This change was a significant shift in the mix of 

generation and DSM resources in which FPL was becoming increasingly reliant on DSM 

resources to maintain system reliability. As discussed in detail in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan, extensive 

analyses examined this shift from a system reliability perspective. 

In these analyses, FPL developed a new metric: a generation-only reserve margin (GRM). This 

GRM metric reflects reserves that would be provided only by actual generating resources. The 

GRM value is calculated by setting to zero all incremental energy efficiency (EE) and load 

management (LM), plus all existing LM, in another version of a reserve margin calculation. The 

resulting GRM value provides an indication of how large a role generation is projected to play 

each year as FPL maintains its 20% Summer and Winter “total” reserve margins (which account 

for both generation and DSM resources).

These analyses examined the two types of resources, DSM and Supply options, from both an 

operational and a resource planning perspective. Based on these analyses, FPL concluded that

resource plans for its system with identical total reserve margins, but different GRM values, are 

not equal in regard to system reliability. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to 

result in more MW being available to system operators on adverse peak load days, and in lower 

LOLP values, than a resource plan with a lower GRM value, even though both resource plans 

have an identical total reserve margin. Therefore, in 2014 FPL implemented a minimum GRM 

criterion of 10% as a third reliability criterion in its resource planning process. 

The 10% minimum Summer and Winter GRM criterion augments the other two reliability criteria 

used by FPL: a 20% total reserve margin criterion for Summer and Winter, and a 0.1 day/year 

LOLP criterion. All three reliability criteria are potentially useful in terms of identifying the timing of 

the resource need. In terms of identifying the magnitude of the resource need on FPL’s system, 

the total reserve margin and GRM criteria are more useful although the projected magnitudes 

under each of these criteria may differ. In addition, the GRM criterion provides direction regarding 

the mix of generation and DSM resources that should be added to maintain and enhance FPL’s 

system reliability. 

Step 2: Identify Resource Options and Plans That Can Meet the Determined Magnitude 
and Timing of FPL’s Resource Needs:  

The initial activities associated with this second fundamental step of resource planning generally 

proceed concurrently with the activities associated with Step 1. During Step 2, preliminary 

economic screening analyses of new capacity options that are identical, or virtually identical, in 
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regard to certain key characteristics may be conducted to determine which new capacity options 

appear to be the most competitive on FPL’s system. These preliminary analyses can also help 

identify capacity size (MW) values, projected construction/permitting schedules, and operating 

parameters and costs.  Similarly, preliminary economic screening analyses of new DSM options 

and/or evaluation of existing DSM options are often conducted in this second fundamental IRP 

step.

FPL typically utilizes a production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or an

optimization model and spreadsheet analyses, to perform the preliminary economic screening of 

generation resource options. For the preliminary economic screening analyses of DSM resource 

options, FPL typically uses its DSM CPF model which is an FPL spreadsheet model utilizing the 

FPSC’s approved methodology for performing preliminary economic screening of individual DSM 

measures and programs. In addition, a years-to-payback screening test based on a two-year 

criterion is also used in the preliminary economic screening of individual DSM measures and 

programs. Then, as the focus of DSM analyses progresses from analysis of individual DSM 

measures to the development of DSM portfolios, FPL uses two additional models. One of these 

models is FPL’s non-linear programming model that is used for analyzing the potential for lowering 

system peak loads through additional load management/demand response capability. The other 

model that FPL typically utilizes is its linear programming model, which FPL uses to develop DSM 

portfolios.

The individual new resource options, both Supply options and DSM portfolios, emerging from 

these preliminary economic screening analyses are then typically “packaged” into different 

resource plans which are designed to meet the system reliability criteria. In other words, resource 

plans are created by combining individual resource options so that the timing and magnitude of 

FPL’s projected new resource needs are met. The creation of these competing resource plans is 

typically carried out using spreadsheet and/or dynamic programming techniques.  

At the conclusion of the second fundamental resource planning step, a number of different 

combinations of new resource options (i.e., resource plans) of a magnitude and timing necessary

to meet FPL’s resource needs are identified.

Step 3: Evaluate the Competing Options and Resource Plans in Regard to System 
Economics and Non-Economic Factors:

At the completion of fundamental steps 1 & 2, the most viable new resource options have been

identified and these resource options have been combined into a number of resource plans that 

each meet the magnitude and timing of FPL’s resource needs. The stage is set for evaluating 
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these resource options and resource plans in system economic analyses that aim to account for 

all of the impacts to the FPL system from the competing resource options/resource plans. In FPL’s 

2014 and early 2015 resource planning work, once the resource plans were developed, FPL

utilized the UPLAN production cost model and a Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, and/or the EGEAS

optimization model, to perform the system economic analyses of the resource plans. Other 

spreadsheet models may also be used to further analyze the resource plans.

The basic economic analyses of the competing resource plans focus on total system economics. 

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans is their relative 

impact on FPL’s electricity rate levels, with the objective generally being to minimize FPL’s 

projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM 

methodology).  In analyses in which the DSM contribution has already been determined through 

the same IRP process and/or FPSC approval, and therefore the only competing options are new 

generating units and/or purchase options, comparisons of competing resource plans’ impacts on 

electricity rates and on system revenue requirements will yield identical outcomes in regard to the 

relative rankings of the resource options being evaluated. Consequently, the competing options 

and resource plans in such cases can be evaluated on a system cumulative present value 

revenue requirement (CPVRR) basis.

Other factors are also included in FPL’s evaluation of resource options and resource plans. 

Although these factors may have an economic component or impact, they are often discussed in 

quantitative, but non-economic, terms such as percentages, tons, etc. rather than in terms of 

dollars. These factors are often referred to by FPL as “system concerns” that include (but are not 

limited to) maintaining/enhancing fuel diversity in the FPL system, system emission levels, and

maintaining a regional balance between load and generating capacity, particularly in the 

Southeastern Florida counties of Miami-Dade and Broward. In conducting the evaluations needed 

to determine which resource options and resource plans are best for FPL’s system, the non-

economic evaluations are conducted with an eye to whether the system concern is positively or 

negatively impacted by a given resource option or resource plan. These, and other, factors are 

discussed later in this chapter in section III.C.

Step 4: Finalizing FPL’s Current Resource Plan

The results of the previous three fundamental steps are typically used to develop FPL’s current 

resource plan. The current resource plan is presented in the following section.
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III.B Projected Incremental Resource Additions/Changes in the Resource Plan
FPL’s projected incremental generation capacity additions/changes for 2015 through 2024 are 

depicted in Table ES-1 which was previously presented in the Executive Summary chapter. These 

capacity additions/changes include the 6 generation additions/changes previously discussed in 

this chapter.

Although FPL’s projected DSM additions that are developed in the IRP process are not explicitly 

presented in this table, these DSM additions have been fully accounted for in all of FPL’s resource 

planning work reflected in this document. The projected MW reductions from these DSM additions 

are also reflected in the projected total reserve margin values shown in Table ES-1 and in 

Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 presented later in this chapter. DSM is further addressed later in this 

chapter in section III.D.

III.C Discussion of the Projected Resource Plan and Issues Impacting FPL’s 
Resource Planning Work

As indicated in the Executive Summary, FPL’s resource planning efforts in 2014 and early 2015

resulted in a resource plan that has four (4) key differences compared to the resource plan 

presented in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. These 4 key differences are discussed below in chronological 

order.

1. FPL No Longer Projects That It Will Serve Vero Beach’s Electrical Load:

Difficulties in the negotiations between the parties involved have led FPL to no longer project 

that it will serve Vero Beach’s electrical load which was assumed in FPL’s most recent Site 

Plans and load forecasts. This factor results in a lowering of FPL’s forecasted load and 

projected resource needs. To the extent circumstances change and a consummation of the 

sale once again seems likely, FPL will reincorporate this load into its forecast.

2. FPL’s Power Purchase Agreement with Cedar Bay Will Be Terminated in 2015:

FPL anticipates terminating its existing power purchase agreement for 250 MW of coal-fired 

capacity from the Cedar Bay generating facility at the end of August 2015 as a result of a 

Purchase and Sale Agreement between FPL and Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P. FPL 

would then assume ownership of the facility starting on September 1, 2015. FPL currently 

anticipates that it will not need the unit for economic purposes after 2016 and, if that proves to 

be the case, would retire the unit at that time. FPL filed for FPSC approval of the Purchase 

and Sale Agreement in the first quarter of 2015.
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3. FPL Will Approximately Triple Its Solar Generation Capacity by the End of 2016:

FPL will be adding three new photovoltaic (PV) facilities by the end of 2016. Each of the PV 

facilities will be approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate rating, AC). As a result, FPL’s solar 

generation capacity will increase from its current 110 MW to approximately 333 MW. The new 

PV installations are projected to be sited in Manatee, Charlotte, and DeSoto counties. The 

economics of these specific PV projects are aided by the fact that the sites are located close 

to existing electric infrastructure, including tranmission lines and electric substations, and by 

the fact that bringing these solar facilities into service prior to the end of 2016 will allow the 

facilities to take advantage of the current 30% investment tax credit that is scheduled to be 

reduced to 10% beginning in 2017.

4. Turkey Point 6 & 7 Projected In-Service Dates Have Been Moved Outside of the 10-year 
Reporting Period of This Document.

In recent Site Plans, the earliest practical deployment dates for the new Turkey Point 6 & 7 

nuclear units were identified as 2022 and 2023 and these two dates were used as the in-

service dates for these units. However, in the second half of 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) issued a new schedule for completing its review of FPL’s Combined 

Operating License Application (COLA) for Turkey Point 6 & 7. The NRC’s new schedule now 

projects that its review will not be completed until late 2016 which is a significant delay from 

the NRC’s previous projection of a 2014 completion of its COLA review. As a consequence of 

the NRC delay, and the impacts of the recently amended Florida nuclear cost recovery (NCR) 

statute, FPL now projects that the earliest practical deployment dates for Turkey Point 6 & 7

will fall outside of the 10-year time period of 2015 through 2024 that is addressed in this Site 

Plan document. However, emissions-free, baseload capacity and energy from nuclear power 

remains an important part of FPL’s resource plans. For that reason, Chapter IV provides 

detailed information regarding the Turkey Point site for these two new nuclear units.

In addition, there are six (6) significant factors that either influenced the current resource plan 

presented in this document or which may result in changes in this resource plan in the future. 

These 6 factors are discussed below (in no particular order of importance).

1. Maintaining/Enhancing System Fuel Diversity:

FPL currently uses natural gas to generate approximately two-thirds of the total electricity it 

delivers to its customers. In the future, the percentage of FPL’s electricity that is generated by 

natural gas is projected to remain at a high level. For this reason, and due to evolving 

environmental regulations, FPL is continually seeking opportunities to economically maintain 

and enhance the fuel diversity of its system. 
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In 2007, following express direction by the FPSC to do so, FPL sought approval from the 

FPSC to add two new advanced technology coal units to its system. These two new units

would have been placed in-service in 2013 and 2014. However, in part due to concerns over 

potential greenhouse gas emission legislation/regulation, FPL was unable to obtain approval 

for these units. Several other factors are currently unfavorable to new coal units compared to 

new natural gas-fired combined cycle (CC) units.  The first of these factors is a significant 

reduction in the fuel cost difference between coal and natural gas when compared to the fuel 

cost difference projected in 2007 which favored coal; i.e., the projected fuel cost advantage of 

coal versus natural gas has been significantly reduced.  Second is the continuation of 

significantly higher capital costs for coal units compared to capital costs for CC units. Third is 

the increased fuel efficiency of new CC units compared to projected CC unit efficiencies in 

2007. Fourth are existing and proposed environmental regulations, including those that 

address greenhouse gas emissions, which are unfavorable to new coal units when compared 

to new CC units. Consequently, FPL does not believe that new advanced technology coal 

units are currently economically, politically, or environmentally viable fuel diversity 

enhancement options in Florida.

Therefore, FPL has turned its attention to: nuclear energy and renewable energy to enhance 

its fuel diversity, diversifying the sources of natural gas, diversifying the gas transportation 

paths used to deliver natural gas to FPL’s generating units, and using natural gas more 

efficiently. In regard to nuclear energy, in 2008 the FPSC approved the need to increase 

capacity at FPL’s four existing nuclear units and authorized FPL to recover project-related 

expenditures that are approved as a result of annual nuclear cost recovery filings. FPL 

successfully completed the nuclear capacity uprate project. Approximately 520 MW of 

additional nuclear capacity were delivered by the project which represents an increase of 

approximately 30% more incremental capacity than was originally forecasted when the project 

began. FPL’s customers are already benefitting from lower fuel costs and reduced system 

emissions provided by this additional nuclear capacity.

FPL is continuing its work to obtain all of the licenses, permits, and approvals that are 

necessary to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its Turkey Point site in the future. 

These licenses, permits, and approvals will provide FPL with the opportunity to construct 

these nuclear units at Turkey Point for a time expected to be up to 20 years from the time the 

licenses and permits are granted, and then to operate the units for at least 40 years thereafter.

However, as discussed below, a several year delay in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s 

(NRC) schedule for completing its review of FPL’s Combined Operating License Application 

(COLA) have resulted in the earliest deployment dates for the two new nuclear units, Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7, moving beyond the 2015 through 2024 reporting time period of this Site 
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Plan. The projected new in-service dates for Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 are June 2027 and June 

2028, respectively.

FPL also has been involved in activities to investigate adding and/or maintaining renewable 

resources as a part of its generation supply. One of these activities is a variety of discussions 

with the owners of existing facilities aimed at maintaining or extending current agreements. In 

addition, FPL considers new cost-effective renewable energy projects such as the power 

purchase agreements with U.S. EcoGen which will result in FPL receiving 180 MW of firm 

capacity from biomass facilities beginning in 2021. 

FPL also sought and received approval from the FPSC in 2008 to add 110 MW of then new 

renewable facilities through three FPL-owned solar facilities: one solar thermal facility and two 

photovoltaic (PV) facilities. One 25 MW PV facility began commercial operation in 2009. The 

remaining two solar facilities, a 10 MW PV facility and a 75 MW solar thermal steam 

generating facility, began commercial operation in 2010. The addition of these renewable 

energy facilities was made possible by enabling legislation enacted by the Florida Legislature 

in 2008. FPL remains strongly supportive of federal and/or state legislation that enables 

electric utilities to add renewable energy resources and authorize the utilities to recover 

appropriate costs for these resources.

The capital costs for PV modules have steadily declined. In addition, FPL’s on-going analyses 

of its existing PV facilities have led FPL to develop a methodology with which to determine 

appropriate firm capacity values for PV facilities for use in reserve margin calculations. This 

methodology has concluded, in general, that it is possible on FPL’s system to develop a utility-

scale PV project-specific non-zero firm capacity value for the Summer peak hour, but not for 

FPL’s Winter morning peak hour. Partly as a result of developing this methodology, FPL’s 

current resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan shows that FPL plans to add 

approximately 223 MW (nameplate, AC) of new PV generation by the end of 2016. These 3 

specific PV projects are projected to contribute a total of approximately 116 MW (or 52% of 

the nameplate AC value for each project) of firm Summer capacity, but no MW of firm Winter 

capacity. Significant cost advantages that exist at the 3 specific sites selected for the new PV 

facilities greatly assisted in being able to bring the PV facilities in-service in 2016. In addition, 

the fact that bringing these solar facilities into service prior to the end of 2016 allows the 

facilities to take advantage of the current 30% investment tax credit that is scheduled to be 

reduced to 10% beginning in 2017, also assisted in this regard. The PV facilities are further 

discussed later in section III.F of this chapter.
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In regard to diversity in natural gas sourcing and delivery, in 2013 the FPSC approved FPL’s 

contracts to bring more natural gas into FPL’s service territory through a 3rd natural gas 

pipeline system into Florida. The process by the pipeline companies to obtain approval for the 

new pipeline system from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is currently 

underway. The new pipeline system will utilize an independent route that will result in a more 

reliable, more economic, and more diverse natural gas supply for FPL’s customers and the 

State of Florida.

In regard to using natural gas more efficiently, FPL received approvals in 2008 from the FPSC 

to modernize the existing Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites with new, highly 

efficient CC units to replace the former steam generating units on each of those sites. The 

Cape Canaveral modernization was commissioned on April 24, 2013 and the Riviera Beach

modernization was commissioned on April 1, 2014. On April 9, 2012, FPL received FPSC 

approval to proceed with a similar modernization project at the Port Everglades site. The 

project is scheduled for completion in mid-2016. All three of these modernized sites will retain 

the capability of receiving water-borne delivery of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) oil as a 

backup fuel.

In the future, FPL will continue to identify and evaluate alternatives that may maintain or 

enhance system fuel diversity. In this regard, FPL is also maintaining the ability to utilize 

heavy oil and/or ULSD oil at existing units that have that capability. For this purpose, FPL has

completed the installation of electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) at the two 800 MW steam 

generating units at its Manatee site and at the two 800 MW steam generating units at its

Martin site. These installations will enable FPL to retain the ability to burn heavy oil, as 

needed, at these sites while retaining the flexibility to use natural gas when economically 

attractive. In addition, the new CTs that FPL plans to install at its existing Lauderdale and Fort 

Myers sites, which will replace older GT units that are being retired, will have the capability to 

burn either natural gas or ULSD oil.

2. Maintaining a Balance Between Load and Generation in Southeastern Florida:

An imbalance has existed between regionally installed generation and regional peak load in 

Southeastern Florida. As a result of that imbalance, a significant amount of energy required in 

the Southeastern Florida region during peak periods is provided by: importing energy through 

the transmission system from generating units located outside the region, operating less 

efficient generating units located in Southeastern Florida out of economic dispatch, or a 

combination of the two. FPL’s prior planning work concluded that, as load inside the region 

grows, either additional installed generating capacity in this region, or additional installed 
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transmission capacity capable of delivering more electricity from outside the region, would be 

required to address this imbalance.  

Partly because of the lower transmission-related costs resulting from their location in 

Southeastern Florida, four recent capacity addition decisions (Turkey Point Unit 5 and WCEC 

Units 1, 2, & 3) were determined to be the most cost-effective options to meet FPL’s capacity 

needs in the near-term. In addition, FPL has added increased capacity at its existing two 

nuclear units at Turkey Point as part of the previously mentioned nuclear capacity uprates 

project. The Port Everglades modernization project scheduled for completion in 2016 will also

assist in addressing this imbalance. Implementing the additional generation capacity through 

the projects mentioned above has contributed to addressing the imbalance between 

generation, transmission capacity, and load in Southeastern Florida for much, if not all, of the 

2015 through 2024 reporting time frame of this Site Plan. However, due to forecasted steadily 

increasing load in the Southeastern Florida region, the Southeastern Florida imbalance issue 

will remain an important consideration in FPL’s on-going resource planning work in future 

years.

3. Maintaining a Balance Between Generation and DSM Resources in Regard to System 
Reliability:

There is another system concern that FPL has considered in its resource planning for several 

years. This concern surfaced beginning in 2010 when FPL’s system was projected to become 

increasingly dependent upon DSM resources for system reliability in later years. FPL 

discussed this concern previously in its Site Plans from 2011 through 2014. As a result of this 

concern, FPL conducted extensive analyses of its system from both a resource planning 

perspective and a system operations perspective. Those analyses showed that system 

reliability risk increases, particularly from a system operations perspective, as dependence on 

DSM resources increases to a point where DSM resources account for more than half of 

FPL’s 20% total reserve margin criterion value. As a result, in 2014 FPL implemented a new 

reliability criterion of a minimum 10% generation-only reserve margin (GRM) in its resource 

planning work to complement its other two reliability criteria: a 20% total reserve margin 

criterion for Summer and Winter, and an annual 0.1 day/year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) 

criterion. Together, these three criteria allow FPL to address this specific concern regarding 

system reliability in a comprehensive manner.

4. The Significant Impacts of Federal and State Energy Efficiency Codes and Standards:

As discussed in Chapter II, FPL’s load forecast includes projected impacts from federal and 

state energy efficiency codes and standards. The magnitude of energy efficiency that is now

projected to be delivered to FPL’s customers through these codes and standards is significant. 
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FPL currently projects a cumulative Summer peak reduction impact of 3,568 MW from these 

codes and standards beginning in 2005 (the year the National Energy Policy Act was enacted)

and extending through the year 2024 (i.e., the last year in the 2015 through 2024 reporting 

time period for this Site Plan) compared to what the projected load would have been without 

the codes and standards. The projected incremental Summer MW impact from these codes 

and standards during the 2015 through 2024 reporting period of this Site Plan; i.e., from year-

end 2014 through 2024, is 2,035 MW compared to what the projected load would have been 

without the codes and standards. Both of these projections show the significant impact of 

these energy efficiency codes and standards.

In addition to lowering FPL’s load forecast from what it otherwise would have been, and thus 

serving to lower FPL’s projected load and resource needs, this projection of efficiency from the 

codes and standards also affects FPL’s resource planning in another way. The projected 

impacts from the efficiency codes and standards lower the potential for utility DSM programs 

to cost-effectively deliver energy efficiency for the appliances and equipment that are directly 

addressed by the codes and standards. This effect was taken into account by the FPSC in the 

new DSM Goals for the 2015 – 2024 time period set by the FPSC in November 2014.

5. The Economic Competitiveness of Utility-Scale Photovoltaics (PV):

A factor that is now significantly influencing FPL’s resource planning is the increasing 

attractiveness of utility-scale photovoltaic (PV) facilities. This is due largely to the continued 

decline of the cost of PV modules. Because utility-scale PV facilities are at least twice as 

economical on an installed $/kw basis than distributed PV, the declining costs of PV modules 

has resulted, for the first time, in utility-scale PV in specific locations now being cost 

competitive on FPL’s system. In addition, FPL’s analyses of the output from its existing PV 

facilities in DeSoto and Brevard counties have resulted in FPL establishing a methodology for 

determining Summer and Winter firm capacity values for utility-scale PV facilities.

Therefore, FPL’s current resource plan that is presented in this Site Plan shows that FPL 

plans to add approximately 223 MW (nameplate AC) of new PV generation by the end of

2016. Details regarding the projected new PV facilities are discussed further in this chapter in 

section III.F.

6. Environmental Regulation in General and Specifically, the EPA’s Proposed Clean 
Power Plan:

Another important factor is environmental regulation in general and, specifically, the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposed Clean Power Plan issued in June 2014. 

The intent of the Clean Power Plan is to establish carbon dioxide (CO2) emission limits for 
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each state. The process for finalizing all aspects of the proposed CO2 regulations will 

encompass several years at least. The EPA is scheduled to issue final rules and emission 

limits in the Summer of 2015 (i.e., several months after this Site Plan is filed). The current draft 

rules then call for each state to submit its state compliance plan by June 2016 (although a 

delay of at least one year is possible). Legal challenges to the proposed Clean Power Plan are 

expected and such challenges have the potential to delay the proposed timetable. 

FPL’s resource planning work will account for the CO2 limits as they are finalized. In addition, 

FPL expects to be actively engaged in the development of Florida’s statewide compliance 

plan.

Each of these 6 factors will continue to be examined in FPL’s on-going resource planning work 

during the remainder of 2015 and in future years.

III.D Demand Side Management (DSM)  
FPL has sought and implemented cost-effective DSM programs since 1978 and DSM has been a 

key focus of FPL’s IRP process for decades. During that time FPL’s DSM programs have 

included many energy efficiency and load management programs and initiatives. FPL’s DSM 

efforts through 2014 have resulted in a cumulative Summer peak reduction of approximately 4,793

MW (Summer) at the generator and an estimated cumulative energy saving of approximately 

70,997 Gigawatt Hour (GWh) at the generator. After accounting for the 20% total reserve margin 

requirement, FPL’s DSM efforts through 2014 have eliminated the need to construct the 

equivalent of approximately 14 new 400 MW power plants.

FPL consistently has been among the leading utilities nationally in DSM achievement. For 

example, according to the U.S. Department of Energy’s 2013 data (the last year for which the 

DOE ranking data was available at the time this Site Plan was developed), FPL ranked # 2 

nationally in cumulative DSM demand reduction. And, importantly, FPL has achieved these 

significant DSM accomplishments while minimizing the DSM-based impact on electric rates for all 

of its customers.

In November 2014, new DSM Goals for FPL for the years 2015 through 2024 were set by the 

FPSC. These DSM Goals were lower than the previous DSM Goals for FPL due to two factors. 

The first factor is the significant impact of federal and state energy efficiency codes and standards.

The projected impact of these codes and standards has significantly lowered FPL’s projected load 

and resource needs. In addition, these codes and standards have removed a significant amount of 

potential energy efficiency that otherwise might have been addressed by utility DSM programs.

The projected impacts from these codes and standards are discussed in Chapter II.
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The second factor why FPL’s resource plan currently shows a diminished role for utility DSM is the 

decline in the projected cost-effectiveness of utility DSM measures and programs. The cost-

effectiveness of DSM is driven in large part by the potential benefits that the kW (demand) 

reduction and kWh (energy) reduction characteristics of DSM programs are projected to provide. 

The diminished cost-effectiveness of utility DSM programs can be illustrated by looking only at 

potential benefits that DSM’s kWh reductions can provide. There are at least two reasons for 

projections of lower kWh reduction-based benefits and thus projections of lower DSM cost-

effectiveness.

The first reason is lower fuel costs. For example, comparing the current fuel cost forecast (at the 

time this Site Plan was prepared) with the fuel forecast used in 2009 – the year when FPL’s DSM 

Goals were previously set by the FPSC – shows that current forecasts of fuel costs are now much 

lower than those forecasted in 2009. This can be seen by comparing the 2009 and current 

forecasted costs ($/mmBTU) for natural gas for two specific years addressed in this Site Plan and 

that were addressed in the 2009 DSM goals-setting:  2015 and 2019:

Year 2009 Forecast Current Forecast
 -----------  -----------  -----------

2015 $9.64 $4.02
2019 $12.63 $4.70

As shown from these values, natural gas prices are forecast to be less than 50% of what they 

were forecast to be in 2009 when DSM goals were previously set. Lower forecasted natural gas 

costs are very beneficial for FPL’s customers because they result in lower fuel costs and lower 

electric rates. At the same time, lower fuel costs also result in lower potential fuel savings benefits 

from the kWh reductions of DSM measures. These lowered benefit values result in DSM being 

less cost-effective.

A second reason for the decline in the cost-effectiveness of utility DSM on the FPL system is the 

steadily increasing efficiency with which FPL generates electricity. FPL’s generating system has 

steadily become more efficient in regard to its ability to generate electricity using less fossil fuel. 

For example, FPL used 20% less fossil fuel to generate the same number of MWh in 2012 than it 

did in 2001. This is a very good thing for FPL’s customers because it helps to significantly lower 

fuel costs and electric rates.

However, the improvements in generating system efficiency affect DSM cost-effectiveness in 

much the same way that lower forecasted fuel costs do: both lower the fuel costs of energy 

delivered to FPL’s customers. Therefore, the improvements in generating system efficiency further 
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reduce the potential fuel savings benefits from the kWh reduction impacts of DSM, thus further 

lowering potential DSM benefits and DSM cost-effectiveness.

The two reasons discussed above – lower forecasted fuel costs and greater efficiency in FPL’s 

electricity generation – are good for FPL’s customers because they will result in lower electric 

rates. Although beneficial for FPL’s customers, these factors also contribute to lowering the cost-

effectiveness of utility DSM programs. Therefore, the reduction in DSM cost-effectiveness, plus 

the growing impacts of energy efficiency codes and standards, led to the FPSC setting lower DSM 

Goals for FPL.

Although the new DSM Goals are appropriately lower due to these market forces, the projected 

cumulative effect of FPL’s DSM programs from their inception through 2024 is truly significant. 

FPL’s Summer MW Goals for the 2015 – 2024 time period were set at 526 MW.  After accounting 

for the 20% total reserve margin requirements, the combination of this new Summer MW reduction 

value, and the Summer MW reductions from FPL’s DSM programs from their inception through 

2014, represent the equivalent of avoiding the need to build approximately sixteen (16) 400 MW 

power plants. The resource plan presented in this 2015 Site Plan accounts for the DSM MW and 

GWh reductions set forth in FPL’s new DSM Goals. The reductions from the new DSM Goals are 

accounted for in Schedules 7.1 and 7.2 which appear later in this chapter.

In the March 2015, FPL filed for FPSC approval of a DSM Plan that consists of numerous DSM 

programs to meet the new DSM Goals. A decision by the FPSC on these new DSM programs is 

expected in mid-2015.

III.E Transmission Plan

The transmission plan will allow for the reliable delivery of the required capacity and energy to 

FPL’s retail and wholesale customers. The following table presents FPL’s proposed future 

additions of 230 kV bulk transmission lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line 

Siting Act.
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Table III.E.1: List of Proposed Power Lines
(1)

Line 
Ownership

(2)

Terminals 
(To)

(3)

Terminals 
(From)

(4)
Line 

Length 
CKT. 
Miles

(5)
Commercial 
In-Service 

Date (Mo/Yr)

(6)
Nominal 
Voltage 

(KV)

(7)

Capacity
(MVA)

FPL St. Johns 1/ Pringle 25 Dec – 18 230 759

FPL Levee 2/ Midway 150 Jun – 23 500 2598

FPL Raven 3/ Duval 45 Dec – 19 230 759

1/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued on April 21, 2006.  This project is to be completed in two phases.  Phase I 

consisted of 4 miles of new 230 kV line (Pringle to Pellicer) and was completed in May-2009. Phase II consists of 21 miles 

of new 230 kV line (St. Johns to Pellicer) and is scheduled to be completed by Dec-2018.

2/ Final order certifying the corridor was issued in April 1990. Construction of 114 miles is complete and in-service.

Remaining 36 miles are scheduled to be completed by Jun-2023. 

3/ TLSA is being initiated in 2015 for the Raven to Duval project.

In addition, there will be transmission facilities needed to connect several of FPL’s projected 

generating capacity additions to the system transmission grid. These transmission facilities 

(described on the following pages) are for the Port Everglades modernization that will be 

completed in mid-2016, the PV additions in late 2016, and the potential new CC unit in 2019 at the 

Okeechobee site. At the time the 2015 Site Plan was prepared, no site had been selected for the 

2023 combined cycle addition in the resource plan presented in this Site Plan. Therefore, no 

transmission information for this addition is presented.
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II.E.1 Transmission Facilities for Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center 
(Modernization)

The work required to connect the Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center to the 

FPL grid in 2016 is projected to be:

I. Substation:

1. Construct two string busses to connect two combustion turbines (CT) to the Port Everglades 

138 kV Substation. 

2. Construct two string busses to connect one CT, and one steam turbine (ST) to the Port 

Everglades 230 kV Substation.

3. Add four main step-up transformers (3-450 MVA, 1- 580 MVA), one for each CT, and one for 

the ST.

4. Replace ten (10) 138 kV breakers.

5. Replace eight (8) 230 kV breakers.

6. At Port Everglades Switchyard replace twenty-two 138 kV disconnect switches.  Also upgrade 

associated jumpers, bus work, and equipment connections.

7. Expand switchyard relay vault and add relays and other protective equipment.

II. Transmission:
1. Upgrade of existing transmission facilities:

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades-Port Everglades Tap 

138kV line section. 

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1905 amps on the Port Everglades Tap-Port Everglades Tap 2 

138 kV line section. 

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Port Everglades Tap 1-Dania 138 kV line 

section. 

• An ampacity upgrade up to 1695 amps on the Dania-Hollywood 138 kV line section.
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III.E.2 Transmission Facilities for the PV Project at the Existing Manatee Plant Site

The work required to connect the approximate 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) facility at the existing 

Manatee site is projected to be:

I. Substation:

1. Build a new 230 kV substation approximately 0.4 miles west of the existing FPL Manatee 230 

kV substation.

2. Add one main step-up transformer (80 MVA) to connect solar PV inverter array

3. Construct a new 230 kV breaker bay at the Manatee switchyard.

4. Add relays and other protective equipment.

5. Breaker replacements: None

II. Transmission:

1. Construct 0.4 mile 230 kV line from new substation to Manatee switchyard.

2. No upgrades are expected to be necessary at this time.
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for the Citrus PV Project in DeSoto County

The work required to connect the approximate 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) Citrus PV facility in 

DeSoto County is projected to be:

I. Substation:

1. Construct a new 4-breaker 230 kV ring bus at Sunshine substation.

2. Add one main step-up transformer (80 MVA) to connect solar PV inverter array

3. Construct a string buss to connect the PV array to Sunshine 230 kV Substation 

4. Add relays and other protective equipment.

5. Breaker replacements: None

II. Transmission:

1. No upgrades are expected to be necessary at this time.  
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III.E.3 Transmission Facilities for the Babcock Ranch PV Project in Charlotte County

The work required to connect the approximate 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) Babcock Ranch PV 

facility in Citrus County is projected to be:

I. Substation:

1. Build a new 230 kV Tuckers substation approximately 5 miles north of the planned FPL 

Hercules 230 kV substation.

2. Add one main step-up transformer (80 MVA) to connect solar PV inverter array

3. Add one (1) mid-breaker to complete bay 2 at Hercules

4. Add relays and other protective equipment.

5. Breaker replacements: None

II. Transmission:

1. Construct 5 miles of 230 kV line from new Tuckers substation to Hercules substation.

2. No upgrades are expected to be necessary at this time.

Florida Power & Light Company                                           73

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 79 of 176



III.E.4 Transmission Facilities for the Potential New Combined Cycle (CC) Unit in
Okeechobee County

The work required to connect the potential new CC unit in Okeechobee County by Summer 2019 

is projected to be:

I. Substation:

1. Build a new six breaker 500kV Okeechobee Substation switchyard on the Okeechobee 

generation site with a relay vault for the two generator string buses and the Martin and 

Poinsett line terminals.

2. Build new collector yard containing two collector busses with 4 breakers to connect the three 

CTs, and one ST. 

3. Construct two string busses to connect the collector busses and main switchyard to 

Okeechobee 500kV Substation.

4. Add five main step-up transformers (5-450 MVA) one for each CT, and two for the ST.

5. Add relays and other protective equipment.

6. Breaker replacements:

Poinsett Sub – Replace three (3) 230 kV breakers.

II. Transmission:

1. No upgrades are expected to be necessary at this time.  
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III.F. Renewable Resources

FPL’s Renewable Energy Efforts Through 2014:

FPL has been the leading Florida utility in examining ways to effectively utilize renewable energy 

technologies to serve its customers. FPL has been involved since 1976 in renewable energy 

research and development and in facilitating the implementation of various renewable energy 

technologies. For purposes of discussing FPL’s renewable energy efforts through 2014, those 

efforts will be placed into five categories. FPL’s plans for new renewable energy facilities during 

the 2015 through 2024 time period are then discussed in a separate section.

Two of these categories are Supply-Side Efforts – Power Purchases, and Supply-Side Efforts –

FPL Facilities.  Since 2011, the combined total energy output (MWh) from these renewable energy 

sources has been greater than that produced from oil-fired generation. The comparable values for 

energy delivered by renewable and oil-fired sources for the year 2014 are presented in Schedule 

11.1 at the end of this chapter.

1) Early Research & Development Efforts:

In the late 1970s, FPL assisted the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) in demonstrating the 

first residential PV system east of the Mississippi River. This PV installation at FSEC’s 

Brevard County location was in operation for more than 15 years and provided valuable 

information about PV performance capabilities in Florida on both a daily and annual basis. In 

1984, FPL installed a second PV system at its Flagami substation in Miami. This 10-kilowatt 

(kW) system operated for a number of years before it was removed to make room for 

substation expansion.  In addition, FPL maintained a thin-film PV test facility at the FPL Martin 

Plant Site for a number of years to test new thin-film PV technologies.

2) Demand Side & Customer Efforts:
In terms of utilizing renewable energy sources to meet its customers’ needs, FPL initiated the 

first utility-sponsored conservation program in Florida designed to facilitate the implementation 

of solar technologies by its customers. FPL’s Conservation Water Heating Program, first 

implemented in 1982, offered incentive payments to customers who chose solar water 

heaters. Before the program ended (because it was no longer cost-effective), FPL paid 

incentives to approximately 48,000 customers who installed solar water heaters.

In the mid-1980s, FPL introduced another renewable energy program, FPL’s Passive Home 

Program. This program was created in order to broadly disseminate information about passive 

solar building design techniques that are most applicable in Florida’s climate.  As part of this 
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program, three Florida architectural firms created complete construction blueprints for six 

passive home designs with the assistance of the FSEC and FPL. These designs and 

blueprints were available to customers at a low cost. During its existence, the program 

received a U.S. Department of Energy award for innovation and also led to a revision of the 

Florida Model Energy Building Code (Code). The Code was revised to incorporate one of the 

most significant passive design techniques highlighted in the program: radiant barrier 

insulation.

FPL has continued to analyze and promote the utilization of PV. These efforts have included 

PV research such as the 1991 research project to evaluate the feasibility of using small PV 

systems to directly power residential swimming pool pumps. FPL’s PV efforts also included 

educational efforts such as FPL’s Next Generation Solar Station Program.  This initiative 

delivered teacher training and curriculum that is tied to the Sunshine Teacher Standards in 

Florida. The program provided teacher grants to promote and fund projects in the classrooms.

In addition, FPL assists customers who are interested in installing PV equipment at their 

facilities. Consistent with Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.065, Interconnection and Net 

Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation, FPL works with customers to 

interconnect these customer-owned PV systems.  Through December 2014, approximately 

3,241 customer systems (predominantly residential) have been interconnected.

As part of its 2009 DSM Goals decision, the FPSC imposed a requirement for Florida’s 

investor-owned utilities to spend up to a not-to-exceed amount of money annually to facilitate 

demand side solar water heater and PV applications. FPL’s not-to-exceed amount of money 

for these applications was approximately $15.5 million per year for five years. In response to 

this direction, FPL received approval from the FPSC in 2011 to initiate a solar pilot portfolio

consisting of three PV-based programs and three solar water heating-based programs, plus 

Renewable Research and Demonstration projects. FPL’s analyses of the results from these 

programs since their inception have consistently shown that none of these pilot programs is 

cost-effective using any of the three cost-effectiveness screening tests used by the State of 

Florida. As a result, consistent with the FPSC’s November 2014 DSM Goals Order No. PSC-

14-0696-FOF-EU, these pilot programs will expire on December 31, 2015.

FPL also has been investigating fuel cell technologies through monitoring of industry trends, 

discussions with manufacturers, and direct field trials.  From 2002 through the end of 2005,

FPL conducted field trials and demonstration projects of Proton Exchange Membrane (PEM) 

fuel cells with the objectives of serving customer end-uses while evaluating the technical 

performance, reliability, economics, and relative readiness of the PEM technology. The 

demonstration projects were conducted in partnership with customers and included five 
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locations. The research projects were useful to FPL in identifying specific issues that can 

occur in field applications and the current commercial viability of this technology.  FPL will 

continue to monitor the progress of these technologies and conduct additional field 

evaluations as significant developments in fuel cell technologies occur.

3) Supply Side Efforts – Power Purchases:
FPL also has facilitated a number of renewable energy projects (facilities which burn bagasse, 

waste wood, municipal waste, etc.). Firm capacity and energy, and as-available energy, have 

been purchased by FPL from these types of facilities.  (Please refer to Tables I.A.3, I.B.1, and 

I.B.2 in Chapter I).

FPL issued Renewable Requests for Proposals (RFPs) in 2007 and 2008 which solicited

proposals to provide firm capacity and energy, and energy only, at or below avoided costs,

from renewable generators. FPL also promptly responds to inquiries for information from 

prospective renewable energy suppliers either by e-mail or phone.

On April 22, 2013, in Order No. PSC-13-1064-PAA-EQ, the FPSC approved three 60 MW 

power purchase agreements with affiliates of U.S. EcoGen for biomass-fired renewable 

energy facilities. These facilities are expected to provide non-firm energy service beginning in 

2019 and to provide firm energy and capacity to FPL’s customers beginning in 2021.

In regard to existing contracts that have recently ended, FPL and the Solid Waste Authority of 

Palm Beach (SWA) agreed to extend their contract that expired March 31, 2010 for a 20-year 

term beginning in April 1, 2012 through April 1, 2032. However, the SWA refurbished their 

generating unit ahead of schedule and, as of January 2012, this unit began delivering firm 

capacity to FPL. In 2011, the FPSC approved a contract for an additional 70 MW between 

FPL and SWA for a new unit. The new unit is now delivering test energy and will begin 

delivering firm capacity and energy to FPL beginning in June 2015. At the end of December 

2011, the contract between FPL and Okeelanta (New Hope) expired. However, Okeelanta 

continues to deliver energy to FPL as an as-available, non-firm supplier of renewable energy.

4) Supply Side Efforts – FPL Facilities:

With regard to solar generating facilities, FPL currently has three such facilities: (i) a 75 MW 

steam generation solar thermal facility in Martin County (the Martin Next Generation Solar 

Energy Center); (ii) a 25 MW PV electric generation facility in DeSoto County (the DeSoto 

Next Generation Solar Energy Center); and (iii) a 10 MW PV electric generation facility in 

Brevard County at NASA’s Kennedy Space Center (the Space Coast Next Generation Solar 
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Energy Center). The DeSoto County project was completed in 2009 and the other two projects 

were completed in 2010. 

These three solar facilities were constructed in response to the Florida Legislature’s House Bill 

7135 which was signed into law by the Governor in June 2008. House Bill 7135 was enacted 

to enable the development of clean, zero greenhouse gas emitting renewable generation in 

the State of Florida. Specifically, the bill authorized cost recovery for the first 110 MW of 

eligible renewable projects that had the proper land, zoning, and transmission rights in place. 

FPL’s three solar projects met the specified criteria and were granted approval for cost 

recovery in 2008. Each of the three solar facilities is discussed below.

a. The Martin Next Generation Solar Energy Center:

This facility began commercial operation in 2010 and provides 75 MW of solar thermal 

capacity in an innovative way that directly displaces fossil fuel usage on the FPL system.  

This facility consists of solar thermal technology which generates steam that is integrated 

into the existing steam cycle for the Martin Unit 8 natural gas-fired CC plant.  This project 

is the first “hybrid” solar plant in the world and, at the time the facility came in-service, was 

the second largest solar facility in the world and the largest solar plant of any kind in the 

U.S. outside of California.

b. The DeSoto Next Generation Solar Energy Center:
This 25 MW (nameplate, AC) PV facility began commercial operation in 2009 which made 

it one of the largest PV facilities in the U.S. at that time. The facility utilizes a tracking PV 

array that is designed to follow the sun as it traverses across the sky. 

c. The Space Coast Next Generation Solar Energy Center:

Located at the Kennedy Space Center, this facility is part of an innovative public/private 

partnership with NASA. This non-tracking, 10 MW (nameplate, AC) PV facility began 

commercial operation in 2010.

During 2014, FPL conducted analyses designed to develop a methodology with which to 

determine what firm capacity value at FPL’s Summer and Winter peak hours would be 

appropriate to apply to these existing, and potential future, utility-scale PV facilities. (Note that 

the Martin solar thermal facility is a “fuel-substitute” facility, not a facility that provides 

additional capacity and energy. The solar thermal facility displaces the use of fossil fuel to

produce steam on the FPL system when the solar thermal facility is operating.) Based on the 

results of these analyses, FPL has concluded that its two existing utility-scale PV facilities can 

be counted on to contribute certain percentages of their nameplate (AC) ratings
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(approximately 46% for DeSoto and 32% for Space Coast) as firm capacity at FPL’s Summer 

peak hour (that typically occurs in the 4 p.m. to 5 p.m. hour), but contribute no firm capacity 

during FPL’s Winter peak hour (that typically occurs in the 7 a.m. to 8 a.m. hour).  Future FPL 

utility-scale PV facilities will be evaluated for potential firm capacity contribution on a case-by-

case basis using this methodology. Their potential capacity contribution will be dependent 

upon a number of factors including (but not necessarily limited to) site location, technology, 

and design. For example, the three new PV facilities that are planned to be added by the end 

of 2016 are each projected to provide approximately 52% of their nameplate (AC) rating as 

firm capacity at FPL’s Summer peak hour, but provide no firm capacity during FPL’s Winter 

peak hour.

5) Ongoing Research & Development Efforts:

FPL has developed alliances with several Florida universities to promote the development of 

emerging technologies.  For example, FPL supports the newly formed Southeast National 

Marine Renewable Energy Center (SNMREC) at Florida Atlantic University (FAU), which will 

focus on the commercialization of ocean current, ocean thermal energy conversion, cold water 

air conditioning, and hydrogen technologies.  FPL has supported FAU in discussions with the 

U.S. Department of the Interior’s Minerals Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation 

and Enforcement (BOEMRE). BOEMRE is working to establish the permitting process for 

ocean energy development on the outer continental shelf.

FPL has also developed a “Living Lab” to demonstrate FPL’s solar energy commitment to 

employees and visitors at its Juno Beach office facility. FPL has installed five different PV 

arrays (using different technologies) of rooftop PV totaling 24 kW at the Living Lab. In addition,

two PV-covered parking structures with a total of approximately 90 kW of PV are in use at the 

FPL Juno office parking lot. Through these Living Lab projects, FPL is able to evaluate 

multiple solar technologies and applications for the purpose of developing a renewable 

business model resulting in the most cost-effective and reliable uses of solar energy for FPL’s

customers. FPL plans to continue to expand the Living Lab as new solar products come to 

market.

FPL has also been in discussions with several private companies on multiple emerging 

technology initiatives, including ocean current, ocean thermal, hydrogen, fuel cell technology, 

biomass, biofuels, and energy storage.
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FPL’s Planned Renewable Energy Efforts for 2015 Through 2024:

FPL has concluded from its implementation and analyses of utility-scale PV and PV demand 

side pilot programs that utility-scale PV applications are the most economical way to utilize 

solar energy. In fact, FPL’s analysis suggests that utility-scale PV is at least twice as 

economical on an installed $/kw basis compared to distributed PV systems. This conclusion is 

supported by FPL’s recent analyses discussed above regarding the ability to assign firm 

capacity value at FPL’s Summer peak hour to utility-scale PV. Due to the fact that the price of 

PV modules has declined in recent years, utility-scale PV has become more cost competitive. 

However, only the most cost-advantaged sites for utility-scale PV are projected to be cost-

effective on FPL’s system at this time. Other sites may become cost-effective in later years if 

PV costs continue to decline as expected. Consequently, the resource plan FPL is presenting 

in this Site Plan includes three utility-scale PV facilities at specific, cost-advantaged sites

which also are able to take advantage of the current 30% investment tax credit (which is 

scheduled to be reduced to 10% in 2017). If/when utility-scale PV projects at other sites are 

projected to be cost-effective, additional PV generation sources will be discussed in future Site 

Plans.

1) FPL Utility-Scale PV Facilities:

In the resource plan presented in this Site Plan, FPL projects the addition of three separate 

utility-scale PV facilities by the end of 2016. Each PV facility is projected to be approximately 

74.5 MW (nameplate, AC). The sites of these three proposed PV additions are: FPL’s existing 

Manatee plant site, a site in DeSoto County, and a site in Charlotte County. These locations 

are expected to have cost advantages to support early development, including:

- Current ownership of land or low cost land purchase agreement in place;

- Proximity to existing transmission lines with sufficient injection capacity;

- Proximity to existing electric substations;

- Previously performed site development and permitting work;

- Proximity to existing FPL generating facilities which allows for lower operating 

expenses;

- Support from the associated counties and land developers, with the potential for 

further cost abatements;

As previously mentioned, bringing these three PV facilities in service before the end of 

2016 will also allow the facilities to capture the full benefit of the currently available 30% 

investment tax credit for such PV facilities. The investment tax credit is scheduled to 

revert back to a 10% credit for PV projects that are placed in service after 2016.
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2) FPL Distributed Generation (DG) PV Pilot Programs:

In regard to distributed generation (DG) PV, FPL is planning to implement two DG PV pilot 

programs in 2015. The first is a voluntary, community-based, solar partnership pilot to 

install new solar-powered generating facilities. The program will be at least partially

funded by contributions from customers who volunteer to participate in the pilot and will 

not rely on subsidies from non-participating customers. The second program will 

implement approximately 6 MW of combined DG PV and battery storage at large 

commercial customer sites. The objective of this program is to collect grid integration data

for DG PV and develop operational best practices for addressing potential problems that 

may be identified. A brief description of the two pilot programs follows:

a) Voluntary, Community-Based Solar Partnership Pilot Program:

FPL is introducing a Voluntary Solar Pilot Program to provide FPL customers with an 

additional and flexible opportunity to support development of solar power in Florida.  

The Commission approved FPL’s request for this three-year pilot program in Order 

No. PSC-14-0468-TRF-EI on August 29, 2014. This pilot program will provide all 

customers the opportunity to support the use of solar energy at a community scale 

and is designed to be especially attractive for customers who do not wish, or are not 

able, to place solar equipment on their roof. Customers can participate in the program 

through voluntary contributions of $9/month starting in mid-2015.

In this respect, these DG-scale projects differ from FPL’s three new utility-scale PV 

projects proposed for 2016, which are not projected to introduce a net cost to 

customers over the life of these projects and, therefore, do not require additional 

contributions from FPL’s customers. In contrast, smaller DG-scale projects have a 

higher cost to construct, operate, and maintain. The cost per MW to construct DG-

scale facilities (whether utility-owned and operated or otherwise) is approximately 

double that of the more cost-efficient utility-scale PV projects. Furthermore, the 

operations and maintenance costs of DG-scale projects are projected to be three 

times as much as for utility-scale PV due to the distributed nature of the installations.

Thus a voluntary contribution is necessary for this DG-based pilot program so that net 

costs, and electric rates, do not increase for non-participants.

The first 200 kW of DG-scale PV projects will be built by FPL in the first half of 2015 at 

locations in the city of West Palm Beach and in Broward County.  The first installation 

is scheduled to be at the Young at Arts Museum in Broward County. Additional PV

facilities under this pilot program will be built when the projected voluntary 

contributions are sufficient to cover on-going program costs without increasing electric 
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rates for all customers, including non-participating customers. The locations of these 

additional PV facilities will be determined at a later date. While the ultimate amount of 

PV that will be installed under this voluntary program cannot be known at this time, it 

is estimated that the project could result in approximately 2 MW (nameplate, DC) of 

community-located PV installations supported by over 10,000 customer participants 

by the end of the three-year pilot.

b) C&I Solar Partnership Pilot Program:

This is a research program that will be conducted in partnership with interested 

commercial and industrial (C&I) customers over an approximate five year period.

Limited investments will be made in PV facilities located at customer sites in selected 

geographic areas of FPL’s service territory. The objective of this portion of the pilot 

program is to examine the effect of high DG PV penetration on FPL’s distribution 

system and to determine how best to address any problems that may be identified. 

FPL will site approximately 5 MW (nameplate, DC) of PV facilities in areas where DG 

PV already exists to better study feeder loading impacts. PV installations at Daytona 

International Speedway, and FIU’s Engineering Center campus in West Miami-Dade 

County have been selected based largely on their interconnection with targeted 

circuits. In addition, this pilot program will also install a battery storage facility of

approximately 1 MW capacity. This facility will be used to investigate the 

interoperability, and optimization, of multiple DG technologies. A multi-year research 

partnership agreement has been executed with FIU for the university to assist FPL in 

the battery storage research and development plan, and in the analyses that will 

subsequently be conducted.

III.G FPL’s Fuel Mix and Fuel Price Forecasts   

1. FPL’s Fuel Mix

Until the mid-1980s, FPL relied primarily on a combination of fuel oil, natural gas, and nuclear 

energy to generate electricity with significant reliance on oil–fired generation.  In the early 

1980s, FPL began to purchase “coal-by-wire.”  In 1987, coal was first added to the fuel mix 

through FPL’s partial ownership (20%) and additional purchases (30%) from the St. Johns 

River Power Park (SJRPP).  This allowed FPL to meet its customers’ energy needs with a 

more diversified mix of energy sources.  Additional coal resources were added with the partial 

acquisition (76%) of Scherer Unit 4 which began serving FPL’s customers in 1991.
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The trend since the early 1990s has been a steady increase in the amount of natural gas that 

FPL uses to produce electricity due, in part, to the introduction of highly efficient and cost-

effective CC generating units and the ready availability of natural gas. FPL placed into 

commercial operation two new gas-fired CC units at the West County Energy Center (WCEC) 

site in 2009. A third new CC unit was added to the WCEC site in 2011. In addition, FPL has 

completed the modernization of its Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach plant sites and is 

currently modernizing its existing Port Everglades plant site by removing the steam generating 

units that previously operated at the site and replacing them with one highly efficient new CC 

unit. The new CC units at each of these three sites will provide highly efficient generation that 

will dramatically improve the efficiency of FPL’s generation system in general and, more 

specifically, the efficiency with which natural gas is utilized.

In addition, FPL increased its utilization of nuclear energy through capacity uprates of its four 

existing nuclear units. With these uprates, more than 520 MW of additional nuclear capacity 

have been added to the FPL system. FPL is also pursuing plans to obtain licenses, permits,

and approvals to construct and operate two new nuclear units at its existing Turkey Point site 

that, in total, would add approximately 2,200 MW of new nuclear generating capacity.

In regard to utilizing renewable energy, FPL has 110 MW of solar generating capacity 

consisting of: a 75 MW solar thermal steam generating facility at FPL’s existing Martin site, a 

25 MW PV facility in DeSoto County, and a 10 MW PV facility in Brevard County. The DeSoto 

facility was placed into commercial operation in 2009. The other two solar facilities were 

placed into commercial operation in 2010. As discussed in the preceding section, FPL is 

planning to add three new approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) PV facilities by the end of 

2016.

FPL’s future resource planning work will continue to focus on identifying and evaluating 

alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance FPL’s long-term fuel 

diversity. These fuel diverse alternatives may include: the purchase of power from renewable 

energy facilities, additional FPL-owned renewable energy facilities, obtaining additional access 

to diversified sources of natural gas such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and natural gas from 

the Mid-Continent unconventional reserves, securing gas reserves, preserving FPL’s ability to 

utilize fuel oil at its existing units, and increased utilization of nuclear energy. (As previously 

discussed, new advanced technology coal-fired generating units are not currently considered 

as viable options in Florida in the ten-year reporting period of this document due, in part, to 

current projections of relatively small differences in fuel costs between coal and natural gas, 

significantly higher capital costs for coal units compared to CC units, greater efficiencies of CC 

units, and concerns over environmental regulations that would impact coal units more 
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negatively than CC units.) The evaluation of the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of these, and 

other possible fuel diversity alternatives, will be part of FPL’s on-going resource planning 

efforts.

FPL’s current use of various fuels to supply energy to customers, plus a projection of this “fuel 

mix” through 2024 based on the resource plan presented in this document, is presented in 

Schedules 5, 6.1, and 6.2 later in this chapter.

2) FPL’s Fossil Fuel Cost Forecasts

Fossil fuel price forecasts, and the resulting projected price differentials between fuels, are 

major drivers used in evaluating alternatives for meeting future resource needs. FPL’s 

forecasts are generally consistent with other published contemporary forecasts. A November

2014 fuel cost forecast was used in the analyses whose results led to the resource plan 

presented in this 2015 Site Plan.

Future oil and natural gas prices, and to a lesser extent, coal prices, are inherently uncertain 

due to a significant number of unpredictable and uncontrollable drivers that influence the 

short- and long-term price of oil, natural gas, and coal. These drivers include U.S. and 

worldwide demand, production capacity, economic growth, environmental requirements, and 

politics.

The inherent uncertainty and unpredictability of these factors today and in the future clearly 

underscores the need to develop a set of plausible oil, natural gas, and solid fuel (coal) price 

scenarios that will bound a reasonable set of long-term price outcomes. In this light, FPL 

developed and utilized Low, Medium, and High price forecasts for fossil fuels in some of its 

2014 and early 2015 resource planning work, particularly in regard to analyses conducted as 

part of the nuclear cost recovery filing work.

FPL’s Medium price forecast methodology is consistent for oil and natural gas.  For oil and 

natural gas commodity prices, FPL’s Medium price forecast applies the following 

methodology: 

a. For 2015 through  2016, the methodology used the November 3, 2014 forward curve 

for New York Harbor 0.7% sulfur heavy oil, ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel oil, and 

Henry Hub natural gas commodity prices; 

b. For the next two years (2017 and 2018), FPL used a 50/50 blend of the November 3,

2014 forward curve and the most current projections at the time from The PIRA 

Energy Group; 
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c. For the 2019 through 2035 period, FPL used the annual projections from The PIRA 

Energy Group; and, 

d. For the period beyond 2035, FPL used the real rate of escalation from the Energy 

Information Administration (EIA). In addition to the development of oil and natural gas 

commodity prices, nominal price forecasts also were prepared for oil and natural gas 

transportation costs. The addition of commodity and transportation forecasts resulted 

in delivered price forecasts.

FPL’s Medium price forecast methodology is also consistent for coal prices. Coal prices were 

based upon the following approach: 

a. Delivered price forecasts for Central Appalachian (CAPP), Illinois Basin (IB), Powder 

River Basin (PRB), and South American coal were provided by JD Energy; and,

b. The coal price forecast for SJRPP and Plant Scherer assumes the continuation of the 

existing mine-mouth and transportation contracts until expiration, along with the 

purchase of spot coal, to meet generation requirements.

The development of FPL’s Low and High price forecasts for oil, natural gas, and coal prices 

were based on the historical volatility of the 12-month forward price, one year ahead. FPL 

developed these forecasts to account for the uncertainty that exists within each commodity as 

well as across commodities. These forecasts reflect a range of reasonable forecast outcomes.

3. Natural Gas Storage

FPL was under contract through August 2014 for 2.5 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of firm natural gas 

storage capacity in the Bay Gas storage facility located in Alabama. The Bay Gas storage 

facility is interconnected with the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) pipeline. FPL amended the 

transaction with Bay Gas on September 1, 2014 to increase the capacity to 4.0 Bcf of firm 

natural gas storage capacity. FPL has predominately utilized natural gas storage to help 

mitigate gas supply problems caused by severe weather and/or infrastructure problems.  

Over the past several years, FPL has acquired upstream transportation capacity on several 

pipelines to help mitigate the risk of off-shore supply problems caused by severe weather in 

the Gulf of Mexico.  While this transportation capacity has reduced FPL’s off-shore exposure, 

a portion of FPL’s supply portfolio remains tied to off-shore natural gas sources.  Therefore, 

natural gas storage remains an important tool to help mitigate the risk of supply disruptions.  

As FPL’s reliance on natural gas has increased, its ability to manage the daily “swings” that 

can occur on its system due to weather and unit availability changes has become more 
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challenging, particularly from oversupply situations. Natural gas storage is a valuable tool to 

help manage the daily balancing of supply and demand.  From a balancing perspective, 

injection and withdrawal rights associated with gas storage have become an increasingly 

important part of the evaluation of overall gas storage requirements. 

As FPL’s system grows to meet customer needs, it must maintain adequate gas storage 

capacity to continue to help mitigate supply and/or infrastructure problems and to provide FPL 

the ability to manage its supply and demand on a daily basis.  FPL continues to evaluate its

gas storage portfolio and is likely to subscribe for additional gas storage capacity to help 

increase reliability, provide the necessary flexibility to respond to demand changes, and 

diversify the overall portfolio.

4. Securing Additional Natural Gas:

The recent trend of increasing reliance upon natural gas to produce electricity for FPL’s 

customers is projected to continue due to FPL’s growing load. The addition of highly fuel-

efficient CC units at Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach due to completed modernization 

projects, the on-going Port Everglades modernization project, plus the potential for additional 

CC capacity, will reduce the growth in natural gas use from what it otherwise might have been 

due to the high fuel-efficiency levels of these new CC units. In addition, FPL plans to add a 

significant amount of new PV facilities that utilize no fossil fuel. However, these efficiency

gains do not fully offset the effects of FPL’s growing load. Therefore, FPL will need to secure 

more natural gas supply, more firm gas transportation capacity, and secure gas reserves in 

the future as fuel requirements dictate. The issue is how to secure these additional natural gas 

resources in a manner that is economical for FPL’s customers and which maintains and/or 

enhances the reliability of natural gas supply and deliverability to FPL’s generating units. 

FPL has historically purchased the gas transportation capacity required for new natural gas 

supply from two existing natural gas pipeline companies. As more natural gas is delivered 

through these two pipelines, the impact of a supply disruption on either pipeline becomes 

more problematic. Therefore, FPL issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) in December 2012 

for gas transportation capacity to meet FPL’s system natural gas requirements beginning in 

2017.  The RFP encouraged bidders to propose new gas transportation infrastructure to meet 

Florida’s growing need for natural gas. A third pipeline would benefit FPL and its customers by 

increasing the diversity of FPL’s fuel supply sources, increasing the physical reliability of the 

pipeline delivery system, and enhancing competition among pipelines.

The RFP process was completed in June 2013, and the winning bidders were Sabal Trail 

Transmission, LLC (Sabal Trail) and Florida Southeast Connection, LLC (FSC). The contracts 
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with Sabal Trail and FSC were reviewed by the FPSC and approved for cost recovery in late 

2013. The order approving this cost recovery became final in January 2014. Sabal Trail and 

FSC are currently in the process of obtaining Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

approval for the new pipelines. The planned in-service date for the pipelines is May 2017.

5. Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast
This section reviews the various steps needed to fabricate nuclear fuel for delivery to the 

nuclear power plants, the method used to forecast the price for each step, and other 

comments regarding FPL’s nuclear fuel cost forecast.

a) Steps Required for Nuclear Fuel to be delivered to FPL’s Plants

Four separate steps are required before nuclear fuel can be used in a commercial nuclear 

power reactor. These steps are summarized below.

(1) Mining: Uranium is produced in many countries such as Canada, Australia, 

Kazakhstan, and the United States.  During the first step, uranium is mined from the 

ground using techniques such as open pit mining, underground mining, in-situ leaching 

operations, or production as a by-product from other mining operations, such as gold, 

copper, or phosphate rocks. The product from this first step is the raw uranium delivered 

as an oxide, U3O8 (sometimes referred to as yellowcake).   

(2) Conversion: During the second step, the U3O8 is chemically converted into UF6 

which, when heated, changes into a gaseous state. This second step further removes any 

chemical impurities and serves as preparation for the third step, which requires uranium to 

be in a gaseous state.  

(3) Enrichment: The third step is called enrichment.  Natural uranium contains 0.711% of 

uranium at an atomic mass of 235 (U-235) and 99.289% of uranium at an atomic mass of 

238 (U-238). FPL’s nuclear reactors use uranium with a higher percentage of up to almost 

five percent (5%) of U-235 atoms.  Because natural uranium does not contain a sufficient 

amount of U-235, the third step increases the percentage amount of U-235 from 0.711% 

to a level specified when designing the reactor core (typically in a range from 

approximately 2.2% to as high as 4.95%).  The output of this enrichment process is 

enriched uranium in the form of UF6.

(4) Fabrication: During the last step, fuel fabrication, the enriched UF6 is changed to a 

UO2 powder, pressed into pellets, and fed into tubes, which are sealed and bundled 
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together into fuel assemblies.  These fuel assemblies are then delivered to the plant site 

for insertion in a reactor.

Like other utilities, FPL has purchased raw uranium and the other components of the nuclear 

fuel cycle separately from numerous suppliers from different countries.

b) Price Forecasts for Each Step

(1) Mining: The impact of the earthquake and tsunami that struck the Fukushima nuclear 

complex in Japan in March 2011 is still being felt in the uranium market.  Current demand 

has declined and several of the production facilities have announced delays. Factors of 

importance are: 

Hedge funds are still very active in the market. This causes more speculative 

demand that is not tied to market fundamentals and causes the market price to 

move up or down just based on news that might affect future demand.

Some of the uranium inventory from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is 

finding its way into the market periodically to fund cleanup of certain Department 

of Energy facilities.

Although a limited number of new nuclear units are scheduled to start production 

in the U.S. during the next 5 to 10 years, other countries, more specifically China, 

have announced an increase in construction of new units which may cause 

uranium prices to trend up in the near future.

Over a 10-year horizon, FPL expects the market to be more consistent with market 

fundamentals. The supply picture is more stable, with laws enacted to resolve the import 

of Russian-enriched uranium, by allowing some imports of Russian-enriched uranium to 

meet about 20-25% of needs for currently operating units, but with no restriction on the 

first core for new units and no restrictions after 2020. New and current uranium production 

facilities continue to add capacity to meet demands. Actual demand tends to grow over 

time because of the long lead time to build nuclear units. However, FPL cannot discount 

the possibility of future periodic sharp increase in prices, but believes such occurrences 

will likely be temporary in nature.

(2) Conversion: The conversion market is also in a state of flux due to the Fukushima 

events. Planned production after 2018 is currently forecasted to be insufficient to meet the 

higher demand scenario, but it is projected to be sufficient to meet most reference case 

scenarios. As with additional raw uranium production, supply will expand beyond current 
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level once more firm commitments are made including commitments to build new nuclear 

units. FPL expects long term price stability for conversion services to support world 

demand.

(3) Enrichment: As a result of the Fukushima events in March 2011, the near-term price 

of enrichment services has been declining for the last three years. However, plans for 

construction of several new facilities that were expected to come on-line in the next few 

years have been delayed.  Also, some of the existing high operating cost diffusion plants 

have shut down. As with supply for the other steps of the nuclear fuel cycle, expansion of 

future capacity is feasible within the lead time for constructing new nuclear units and any 

other projected increase in demand.  Meanwhile, world supply and demand will continue 

to be balanced such that FPL expects adequate supply of enrichment services. The 

current supply/demand profile will most likely result in the price of enrichment services 

remaining stable for the next few years before starting to increase.

(4) Fabrication: Because the nuclear fuel fabrication process is highly regulated by the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), not all production facilities can qualify as 

suppliers to nuclear reactors in the U.S. Although world supply and demand is expected to 

show significant excess capacity for the foreseeable future, the gap is not as wide for U.S. 

supply and demand. The supply for the U.S. market is expected to be sufficient to meet 

U.S. demand for the foreseeable future. 

c) Other Comments Regarding FPL’s Nuclear Fuel Cost Forecast

FPL’s nuclear fuel price forecasts are the result of FPL’s analysis based on inputs from 

various nuclear fuel market expert reports and studies. The calculations for the nuclear 

fuel cost forecasts used in FPL’s 2014 and early 2015 resource planning work were 

performed consistent with the method then used for FPL’s Fuel Clause filings, including 

the assumption of refueling outages every 18 months and plant operation at current (i.e., 

power uprated) levels. The costs for each step to fabricate the nuclear fuel were added to 

come up with the total costs of the fresh fuel to be loaded at each refueling (acquisition 

costs). The acquisition cost for each group of fresh fuel assemblies were then amortized 

over the energy produced by each group of fuel assemblies. DOE notified FPL that, 

effective May 2014, all high level waste payments would be suspended until further notice. 

Therefore, FPL is no longer including in its nuclear fuel cost forecast a 1 mill per kilowatt

hour net to reflect payment to DOE for spent fuel disposal. 
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Fuel Requirements Units 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

  (1) Nuclear Trillion BTU 273 298 292 300 297 300 305 302 300 305 301 301

  (2) Coal 1,000 TON 3,540 2,649 2,585 2,376 2,131 2,061 2,288 1,984 2,081 2,056 2,097 1,962

  (3) Residual (FO6) - Total 1,000 BBL 150 409 239 270 6 23 84 52 67 92 73 57
  (4) Steam 1,000 BBL 150 409 239 270 6 23 84 52 67 92 73 57

  (5) Distillate (FO2) - Total 1,000 BBL 152 197 33 202 3 14 98 36 43 216 235 123
  (6) Steam 1,000 BBL 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  (7) CC 1,000 BBL 140 123 3 43 3 12 80 29 38 147 157 83
  (8) CT 1,000 BBL 12 69 30 158 0 2 17 7 4 69 78 41

 (9) Natural Gas  - Total 1,000 MCF 550,350 571,451 573,213 607,356 562,114 571,538 636,702 655,209 654,003 661,930 641,918 619,543
 (10) Steam 1,000 MCF 30,348 24,488 13,043 12,527 5,516 7,135 11,042 10,599 8,193 9,467 7,885 6,042
 (11) CC 1,000 MCF 514,793 542,409 559,815 593,301 552,012 557,972 611,146 636,305 639,200 644,223 624,799 607,913
 (12) CT 1,000 MCF 5,208 4,555 355 1,529 4,586 6,432 14,514 8,305 6,611 8,241 9,234 5,587

1/ Source:  A Schedules.
Note: Solar contributions are provided on Schedules 6.1 and 6.2.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 5
Fuel Requirements 

(for FPL only)
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Energy Sources Units 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

  (1) Annual Energy GWH 4,445 4,908 3,604 1,263 1,114 1,202 308 0 0 0 0 0
Interchange  2/

  (2) Nuclear GWH 25,243 26,812 27,800 28,527 28,249 28,500 29,048 28,710 28,553 29,048 28,626 28,637

  (3) Coal GWH 5,981 4,482 4,159 3,805 3,359 3,272 3,667 3,123 3,303 3,262 3,339 3,087

  (4) Residual(FO6)   -Total GWH 75 231 155 171 4 15 52 33 43 58 46 36
  (5)  Steam GWH 75 231 155 171 4 15 52 33 43 58 46 36

  (6) Distillate(FO2) -Total GWH 120 128 14 103 3 13 91 32 40 183 194 101
  (7) Steam GWH 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  (8) CC GWH 114 102 3 41 3 12 83 29 38 144 151 78
  (9) CT GWH 5 23 11 62 0 1 8 3 2 38 43 22

 (10) Natural Gas     -Total GWH 75,208 79,102 79,906 84,749 79,380 80,416 88,286 92,422 92,707 92,810 94,509 96,618

 (11) Steam GWH 2,472 1,906 1,279 1,214 537 684 1,077 1,001 790 912 763 577
 (12) CC GWH 72,308 76,857 78,594 83,405 78,404 79,108 85,809 90,628 91,279 91,100 92,854 95,500

 (13) CT GWH 428 340 33 130 439 623 1,400 793 638 797 893 540

 (14) Solar 3/ GWH 155 177 192 314 684 700 695 698 695 693 684 691
 (15) PV GWH 68 68 71 189 577 575 573 573 569 567 565 565

 (16) Solar Thermal GWH 87 109 121 126 107 125 122 126 125 125 119 126

 (17) Other   4/ GWH 428 127 3,882 3,474 11,152 11,315 4,923 3,833 3,896 4,023 4,097 4,107
-------------------------------------------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------

Net Energy For Load 5/ GWH 111,656 115,968 119,712 122,407 123,945 125,433 127,070 128,851 129,237 130,077 131,495 133,276

1/ Source: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities.
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solar thermal facilities.
4/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales.
5/ Net Energy For Load values for the years 2015- 2024 are also shown in Col. (19) on Schedule 2.3.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 6.1
Energy Sources
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Energy Source Units 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

  (1) Annual Energy % 4.0 4.2 3.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Interchange  2/

  (2) Nuclear % 22.6 23.1 23.2 23.3 22.8 22.7 22.9 22.3 22.1 22.3 21.8 21.5

  (3) Coal % 5.4 3.9 3.5 3.1 2.7 2.6 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.3

  (4) Residual (FO6)   -Total % 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  (5) Steam % 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  (6) Distillate (FO2) -Total % 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
  (7) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  (8) CC % 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
  (9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

 (10) Natural Gas     -Total % 67.4 68.2 66.7 69.2 64.0 64.1 69.5 71.7 71.7 71.3 71.9 72.5
 (11) Steam % 2.2 1.6 1.1 1.0 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.4
 (12) CC % 64.8 66.3 65.7 68.1 63.3 63.1 67.5 70.3 70.6 70.0 70.6 71.7
 (13) CT % 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.5 1.1 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.4

 (14) Solar 3/ % 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
 (15) PV % 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4

 (16) Solar Thermal % 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

 (17) Other   4/ % 0.4 0.1 3.2 2.8 9.0 9.0 3.9 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

1/ Source: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report
2/ The projected figures are based on estimated energy purchases from SJRPP, the Southern Companies (UPS contract), and other utilities.
3/ Represents output from FPL's PV and solar thermal facilities.
4/ Represents a forecast of energy expected to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Independent Power Producers, net of 

Economy and other Power Sales.

Actual 1/ Forecasted

Schedule 6.2
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

Total Firm
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer

 Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Scheduled
August of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW % of Peak MW % of Peak 

2015 25,008 1,420 0 595 27,022 23,286 1,951 21,335 5,688 26.7 0 5,688 26.7 3,736 16.0
2016 25,585 492 0 345 26,421 23,778 2,000 21,779 4,643 21.3 0 4,643 21.3 2,643 11.1
2017 26,001 492 0 345 26,838 24,252 2,046 22,207 4,631 20.9 0 4,631 20.9 2,585 10.7
2018 26,024 699 0 345 27,067 24,648 2,092 22,555 4,512 20.0 0 4,512 20.0 2,420 9.8
2019 27,665 110 0 345 28,120 25,045 2,140 22,905 5,215 22.8 0 5,215 22.8 3,075 12.3
2020 27,665 110 0 345 28,119 25,369 2,188 23,181 4,938 21.3 0 4,938 21.3 2,750 10.8
2021 27,752 110 0 525 28,387 25,497 2,237 23,260 5,127 22.0 0 5,127 22.0 2,890 11.3
2022 27,838 110 0 525 28,472 25,833 2,287 23,546 4,926 20.9 0 4,926 20.9 2,640 10.2
2023 29,154 110 0 525 29,789 26,286 2,338 23,948 5,841 24.4 0 5,841 24.4 3,503 13.3
2024 29,154 110 0 525 29,789 26,771 2,389 24,381 5,407 22.2 0 5,407 22.2 3,018 11.3

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to meet
peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated.
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col(4) + Col(5).
Col.(7) reflects the 2014 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 2014 load is an actual load value.
Col.(8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation and load management, from 9/2014-on intended for use with 
2014 load forecast.
Col.(10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)
Col.(11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)
Col.(12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the summer peak period.
Col.(13) = Col.(10) - Col.(12)
Col.(14) = Col.(13) / Col.(9)
Col.(15) = Col.(6) - Col.(7) - Col.(12)
Col.(16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)

Schedule 7.1
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak

Maintenance Maintenance

Total Generation Only 
Reserve Reserve Reserve

Margin Before Margin After Margin After
Maintenance

Total
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

Total Firm

Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Winter

 Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Scheduled

January of Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM Demand Maintenance

Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW % of Peak MW MW % of Peak MW % of Peak 

2015 26,758 1,357 0 595 28,710 21,136 1,452 19,684 9,026 45.9 0 9,026 45.9 7,574 35.8

2016 27,205 499 0 345 28,049 21,369 1,483 19,886 8,163 41.1 0 8,163 41.1 6,680 31.3

2017 27,842 499 0 345 28,686 21,485 1,510 19,976 8,710 43.6 0 8,710 43.6 7,201 33.5

2018 27,958 499 0 345 28,802 21,598 1,537 20,061 8,740 43.6 0 8,740 43.6 7,204 33.4

2019 27,978 499 0 345 28,822 21,792 1,565 20,227 8,595 42.5 0 8,595 42.5 7,030 32.3

2020 29,573 110 0 345 30,028 21,965 1,593 20,372 9,655 47.4 0 9,655 47.4 8,063 36.7

2021 29,573 110 0 525 30,208 22,096 1,622 20,475 9,733 47.5 0 9,733 47.5 8,111 36.7

2022 29,648 110 0 525 30,283 22,026 1,651 20,374 9,908 48.6 0 9,908 48.6 8,257 37.5

2023 29,737 110 0 525 30,372 22,202 1,682 20,520 9,852 48.0 0 9,852 48.0 8,170 36.8

2024 31,210 110 0 525 31,845 22,408 1,713 20,695 11,150 53.9 0 11,150 53.9 9,437 42.1

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by January 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to

 meet winter peak loads which are forecasted to occur during January of the year indicated.

Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col(4) + Col(5).

Col.(7) reflects the 2014 load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management. 2014 load is an actual load value.

Col.(8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation and load management, from 9/2014-on intended for use with

 the 2014 load forecast.

Col.(10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)

Col.(11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)

Col.(12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the winter peak period.

Col.(13) = Col.(10) - Col.(12)

Col.(14) = Col.(13) / Col.(9)

Col.(15) = Col.(6) - Col.(7) - Col.(12)

Col.(16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)

Total Total Generation Only 

Schedule 7.2

Reserve Reserve Reserve

Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled
Maintenance At Time Of Winter Peak

Margin Before Margin After Margin After

Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance
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Page 1 of 2

(2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

  Const. Comm. Expected  Gen. Max.
Unit Unit   Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr.     KW MW MW Status
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES

2015
Cape Canaveral Energy Center 3 Brevard County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 1,295,400 77 - OT

Fort Myers 2 Lee County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 1,721,490 9 0 OT

Fort Myers 3 Lee County CT NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 188,190 6 (5) P

FT. Myers GT 1-12 Lee County GT FO2 No TK No - Jan-15 Unknown 744,120 28 - OT

Lauderdale 4 Broward County CC NG FO2 PL PL - Jan-15 Unknown 526,250 17 - OT

Lauderdale 5 Broward County CC NG FO2 PL PL - Jan-15 Unknown 526,250 16 - OT

Lauderdale GT 1-12 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL - Jan-15 Unknown 410,734 (13) (8) P

Lauderdale GT 13-24 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL - Jan-15 Unknown 410,734 (13) (8) P

Manatee 3 Manatee County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 1,224,510 20 - OT

Martin 2 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL - Jun-15 Unknown 934,500 - (3) OT

Martin 3 Martin County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 612,000 16 - OT

Martin 4 Martin County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 612,000 14 - OT

Port Everglades GT 1-12 City of Hollywood GT NG FO2 PL PL Jan-15 Unknown 410,734 (13) (8) P

Riviera Beach Energy Center 5 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 PL WA - Jan-15 Unknown 1,295,400 44 - OT

Sanford 4 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 1,188,860 2 - OT

Sanford 5 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - Jan-15 Unknown 1,188,860 2 - OT

Scherer 4 Monroe, GA ST SUB No RR No - Jun-15 Unknown 680,368 - (9) OT

St. Lucie 1 St. Lucie County ST Nuc No TK No - Jan-15 Unknown 1,020,000 (22) - OT

St. Lucie 2 St. Lucie County ST Nuc No TK No - Jan-15 Unknown 723,775 (20) - OT

Turkey Point 3 Miami Dade County ST Nuc No TK No - Jan-15 Unknown 877,200 (28) - OT

Turkey Point 4 Miami Dade County ST Nuc No TK No - Jan-15 Unknown 877,200 (27) - OT

Turkey Point 5 Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 1,224,510 (24) (22) OT

West County 1 1 Palm Beach County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 1,366,800 11 - OT

West County 2 2 Palm Beach County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 1,366,800 11 - OT

West County 3 3 Palm Beach County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-15 Unknown 1,366,800 11 - OT

2015 Changes/Additions Total: 125 (64)

2016
Cedar Bay (Ownership) 1 Duval County ST BIT No RR No - Oct-15 - - 250 250 P

Fort Myers 2 Lee County CC NG No PL No - Jun-16 Unknown 1,721,490 216 37 P

FT. Myers GT 1-12 Lee County GT FO2 No TK No - - Jun-16 744,120 - (540) P

Lauderdale GT 1-12 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL - - Jun-16 410,734 - (412) P

Martin 2 Martin County ST FO6 NG PL PL - - Unknown 934,500 (3) - OT

Martin 8 Martin County CC NG FO2 PL TK - - Unknown 1,224,510 - 2 OT

Port Everglades 1 City of Hollywood GT NG FO2 PL PL - Jun-16 Unknown 410,734 - 1,237 U

Sanford 4 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - - Unknown 1,188,860 - 3 OT

Scherer 4 Monroe, GA ST SUB No RR No - - Unknown 680,368 (16) - OT

2016 Changes/Additions Total: 447 577

2017
Babcock Solar Energy Center 1 Charlotte County PV Solar Solar N/A N/A - Sep-16 Unknown - - 38 P

Cedar Bay 1 Duval County ST BIT No RR No - - Dec-16 - (250) (250) OT

Citrus Solar Energy Center 1 DeSoto County PV Solar Solar N/A N/A - Sep-16 Unknown - - 38 P

Fort Myers 2 Lee County CC NG No PL No - Jan-17 Unknown 1,721,490 20 - P

Fort Myers 3 Lee County CT NG FO2 PL TK - Dec-16 Unknown 188,190 50 50 OT

Ft. Myers - 2 CT 2 Lee County CC NG No PL No - Dec-16 Unknown 1,721,490 446 462 P

FT. Myers GT 1-12 Lee County GT FO2 No TK No - - Jun-16 744,120 (615) - P

Lauderdale  5CT 5 Broward County CC NG FO2 PL PL - Dec-16 Unknown 526,250 1,115 1,155 P

Lauderdale GT 1-12 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL - - Jun-16 410,734 (446) - P

Lauderdale GT 13-22 Broward County GT NG FO2 PL PL - - Jun-16 410,734 (372) (343) P

Manatee 3 Manatee County CC NG No PL No - Jun-17 Unknown 1,224,510 - 4 OT

Manatee Solar Energy Center 1 Manatee County PV Solar Solar N/A N/A - Sep-16 Unknown - - 38 P

Martin 8 Martin County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jan-17 Unknown 1,224,510 27 2 OT

Port Everglades 1 City of Hollywood GT NG FO2 PL PL - Jun-16 Unknown 410,734 1,429 - OT

Port Everglades GT 1-12 City of Hollywood GT NG FO2 PL PL - Dec-16 Unknown 410,734 (446) (412) P

Sanford 4 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - Jan-17 Unknown 1,188,860 52 1 OT

Sanford 5 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - Jan-17 Unknown 1,188,860 26 4 OT

Turkey Point(3) 1 Miami Dade County ST FO6 NG WA PL - - Oct-16 402,050 (398) (396) OT
Turkey Point 5 Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jun-17 Unknown 1,224,510 - 23 OT

2017 Changes/Additions  Total: 637 415

(1) Schedule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facilities and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are 

reflected on Tables ES-1, I.B.1 and I.B.2.

(2) The  Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes 

achieved by June. All  MW additions/changes occurring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

(3) This generating unit will serve as a synchronous condenser and will not be included in reserve margin calculation.

Fuel Transport Net Capability (2)

Schedule 8
        Planned  And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (1)

Fuel Firm
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(2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

  Const. Comm. Expected  Gen. Max.
Unit Unit   Start In-Service Retirement Nameplate Winter Summer

Plant Name No. Location Type Pri. Alt. Pri. Alt. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr. Mo./Yr.     KW MW MW Status
ADDITIONS/ CHANGES

2018
Manatee 3 Manatee County CC NG No PL No - - Unknown 1,224,510 40 - OT

Martin 8 Martin County CC NG FO2 PL TK - - Unknown 1,224,510 12 - OT

Sanford 5 Volusia County CC NG No PL No - - Unknown 1,188,860 25 - OT

Turkey Point 3 Miami Dade County ST Nuc No TK No - - Unknown 877,200 20 20 OT

Turkey Point 5 Miami Dade County CC NG FO2 PL TK - - Unknown 1,224,510 19 3 OT

2018 Changes/Additions Total: 116 23

2019
Okeechobee Energy Center 1 Okeechobee County CC NG FO2 PL TK Jun-17 Jun-19 Unknown - - 1,622 P

Turkey Point 4 Miami Dade County ST Nuc No TK No - - Unknown 877,200 20 20 OT

2019 Changes/Additions Total: 20 1,642

2020
Okeechobee Energy Center 1 Okeechobee County CC NG FO2 PL TK Jun-17 Jun-19 Unknown - 1,595 - P

2020 Changes/Additions Total: 1,595 0

2021
Cape Canaveral Energy Center 3 Brevard County CC NG FO2 PL TK - Jun-21 Unknown 1,295,400 - 88 OT

2021 Changes/Additions Total: 0 88

2022
Cape Canaveral Energy Center 3 Brevard County CC NG FO2 PL TK - - Unknown 1,295,400 75 - OT

Riviera Beach Energy Center 5 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 PL WA - Jun-22 Unknown 1,295,400 - 86 OT

2022 Changes/Additions Total: 75 86

2023
Riviera Beach Energy Center 5 City of Riviera Beach CC NG FO2 PL WA - - Unknown 1,295,400 89 - OT

Unsited CC CC NG FO2 PL TK Jun-21 Jun-23 Unknown - - 1,317 P

2023 Changes/Additions Total: 89 1,317

2024
Unsited CC CC NG FO2 PL TK Jun-21 Jun-23 Unknown - 1,473 - P

2024 Changes/Additions Total: 1,473 0

(1)  Schedule 8 shows only planned and prospective changes to generating facilities and does not reflect changes to existing purchases. Those changes are reflected on Tables ES-1, I.B.1 and I.B.2.

(2) The  Winter Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes achieved by January. The Summer Total MW value consists of all generation additions and changes. 

achieved by June. All  MW additions/changes occurring after August each year will be picked up for reserve margin calculation purposes in the following year. 

Fuel Transport Net Capability (2)

Schedule 8
        Planned  And Prospective Generating Facility Additions And Changes (1)

Fuel Firm
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center

(2) Capacity
a.  Summer 1,237 MW
b.  Winter 1,429 MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2014
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Once-through cooling water

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres

(9) Construction Status: U (Under construction, less than or equal to 50% complete)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 3.5%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.1%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 95.4%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 90% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,330 Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 928
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 841
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 87
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 30.00
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 0.10
K Factor: 1.51

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Fixed O&M cost includes capital replacement.

Note:  Total installed cost includes gas expansion, transmission interconnection and integration,
            escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing plant are not included.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Fort Myers CT (2 CTs will be added)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)
a.  Summer 211 MW plus 20 MW of peaking capacity
b.  Winter 223 MW

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Water to Air Heat Exchangers

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 3.0%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.0%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 96.0%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 3% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 10,075 Btu/kWh  
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANIHR): 7,644 Btu/kWh  
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 441
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 422
AFUDC Amount (2016 $/kW): 19
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): 2.63
Variable O&M (2016 $/MWH): 0.00
K Factor: 1.38

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Levelized value includes Fixed O&M and Capital Replacement

Note:  Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and integration,
            escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing GTs are not included.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Lauderdale CT (5 CTs will be added)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)
a.  Summer 211 MW plus 20 MW of peaking capacity
b.  Winter 223 MW

(3) Technology Type: Combustion Turbine

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Water to Air Heat Exchangers

(8) Total Site Area: Existing Site Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 3.0%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.0%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 96.0%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 3% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 10,203 Btu/kWh  
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANIHR): 7,528 Btu/kWh  
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 433
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 411
AFUDC Amount (2016 $/kW): 22
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): 3.26
Variable O&M (2016 $/MWH): 0.00
K Factor: 1.39

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Levelized value includes Fixed O&M and Capital Replacement

Note:  Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection and integration, 
            escalation, and AFUDC. Demolition costs of existing GTs are not included.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Citrus Solar Energy Center (DeSoto County)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)
a.  Nameplate (AC) 74.5 MW
b.  Summer Firm (AC) 38.7 MW
c.  Winter Firm (AC) -

(3) Technology Type: Photovoltaic (PV)

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Sun
b. Alternate Fuel Sun

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Not applicable

(7) Cooling Method: Not applicable

(8) Total Site Area: 841 Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): Not applicable
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): Not applicable
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): Not applicable
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 26% (First Full Year Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): Not applicable
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANIHR): Not applicable
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 1,835
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 1,835
AFUDC Amount (2016 $/kW): 0
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 5.39 (First Full Year Operation)  
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 0.00
K Factor: 0.96

 * $/kW values are based on nameplate capacity.

Note: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Manatee Solar Energy Center (Manatee County)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)
a.  Nameplate (AC) 74.5 MW
b.  Summer Firm (AC) 38.7 MW
c.  Winter Firm (AC) -

(3) Technology Type: Photovoltaic (PV)

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Sun
b. Alternate Fuel Sun

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Not applicable

(7) Cooling Method: Not applicable

(8) Total Site Area: 762 Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): Not applicable
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): Not applicable
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): Not applicable
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 26% (First Full Year Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): Not applicable Btu/kWh  
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANIHR): Not applicable Btu/kWh  
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 1,835
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 1,835
AFUDC Amount (2016 $/kW): 0
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 5.39 (First Full Year Operation)  
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 0.00
K Factor: 0.96

 * $/kW values are based on nameplate capacity.

Note: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Babcock Solar Energy Center (Charlotte County)

(2) Capacity (for each CT)
a.  Nameplate (AC) 74.5 MW
b.  Summer Firm (AC) 38.7 MW
c.  Winter Firm (AC) -

(3) Technology Type: Photovoltaic (PV)

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2015
b. Commercial In-service date: 2016

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Sun
b. Alternate Fuel Sun

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Not applicable

(7) Cooling Method: Not applicable

(8) Total Site Area: 443 Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): Not applicable
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): Not applicable
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): Not applicable
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): 26% (First Full Year Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): Not applicable Btu/kWh  
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANIHR): Not applicable Btu/kWh  
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2016 $/kW): 1,835
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 1,835
AFUDC Amount (2016 $/kW): 0
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): (2016 $) 5.39 (First Full Year Operation)  
Variable O&M ($/MWH): (2016 $) 0.00
K Factor: 0.96

 * $/kW values are based on nameplate capacity.

Note: Total installed cost includes transmission interconnection.
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Okeechobee Clean Energy Center

(2) Capacity
a.  Summer 1,622 MW 
b.  Winter 1,595 MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2017
b. Commercial In-service date: 2019

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra Low Sulfur Light Distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low Nox Burners, SCR, Natural Gas,
0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Mechanical Draft Cooling Towers

(8) Total Site Area: 2,842 Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 2.2%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.1%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 96.7%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 80% (First Full Year Base Operation)
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,304 Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%
Average Net Incremental Heat Rate (ANOHR): 7,731 Btu/kWh
Peak Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost ( 2019 $/kW): 737
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 668
AFUDC Amount (2019 $/kW): 69
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): 16.89
Variable O&M (2019 $/MWH): 0.28
K Factor: 1.45

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Levelized value includes Fixed O&M and Capital Replacement

Note:  Total installed cost includes  transmission interconnection and integration,
             and AFUDC. 
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Schedule 9

Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Generating Facilities

(1) Plant Name and Unit Number: Unsited 3x1 CC

(2) Capacity
a.  Summer 1,317 MW
b.  Winter 1,473 MW

(3) Technology Type: Combined Cycle

(4) Anticipated Construction Timing
a. Field construction start-date: 2021
b. Commercial In-service date: 2023

(5) Fuel
a. Primary Fuel Natural Gas
b. Alternate Fuel Ultra-low sulfur distillate

(6) Air Pollution and Control Strategy: Dry Low NOx Burners, SCR, Natural Gas, 

0.0015% S. Distillate and Water Injection on Distillate

(7) Cooling Method: Mechanical Draft Cooling Towers

(8) Total Site Area: TBD Acres

(9) Construction Status: P (Planned Unit)

(10) Certification Status:  ---

(11) Status with Federal Agencies:  ---

(12) Projected Unit Performance Data:
Planned Outage Factor (POF): 2.3%
Forced Outage Factor (FOF): 1.1%
Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF): 96.6%
Resulting Capacity Factor (%): Approx. 80% (First Full Year Base Operation)  
Average Net Operating Heat Rate (ANOHR): 6,307 Btu/kWh
Base Operation 75F,100%

(13) Projected Unit Financial Data *,**
Book Life (Years): 30 years
Total Installed Cost (2023 $/kW): 923
Direct Construction Cost ($/kW): 839
AFUDC Amount ($/kW): 84
Escalation ($/kW): Accounted for in Direct Construction Cost
Fixed O&M ($/kW-Yr): 39.5
Variable O&M (2023 $/MWH): 0.37
K Factor: 1.51

 * $/kW values are based on Summer capacity.
** Levelized value includes Fixed O&M and Capital Replacement

Note:  Total installed cost includes  transmission interconnection and integration,
            and AFUDC.  Actual transmission and interconnection costs are unknown for 
            an unsited unit. The transmission interconnection and integration costs 
            for the unsited unit  are based on the costs for the Okeechobee Clean
            Energy Center
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center

The Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center which will result from the modernization of the 
Port Everglades power plant site does not require any “new” transmission lines.
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Fort Myers Plant Gas Turbine Replacement and CT Upgrade

The Fort Myers Plant gas turbine replacement and CT upgrade projects do not require any “new” 
transmission lines.
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Lauderdale Plant Gas Turbine Replacement

The Lauderdale Plant Gas Turbine Replacement project does not require any “new” transmission lines.
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Citrus Solar Energy Center (DeSoto)

The Citrus Solar Energy Center (DeSoto) will require one new line to connect the PV inverter array to the 
expanded Sunshine Substation.

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Skylight – Sunshine Substation

(2) Number of Lines: 1

(3) Right-of-way FPL – Owned

(4) Line Length: 1.5 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  2015
End date:   2016

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Included in total installed cost on schedule 9
             (Trans. and Sub.)

(8) Substations: Skylight Substation and Sunshine Substation

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Manatee Solar Energy Center (Manatee)

The Manatee Solar Energy Center will require one new line to connect the PV inverter array to the 
expanded Manatee Switchyard.

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Helios – Manatee Switchyard

(2) Number of Lines: 1

(3) Right-of-way FPL – Owned

(4) Line Length: 1.5 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  2015
End date:   2016

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment:             Included in total installed cost on schedule 9
             (Trans. and Sub.)

(8) Substations: Helios Substation and Manatee Switchyard

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Babcock Solar Energy Center (Charlotte)

The Babcock Solar Energy Center (Charlotte) will require one new line to connect the PV inverter array to 
the planned Freeland Substation.

(1) Point of Origin and Termination: Webb – Freeland Substation

(2) Number of Lines: 1

(3) Right-of-way FPL – Owned

(4) Line Length: 5 miles 

(5) Voltage: 230 kV

(6) Anticipated Construction Timing: Start date:  2015
End date:   2016

(7) Anticipated Capital Investment: Included in total installed cost on schedule 9
             (Trans. and Sub.)

(8) Substations: Webb Substation and Freeland Substation

(9) Participation with Other Utilities: None
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Okeechobee Next Generation Clean Energy Center

The Okeechobee Next Generation Clean Energy Center does not require any “new” transmission lines.
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Schedule 10
Status Report and Specifications of Proposed Transmission Lines

Unsited 3x1 CC

No site has been determined, therefore no transmission analysis is possible.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
NEL  Fuel Mix

Generation by Primary Fuel Summer (MW) Summer (%) Winter (MW) Winter (%) GWh (2) %
(1) Coal 897 3.3% 911 3.2% 4,482 3.9%
(2) Nuclear 3,453 12.8% 3,550 12.4% 26,812 23.1%
(3) Residual 3,663 13.5% 3,697 12.9% 231 0.2%
(4) Distillate 648 2.4% 710 2.5% 128 0.1%
(5) Natural Gas 16,396 60.6% 17,765 62.1% 79,102 68.2%
(6) Solar (Non-Firm) 35 0.1% 35 0.1% 177 0.2%

(7) FPL Existing Units Total (1) : 25,092 92.8% 26,668 93.2% 110,933 95.7%
(8) Renewables (Purchases)- Firm 55.0 0.2% 55.0 0.2% 473 0.4%
(9) Renewables (Purchases)- Non-Firm Not Applicable  --- Not Applicable  --- 445 0.4%

(10) Renewable Total: 55.0 0.2% 55.0 0.2% 918 0.79%

(11) Purchases Other : 1,890.0 7.0% 1,890.0 6.6% 4,117 3.6%
(12) Total : 27,037.0 100.0% 28,613.0 100.0% 115,968 100.0%

Note:
(1) FPL Existing Units Total values on row (7), columns (2) and (4), match the System Firm Generating Capacity values found on 

Schedule 1 for Summer and Winter.

(2) Net Energy for Load GWh values on row (12), column (6), matches Schedule 6.1 value for 2014.

Schedule 11.1

Actuals for the Year 2014
Existing FIRM and NON-FIRM Capacity and Energy by Primary Fuel Type

Net (MW) Capability

Existing NON-FIRM Self-Service Renewable Generation Facilities
Actuals for the Year 2014

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) = (3)+(4)-(5)

Type of Facility
Installed Capacity DC 

(MW)
Renewable Projected 
Annual Output (MWh)

Annual Energy 
Purchased from FPL 

(MWh)

Annual Energy Sold 
to FPL (MWh)

Projected Annual 
Energy Used by 

Customers
Customer-Owned 

Renewable Generation     
(0 kW to 10 kW)

17.25 21,548 191,676 634 212,590

Customer-Owned 
Renewable Generation     
(> 10 kW  to 100 kW)

8.77 11,087 217,985 661 228,411

Customer-Owned 
Renewable Generation     

(> 100 kW - 2 MW)
12.76 36,645 91,007 210 127,442

Totals 39 69,279 500,668 1,505 568,443

Notes:

(1) There were 3241 customers with renewable generation facilities interconnected with FPL on December 31, 2014.
(2) The Installed Capacity value is the sum of the nameplate ratings (DC MW) for all of the customer-owned  renewable generation facilities 
       connected as of December 31, 2014.  Three systems do not have a DC rating.  These are 3 non-solar facilities:
            Tropicana - Landfill gas reciprocating generator:  1600 kW AC
            Manatee Landfill gas:  1600 kW AC 
            Bio Mass - Palm Beach County:  750 kW AC
       These AC values are included in the (> 100 kW < 2 MW) row.
(3) The Projected Annual Output value is based on NREL's PV Watts 1 program and the Installed Capacity 
        value in column (2),  adjusted for the date when each facility was installed and assuming each facility
       operated as planned.
(4) The Annual Energy Purchased from FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2014.
(5) The Annual Energy Sold to FPL is an actual value from FPL's metered data for 2014.
(6) The Projected Annual Energy Used by Customers is a projected value that equals:
      (Renewable Projected Annual output + Annual Energy Purchased ) minus the Annual Energy Sold to FPL.

Schedule 11.2
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CHAPTER IV    

Environmental and Land Use Information
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IV. Environmental and Land Use Information

IV.A Protection of the Environment
Florida’s climate can be described as a combination of humid subtropical and tropical savanna 

supporting an environment which includes a diverse number of distinct ecosystems with many 

endangered or threatened plant and animal species. These distinct ecosystems, the residents, 

and industries of Florida compete for the same resources that are necessary for the generation, 

transmission, and distribution of electricity. FPL is a corporation which practices strong 

environmental stewardship evidenced by the creation and management of the Everglades 

Mitigation Bank and the preservation of the Barley Barber Swamp. FPL desires to meet public 

expectations of such stewardship and conducts their business in a responsible manner by 

minimizing impacts to Florida’s natural environment. 

FPL and its parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc. have continuously been recognized as leaders

among electric utilities for their commitment to the environment. That commitment is ingrained in 

FPL’s corporate culture. FPL has one of the lowest emissions profiles among U.S. utilities and in 

2014 its carbon dioxide (CO2) emission rate was 38% lower (better) than the industry national 

average.

On March 3, 2014 NextEra Energy was named No. 1 in its sector on Fortune Magazine’s “Most 

Admired Companies” list for the eighth year in a row. In determining the industry rankings, 

approximately 15,000 senior executives, outside directors, and industry analysts are surveyed and 

companies are rated on the following nine attributes:

1.) Ability to attract and retain talented people

2.) Quality of management

3.) Social responsibility to the community and the environment

4.) Innovativeness

5.) Quality of products or services 

6.) Wise use of corporate assets 

7.) Financial soundness 

8.) Long-term investment value

9.) Effectiveness in doing business globally

Fortune recognized that “in 2013, the output from NextEra Energy’s power plants resulted in 

emissions rates of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and carbon dioxide that were 97 percent, 80 

percent and 53 percent lower, respectively, than the U.S. electric industry’s average. In addition, 

the company provides grants to teachers of science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) 
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classes, partners with community colleges on wind technology training, and protects threatened 

and endangered species where it has operations, including the Florida manatee, American 

crocodile, and osprey and desert tortoise.”

In March 2014, FPL received the 2014 Florida House Conservation Award in recognition of its 

extraordinary commitment to the environment. In presenting the award, Bart Hudson, president of 

the Florida House, declared “From preserving wildlife and natural resources to bringing the public 

and private sectors together to support long-term restoration efforts in the Everglades, the 

southeast Florida marshes and Biscayne Bay, conservation is at the core of FPL’s mission”.

Other conservation efforts noted by the Florida House include FPL's focus on reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions while helping to keep customer bills low through the use of fuel-

efficient power generation and other innovative technologies. Since 2001, FPL has reduced its use 

of foreign oil by 99 percent by modernizing existing power plants into cleaner, more fuel-efficient 

plants. It is the first utility to bring commercial-scale solar power to Florida, including the world's 

first solar-natural gas hybrid.

On April 2, 2014, the Environmental Protection Agency presented Florida Power & Light Company 

with its Clean Air Excellence Award in recognition of the company’s “green” vehicle fleet and 

customer education programs featuring its electric vehicles and their benefits. The awards 

recognize innovative programs that protect Americans' health and the environment, educate the 

public, serve their communities and stimulate the economy.

In 2014, FPL supported a broad base of environmental organizations with donations and 

memberships totaling in excess of $290,000. The organizations included, but were not limited to, 

the Everglades Foundation, the Conservancy of Southwest Florida, the Busch Wildlife Sanctuary, 

Inc., the Arthur R. Marshall Foundation and the Loggerhead Marinelife Center, Inc. In addition, 

part of the charitable giving was the result of an FPL employee 2014 Power to Care Event that 

raised funds dedicated to the Friends of MacArthur Beach State Park.

FPL employees serve as board members for many organizations that focus on environmental 

restoration, preservation, and stewardship. A partial list of these organizations includes: 

Loggerhead Marinelife Center, Inc., the Everglades Foundation, the Arthur R. Marshall 

Foundation, The Nature Conservancy, Grassy Waters Preserve, and the Palm Beach Zoo.

IV.B FPL’s Environmental Policy
At FPL and its parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc., we are committed to being an industry 

leader in environmental protection and stewardship, not only because it makes business sense, 
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but because it is the right thing to do. Our commitment to compliance, conservation, 

communication, and continuous improvement fosters a culture of environmental excellence and 

drives the sustainable management of our business planning, operations, and daily work.

In accordance with our commitments to environmental protection and stewardship, FPL and 

NextEra Energy, Inc. endeavor to:

Comply

Comply with all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and permits 

Proactively identify environmental risks and take action to mitigate those risks 

Pursue opportunities to exceed environmental standards 

Participate in the legislative and regulatory process to develop environmental laws, 

regulations, and policies that are technically sound and economically feasible 

Design, construct, operate, and maintain our facilities in an environmentally sound and 

responsible manner

Conserve

Prevent pollution, minimize waste, and conserve natural resources 

Avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to habitat and wildlife 

Promote the efficient use of energy, both within our company and in our communities

Communicate

Communicate this policy to all employees and publish it on the corporate website 

Invest in environmental training and awareness to achieve a corporate culture of 

environmental excellence 

Maintain an open dialogue with stakeholders on environmental matters and performance

Continuously Improve

Establish, monitor, and report progress toward environmental targets 

Review and update this policy on a regular basis 

Drive continuous improvement through ongoing evaluations of our environmental 

management system to incorporate lessons learned and best practices.

FPL’s parent company, NextEra Energy, Inc. updated this policy in 2013 to reflect changing 

expectations and ensure that employees are doing the utmost to protect the environment. FPL 

complies with all environmental laws, regulations, and permit requirements. FPL designs,

constructs, and operates its facilities in an environmentally sound and responsible manner. It also 
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responds immediately and effectively to any known environmental hazards or non-compliance 

situations. FPL’s commitment to the environment does not end there. FPL proactively pursues

opportunities to exceed current environmental standards, including reducing waste and emission 

of pollutants, recycling materials, and conserving natural resources throughout its operations and 

day-to-day work activities. FPL also encourages the efficient use of energy, both within the 

Company and in communities served by FPL. These actions are just a few examples of how FPL 

is committed to the environment.

To ensure that FPL is adhering to its environmental commitment, it has developed rigorous 

environmental governance procedures and programs. These include its Environmental Assurance 

Program and Corporate Environmental Governance Council. Through these programs, FPL

conducts periodic environmental self-evaluations to verify that its operations are in compliance 

with environmental laws, regulations, and permit requirements. Regular evaluations also help 

identify best practices and opportunities for improvement.

IV.C Environmental Management
In order to successfully implement the Environmental Policy, FPL has developed a robust 

Environmental Management System program to direct and control the fulfillment of the 

organization’s environmental responsibilities. A key component of the system is an Environmental 

Assurance Program, which is described in section IV.D below. Other components of the system 

include: executive management support and commitment, a dedicated environmental corporate 

governance program, written environmental policies and procedures, delineation of organizational 

responsibilities and individual accountabilities, allocation of appropriate resources for 

environmental compliance management (which includes reporting and corrective action when non-

compliance occurs), environmental incident and/or emergency response, environmental risk 

assessment/management, environmental regulatory development and tracking, and environmental 

management information systems.

As part of its commitment to excellence and continuous improvement, FPL created an enhanced 

environmental data management information system (EDMIS) which was fully implemented by the 

end of 2014. Environmental data management software systems are increasingly viewed as an 

industry best-management practice to ensure environmental compliance. FPL’s top goals for this 

project are to: 1) improve the flow of environmental data between site operations and corporate 

services to ensure compliance, and 2) improve operating efficiencies. In addition, the EDMIS will 

help standardize environmental data collection, thus improving external reporting to the public.
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IV.D Environmental Assurance Program

FPL’s Environmental Assurance Program consists of activities that are designed to evaluate 

environmental performance, verify compliance with corporate policy as well as legal and 

regulatory requirements, and communicate results to corporate management. The principal 

mechanism for pursuing environmental assurance is an environmental audit. An environmental 

audit may be defined as a management tool comprising a systematic, documented, periodic, and 

objective evaluation of the performance of the organization and of the specific management 

systems and equipment designed to protect the environment. The primary objective of performing 

an environmental audit is to facilitate management control of environmental practices and assess 

compliance with existing environmental regulatory requirements and FPL policies. In addition to 

FPL facility audits, through the Environmental Assurance Program, FPL performs audits of third-

party vendors used for recycling and/or disposal of waste generated by FPL operations. Vendor

audits provide information used for selecting candidates or incumbent vendors for disposal and 

recycling needs. 

FPL has also implemented a Corporate Environmental Governance System, in which quarterly 

reviews are performed by each business unit deemed to have potential for significant 

environmental exposures. Quarterly reviews evaluate operations for potential environmental risks 

and consistency with the company’s Environmental Policy. Items tracked during the quarterly 

reviews include processes for the identification and management of environmental risks, metrics,

and indicators and progress / changes since the most recent review.

IV.E Environmental Communication and Facilitation
FPL is involved in many efforts to enhance environmental protection through the facilitation of 

environmental awareness and in public education. Some of FPL’s 2014 environmental outreach 

activities are summarized in Table IV.E.1. 

   

Florida Power & Light Company 121

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 127 of 176



Table IV.E.1: 2014 FPL Environmental Outreach 
Activities

Activity Count (#)
Visitors to FPL’s Energy Encounter at St. Lucie 2,669

Visitors to Manatee Park, Ft. Myers 216,401

Number of website visits to FPL’s Environmental & 
Corporate Responsibility Websites

580,000

Visitors to Barley Barber Swamp
(Treasured Lands Partnership)

8,517

Martin Energy Center Solar Tours 600

Solar Schools Program 

92 schools and 10 demo sites completed 
as of 12/31/14
Installed capacity for the 102 sites is 921 
kW and can produce more than one 
million kWh annually
An additional 24-28 school/demo sites 
will come online by the end of 2015

IV.F Preferred and Potential Sites
Based upon its projection of future resource needs, FPL has identified eight (8) Preferred Sites 

and three (3) Potential Sites for future generation additions. Preferred Sites are those locations 

where FPL has conducted significant reviews, and has either taken action, is currently committed 

to take action, or is likely to take action, to site new generating capacity. Potential Sites are those 

sites that have attributes that support the siting of generation and are under consideration as a 

location for future generation. Some of these sites are currently in use as existing generation sites 

and some are not. The identification of a Potential Site does not indicate that FPL has made a 

definitive decision to pursue generation (or generation expansion or modernization in the case of 

an existing generation site) at that location, nor does this designation indicate that the size or 

technology of a generator has been determined. Analyses of any modernization candidates would 

include evaluation of numerous factors including: fuel delivery, transmission, permitting, etc. The 

Preferred Sites and Potential Sites are discussed in separate sections below.

IV.F.1 Preferred Sites
For the 2015 Ten Year Site Plan, FPL has identified eight (8) Preferred Sites. These include a 

combination of existing and new sites for the development of natural gas combined cycle,

combustion turbines, and/or solar generation facilities.

The Port Everglades site is a location where a modernization project is in progress. This work

consists of replacing the former steam generating units and replacing them with new combined 

cycle (CC) technology. The modernization work is scheduled to be completed in mid-2016. In 

addition, all of the existing gas turbines (GTs) at the Port Everglades site, and all but two of the 

existing GTs at the nearby Lauderdale site, are projected to be retired by the end of 2016. The two 

GTs that will remain will serve to provide black start capability. Five new combustion turbines 
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(CTs) are projected to be added at the Lauderdale site by the end of 2016 to partially replace the 

retired peaking capacity at these sites. These actions, taken to lower FPL’s long-term costs, will 

also aid in addressing compliance with new air emissions standards.

Similarly, and as part of this GT replacement effort, all but two of the existing GTs at the Ft. Myers 

site will be retired and two new CTs will be added. In addition, the two existing CTs at the Ft. 

Myers site will be upgraded to increase their capacity. All of the Ft. Myers work is scheduled to be 

completed by the end of 2016.

The Okeechobee County site has been identified as a Preferred Site for new natural gas CC

technology. As discussed in the Executive Summary, the new natural gas CC at this site 

represents FPL’s best self-build generation option in 2019, and it will compete with proposals 

received in response to a capacity request for proposals (RFP) that was issued in March 2015.

The Okeechobee County site is also under consideration for future new photovoltaic (PV) facilities. 

In regard to PV, Charlotte, DeSoto, and Manatee Counties have been identified as the locations

for new PV facilities that are expected to go in-service by the end of 2016.

Finally, the Turkey Point site is the location at which FPL plans to construct two new nuclear units, 

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission recently announced a several year 

delay in their schedule to make a decision on FPL’s pending Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Combined 

Operating License Application (COLA). Due to this delay in the COLA schedule, and to changes in 

Florida’s nuclear cost recovery rule, the earliest practical date for bringing the Turkey Point 6 & 7 

units in-service is now beyond the 2015 through 2024 time period addressed in this Site Plan. 

Despite this change in timing of the two new nuclear units, this Site Plan continues to present the 

Turkey Point site as a Preferred Site for the new units. 

Preferred Site # 1: Port Everglades Plant, Broward County
FPL is in the process of modernizing the Port Everglades Plant located within the City of 

Hollywood in Broward County with construction anticipated to be completed in 2016. Previously 

the site consisted of two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW (approximate) steam generating 

units. The four units were taken out of service, dismantled, and removed from the site as part of 

the modernization project. The modernized site, named the Port Everglades Next Generation 

Clean Energy Center (PEEC), will consist of a single new Combined Cycle unit that replaces the 

original four steam units. The modernized unit will be highly efficient and have a lower-emission 

rate and will use less water than the original units at the site.  
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the PEEC site is found at the end of this chapter.  

b. Proposed Facilities Layout

A general layout of the PEEC generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter.  

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas
The Port Everglades Plant formerly consisted of two 200 MW (approximate) and two 400 MW 

(approximate) generating units with conventional dual-fuel fired steam boilers and steam 

turbines which were demolished in the Summer of 2013 to make way for the new Port 

Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center. The plant site includes minimal vegetation. 

Adjacent land uses include port facilities, barge access via port infrastructure, a rail line and

associated industrial activities, as well as light commercial and residential development.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
There are environmental benefits of replacing the former steam units at the Port Everglades 

Site with a new CC unit including a significant reduction in system air emissions and improved 

aesthetics at the site such as lower stack heights.

1. Natural Environment

The site is located adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) and is comprised of 

facilities related to electric power generation. It is located within a highly industrialized port 

that has active material and fuel handling facilities.

2. Listed Species

No adverse impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals are expected 

in association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed nature of the site 

and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. The plant provides warm water to the 

ICW pursuant to the facility’s Manatee Protection Plan, which is a benefit to the area’s 

manatees.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

The Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center is located adjacent to the 

ICW. The construction and operation of a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at this 
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location is consistent with the existing use at the site and is not expected to have any 

adverse impacts on the ICW, parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

The design is to replace the four former units, with one new unit of approximately 1,200 MW

Summer capacity. The new unit will be a single CC unit that consists of three new CTs, three 

new heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), and a new steam turbine. 

In addition, all of the existing GTs at the Port Everglades site are projected to be removed by 

the end of 2016 as part of the gas turbine replacement project discussed in the Lauderdale 

and Fort Myers Preferred Site discussions.

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations

Local government future land use designation for the site is a combination of “Electrical 

Generating Facility” and “Utilities Use”. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also 

found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process
The Port Everglades site has been selected due to consideration of multiple factors including 

system load, ability to provide generation in the Miami-Dade/Broward region to help balance 

load and generation in that region, and economics. Environmental issues were considered,

but because the site has been previously utilized for power generation facilities, no

environmental impacts will result from this modernization.

i. Water Resources

Water from the Intracoastal Waterway via Port Everglades Slip No. 3 is currently used for 

once-through cooling water supply. The new plant will only utilize portions of the existing once-

through cooling water intake and discharge structures due to reduced water demand. Process 

and potable water for the modernized plant will come from the existing City of Ft. Lauderdale

potable water supply.  

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas

FPL’s Port Everglades Next Generation Clean Energy Center site is underlain by the Surficial 

Aquifer System (SAS). The SAS in eastern Broward County is primarily composed of sand, 

sandstone, shell, silt, calcareous clay (marl), and limestone deposited during the Pleistocene 
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and Pliocene ages. The sediments forming the aquifer system are the Pamlico Sand, Miami 

Oolite, Anastasia Formation, Key Largo Formation, and Fort Thompson Formation 

(Pleistocene) and the Tamiami Formation (Pliocene). The sediments in the eastern portion of 

Broward County where the plant is located are appreciably more permeable than in the west. 

The SAS is underlain by at least 600 feet of the Hawthorn formation (a confining unit). The 

Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) underlies the Hawthorn formation.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

Approximately 600 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water will be cycled through the 

once-through cooling water system which is a reduction of more than 51% in cooling water 

when compared to that of the previous steam units. The estimated quantity of process water 

required is approximately 0.24 mgd for uses such as process water and service water. Potable 

water demand is expected to average 0.001 mgd.

l. Water Supply Sources by Type

The modernized plant will continue to use the Intracoastal Waterway as the source of once-

through cooling water. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the existing 

City of Ft. Lauderdale potable water supply.

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

No additional water resources will be required as a result of the modernization project. The 

combined cycle technology will result in 51% less water used compared to the traditional 

steam generation units. Recovery and reuse of steam generator blowdown by mixing with 

cooling water flow also recycles water reducing need for fresh water. Therefore, no additional 

water resources will be required as a result of the modernization project.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control

The modernized plant will utilize portions of the existing once-through cooling water system for 

heat dissipation prior to discharge to the Intracoastal Waterway. The heat recovery steam 

generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum extent practicable or mixed with the 

cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis (R/O) reject will be mixed with the 

plant’s once-through cooling water system prior to discharge. Stormwater runoff will be 

collected and routed to stormwater ponds. The facility will employ a Best Management 

Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to 

prevent and control the inadvertent release of pollutants.  
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o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

Natural gas for the new unit would be transported to the site via an existing natural gas 

pipeline to the site. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the 

appropriate level for the new unit will be installed either at the existing site or off-site. Ultra-low 

sulfur light fuel oil, which is used as a backup fuel, would be received by truck, pipeline, or 

barge and stored in a new above-ground storage tank.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

The regulated air emission rates at the new plant would be approximately 90 % lower than the 

previous Port Everglades Plant’s emission rates, resulting in significant annual emissions

reductions and air quality benefits per unit of energy produced. The use of natural gas, ultra-

low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls would minimize air emissions of sulfur dioxide 

(SO2), particulate matter, and other fuel-bound contaminates from the unit and ensure 

compliance with applicable emission standards. Combustion controls similarly minimize the 

formation of nitrogen oxides (NOx), and the combustor design will limit the formation of carbon 

monoxide and volatile organic compounds. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be 

controlled using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). 

Water injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using 

ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. Greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from 

combustion of natural gas at PEEC will achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the 

EPA proposed new source performance standard for GHGs. The CC design is equivalent to 

the Best Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimizes such emissions while 

balancing economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of PEEC 

will incorporate features that will make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants 

in the State of Florida.

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

Noise from unit construction and operation at the site is expected to be below existing noise 

levels for residents near the site.  

r. Status of Applications

FPL filed a need determination with the FPSC on November 21, 2011. The FPSC’s final need 

order was issued on April 9, 2012. The project’s Site Certification Application (SCA) was 

submitted January 24, 2012 resulting in the issuance, by the Siting Board of the State of 

Florida, of the Final Order PA 12-57 on October 9, 2012. FPL received a Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit on May 1, 2012 and an Industrial Wastewater Facility 

permit on December 16, 2012. No other permits are required.
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Preferred Site #2: Babcock Ranch Solar Energy Center, Charlotte County
The Babcock Ranch Solar Energy Center facility will be sited on approximately 443 acres in 

Charlotte County. The solar facility will be located approximately 10.5 miles north of the 

intersection of SR-80 and SR-31 and 0.7 miles east of State Road 31 and north of Tucker’s Grade

road. The Babcock Ranch Preserve, owned by the State of Florida, borders the facility directly to 

the north and northwest. The Babcock Ranch Community is located east and south of the facility.

The facility is an approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) photovoltaic (PV) facility.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map

A USGS map of the Charlotte Solar site is found at the end of this chapter.

b. Proposed Facilities Layout

The proposed facilities layout is currently in development and not available at this time.

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas
An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The Charlotte Solar site and adjacent lands are predominantly used for agricultural production. 

Currently, the site includes fallow sod fields, improved and unimproved pasture with a portion 

in a combination of pine flatwoods and freshwater marsh. The existing land use and zoning 

designations are Babcock Ranch Overlay and Overlay Zoning District. This land use and 

zoning allows for solar facilities. 

e. General Environmental Features On and In the Site Vicinity

1. Natural Environment
The majority of the site is comprised of lands dedicated to agricultural production. FPL will 

mitigate for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts that occur from facility 

construction as required.

2. Listed Species

Although the site is predominately in agricultural production, results of protected species 

surveys performed in 2006, 2007 and 2009 reveal the project limits and surrounding 

landscape are utilized and/or have the potential to be utilized by a number of listed 

species. The project is located within the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Panther 

Focus Area and is also located within the Core Foraging Area of known wood stork 

colonies.  
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Any impacts to the habitat of protected species associated with the PV facility are included 

within the mitigation plan for the Babcock Ranch Community. To compensate for the loss 

of habitat, mitigation activities will be performed in an area known as the “Curry Preserve” 

which is located on a portion of the Babcock Ranch Preserve owned by the State of 

Florida.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

The Charlotte Solar site is in the area of the Babcock Preserve and east of the Cecil 

Webb Wildlife Management Area. Both of these natural areas are managed by the Florida 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. However, the construction and operation of a

PV facility at this location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, 

recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features
FPL is not aware of any other significant features on the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

The design includes construction of a PV facility, onsite transmission substation, and site 

stormwater system to accommodate approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate AC) of power 

generation. 

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations

The existing and future land use on this site consists of agriculture and barren land. A land 

use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

The Charlotte site has been selected as the location of the PV facility based on various factors 

including system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.

i. Water Resources

Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for cleaning the PV panels. This water 

would be trucked to the site or obtained from existing onsite permitted water resources.

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas

In general, the soil profile of the Surficial Aquifer System (SAS) consists of loose to medium 

dense fine sands with occasional thin stratum of slightly clayey fine sand. Groundwater can be 

encounter at the surface to a depth of a few feet below with fluctuations throughout the year 
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due to seasonal variations in rainfall and other factors. As is typical of the rest of south Florida 

this site is underlain by the Intermediate Confining Unit and the Floridan Aquifer System.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

Solar requires minimal amounts of water, if any, for cleaning the PV panels and would only be 

required in the absence of sufficient rainfall. 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type

A water source is not required for this site. Any needed water may be brought to the site by 

truck or obtained from permitted water sources.

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

The PV site does not require a permanent water source. Water conservation strategies may 

include selection and planting of low-to-no irrigation grass or groundcover.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) to prevent and control the

inadvertent release of pollutants.

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

Fuel is not required and no waste products will be generated at the site.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

This technology does not generate air emissions.

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

This technology does not generate noise.

r. Status of Applications
FPL has obtained the required federal USACE 404 permit allowing for impact with mitigation 

to 9.3 acres of onsite wetlands during construction. The state Environmental Resources 

Permit (ERP) for the existing on-site facilities will be modified to incorporate revisions to the 

site layout and stormwater management system. Application will be made to Charlotte County 

for the local development approval.
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Preferred Site #3: Citrus Solar Energy Center, DeSoto County

The Citrus Solar Energy Center site consists of approximately 841 acres and is located at 4051 

Northeast Karson Street, approximately 0.3 miles east of U.S. Highway 17 and immediately north 

of Bobay Road in Arcadia, Florida. The site has been chosen for an approximately 74.5 MW 

(nameplate, AC) PV facility.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Citrus Solar Energy Center site is found at the end of this chapter.  

b. Proposed Facilities Layout
The proposed facilities layout is currently in development and not available at this time.

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas

An overview map of the site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

Existing land use on the site is agricultural. The adjacent areas include agriculture, forested 

and non-forested uplands.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
1. Natural Environment

The approximate 841 acre site is comprised of lands dedicated for agricultural production 

with some wetland areas throughout the property.

2. Listed Species
Burrowing owls and gopher tortoises may be present within the proposed project area. If 

so, burrows of these species will be relocated to adjacent portions of the FPL property 

prior to construction under permits from Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission. Previous wildlife surveys have identified Audubon’s Crested caracara 

foraging within the property, but no nests are located within the project area, and caracara 

have been rarely seen since the removal of cattle from the project area. Based on this 

information, no negative impacts to threatened or endangered species are anticipated as 

a result of the PV project.
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3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

There are no natural resources of regional significance at, or adjacent to, the site. The 

construction and operation of a PV generating facility is not expected to have any adverse 

impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features
FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

The design includes construction of a PV facility, onsite transmission substation, and site 

stormwater system to accommodate approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) of PV.

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations

In 2009, DeSoto County instituted an Ordinance amending the Land Development 

Regulations by adding Utility Grade Solar Plant as a permitted use within an Agriculture-10 

zoning district and an Ordinance amending the Future Land Use Map to change the FPL land 

from the Rural Agricultural category to the Electrical Generating Facility category. Solar 

facilities are allowed within this category.

A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process
The site has been selected as the location of a PV facility based on various factors including 

system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.

i. Water Resources
Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for cleaning the PV panels and would only 

be required in the absence of sufficient rainfall. This water would be trucked to the site or 

obtained from existing onsite permitted water resources.

i. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas

The Surficial Aquifer System soil types found on the Site include Anclote mucky fine sand 

(depressional), Basinger fine sand, Basinger fine sand (depressional), Eau Gallie fine sand, 

Immokalee fine sand, Myakka fine sand, Smyrna fine sand, and Valkaria fine sand. As is 

typical of the rest of south Florida this site is underlain by the Intermediate Confining Unit and 

the Floridan Aquifer System.
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k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

Solar requires minimal amounts of water, if any, for cleaning the PV panels in the absence of 

sufficient rainfall.

l. Water Supply Sources by Type

A water source is not required for this site. Any needed water may be brought to the site by

truck or obtained from permitted water sources.

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

The PV site does not require a permanent water source.  Water conservation strategies will be 

implemented through the selection and planting of low to no irrigation grass or groundcover.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control 

The facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) to prevent and control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants.

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

Fuel is not required and no waste products will be generated at the site.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

Solar technology does not generate air emissions.

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

Solar technology does not generate noise.

r. Status of Applications
Application will be made to FDEP for state Environmental Resources Permit (ERP), USACE 

for federal wetlands permit, and Desoto County for local development approval.

Preferred Site #4:  Manatee Solar Energy Center, Manatee County
The Manatee Solar Energy Center site consists of approximately 762 acres and is located in 

unincorporated north-central Manatee County. The PV site lies approximately 5 miles east of 

Parrish, Florida, approximately 5 miles east of U.S. Highway 301 and 9.5 miles east of Interstate 

Highway 75 (I-75). This site has been chosen for the addition of an approximately 74.5 MW

(nameplate, AC) PV facility.
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a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Manatee Solar site is found at the end of this chapter.

b. Proposed Facilities Layout

The proposed facilities layout is currently in development and not available at this time.

c. Map of the Site and Adjacent Areas

A map of the site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas
Existing land use on the site is agricultural. A portion of the site is zoned Planned 

Development / Public Interest (PD-PI), which will allow for electrical generation. The remainder 

of the site will be zoned from agriculture to PD-PI. The adjacent areas include agricultural, 

upland non-forested, forests, transportation, communication, and utilities.

e. Environmental Features
1. Natural Environment

FPL will mitigate for unavoidable wildlife and/or wetland impacts as needed as a result of 

a PV project constructed at this site.

2. Listed Species

The site is predominately agriculture and minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed 

terrestrial plants or animals are expected in association with construction at the site, due 

to the existing disturbed nature of the site and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed 

species. In accordance with Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, the 

project will be designed to maintain an adequate buffer from the active bald eagle nest 

located west of the site.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

There are no natural resources of regional significance at, or adjacent to, the site. The

construction and operation of a PV facility at this location is not expected to have any 

adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.
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f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

The design includes construction of a PV facility, onsite transmission substation, and site 

stormwater system to accommodate approximately 74.5 MW (nameplate, AC) of power 

generation.

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations
Existing land use on the site is agricultural. In 2009, Manatee County instituted an ordinance 

amending the Manatee County Official Zoning Atlas to rezone approximately 620 acres from 

General Agriculture (A) to Planned Development Public Interest (PD-PI), as well as approve a 

General Development Plan to allow solar development. The project area has since been

expanded north (approx. 383 acres) and new approvals will be sought to change the Official 

Zoning Atlas to allow solar development within the additional area.

A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

The site has been selected as the location of the PV facility based on various factors including 

system load, transmission interconnection, and economics.

i. Water Resources

Minimal amounts of water, if any, would be required for cleaning the PV panels. This water 

would be trucked to the site or obtained from existing onsite permitted water resources and

would only be required in the absence of sufficient rainfall.

j. Geological Features of the Site and Adjacent Areas

The soil types found on the site include Anclote mucky fine sand (depressional), Basinger fine 

sand, Basinger fine sand (depressional), Eau Gallie fine sand, Immokalee fine sand, Myakka 

fine sand, Smyrna fine sand, and Valkaria fine sand.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

Solar requires minimal amounts of water, if any, for cleaning the PV panels in the absence of 

sufficient rainfall. 

l. Water Supply Sources by Type

The PV site does not require a permanent water source. Any needed water may be brought to 

the site by truck or obtained from permitted water sources.
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m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

Water conservation strategies may include the selection and planting of low-to-no irrigation 

grass or groundcover.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control
The facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) to prevent and control the 

inadvertent release of pollutants.

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control
Fuel is not required and no waste products will be generated by site.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems
This technology does not generate air emissions.

.

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

This technology does not generate noise.

r. Status of Applications                                                                                             

Applications will be submitted to rezone the northern extent of the site, to obtain County site 

plan approval, to modify an Environmental Resources Permit (ERP) to include the expanded 

project area, and to modify the USACE 404 permit to include the expanded project area.

Preferred Site # 5: Lauderdale Plant Peaking Facilities, Broward County
This site is located at the existing Lauderdale Plant property and consists of approximately 392 

acres, within the Cities of Dania Beach and Hollywood in Broward County, Florida, east of U.S. 

Highway 441, north of Griffin Road, west of SW 30th Avenue, and south of Interstate 595. 

The Lauderdale Plant currently includes two combined cycle units and two banks of 12 first 

generation simple cycle gas turbines (GTs) that began operation in the early 1970s. These GTs 

are used to serve peak and emergency demands in a quick-start manner. Each bank of GTs has a 

net capacity of 420 megawatts (MWs) and are authorized to operate on natural gas and distillate

oil. FPL plans to retire 22 of the 24 existing GTs and partially replace this peaking capacity with 5

new combustion turbines (CTs). This GT removal with CT replacement is assumed to occur by the 

end of 2016.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 

A USGS map of the Lauderdale site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.  
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b. Proposed Facilities Layout
A facilities plot plan of the Lauderdale generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter.  

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas

A USGS map of the Lauderdale site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The existing land use at the site is commercial and the adjacent areas are a mixture of low to 

high density urban, transportation, communication, utilities, commercial, water, and some 

open land. The site is zoned general industrial by the City of Dania Beach.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
1. Natural Environment

The majority of the project site is comprised of facilities related to electric power 

generation. The project site also includes approximately 14 acres of surrounding forested 

wetlands and upland spoil piles.

2. Listed Species
Based upon field assessments conducted in 2013, review of United States Fish and

Wildlife (USFWS) and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 

literature and databases, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) database of 

documented listed species occurrences, the lack of suitable habitat, and the land use of 

the surrounding areas, federally listed species are not anticipated to utilize the CT Project 

area.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

There are no natural resources of regional significance adjacent to the site. The

construction and operation of the CT Project at this location is consistent with the existing 

use at the site and is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation 

areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

The project is to retire 22 of the 24 gas turbines (GTs) at the existing Lauderdale Plant (plus 

retire an additional 12 simple cycle GTs at the nearby Port Everglades Plant) and partially

replace this capacity with 5 new highly efficient simple cycle CTs. The CTs operate in simple 
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cycle mode and produce electrical energy by direct connection to an electric generator. The 

CTs will operate using natural gas and ultra-low sulfur distillate (ULSD) oil as fuel.

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations

The site is zoned General Industrial by the City of Dania Beach, a designation intended to 

provide for light and medium intensity industrial, research, and assembly fabrication uses. 

Electrical power plants are permitted within a General Industrial zoning designation as a 

special exception use only, see Section r.

A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

The Lauderdale Plant site has been selected for the location of new CTs based on various 

factors including maximizing opportunities to utilize existing utility infrastructure, system load, 

transmission interconnection, and economics. 

i. Water Resources

The CT Project will require a marginal increase in demineralized water that will be obtained 

from the existing Lauderdale Plant’s water treatment system. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas

The geological layers beneath the site include the Surficial Aquifer System (SAS), the 

Intermediate Confining Unit (ICU), and the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS). According to the 

Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey of Broward County, the SAS in the 

proposed facilities area is dominated by Okeelanta series muck.

The Okeelanta series consists of very deep, very poorly drained, rapidly permeable soils in 

large fresh water marshes and small depressional areas. In un-drained areas the water table is 

at depths of less than ten inches below the surface or the soil is covered by water 6 to 12 

months during most years.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

The CT Project consists of installing new CTs that are operated in simple cycle mode and do 

not require a heat dissipation system. Raw water from the Broward County will continue to be 

used for process water treatment system influent and fire protection. Water used for CT inlet 

air cooling and water injection for NOx control when using ULSD oil will be demineralized 

water from the existing process water treatment system.
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l. Water Supply Sources by Type

The CTs do not require a heat dissipation system, therefore there are no associated cooling 

water uses. The proposed facility would continue to acquire water from existing water 

contracts with Broward County and would continue to use potable water from the City of 

Hollywood to provide drinking water for employees.

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

No additional water resources would be required as a result of the CT Project. 

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control

There would be no surface water discharges required for the operation of the proposed facility.

The stormwater management system has been designed to prevent direct discharge to 

surface waters.  

The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants.

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

The fuel to be used in the CTs is natural gas and ULSD oil. Natural gas will be transported to 

the facility via existing pipeline. No onsite storage is provided for natural gas. ULSD oil would

be trucked or piped to the facility and stored in double walled ULSD oil tanks.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

Air emission rates for NOx associated with the operation of the new CTs would be

approximately 90 percent lower than the existing GT emission rates, resulting in significantly 

lower air quality impacts per hour of operation. In addition to lower air emissions, the 

maximum total air quality impacts for the site facility are predicted to be well below and in 

compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). For pollutants such as 

NO2, the new CTs’ total air quality impacts are predicted to be significantly reduced by 40 

percent or more compared to the existing GTs. 

The use of clean fuels (natural gas and ULSD oil) and combustion controls would minimize air

emissions of SO2, sulfuric acid mist (SAM), particulates (PM/PM10/PM2.5), and other fuel-

bound contaminants and ensure compliance with applicable emission-limiting standards. 

Combustion controls will minimize the formation of NOx and the formation of CO and VOCs by 

combustor design. Further NOx reduction will be achieved by water injection during oil firing. 
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q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

The construction and operation of the new CTs will not exceed the maximum permissible 

sound levels in Section 17-86 of the City of Dania Beach.

r. Status of Applications

A 404 dredge and fill permit has been issued by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

to allow for wetland impacts with mitigation associated with the project and a Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) air permit has been issued by the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (FDEP). A modification of the PSD permit to include GHG emissions

has been prepared by FPL for submittal to the FDEP. No other licenses or permits have been 

issued for the CT Project. FPL will submit applications to Broward County for a special 

exception use permitted within a General Industrial zoning designation and to the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the Greenhouse Gas air permit.

Preferred Site # 6: Ft Myers Plant Peaking Facilities, Lee County
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) plans to retire, replace, and upgrade components of the 

peaking facilities at the Fort Myers Power Plant. This site consists of approximately 460 acres

located in the City of Tice (Fort Myers) in Lee County, Florida. The Plant property is located north 

of State Road 80 (Palm Beach Boulevard), south of the Caloosahatchee River, east of the 

Caloosahatchee Shores Community, and west of State Road 31.  

The existing Fort Myers Plant consists of one natural gas Combined Cycle (CC) units, two natural 

gas and oil fired Combustion Turbine (CT) units, and one bank of 12 oil fired Gas Turbines (GTs)

(peaking facilities) that have a combined capacity of 2,403 summer megawatts.  

Presently, the bank of 12 first generation GTs (which started operation in the early 1970s) provide 

power during periods of peak demand and black start capability in the event of a power outage.  

FPL plans to add two new CTs and retire ten of the existing GTs by the end of 2016.The two new 

CTs will be more efficient with cleaner air emissions than the existing GTs. In addition, the two 

existing CTs will be upgraded to produce additional generation capacity.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map

A USGS map of the Fort Myers site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.  

b. Proposed Facilities Layout
A general layout of the Fort Myers generating facilities is found at the end of this chapter.  
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas

A USGS map of the Fort Myers site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The existing land-use at the site is transportation, communication, utilities, barren land, and 

agricultural. Adjacent properties include low density urban, commercial, rangeland, open land, 

transportation, communication, and utilities. A Land Use / Land Cover Map is also found at the 

end of this chapter.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
1. Natural Environment

The majority of the site is comprised of facilities related to electric power generation.

2. Listed Species
Based on the results of a 2013 biological assessment, which included a field evaluation 

and review of data obtained from the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission (FWC), no threatened or endangered species are expected to be affected by 

the proposed Project.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status
The Caloosahatchee and Orange Rivers are adjacent to the site. The construction and 

operation of the CT Project at this location is consistent with the existing use at the site 

and is not expected to have any adverse impacts on the Caloosahatchee River, the 

Orange River, parks, recreation areas, or environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

FPL will retire 10 of 12 GTs at the existing Fort Myers Plant, and replace them with two new 

highly efficient simple cycle CTs. In addition, the two existing CTs will be upgraded to produce 

additional capacity and enhanced performance. The CTs operate in simple cycle mode with

associated stacks and produce electrical energy by direct connection to an electric generator. 

The CTs will operate using natural gas and ultra-low sulfur distillate (ULSD) oil as fuel. Two 

GTs may be retained for peaking and black start capabilities.
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g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations
The site is zoned Industrial Light (IL) by Lee County, a designation intended to provide for 

areas devoted to various light industrial and quasi-industrial commercial uses. Electrical power 

plants are permitted within an IL designation. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is 

also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

The Fort Myers Plant site has been selected for the location of the new and upgraded peaking 

units based on various factors including maximizing opportunities to utilize existing utility 

infrastructure, system load, transmission interconnection, and economics. 

i. Water Resources

The proposed facility will require a marginal increase in demineralized water that will be 

supplied by treating potable water obtained from Lee County. 

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas

According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service Soil (NRCS) Soil Survey of Lee 

County, Florida (1991), two soil types have been mapped within the proposed Project site:

Caloosa fine sand and Urban Land. Notably, the soils within the Project site have been 

previously excavated to the depth of several meters and refilled, effectively eliminating the 

natural soil profile. 

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

The project consists of CTs that are operated in simple cycle mode and do not require a heat 

dissipation system. Water used for CT inlet air cooling and water injection for NOx control 

when using ULSD oil will be demineralized water. Demineralized water will be obtained by 

treating potable water provided from Lee County.

l. Water Supply Sources by Type

As stated in the previous section the CTs do not require a heat dissipation system, therefore 

there are no associated cooling water uses. For all other water supply requirements, the 

proposed facility would acquire potable water from Lee County. 

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

No additional water resources would be required as a result of the CTs project. 
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n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control

There would be no surface water discharges required for the operation of the proposed facility. 

The stormwater management system has been designed to prevent direct discharge to 

surface waters.  

The facility will employ a Best Management Practices (BMP) plan and Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan to prevent and control the inadvertent release of 

pollutants.

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control
The fuel to be used in the CTs is natural gas and ULSD oil. Natural gas will be transported to 

the facility via existing pipeline. No onsite storage is provided for natural gas. ULSD oil would 

be trucked or barged to the facility and stored in existing ULSD oil tanks.  

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

Air emission rates for NOx with the new and upgraded CTs would be approximately 90 

percent lower than the existing GT emission rates, resulting in significantly lower air quality 

impacts during operating hours. In addition to lower air emissions, the maximum total air 

quality impacts for the CT Project are predicted to be well below and in compliance with the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). For pollutants such as NO2, the CT 

Project’s total air quality impacts are predicted to be significantly reduced by 40 percent or 

more compared to the existing GTs. 

The use of clean fuels (natural gas and ULSD oil) and combustion controls would minimize air 

emissions of SO2, sulfuric acid mist (SAM), particulates (PM/PM10/PM2.5), and other fuel-

bound contaminants and ensure compliance with applicable emission-limiting standards. 

Combustion controls will minimize the formation of NOx and the formation of CO and VOCs by 

combustor design. Further NOx reduction will be achieved by water injection during oil firing. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

Noise from the new and upgraded CTs will not exceed the maximum permissible sound levels 

in Lee County noise control ordinance No. 93-15. The design of these new and upgraded CTs 

includes components and an enclosure which mitigate the emission of noise to the 

surrounding environment. Noise expected to be caused by unit construction at the site is 

expected to be below current noise levels for the residents nearest the site. 
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r. Status of Applications

FPL will apply for FDEP ERP for stormwater impacts and a PSD permit for air emissions. A 

Development Order Approval will be obtained from Lee County.

Preferred Site # 7: Okeechobee Site, Okeechobee County
FPL owns 2,800 acres of land in Northeast Okeechobee County.  FPL plans to use approximately 

200 acres of this land for development of a combined cycle (CC) unit at this site. A CC unit at this 

site has been determined to be FPL’s best self-build generation option for meeting its capacity 

needs beginning in 2019. In March 2015, FPL issued a capacity request for proposals (RFP) to 

solicit proposals from outside parties for meeting this capacity need. FPL’s CC unit at the 

Okeechobee site, and the proposals received in response to the RFP, will be evaluated by FPL 

and an Independent Evaluator to determine which option(s) is the best selection for FPL’s 

customers. 

Natural gas-fired CC generation at the site is possible due to the proximity to existing and planned 

natural gas pipelines. In addition, FPL currently views the Okeechobee site as one of the most 

likely sites to be used for future large-scale solar using photovoltaic (PV) generation facilities.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 
A USGS map of the Okeechobee site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.  

b. Proposed Facilities Layout

The proposed facilities layout is currently in development and not available at this time.

c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas

A USGS map of the Okeechobee site and adjacent areas is found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The Okeechobee site is predominantly used for agricultural production (cattle and citrus).

Adjacent land uses include agriculture and conservation. The site is in an unincorporated, 

rural area of the county. FPL’s Poinsett-Martin transmission line corridor abuts the property 

along the northern boundary.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
1. Natural Environment

The majority of the 2,800 acre site is comprised of lands dedicated to agricultural 

production (unimproved pasture and fallow citrus). Approximately 400 acres consist of 

pine flatwoods, mixed forested wetlands, saw palmetto prairie, and freshwater marsh.
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2. Listed Species

Minimal impacts to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants or animals are expected in 

association with construction at the site, due to the previously disturbed nature of the site 

and lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. 

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status
The Okeechobee site abuts the western boundary of the Ft Drum Marsh, a water 

conservation area managed by the Saint Johns River Water Management District. The 

construction and operation of a power generating facility at this location is not expected to 

have any adverse impacts on that area or any other parks, recreation areas, or 

environmentally sensitive lands.

4. Other Significant Features

FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

Options include construction of CC and/or PV technologies. Mitigation for unavoidable 

impacts, if required, could occur through a combination of on- and off-site mitigation.

g. Local Government Future Land Use Designations

Local government future land use designation for the site is predominantly unimproved 

pasture. A land use map of the site and adjacent areas is also found at the end of this chapter.

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

The Okeechobee County site was selected as Preferred based on various factors including 

system load, transmission interconnection, proximity of the proposed Florida Southeast 

Connection and other natural gas pipelines, and economics. Expected environmental issues 

are minimal because the site has been previously disturbed and contains few wetlands that 

will be impacted by the construction and operation of the planned facilities.  

i. Water Resources

Groundwater from the Surficial and Floridan Aquifers is anticipated to supply water to the 

Northeast Okeechobee County site for the combined cycle unit. Minimal amounts of water, if 

any, will be required for cleaning the PV panels. This water will be obtained from onsite water 

resources permitted for the CC unit.
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j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent  Areas

The geological features of the Northeast Okeechobee County site are similar to that of most of 

South Florida. In general, the groundwater system underlying Okeechobee County consists of 

the SAS, the Intermediate Confining Unit (ICU), and the FAS. In this area, the SAS consists of 

approximately 100 to 250 feet of undifferentiated deposits of sand, shell, clay and silt. The ICU 

consists of approximately 200 feet of carbonate rocks interbedded with sandy and silty clay. 

The multiple layers of the FAS extend thousands of feet below the ICU.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses

Approximately 9 mgd of cooling water will be used in cooling towers, which reduces water use 

by 95 to 98% compared to once through cooling, for a CC unit at the Okeechobee site. The 

estimated quantity of water required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 million 

gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. Potable water 

demand is expected to average 0.001 mgd. Only minimal amounts of water, if any, would be 

required for cleaning the PV panels, and would only be required in the absence of sufficient 

rainfall. This water would be obtained from onsite water resources permitted for the CC unit.

l. Water Supply Sources by Type
The potential water supply source is groundwater from the SAS and the FAS. Additional

evaluations are necessary to determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the 

new plant are also not determined and may come from the surficial aquifer.

m. Water Conservation Strategies Under Consideration

Combined cycle technology utilizes less water by design than traditional steam generation 

units. PV facilities are expected to have no water demands. Specific water conservation 

strategies will be evaluated and selected during the detailed design phase of any development 

project.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control

The CC plant is anticipated to utilize a closed cycle cooling (towers) system for heat 

dissipation. The heat recovery steam generator blowdown will be reused to the maximum 

extent practicable or mixed with the cooling water flow before discharge. Reverse osmosis 

(R/O) reject will be mixed with the plant’s cooling water flow prior to discharge. A deep 

injection well system known as an Underground Injection Control system (UIC) is proposed for 

disposal of non-hazardous industrial wastewater from the power generation process and non-

hazardous construction-related water. Stormwater runoff would be collected and routed to 

stormwater ponds. The facility will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) and Spill 
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Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants.  

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

Natural gas for a new CC unit will be transported to the site via a new natural gas pipeline 

lateral. New gas compressors to raise the gas pressure of the pipeline to the appropriate level 

for the new unit may be necessary. Back-up fuel supplies of ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil will be 

received by truck or pipeline and stored in an above-ground storage tank to ensure reliability 

of operations.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems

The use of natural gas, ultra-low sulfur light fuel oil, and combustion controls will minimize 

regulated air emissions of sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and other fuel-bound 

contaminates from a CC unit and ensure compliance with applicable emission standards. 

Combustion controls similarly minimize the formation of NOx, and the combustor design will 

limit the formation of CO and VOCs. When firing natural gas, NOx emissions will be controlled 

using dry-low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Water 

injection and SCR will be used to reduce NOx emissions during operations when using ultra-

low sulfur light fuel oil as backup fuel. The CC facility emissions of GHGs from combustion of 

natural gas achieve an emission rate substantially lower than the EPA’s proposed new source 

performance standards for GHGs. These design alternatives are equivalent to the Best 

Available Control Technology for air emissions, and minimize such emissions while balancing 

economic, environmental, and energy impacts. Taken together, the design of a CC unit would 

incorporate features that would make it among the most efficient and cleanest power plants in 

the State of Florida. PV generation does not produce air emissions.

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

Noise from unit construction is expected to be minimal. Noise from unit operation will not 

exceed Okeechobee County maximum permissible sound levels in an agricultural area.

r. Status of Applications

FPL has filed an UIC Exploratory Well and associated Dual Zone Monitoring Well for the 

Northeast Okeechobee County site. The application has been deemed complete and the 

Public Notice for the Draft Permit was published in early February 2015. A permit for the 

construction of the Exploratory Well and Dual Zone Monitoring Well is expected in Summer 

2015. FPL will submit applications to the State of Florida for Site Certification as well as other 

permits needed to support the construction and operation of the project. The applications will 

be prepared as the planning and development of the project proceeds.
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Preferred Site # 8: Turkey Point Plant, Miami-Dade County 
The Turkey Point Plant (Turkey Point) is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay, 25 miles south 

of Miami. Turkey Point is directly on the shoreline of Biscayne Bay and is geographically located 

approximately 9 miles east of Florida City on Palm Drive. The land surrounding Turkey Point is 

owned by FPL and acts as a buffer zone. Turkey Point is comprised of two natural gas/oil 

conventional steam units (Units 1 & 2), two nuclear units (Units 3 & 4), one combined cycle natural 

gas unit (Unit 5), nine small diesel generators, and the cooling canals. A capacity uprate project 

for the two nuclear units was successfully completed in 2013. The Everglades Mitigation Bank 

(EMB), an approximately 13,000 acres, FPL-maintained natural wildlife and wetlands area that 

has been set aside, is located to the south and west of the site.

On May 14, 2014, the Florida Power Plant Siting Board authorized the site certification, with 

conditions, of Turkey Point 6 & 7. Each of these two units would provide 1,100 MW of nuclear 

generating capacity. Due to a delay in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) schedule to 

reach a decision in the Combined Operating License Application (COLA) submittal by FPL until 

late 2016, and to changes in Florida’s nuclear cost recovery rule, the projected earliest practical 

in-service dates for the two new units are June 2027 (for Turkey Point Unit 6) and June 2028 (for 

Turkey Point Unit 7). These in-service dates are outside of the current ten-year time period (2015 

through 2024) addressed in this Site Plan. However, because these two new nuclear units remain 

in FPL’s resource plans, the Turkey Point site is again presented as a Preferred Site in this year’s 

Site Plan.

In addition to the two new generating units, supporting buildings, facilities, and equipment will be 

located on the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site, along with a construction laydown area. Proposed 

associated facilities include: a nuclear administration building, a training building, a parking area,

an FPL reclaimed water treatment facility and reclaimed water pipelines, radial collector wells and 

delivery pipelines, an equipment barge unloading area, transmission lines (and transmission 

system improvements elsewhere within Miami-Dade County), access roads and bridges, and

potable water pipelines.

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map
USGS maps of the Turkey Point area, with the proposed location of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 

identified, are found at the end of this chapter.

b. Proposed Facilities Layout

Maps of the general layout of Turkey Point Units 6 &7 are found at the end of this chapter. 
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c. Map of Site and Adjacent Areas
Land Use / Land Cover overview maps of the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site and adjacent areas 

are also found at the end of this chapter.

d. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas 
Turkey Point Plant is currently home to five generating units and support facilities that occupy 

approximately 150 acres of the approximately 9,400-acre Turkey Point property. Prominent 

features beyond the power block area include the intake system, cooling canal system, 

switchyard, spent fuel storage facilities, and technical and administrative support facilities The 

cooling canal system occupies approximately 5,900 acres.

Two 400-megawatt (MW) (nominal) fossil fuel-fired steam electric generation units at Turkey 

Point have been in service since 1967 (Unit 1) and 1968 (Unit 2). These units have historically 

burned residual fuel oil and/or natural gas with a maximum equivalent sulfur content of one

percent. Unit 2 is currently serving, not as a power generating unit, but as a synchronous 

condenser to provide voltage support to the southeastern end of FPL’s transmission system.

The two original 700-MW (nominal) nuclear units have been in service since 1972 (Unit 3) and 

1973 (Unit 4) and were uprated to a combined total of approximately 1,632 (Summer) MW in 

2013. Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 are pressurized water reactor (PWR) units. Turkey Point Unit 

5 is a net 1,148 (Summer) MW natural gas-fired combined cycle unit that began operation in 

2007. The site for the new Units 6 & 7 is south of existing Units 3 and 4 and occupies

approximately 300 acres within the existing cooling canal system. 

Properties adjacent to Turkey Point property are almost exclusively undeveloped land. The 

FPL-owned EMB is adjacent to most of the western and southern boundaries of Turkey Point 

property. The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) Canal L-31E is also 

situated to the west of Turkey Point property. The eastern portions of Turkey Point property 

are adjacent to Biscayne Bay, the Biscayne National Park (BNP), and Biscayne Bay Aquatic

Preserve. The southeastern portion of Turkey Point property is bounded by state-owned land 

located on Card Sound. The Homestead Bayfront Park, owned and operated by Miami-Dade 

County, is situated to the north of the Turkey Point property.

e. General Environment Features On and In the Site Vicinity
1. Natural Environment

Turkey Point is located directly on the northwest, west, and southwest shoreline of 

Biscayne Bay and the Biscayne National Park, 25 miles south of Miami. Biscayne National 

Park was first established in 1968 as a National Monument and was expanded in 1980 to 
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approximately 173,000 acres of water, coastal lands, and 42 keys. A portion of Biscayne 

Bay Aquatic Preserve, a state-owned preserve, is adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 

Turkey Point plant property. The Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve is a shallow, subtropical 

lagoon consisting of approximately 69,000 acres of submerged State land that has been 

designated as an Outstanding Florida Water. 

The approximately 300-acre Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 site consists of the plant area and 

adjacent areas designated for laydown and ancillary facilities. The site includes 

hypersaline mud flats, man-made active cooling canals, man-made remnant canals, 

previously filled areas/roadways, mangrove heads associated with historical tidal 

channels, dwarf mangroves, open water /discharge canal associated with the cooling 

canals on the western portion of the site, wet spoil berms associated with remnant canals, 

and upland spoil areas.

2. Listed Species

Threatened, endangered, and/or animal species of special concern known to occur at the 

site, transmission line corridors, or in the nearby Biscayne National Park, include the 

peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), wood stork (Mycteria americana), American crocodile 

(Crocodylus acutus), roseate spoonbill (Ajaja ajaja), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), 

snowy egret (Egretta thula), American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), least tern 

(Sterna antillarum), the white ibis (Eudocimus albus), Florida manatee (Trichechus 

manatus latirostris), eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi), snail kite (Rostrhamus 

sociabilis plumbeus), white-crowned pigeon (Patagioenas leucocephala), and bald eagle

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). No bald eagle nests are known to exist in the vicinity of the 

site. The federally listed, threatened American crocodile thrives at Turkey Point, primarily 

in and around the southern end of the cooling canals which lie south of the Turkey Point 

Unit 6 & 7 area. The majority of Turkey Point is considered American crocodile habitat due 

to the mobility of the species and use of the site for foraging, traversing, and basking. FPL 

manages a program for the conservation and enhancement of the American Crocodile 

and the program is credited with survival improvement and contributing to the downlisting 

of the American Crocodile from endangered to threatened.

Some listed flora species likely to occur at the site or vicinity include pinepink (Bletia 

purpurea), Florida brickell-bush (Brickellia mosieri), Florida lantana (Lantana depressa 

var. depressa), mullien nightshade (Solanum donianum), and lamarck's trema (Trema 

lamarckianum).
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The construction and operation after construction, of Turkey Point Unit 6 & 7 project is not

expected to adversely affect any rare, endangered, or threatened species.

3. Natural Resources of Regional Significance Status

Significant features within the vicinity of the site include Biscayne National Park, the 

Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, and 

Everglades National Park. The portion of Biscayne Bay adjacent to the site is included 

within the Biscayne National Park. Biscayne National Park contains 180,000 acres, 

approximately 95 percent of which is open water interspersed with more than 40 keys. 

The Biscayne National Park headquarters is located approximately two miles north of 

Turkey Point and is adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Homestead Bayfront Park, which 

contains a marina and day-use recreational facilities.

4. Other Significant Features
FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the site.

f. Design Features and Mitigation Options

For Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the technology proposed is the Westinghouse AP1000 

pressurized water reactor (PWR). This design is certified by the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) under 10 CFR 52 and incorporates the latest technology and more 

advanced safety features than today’s nuclear plants that have already achieved record safety 

levels. The Westinghouse AP1000 unit consists of the reactor, steam generators, pressurizer, 

and steam turbine/electric generator. Condenser cooling for the Units 6 & 7 steam turbines will 

be accomplished using six circulating water cooling towers. The makeup water reservoir is the 

reinforced concrete structure beneath the circulating water system cooling towers that will 

contain reserve reclaimed water capacity to be used for the circulating water system. The 

structures for the Westinghouse AP1000 are the nuclear island (containment building, shield 

building, and auxiliary building), turbine building, annex building, diesel generator building, and 

radwaste building. The plant area will also contain the Clear Sky substation (switchyard) that 

will connect Units 6 & 7 to FPL’s transmission system. Mitigation plans for Turkey Point Units 

6 & 7 include restoration areas as well as credits purchased from the Everglades Mitigation 

Bank. 

g. Local Government future Land Use Designations 

The Turkey Point Plant site is designated by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 

Development Management Plan as an IU-3 (Industrial, Utilities, and Communications) 

Unlimited Manufacturing District that carries a dual designation of MPA (Mangrove Protection 
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Area) in portions of the property. There are also areas designated GU – “Interim District.” 

Designations for the surrounding area are primarily GU – “Interim District.”

h. Site Selection Criteria Process

For Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, FPL conducted an extensive site selection analysis leading to 

the selection of the Turkey Point site as the site that, on balance, provided the most favorable 

location for developing new nuclear generation to serve FPL’s customers. The Site Selection 

Study employed the principles of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) siting 

guidelines and is modeled upon applicable NRC site suitability and National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) criteria regarding the consideration of alternative sites. The study convened 

a group of industry and FPL subject matter experts to develop and assign weighting factors to 

a broad range of site selection criteria. Twenty-three candidate sites were then ranked using 

the siting criteria. This review allowed the list of candidates to be reduced until the best site 

emerged. Key factors contributing to the selection of the Turkey Point site include the existing 

transmission and transportation infrastructure to support new generation, the large size and 

seclusion of the site while being relatively close to the load center, and the long-standing 

record of safe and secure operation of nuclear generation at the site since the early 1970s.

i. Water Resources

In regard to Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the primary source of cooling water makeup will be 

reclaimed water from the Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department (MDWASD), with 

potable water also from MDWASD. When reclaimed water is not available in sufficient quantity 

and quality of water needed for cooling, makeup water will be saltwater supplied by radial 

collector wells that are recharged from the marine environment of Biscayne Bay. Horizontal 

collector wells (radial collector wells) have become widely used for the purpose of inducing 

infiltration from surface water bodies into hydraulically-connected aquifer systems in order to 

develop moderate to high capacity water supplies. Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 wastewater will be 

discharged via on-site deep injection wells.

j. Geological Features of Site and Adjacent Areas

Turkey Point lies upon the Floridian Plateau, a partly-submerged peninsula of the continental 

shelf. The peninsula is underlain by approximately 4,000 to 15,000 feet of sedimentary rocks 

consisting of limestone and associated formations that range in age from Paleozoic to Recent. 

Little is known about the basement complex of Paleozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks due 

to their great depth.

Generally in Miami-Dade County, the surficial aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer) consists of a wedge-

shaped system of porous clastic and carbonate sedimentary materials, primarily limestone 
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and sand deposits of the Miocene to late Quaternary age. The Biscayne Aquifer is thickest 

along the eastern coast and varies in thickness from 80 to 200 feet thick. The surficial aquifer 

is typically composed of Pamlico Sand, Miami Limestone (Oolite), the Fort Thompson and 

Anastasia Formations (lateral equivalents), Caloosahatchee Marl, and the Tamiami formation. 

The lower confining layers below the surficial aquifer range in thickness from 350 to 600 feet 

and are composed of the Hawthorn Group. Beneath the Hawthorn Group, the Floridan Aquifer 

System ranges from 2,800 to 3,400 feet thick and consists of Suwannee Limestone, Avon 

Park Limestone, and the Oldsmar Formations.

k. Projected Water Quantities for Various Uses
The estimated quantity of water required for the new Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 for industrial 

processing is approximately 936 gallons per minute (gpm) for uses such as process water and 

service water. Approximately 55.3 million gallons per day (mgd) of cooling water would be 

cycled through the cooling towers. Water quantities needed for other uses such as potable 

water are estimated to be approximately 50,400 gallons per day (gpd) for Units 6 & 7.

l. Water Supply Sources and Type

The water for the various water needs of Turkey Point 6 & 7 will be obtained from a reclaimed 

water supply supplied by the Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department, a saltwater supply, 

and a potable water supply from the Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department. Reclaimed 

water will be used as makeup water to the cooling water system with saltwater from radial 

collector wells as a back-up water source to be used when reclaimed water is not available in 

sufficient quantity or quality.

Potable water will be used as makeup water for the service water system. The potable water 

supply will also provide water to the fire protection system, demineralized water treatment 

system, and other miscellaneous uses.

m. Water Conservation Strategies
Use of reclaimed water from MDWASD Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 helps Miami-Dade County 

meet approximately half of its wastewater reuse goals and will provide environmental benefits 

by reducing the volume of wastewater discharged by the County. In the absence of reuse 

opportunities, this treated domestic wastewater would likely continue to be discharged to the 

ocean or into deep injection wells.

Miami-Dade County is required to eliminate ocean outfalls and increase the amount of water 

that is reclaimed for environmental benefit and other beneficial uses. Turkey Point Units 6 & 7
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will use reclaimed water 24 hours per day, 365 days per year when operating and when the 

reclaimed water is available in sufficient quantity and quality.

n. Water Discharges and Pollution Control

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 will dissipate heat from the power generation process using cooling 

towers. Blowdown water or discharge from the cooling towers, along with other wastestreams, 

will be injected into the boulder zone of the Floridan Aquifer. Non-point source discharges are 

not an issue since there will be none at this facility. Stormwater runoff will be released to the 

closed-loop cooling canal system.

Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 will employ Best Management Practices (BMP) plans and Spill 

Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to prevent and control the inadvertent 

release of pollutants.  

o. Fuel Delivery, Storage, Waste Disposal, and Pollution Control

The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, reactors will contain enriched uranium fuel assemblies. 

New fuel assemblies will be transported to Turkey Point for use in Units 6 & 7 by truck from a 

fuel fabrication facility in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and NRC

regulations. Spent fuel assemblies being discharged will remain in the permitted spent fuel 

pool while short half-life isotopes decay. 

After a sufficient decay period, the fuel would be transferred to a permitted on-site 

independent spent fuel storage installation facility or a permitted off-site disposal facility. 

Packaging of the fuel for off-site shipment will comply with the applicable DOT and NRC 

regulations for transportation of radioactive material.

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for spent fuel transportation from reactor 

sites to a repository under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended. FPL has 

executed a standard spent nuclear fuel disposal contract with DOE for fuel used in Units 6 & 

7.

p. Air Emissions and Control Systems
Regarding Turkey Point Units 6 & 7, the units will minimize FPL system air pollutant emissions 

by using nuclear fuel to generate electric power. This includes avoiding emissions of 

particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO),

carbon dioxide (CO2), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The circulating water cooling 

towers will be equipped with high-efficiency drift or mist eliminators to minimize emissions of 
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PM to 0.0005 percent of the circulating water; which represents 99.99-percent control of 

potential drift emissions based on the circulating water flow. 

The diesel engines necessary to support Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 and fire pump engines will 

be purchased from manufacturers whose engines meet the EPA’s New Source Performance 

Standards (NSPS) Subpart IIII emission limits. 

q. Noise Emissions and Control Systems

Field surveys and impact assessments of noise expected to be caused by activities 

associated with the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project were conducted. Predicted noise levels 

associated with these projects are not expected to result in adverse noise impacts in the 

vicinity of the site.

r. Status of Applications
The Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Need Determination for this additional nuclear capacity was 

issued by the Florida Public Service Commission in April 2008. The Site Certification 

Application (SCA), under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, was filed in June 2009 

and on May 14, 2014, the Florida Power Plant Siting Board authorized the site certification, 

with conditions. In its final order, the Florida Power Plant Siting Board identified the West 

Consensus Corridor as the primary western corridor (comprising an alternate corridor 

proposed by the Miami-Dade Limestone Products Association and a portion of FPL’s West 

Preferred Corridor) and FPL’s West Preferred Corridor as a back-up western transmission line 

corridor. The use of the back-up western transmission line corridor will be necessary in the 

event the pending land exchange with the National Park Service and other agencies is not 

consummated on a timely basis.

A Combined Operating License Application for Units 6 & 7 was submitted to the NRC in June 

2009. There are two components to that application; one is the Environmental Assessment 

(EA) and the other is the Safety component. In 2014 the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

informed FPL that their decision on the COLA was going to be delayed several years until late 

2016. As a result of this delay, and changes in Florida’s nuclear cost recovery rules, the 

earliest practical in-service dates of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 (June 2017 and June 2028, 

respectively) have moved beyond the 10-year reporting window (2015 through 2024) of this 

Site Plan.

Besides the certification and the license, additional approvals have been issued for Turkey 

Point Units 6 & 7 including Miami-Dade County Unusual Use approvals that were issued in 

2007 and 2013 and a Land Use Consistency Determination that was issued in 2013. The 
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Prevention of Significant Deterioration (Air permit) was issued in 2009. In addition, a permit to 

construct an exploratory well and a dual zone monitoring well, under the Underground 

Injection Control Program, was issued in 2010, and a permit to convert the exploratory well, to 

an injection well and to operationally test the system, was issued in 2013. Permits from the 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for the containment structure were originally issued in 

2009 and renewed in 2012.

IV.F.2 Potential Sites for Generating Options
Three (3) sites are currently identified as Potential Sites for future generation additions to meet 

FPL’s projected capacity and energy needs.5 These sites have been identified as Potential Sites 

due to considerations of location to FPL load centers, space, infrastructure, and/or accessibility to 

fuel and transmission facilities. These sites are suitable for different capacity levels and 

technologies, including both renewable energy and non-renewable energy technologies for 

various sites.

Each of these Potential Sites offer a range of considerations relative to engineering and/or costs 

associated with the construction and operation of feasible technologies. In addition, each Potential 

Site has different characteristics that will require further definition and attention. 

Permits are presently considered to be obtainable for each of these sites. No significant 

environmental constraints are currently known for any of these sites. The Potential Sites briefly 

discussed below are presented in alphabetical order. At this time, FPL considers each site to be 

equally viable.

Potential Site #1: Hendry County
FPL has acquired an approximately 3,120-acre site in southeast Hendry County, off CR 833. The 

Hendry County site has been listed as a Preferred or Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as 

a possibility for a future PV facility and/or natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL currently views the 

Hendry site as one of the most likely sites to be used for future large-scale generation. A map of 

the property owned FPL and an overview map of the site and adjacent areas is found at the end of 

this chapter.

a. Geological Survey (USGS) Map
A USGS map of the site is found at the end of this chapter.

5
As has been described in previous FPL Site Plans, FPL also considers a number of other sites as possible sites for future 

generation additions.  These include the remainder of FPL’s existing generation sites and other Greenfield sites. Greenfield sites that 
FPL currently does not own, or for which FPL has not currently secured the necessary rights to, are not specifically identified as 
Potential Sites in order to protect the economic interests of FPL and its customers. 
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b. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The existing and future land uses on the site are Agricultural and Upland Forest. The existing 

land uses adjacent to the site are predominately agricultural. The property to the south is the 

Seminole Big Cypress Reservation.

c. Environmental Features
The natural environment adjacent to the north, east, and west of the site are used 

predominately for agricultural activities such as improved, unimproved, and woodland pasture. 

The majority of the pasture lands include upland scrub, pine, and hardwoods.

FPL strives to have no adverse impacts on federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and 

animals. Much of southwest Florida, including this area is considered habitat for the 

endangered Florida Panther. Although few or no impacts are expected in association with 

future construction at the site, FPL anticipates minimizing or mitigating for unavoidable wildlife 

or wetland impacts.

Future construction and operation of a solar and/or a natural gas-fired CC generating facility at 

this location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on parks, recreation areas, or 

environmentally sensitive lands.

d. Water Quantities Required
The estimated quantity of water required for processing at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 

million gallons per day (mgd) for uses such as process water and service water. Potable water 

demand is expected to average 0.001 mgd. Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would be 

used in cooling towers for one CC unit. Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV 

facility. 

e. Supply Sources

A Potential water supply source is groundwater, but additional evaluations are necessary to 

determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the 

existing potable water supply. Specific water conservation strategies will be evaluated and 

selected during the detailed design phase of any development project.

Potential Site # 2: Martin County
FPL is currently evaluating potential sites in Martin County for a future PV facility. No specific 

locations have been selected at this time.

Florida Power & Light Company 157

Docket No. 150196-EI 
2015 10-year site plan 
Exhibit KRR-3-O, Page 163 of 176



a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map

A USGS map of the county has been included at the end of this chapter.

b. Land Uses 

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time.

c. Environmental Features

This information is not available because a specific site has not been selected at this time.

d. Water Quantities Required
Minimal amounts of water would be required for a PV facility.

e. Supply Sources

Minimal water would be required for a PV facility. A small amount, trucked in, may be needed 

to occasionally clean the PV panels in the absence of sufficient rainfall.

Potential Site # 3: Putnam Plant Site, Putnam County
FPL is currently evaluating the existing Putnam Plant site for future natural gas-fired generation. 

This 66 acre site is located on the east side of Highway 100 opposite the former FPL Palatka Plant 

in East Palatka. The Putnam site has been listed as a Potential Site in previous FPL Site Plans as 

a possibility for future natural gas-fired CC generation. FPL currently views the Putnam site as one 

of the most likely sites to be used for future large-scale generation.  

a. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Map 
A USGS map of the Putnam site is found at the end of this chapter.  

b. Existing Land Uses of Site and Adjacent Areas

The Putnam site is designated as Industrial land use. Adjacent land uses include power 

generation and associated facilities (the former Palatka Plant) as well as Mixed Wetland 

Hardwoods, Residential, and Mixed Hardwood-Coniferous.

c. Environmental Features
The majority of the site is developed and has facilities necessary for power plant operations. 

No significant environmental features have been identified at this time. It is anticipated that 

there will be minimal impacts (if any) to federal- or state-listed terrestrial plants and animals in 

association with construction at the site, due to the existing developed nature of the site and 

lack of suitable onsite habitat for listed species. The construction and operation of a power

generating facility at this location is not expected to have any adverse impacts on natural 
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resources of regional significance and FPL is not aware of any other significant features of the 

site.

d. Water Quantities Required

The St John’s River and/or regional water supply initiatives are potential water sources.

Potable water demand is expected to average .001 million gallons per day (mgd). The 

estimated quantity of water required at a CC unit is approximately 0.24 mgd for uses such as 

process water and service water. Approximately 7.5 mgd of cooling water would be used in

cooling towers for a CC unit.

e. Supply Sources

A potential water supply source is the St. John’s River, but additional evaluation is necessary 

to determine the exact source. Process and potable water for the new plant will come from the 

existing potable water supply. CC and cooling tower technologies utilize less water by design 

than traditional steam generation units. Specific water conservation strategies will be 

evaluated and selected during the detailed design phase of the project development.
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CHAPTER V

Other Planning Assumptions & Information
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Introduction

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC), in Docket No. 960111-EU, specified certain information 

that was to be included in an electric utility’s Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan filing. Among this specified 

information was a group of 12 items listed under a heading entitled “Other Planning Assumptions and 

Information.” These 12 items concern specific aspects of a utility’s resource planning work. The FPSC 

requested a discussion or a description of each of these items.

These 12 items are addressed individually below as separate “Discussion Items”. 

Discussion Item # 1: Describe how any transmission constraints were modeled and explain the

impacts on the plan. Discuss any plans for alleviating any transmission constraints.

FPL’s resource planning work considers two types of transmission limitations/constraints: external 

limitations and internal limitations. External limitations deal with FPL’s ties to its neighboring systems. 

Internal limitations deal with the flow of electricity within the FPL system. 

The external limitations are important because they affect the development of assumptions for the amount 

of external assistance that is available to the FPL system as well as the amount and price of economy 

energy purchases. Therefore, these external limitations are incorporated both in the reliability analysis and 

economic analysis aspects of resource planning. The amount of external assistance that is assumed to be 

available is based on the projected transfer capability to FPL from outside its system as well as historical 

levels of available assistance. In the loss of load probability (LOLP) portion of its reliability analyses, FPL 

models this amount of external assistance as an additional generator within FPL’s system that provides 

capacity in all but the peak load months. The assumed amount and price of economy energy are based on 

historical values and projections from production costing models.

Internal transmission limitations are addressed by identifying potential geographic locations for potential 

new generating units that minimize adverse impacts to the flow of electricity within FPL’s system. The 

internal transmission limitations are also addressed by developing the direct costs for siting potential new 

units at different locations, evaluating the cost impacts created by the new unit/unit location combination on 

the operation of existing units in the FPL system, and/or evaluating the costs of transmission additions that 

may be needed to address regional concerns regarding an imbalance between load and generation in a 

given region. Both of these site- and system-related transmission costs are developed for each different 

unit/unit location option or groups of options. When analyzing DSM portfolios, such as in a DSM Goals 

docket, FPL also examines the potential for utility DSM energy efficiency programs to avoid/defer regional 

transmission expenditures that would otherwise be needed to import power into that region by lowering 

electrical load in Southeastern Florida. In addition, transfer limits for capacity and energy that can be 
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imported into the Southeastern Florida region (Miami-Dade and Broward Counties) of FPL’s system are 

also developed for use in FPL’s production costing analyses. (A further discussion of the Southeastern

Florida region of FPL’s system, and the need to maintain a regional balance between generation and 

transmission contributions to meet regional load, is found in Chapter III.)

FPL’s annual transmission planning work determines transmission additions needed to address limitations 

and to maintain/enhance system reliability. FPL’s planned transmission facilities to interconnect and 

integrate generating units in FPL’s resource plans, including those transmission facilities that must be 

certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act, are presented in Chapter III.

Discussion Item # 2: Discuss the extent to which the overall economics of the plan were 

analyzed.  Discuss how the plan is determined to be cost-effective.  Discuss any changes in the 

generation expansion plan as a result of sensitivity tests to the base case load forecast.                

FPL typically performs economic analyses of competing resource plans using as an economic criterion

FPL’s levelized system average electric rates (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach). In addition, 

for analyses in which DSM levels are not changed, FPL uses the equivalent criterion of the cumulative 

present value of revenue requirements its system 6.

6
FPL’s basic approach in its resource planning work is to base decisions on a lowest electric rate basis. However, when  DSM 

levels are considered a “given” in the analysis (i.e., when only new generating options are considered), the lowest electric rate basis 
approach and the lowest system cumulative present value of revenue requirements basis approach yield identical results in terms of 
which resource options are more economic. In such cases FPL evaluates resource options on the simpler-to-calculate (but 
equivalent) lowest cumulative present value system revenue requirements basis.

The load forecast that is presented in FPL’s 2015 Site Plan was developed in November 2014. The only 

load forecast sensitivities analyzed during 2014/early 2015 were high load forecast sensitivities developed 

to analyze the quality of FPL’s future reserves.

Discussion Item # 3: Explain and discuss the assumptions used to derive the base case fuel 

forecast.  Explain the extent to which the utility tested the sensitivity of the base case plan to high 

and low fuel price scenarios.  If high and low fuel price sensitivities were performed, explain the 

changes made to the base case fuel price forecast to generate the sensitivities.  If high and low fuel 

price scenarios were performed as part of the planning process, discuss the resulting changes, if

any, in the generation expansion plan under the high and low fuel price scenario.  If high and low 

fuel price sensitivities were not evaluated, describe how the base case plan is tested for sensitivity 

to varying fuel prices.
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The basic assumptions FPL used in deriving its fuel price forecasts are discussed in Chapter III of this 

document. FPL used three fuel cost, and three environmental compliance cost, forecasts in analyses 

supporting its 2014 nuclear cost recovery filing. Also, in response to a request from the FPSC Staff, FPL 

used three fuel cost forecasts in sensitivity case analyses for the 2014 DSM Goals docket.

A Medium fuel cost forecast is developed first. Then the Medium fuel cost forecast is adjusted, upwards 

(for the High fuel cost forecast) or downwards (for the Low fuel cost forecast), by multiplying the annual 

cost values from the Medium fuel cost forecast by a factor of (1 + the  historical volatility in the 12-month 

forward price, one year ahead) for the High fuel cost forecast, or by a factor of (1 – the historical volatility of 

the 12-month forward price, one year ahead) for the Low fuel cost forecast.

The resource plan presented in this Site Plan is based, in part, on those prior analyses. For that reason, 

this resource plan has not been further tested for different fuel cost forecasts.

Discussion Item # 4: Describe how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to holding 

the differential between oil/gas and coal constant over the planning horizon.

As described above in the answer to Discussion Item # 3, FPL used up to three fuel cost forecasts in its 

2014/early 2015 resource planning analyses. While these forecasts did not represent a constant cost 

differential between oil/gas and coal, a variety of fuel cost differentials were represented in these forecasts.

Discussion Item # 5: Describe how generating unit performance was modeled in the planning 

process.

The performance of existing generating units on FPL’s system was modeled using current projections for 

scheduled outages, unplanned outages, capacity output ratings, and heat rate information. Schedule 1 in 

Chapter I and Schedule 8 in Chapter III present the current and projected capacity output ratings of FPL’s 

existing units. The values used for outages and heat rates are generally consistent with the values FPL has 

used in planning studies in recent years.  

In regard to new unit performance, FPL utilized current projections for the capital costs, fixed and variable 

operating & maintenance costs, capital replacement costs, construction schedules, heat rates, and 

capacity ratings for all construction options in its resource planning work. A summary of this information for 

the new capacity options that FPL currently projects to add over the reporting horizon for this document is 

presented on the Schedule 9 forms in Chapter III.
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Discussion Item # 6: Describe and discuss the financial assumptions used in the planning 

process. Discuss how the sensitivity of the plan was tested with respect to varying financial 

assumptions.

During 2014, FPL used the following financial assumptions: i) an incremental capital structure of 40.38% 

debt and 59.62% equity; (ii) a 5.14% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.5% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax 

discount rate of 7.54%.  In February 2015, the cost of debt changed to 5.05% and the after-tax discount 

rate changed to 7.51%. No sensitivities of these financial assumptions were used in FPL’s 2014/early 2015

resource planning work.

Discussion Item # 7: Describe in detail the electric utility’s Integrated Resource Planning

process. Discuss whether the optimization was based on revenue requirements, rates, or total 

resource cost.

FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) process is described in detail in Chapter III of this document.

The standard basis for comparing the economics of competing resource plans in FPL’s basic IRP process 

is the impact of the plans on FPL’s electricity rate levels with the objective generally being to minimize 

FPL’s projected levelized system average electric rate (i.e., a Rate Impact Measure or RIM approach). As 

discussed in response to Discussion Item # 2, both the electricity rate perspective and the cumulative 

present value of system revenue requirement perspective yield identical results in terms of which resource 

options are more economical when DSM levels are unchanged between competing resource plans. 

Therefore, in planning work in which DSM levels were unchanged, the equivalent, but simpler-to-calculate, 

cumulative present value of revenue requirements perspective was utilized.

Discussion Item # 8: Define and discuss the electric utility’s generation and transmission 

reliability criteria.

FPL uses three system reliability criteria in its resource planning work that addresses generation, purchase, 

and DSM options. One criterion is a minimum 20% Summer and Winter reserve margin. Another reliability 

criterion is a maximum of 0.1 days per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP). The third criterion is a 

minimum 10% generation-only reserve margin (GRM) criterion. These three reliability criteria are discussed 

in Chapter III of this document. 

In regard to transmission reliability analysis work, FPL has adopted transmission planning criteria that are 

consistent with the planning criteria established by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC). The 
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FRCC has adopted transmission planning criteria that are consistent with the Reliability Standards established 

by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). The NERC Reliability Standards are available on 

the internet site (http://www.nerc.com/).

In addition, FPL has developed a Facility Connection Requirements (FCR) document as well as a Facility 

Rating Methodology document that are also available on the internet under the “Interconnection Request 

Information”, and “FPL Facility Ratings Methodologies”, directories respectively

at https://www.oatioasis.com/FPL/index.html.

Generally, FPL limits its transmission facilities to 100% of the applicable thermal rating. The normal and 

contingency voltage criteria for FPL stations are provided below:     
 

Normal/Contingency

Voltage Level (kV) Vmin (p.u.) Vmax (p.u.)

69, 115, 138 0.95/0.95 1.05/1.07

230 0.95/0.95 1.06/1.07

500 0.95/0.95 1.07/1.09

Turkey Point (*) 1.01/1.01 1.06/1.06

St. Lucie (*) 1.00/1.00 1.06/1.06

(*) Voltage range criteria for FPL’s Nuclear Power Plants

There may be isolated cases for which FPL may have determined that it is acceptable to deviate from the 

general criteria stated above. There are several factors that could influence these criteria, such as the overall 

number of potential customers that may be impacted, the probability of an outage actually occurring, and

transmission system performance.

Discussion Item # 9: Discuss how the electric utility verifies the durability of energy savings for 

its DSM programs.

The projected impacts of FPL’s DSM programs on demand and energy consumption are revised 

periodically. Engineering models, calibrated with current field-metered data, are updated at regular 

intervals. Participation trends are tracked for all of FPL’s DSM programs in order to adjust impacts each 

year for changes in the mix of efficiency measures being installed by program participants. For its load 

management programs, FPL conducts periodic tests of the load control equipment to ensure that the 

equipment is functioning correctly. These tests, plus actual, non-test load management events, also allow 

FPL to gauge the MW reduction capabilities of its load management programs on an on-going basis.
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Discussion Item # 10: Discuss how strategic concerns are incorporated in the planning process. 

The Executive Summary and Chapter III provide a discussion of a variety of system concerns/issues that 

influence FPL’s resource planning process. Please see those chapters for a discussion of those 

concerns/issues.

In addition to these system concerns/issues, there are other strategic factors that FPL typically considers 

when choosing between resource options. These include: (1) technology risk; (2) environmental risk, and

(3) site feasibility. The consideration of these factors may include both economic and non-economic 

aspects.

Technology risk is an assessment of the relative maturity of competing technologies. For example, a 

prototype technology, which has not achieved general commercial acceptance, has a higher risk than a 

technology in wide use and, therefore, assuming all else is equal, is less desirable.

Environmental risk is an assessment of the relative environmental acceptability of different generating 

technologies and their associated environmental impacts on the FPL system, including environmental 

compliance costs. Technologies regarded as more acceptable from an environmental perspective for 

FPL’s resource plan are those that minimize environmental impacts for the FPL system as a whole through 

highly efficient fuel use, state-of-the-art environmental controls, generating technologies that do not utilize 

fossil fuels (such as nuclear and solar), etc.

Site feasibility assesses a wide range of economic, regulatory, and environmental factors related to 

successfully developing and operating the specified technology at the site in question. Projects that are 

more acceptable have sites with few barriers to successful development.

All of these factors play a part in FPL’s planning and decision-making, including its decisions to construct 

capacity or purchase power.

Discussion Item # 11: Describe the procurement process the electric utility intends to utilize to 

acquire the additional supply-side resources identified in the electric utility’s ten-year site plan.

As shown in this 2015 Site Plan, FPL’s resource plan currently reflects the following major supply-side or 

generation resource additions: the on-going modernization at Port Everglades, the replacement of existing 

GT capacity with new CT capacity, the on-going upgrading of CTs in several existing CCs throughout 
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FPL’s system, the implementation of the previously executed EcoGen PPA, the projected addition of new 

PV facilities, and the addition of new CC units.

In regard to the modernization project at Port Everglades, the project received a Florida Public Service 

Commission waiver from the Bid Rule due to attributes specific to the Port Everglades site and to 

modernization projects in general (such as use of existing land, water, transmission, etc.) plus other 

economic benefits to FPL’s customers. This waiver from the Bid Rule was granted in Order No. PSC-11-

0360-PAA-EI for Port Everglades.

CT upgrades are currently taking place at several CC units throughout the FPL system. FPL was 

approached by the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) of the CTs regarding the possibility of 

upgrading these units. Following negotiations with the OEM, and economic analyses that showed 

upgrading was cost-effective for FPL’s customers, the decision was made to proceed with the CT 

upgrades. That process is underway and is scheduled to be completed in 2015.

The EcoGen PPAs, which were approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-13-0205-CO-EQ dated 

5/21/13, were the result of negotiations between U.S. EcoGen and FPL.

In regard to the planned PV facilities, the selection of equipment and installation contractors for these 

facilities will be done via competitive bidding.

Identification of projected self-build generation resources beyond those units already approved by the 

FPSC and Governor and Siting Board or units, such as the 2019 and 2023 CC units and the PV projects 

presented in this Site Plan, is required of FPL in its Site Plan filings. FPL’s identification of these resources 

represents FPL’s current view of alternatives that appear to be the best, most cost-effective self-build 

options at present. FPL reserves the right to refine its planning analyses and to identify and evaluate other 

options before making decisions regarding future capacity additions. Such refined analyses have the 

potential to yield a variety of self-build options, some of which may not require an RFP. If an RFP is issued 

for generation resources, FPL will choose the best alternative for its customers, regardless of whether it is 

a third party proposal to an RFP or an FPL self-build option. If an RFP for generation resources is not 

required, FPL will utilize a competitive bidding process to select equipment suppliers and installation 

contractors based on its assessment of price and supplier capability to realize the best generation option 

for its customers.

Discussion Item # 12: Provide the transmission construction and upgrade plans for electric 

utility system lines that must be certified under the Transmission Line Siting Act (403.52 – 403.536, 

F. S.) during the planning horizon. Also, provide the rationale for any new or upgraded line.
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FPL has identified the need for a new 230 kV transmission line that required certification under the 

Transmission Line Siting Act that was issued in April 2006. The new line will connect FPL’s St. Johns 

Substation to its Pringle Substation (shown on Table III.E.1 in Chapter III). The line will be constructed in 

two phases. Phase 1 was completed in May 2009 and consisted of a new line connecting Pringle to a new 

Pellicer Substation. Phase 2 will connect St. Johns to Pellicer and it is scheduled to be completed by 

December 2018. The construction of this line is necessary to serve existing and future customers in the 

Flagler and St. Johns areas in a reliable and effective manner.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for prudence determination DOCKET NO. 130198-EI 
regarding new pipeline system by Florida ORDER NO. PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI 
Power & Light Company. ISSUED: October 28, 2013 

----------------~~----~~~----------------------------~ 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter: 

RONALD A. BRISE, Chairman 
LISA POLAK EDGAR 

ART GRAHAM 
EDUARDO E. BALBIS 

JULIE I. BROWN 

PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ORDER ON FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S 
PROPOSED SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION, LLC AND FLORIDA SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTION PIPELINES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE is hereby given by the Florida Public Service Commission that the action 
discussed herein is preliminary in nature and will become final unless a person whose interests 
are substantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, 
Florida Administrative Code. 

Case Background 

On July 26, 2013, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) filed its petition in this docket 
requesting a determination by the Florida Public Service Commission (Commission), that its 
decision to enter into long-term natural gas transportation contracts is prudent, and that the 
associated costs are eligible for recovery through the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery 
Clause (Fuel Clause). The petition included testimony from five witnesses, with exhibits 
outlining FPL's need for additional firm natural gas transportation, a description of its request for 
proposals (RFP) process and the resulting contracts, and a request for approval of its planned 
cost recovery method. The petition was filed following FPL's selection of two projects to 
develop new natural gas transportation infrastructure into southern Florida, offering the most 
cost-effective alternative for its customers. These projects are referred to individually in the 
petition as the Northern Pipeline Project and the Southern Pipeline Project. The two projects are 
wholly separate pipelines owned and operated by different entities, and therefore are referred to 
collectively as a matter of convenience. 

The instant docket is the culmination of a process, which began in 2009 when FPL 
petitioned us to develop, build, and operate the Florida EnergySecure Line. On April 7, 2009, 
FPL filed its petition in Docket No. 090172-EI requesting a determination of need for its 
proposed Florida EnergySecure Line, a 280-mile long, 30-inch diameter high pressure natural 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 51PARTY: ENVIRONMENTAL CONFEDERATION OF SOUTHWEST FLORIDA (ECOSWF) – (DIRECT)DESCRIPTION: Karl Rábago KRR-4

FPSC Commission Clerk
FILED OCT 28, 2013DOCUMENT NO. 06488-13FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK



Docket No. 150196-EI 
FPSC Order on Risk Forecase 
Exhibit KRR-4, Page 2 of 17

ORDER NO. PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI 
DOCKET NO. 130198-EI 
PAGE2 

gas transmission pipeline that FPL sought to own and operate primarily for supplying natural gas 
to its newly modernized Cape Canaveral and Riviera Beach generating units. By Order No. 
PSC-09-0715-FOF-EI, we denied the petition finding that FPL had failed to adequately 
demonstrate that its Florida EnergySecure Line was the most cost-effective alternative for 
providing additional natural gas transmission capacity. However, we agreed that additional gas 
capacity was necessary for assuring the reliability of Florida's electric generating system in the 
future. In Order No. PSC-09-0715-FOF-EI, we stated, "we agree with the parties that increased 
gas transportation infrastructure is needed to meet future electrici~ needs, given the uncertainty 
surrounding both coal-fired and nuclear generation in the state." Our Order directed FPL to 
"renew its request for proposals to fulfill its gas transportation capacity needs," and further stated 
that the "new RFP shall contain a specific, detailed request for proposals for a new pipeline, and 
specifications of the long term natural gas· needs of FPL."2 In addition, the Order stated that 
"[t]he RFP shall be provided to our staff for review prior to its issuance to ensure it is clear and 
complete. "3 

FPL provided the RFP for review on November 13, 2012. A public meeting was held on 
November 26, 2012 so that our staff and any other interested parties could have an opportunity to 
discuss and review FPL's RFP document prior to its issuance. In addition to our staff, 
representatives of the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) as well as potential project participants 
and other interested groups were present at the meeting. There were no objections to FPL 
issuing the RFP. 

FPL issued its RFP on December 19, 2012. The RFP was noticed three times in Platt's 
Gas Daily, a widely distributed industry publication. FPL provided an internet website where 
interested persons could gather information and ask questions. FPL also held a workshop to 
facilitate understanding of the RFP and the bidding process prior to the April 3, 2013 due date 
for responses. An additional meeting was held on June 13, 2013 to discuss the results of the RFP 
solicitation, FPL's evaluation of the proposals, and the next steps to be taken in the process. 
Attendees included our staff, OPC, and representatives of the Florida Industrial Power Users 
Group (FIPUG). Based on discussion at the meeting, FPL provided an outline of topics that 
would be covered in the direct testimony filed with its petition. 

FPL is not obligated by law to obtain our approval to enter into a long-term gas 
transportation contracts for the projects, as both contracts are governed by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC). The contracts would only trigger our action at the time FPL 
seeks recovery of costs in the fuel clause proceeding. However, due to the substantial financial 
commitments involved, FPL is seeking our determination that FPL's decision to enter into long
term gas transportation contracts is prudent and that the associated costs are eligible for recovery 
through the fuel clause. FPL included a provision in its precedent agreement with each pipeline 
that requires our approval of the agreements. The contracts may be terminated without financial 

1 Order No. PSC-09-0715-FOF-EI, issued October 28, 2009, in Docket No. 090172-EI, In re: Petition to determine 
need for Florida EnergySecure Pipeline by Florida Power & Light Company, page 5. 
2 Id., page 6. 
3 Id., page 6. 
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penalty if we do not make a prudency determination satisfactory to FPL. We have jurisdiction 
over the subject matter by the provisions of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes. 

A. Additional Firm Natural Gas Transportation 

Description of FPL's Existing Pipeline Capacity 

Peninsular Florida is currently served by only two major natural gas pipelines. Florida 
Gas Transmission Company, LLC (FGT) is the larger of the two pipelines with approximately 
3,100 million cubic feet per day (MMcf/day) of total gas deliverability. The second of the two 
pipelines is owned by Gulfstream Natural Gas System, LLC (Gulfstream) and has a maximum 
1,300 MMcf/day of gas deliverability. Currently, FPL has firm contracts with Gulfstream for 53 
percent of the design capacity of its system which is 695 MMcf/day. By 2017, FPL will have 
firm transportation contracts with FGT for 41 percent of its design capacity, a total of 1,274 
MMcf/day. The FGT capacity serves approximately 65 percent of FPL's current total gas supply 
requirements, and Gulfstream serves the remaining 35 percent. However, FPL is not the only 
firm shipper for either system. The remaining capacity of Gulfstream is currently fully 
subscribed, and only 6 percent of FGT's capacity (approximately 184 MMcf/day), will 
potentially be available on a long-term firm contractual basis within the 2017 time frame. 
Additional natural gas transportation capacity will be necessary as FPL's and all of Florida' s 
electric generation systems continue to grow. Nearly 68 percent of the state' s electric 
generation, and more than 72 percent of FPL's total energy, was fueled by natural gas in 2012. 

In general, natural gas pipeline transportation capacity availability is firm or non-firm. 
Firm transportation capacity is acquired through a contract for reservation of a certain portion of 
a pipe' s daily throughput, which is continuously available to a utility to provide fuel for its 
generators. Utilities typically acquire non-firm transportation capacity by purchasing pipeline 
capacity that has been temporarily released by another customer, or by purchasing non-reserved 
capacity. Released capacity becomes available when another customer' s need for gas is below 
their reserved portion. However, this type of capacity cannot be relied upon as it is not 
guaranteed. If a sufficient supply of fuel is not available when required to meet load, a utility 
risks a situation where it may be unable to fully utilize its generating assets, and it could be 
forced to increase its use of more expensive alternative fuels, demand response, or even load 
shedding. For this reason, it is important for FPL to have adequate gas transportation capacity 
available on a firm basis. 

Description of Proposed Pipeline Projects 

In its petition, FPL states that 400 MMcf/day of additional firm natural gas transportation 
capacity is required beginning in 2017. The primary factors driving this increased need are the 
three modernization projects currently in progress at FPL' s Cape Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and 
Port Everglades natural gas plants to upgrade older, 1960' s-era steam combustion turbine 
generating units to modem, and more efficient combined cycle technology. FPL proposes to 
meet this need by implementing two new contracts for firm pipeline capacity within the northern 
and southern portions of the state. 
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The Northern Pipeline project consists of a joint venture between a subsidiary of Spectra 
Energy Corporation, called Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC (Sabal Trail) and a newly formed 
subsidiary of FPL' s parent company, Next-Era Energy, called U.S. Southeastern Gas 
Infrastructure LLC (USSGI). The Southern Pipeline project will be owned by another newly 
formed affiliate of FPL, called the Florida Southeast Connection (FSC). FPL has signed 
precedent agreements with these two companies for the initial400 MMcf/day beginning in 2017, 
with options to provide additional increments of200 MMcflday in 2020 and beyond. 

Our review of FPL' s need for additional natural gas transportation capacity began by 
analyzing its customer load forecast for the period 2013 through 2032. Then we evaluated the 
'planned generation resource portfolio identified to meet customer demand and energy 
requirements. The resulting natural gas requirement was then compared to both existing pipeline 
resources and the proposed contracts with Sabal Trail and FSC. In addition to a review of the 
current proposal, we compared each of the current forecasts with those presented in the request 
for a determination of need for the Florida EnergySecure Line, which proposed a 600 MMcflday 
pipeline with a 2014 in-service date. 

Load Forecasting 

The load forecast contained in FPL' s petition consists of two components: a base case 
forecast for both net energy for load (NEL) and summer peak demand, and a risk adjustment 
component for both NEL and summer peak demand that increases FPL' s base-case forecast in 
order to reduce the risk of under forecasting FPL's future load growth. 

FPL's base case forecast for NEL and summer peak demand are based upon three 
econometric models: a customer forecast model, a net energy for load per customer model, and a 
summer peak demand per customer model. These three models are the same as those used by 
FPL in their normal annual planning cycle and are used to produce projections of anticipated 
load growth for FPL's Ten-Year Site Plans (TYSPs) and other proceedings before the 
Commission. Our staff analyzed these models, including replicating the estimated model 
coefficients and associated statistics, and find them to be appropriate for forecasting purposes. 
Our staff also reviewed the forecast assumptions of anticipated economic and demographic 
conditions in FPL' s service territory. These assumptions are drawn from reputable independent 
third party sources, including the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, the Florida Legislature's Office of Economic and Demographic Research, and IHS 
Global Insight. We reviewed these forecast assumptions and find them to be appropriate. 
Finally, the forecast produced by these models are adjusted to incorporate the effects of 
incremental wholesale and retail contracts, as well as the incremental load resulting from electric 
plug-in vehicles and Economic Development and Existing Facility Riders, which are not 
otherwise included in FPL' s historical load levels. 

The second component of FPL's load forecast is a risk adjustment factor designed to 
reduce the risk of under forecasting future load growth. The company indicated in its petition 
that because FPL is so highly dependent on natural gas-fired generation, the company' s long 
term system reliability could be jeopardized if actual load growth exceeds forecasted growth. 
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To quantify this risk of under forecasting, FPL analyzed the long term forecasts contained in its 
TYSPs from 1988 through 2012 and compared these forecasts to actual load growth. In 
particular, for each year of the ten-year forecast horizon contained in the TYSPs, FPL calculated 
the differences between the forecasted values of NEL and summer peak demand and their 
corresponding actual values. From these differences, FPL was able to calculate a confidence 
interval of forecast accuracy for each of the ten years in the forecast horizon. These ten 
confidence intervals allow FPL to calculate how much their base case forecasts must be 
increased so that there is a 75 percent probability that actual NEL and summer peak demand will 
be less than or equal to their risk-adjusted forecasts. For the forecasts beyond the ten-year 
forecast horizon covered by the Ten-Year Site Plans (years 2023 through 2032), FPL utilized a 
constant adjustment factor associated with the ten-year forecast horizon for its NEL and summer 
peak demand forecasts. We reviewed the data from which FPL derived its risk adjustment 
factors and confirmed that the data was correctly taken from prior TYSPs and that the resultant 
forecast errors, variances, and confidence intervals were appropriately calculated. 

In its response to a data request regarding the use of the risk-adjusted forecasting 
methodology, FPL stated that this project is the first time it has built contingencies into its gas 
transportation forecasting. FPL responded that "[t]he recent growth in gas usage and FPL's 
significant dependence on gas as a primary fuel dictate a measure of conservatism is employed in 
procuring gas transportation as we go forward."4 FPL further explained that between 2010 and 
2012, it exceeded its natural gas consumption forecasts generated that year by 114 MMcf/day, 
and anticipated this variation to increase to 140 MMcf/day in 2013. 

Although we are unaware of any prior proceeding in which a risk-adjusted load forecast 
was utilized, we find that FPL's risk adjustment methodology does reasonably account for and 
adjust for the risk of under forecasting future load growth. This finding is predicated on two 
factors. First, the specifications of FPL' s three forecasting models discussed above have not 
significantly changed since 1988. This fact implies that the forecast errors upon which the risk 
adjustment factors are based must be applicable to the current base case forecasts presented in 
FPL's petition. Second, FPL's methodology of basing the risk adjustment factors on historical 
forecast accuracy means that the risk adjustment factors include not only the modeling error (the 
error associated with reducing the complexities of consumer purchasing decisions regarding 
electricity to a relatively simple econometric model), but also the error associated with not being 
able to specify precisely what future economic/demographic conditions will prevail over the 
forecast period. FPL's proposed risk-adjusted methodology appropriately accounts for both 
sources of error, and we find it is a reasonable approach for controlling the risk of under 
forecasting future load growth. 

FPL's choice of selecting a 75 percent confidence interval for its risk adjustment factor is 
somewhat subjective. For example, FPL could have selected a different confidence interval such 
as 67 percent confidence interval (with an attendant 33 percent chance of under forecasting), 
which would lower their risk adjusted forecasts. However, the intuitive appeal of FPL's 

4 See Document Number 05759-13, in Docket No. 130198-EI, FPL' s response to Staff's Second Data Request, 
number 7, page 1 of 1, issued September 26, 20 13. 
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selection of a 75 percent confidence interval is that it does reduce by half the risk of under 
forecasting load growth compared to the base case forecasts. 

Overall, FPL' s base case forecast for summer peak demand is down from that presented 
in the Florida EnergySecure Line proceeding. As illustrated in Figure 1, the base case forecast 
for summer peak demand in 2017 is 7.4 percent lower than the risk-adjusted forecast and 3.7 
percent lower than the Florida EnergySecure Line forecast. By 2040, this gap increases to 13.0 
percent for the risk-adjusted forecast and 6.3 percent for the Florida EnergySecure Line forecast. 

Figure 1: Summer Peak Demand Forecasts (2013- 2042) 
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Generation Resource Portfolios 

After forecasting the increased future system load, the next step in determining FPL' s 
future natural gas requirements was to develop projections of the generation resources that will 
be required to meet the increased load. 

In its petition, FPL prepared two generation resource plans to analyze the effects of a 
potential delay in the construction of the new Turkey Point nuclear units 6 and 7 on natural gas 
requirements. The first (or base) case is consistent with FPL' s 2013 TYSP and assumes Turkey 
Point units 6 and 7 enter service in 2022 and 2023, respectively. The second case, called nuclear 
delay, assumes these two units come into service four years later, in 2026 and 2027. Outside of 
the ten-year planning horizon, the next planned generating unit is a 3x1 greenfield combined 
cycle unit, similar in size to the Cape Canaveral,, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades modernized 
units, with an in-service date of 2025. The nuclear delay case accelerates the need for this unit, 
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moving its in-service date up to 2022. All further need for new generation is projected to be met 
by building smaller natural gas-fired combined cycle units. These 'filler' units appear for 
planning purposes, and do not represent any specific unit planned by FPL. We find the use of 
filler units and the proposed in-service dates for both cases to be reasonable and we expect the 
resource plans to meet reserve margin requirements over the period reviewed. 

Table 1 illustrates the in-service dates of new generating units under both the base case 
and nuclear delay case scenarios. 

Table 1: Generation Addition Forecasts (2013 - 2030) 

Planned Generation Additions By Year 
Year Base Case Nuclear Delay 
2013 Cape Canaveral Cape Canaveral 
2014 Riviera Beach Riviera Beach 
2015 
2016 Port Everglades Port Everglades 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 Turkey Point unit 6 3xl CC (1,269 MW) 
2023 Turkey Point unit 7 
2024 Filler CC (635 MW) 
2025 3xl CC (1,269 MW) Filler CC 
2026 Filler CC (635 MW) Turkey Point unit 6 
2027 Filler CC Turkey Point unit 7 
2028 Filler CC 
2029 Filler CC Filler CC 
2030 Filler CC Filler CC 

Natural Gas Transportation Requirement 

As discussed above, additional natural gas transportation capacity will be necessary 
within the next few years as more natural gas-fired generating capacity is added. In 2012, FPL 
consumed more than 600,000 MMcf of natural gas. By 2017, this figure is expected to increase 
to at least 718,685 MMcf. The total percentage ofFPL's electric power generated by natural gas 
is expected to be somewhat lower in the next few years, due primarily to increased nuclear 
production from the recently completed uprate projects of FPL's nuclear units. However, 
without having additional gas transportation infrastructure available in South Florida, FPL's 
natural gas-fired generating units will not be able to serve its customers efficiently and reliably. 

Using the forecast load cases and generation resource portfolios previously discussed, 
FPL was able to develop forecasts of the resulting natural gas requirements on both an annual 
and a peak day basis. As only a finite amount of gas can be transported during any one period 
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and no significant storage capacity for natural gas exists at FPL' s plant sites, natural gas 
pipelines must be sized to meet peak daily loads. 

FPL developed three forecasts for natural gas transportation requirements. We compared 
the first two forecasts by using the base generation resource plan with the base and risk-adjusted 
customer load forecasts. As a worst-case scenario for need, we compared the risk adjusted 
customer load forecast with the nuclear delay generation resource plan. These three scenarios 
were also compared to the Florida EnergySecure Line base forecast for natural gas requirements. 
Figure 2 details the peak day natural gas requirements for each of the scenarios. 

Figure 2: Natural Gas Peak Day Requirements (MMcf/day) 
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The base forecast projects a substantial increase in natural gas need in 2017 associated 
with the addition of the Port Everglades Energy Center and the loss of 375 MW of coal-fired 
capacity from St. John's River Power Park. The base forecast then indicates a slow increase until 
2022, when nuclear generation from Turkey Point unit 6 reduces the need for natural gas. The 
risk-adjusted case projects a similar trend but gas needs rise to a slightly higher level, about 250 
MMcf/day above the base forecast. The risk-adjusted nuclear delay case illustrates the additional 
fuel that will be required if Turkey Point units 6 and 7 are delayed by four years. These two 
forecasts differ by up to 300 MMcf/day in 2024, but become equivalent again in 2028 when both 
new nuclear units are in-service. The Florida EnergySecure Line gas requirement was included 
as an additional comparison. The lower rate of natural gas demand for the years 2017 through 
2021 seen in the Florida EnergySecure Line forecast is primarily due to the earlier in-service 
date for Turkey Point units 6 and 7 discussed previously. Excepting the earlier inclusion of 
nuclear generation, the trends for increasing gas requirements are similar. 
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As seen in each of these scenarios, FPL' s natural gas requirements exceed its existing 
firm contracted transportation capacity beginning in 2017. Figure 3 provides a closer look at the 
incremental firm natural gas transportation requirements for the period 2014 through 2030. The 
proposed contracts match the additional capacity required under the risk adjusted case, with the 
first optional incremental capacity addition in 2020 matching both risk adjusted cases. This 
increased gas requirement in 2020 is a result of all three modernization projects (Cape 
Canaveral, Riviera Beach, and Port Everglades) being online, as well as the loss of coal-fired 
generation at St. John's River Power Park. 

Figure 3: Incremental Firm Gas Transportation Requirements (MMcf/day) 
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We reviewed FPL' s forecast for customer load, its proposed generation resource 
portfolios, and the comparison of its resulting natural gas requirements with its existing natural 
gas transportation contracted capacity. Based on this review, we find that FPL has adequately 
demonstrated a need for an additional 400 MMcf/day of firm natural gas transmission capacity 
by 2017. 

B. Most Cost-Effective Solution 

Following the conclusion of the RFP process, FPL began the evaluation of the proposals 
it received as a result. In order to determine whether the projects selected by FPL were the most 
cost-effective, our staff reviewed the RFP and the selection process that resulted in FPL signing 
precedent agreements with Sabal Trail and FSC. 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
FPSC Order on Risk Forecase 
Exhibit KRR-4, Page 10 of 17ORDER NO. PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI 

DOCKET NO. 130198-EI 
PAGE10 

Evaluation of Project Proposals 

The RFP requested that bidders provide proposals for 400,000 MMBtu/day 
(approximately equal to 400 MMcf/day)5 of firm gas transportation capacity in 2017 with an 
incremental 200,000 MMBtu/day of firm capacity in 2020. In addition, FPL requested that the 
bidders include an optional incremental capacity of up to 400,000 MMBtu!day beyond the 2020 
time period. Bidders could submit pricing on either a fixed or an adjustable demand charge, 
although FPL expressed its strong preference for fixed pricing in order to obtain pricing security 
for its customers. Any adjustable pricing had to include a price cap in order to limit exposure to 
price index volatility. 

FPL received four bids for the Northern pipeline and one joint bid for the Northern and 
Southern pipelines. No separate bids for the Southern portion were received. The entities 
submitting bids (some of which were joint proposals from companies bidding as partners) 
represent all active pipelines in the Southeastern U.S. FPL also considered three self-build 
alternatives for the Southern pipeline, consisting of three configurations of pipe diameters: all 
30-inch pipe (labeled proposal Ai), a combination of 30-inch and 36-inch pipe (labeled proposal 
Aii), and all 36-inch pipe (labeled proposal Aiii). Although FPL had specified its strong 
preference for fixed pricing, all proposals except the self-build options were based on adjustable 
demand charges. However, to meet bid requirements, all adjustable pricing included a price cap. 
The joint proposal for the Northern and Southern pipelines had significant deficiencies, which 
the bidder elected not to modify, so FPL eliminated it from further consideration. This situation 
left four proposals for the Northern pipeline and the three FPL self-build options for the Southern 
pipeline. 

Table 2 illustrates the combined project reference numbers assigned by FPL during its 
evaluation of the RFP responses. Each of the four proposals for the Northern pipeline were 
evaluated using the three configurations of the pipe diameters for the Southern pipeline 
(proposals Ai, Aii, and Aiii) and assigned reference numbers 1 through 12. 

Table 2- Combined Project Numbers 

Combined Project 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 s I 6 I 1 I 8 9 I 10 I 11 I 12 13 
Northern Proposal 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 
Southern Proposal Aii (36"/30") Ai (30") Aiii (36") B 

Combined project 13 consists of the Sabal Trail proposal for the Northern pipeline, and 
the non-compliant bid for the Southern pipeline. It is included for reference purposes only. 

s The quantity "MMBtu/day" is equivalent to one million British thermal units of heat energy per day. Because FPL 
is ultimately concerned with the energy content of the gas, not the volumetric quantity, the contracts will be for units 
of MMBtu/day rather than MMcf/day (million cubic feet per day). Although the typical heat energy content of one 
cubic foot of natural gas is approximately one thousand Btus, consistent with industry practice FPL is requiring a 
quantity of energy to be delivered in its contracts to ensure the necessary amount of electric power can be generated. 
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The economic evaluation was primarily concerned with a Cumulative Present Value of 
Revenue Requirements (CVPRR) analysis over a 40-year project term. This type of analysis 
required that the entire system (including a Northern and a Southern pipeline) be taken into 
consideration, so FPL created a matrix consisting of each of the four proposals for the Northern 
pipeline that met the minimum requirements paired with each of the three self-build options 
submitted by Next-Era Energy for the Southern system. In order to perform the analysis, FPL 
evaluated the economics of gas transportation using production-cost simulations of its power 
supply system, including the costs and volumes of gas. 

Because only one proposal received for the Southern pipeline was not an FPL self-build 
option, in order to ensure that the gas transportation charges for the self-build project were 
reasonably consistent with market prices, FPL performed an economic analysis of the non
compliant proposal using the indicative, non-firm pricing included in that proposal. The result of 
this analysis was that the non-compliant bid would be between $69 and $105 million more 
expensive than the best of the three compliant proposals. 

The simulation model used in the economic analysis employed the same risk-adjusted 
load forecast utilized for determining the incremental gas transportation capacity requirement. 
This analysis took into consideration the fixed and variable costs, as well as the volume and 
timing of the needed gas transportation. After quantifying fuel and other variable costs, a 
production-cost modeling program was run in order to determine the differences in the CPVRR 
for each combined project. The analysis was performed under two different generation resource 
planning scenarios. The first is the base resource plan, and the second is the nuclear delay 
resource plan. As previously discussed, the nuclear delay case assumes that the in-service dates 
of the Turkey Point units 6 and 7 will be delayed by four years, meaning the units will come 
online in 2026 and 2027 instead of2022 and 2023, respectively. 

The evaluation of FPL' s CVPRR analysis concluded that the combination of projects 
selected by FPL is indeed the most cost-effective. The magnitude of savings between the 
selected project's cost and that of the other potential projects depends on which resource plan, 
load forecast, and gas price forecast is utilized in the analysis. 

The smallest margin of savings between the selected project and the next-most cost
effective project is $34 million (using a 40-year term). This comparison is, however, made using 
the same Northern pipeline proposal paired with two of the FPL self-build options. In fact, the 
differences between each of the three FPL self-build options are small enough to be insignificant. 
When using only the FSC for the Southern pipeline, the net present value cost differential 
between Sabal Trail and the next best Northern pipeline is about $450 million for a 25-year term 
and about $580 million for a 40-year term. Although the results of the various economic 
analyses differ widely, the conclusion remains the same: the combination of the Sabal Trail and 
FSC project is clearly the best alternative in terms of cost. 

Cost-Effectiveness of Proposals 

Figure 4 shows the cost differentials between the selected combination of projects and the 
other combined projects for the period 2017 through 2057. The horizontal axis shows the 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
FPSC Order on Risk Forecase 
Exhibit KRR-4, Page 12 of 17ORDER NO. PSC~13-0505~PAA~EI 

DOCKET NO. 130198~EI 
PAGE 12 

combined project numbers from Table 2. This chart clearly shows the relativ.ely small 
differences in cost between the three FPL self-build alternatives when compared to the 
differences between the four Northern project proposals. In general, most of the proposals are 
also slightly more cost-effective for the nuclear delay case, but the overall difference is small. 

Figure 4: Comparison of the Cost-Effectiveness of the Combined Project Numbers 
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Source: FPL's response to our staff's second data request, no. 8 

As illustrated above, the most cost-effective proposal is combined project 1, the proposed 
Sabal Trail and the FSC hybrid Aii combination. Using figures provided by FPL in a data 
request, we evaluated the savings for the various Northern pipeline proposals on an annual basis 
for the initial 25-year contract term, using the same FSC proposal for the southern segment. The 
baseline for the comparison is combined project 1. Positive values indicate higher costs, and 
negative values indicate savings. Only combined project 2 shows savings in any year when 
compared to combined project 1, but it is higher than the other two alternative proposals over the 
full contract term. Figure 5 shows the differences in total cost between combined projects 2, 3, 
and 4 using combined project 1 as a baseline. 
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Figure 5: Difference in Costs from Combined Project 1 Baseline 
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$1,171 

In addition to the economic evaluation, FPL also conducted a non-economic evaluation 
based on a comparative analysis of each project with respect to attributes that could not be 
measured in terms of cost. These attributes, while perhaps not as crucial in the overall 
evaluation, are also important components of the project and must therefore be taken into 
consideration. For example, a project that offers more opportunities for future expansion would 
offer a non-economic benefit. The selected Sabal Trail and FSC combined project meets FPL's 
strong preferences for Greenfield infrastructure and increased diversity of natural gas supply. In 
addition, the throughput volumes of the selected projects are easily increased using compression. 
However, in light of the considerable margin of cost-effectiveness for the Sabal Trail and FSC 
combined project, the significance of any non-economic factors was minimal. 

Description of the Proposed Pipeline System 

The Sabal Trail and FSC projects will provide FPL with approximately 400 MMcf/day 
additional capacities beginning in 2017, with an expansion to 600 MMcf/day in 2020. Optional 
expansions, each for an incremental200 MMcf/day, are available to FPL, but must be elected by 
2020 and 2024, respectively. These additions would become available to FPL between four and 
five years after the options have been taken. 

The commencement point specified for the Sabal Trail pipeline system is identical to that 
designated in FPL's 2009 Florida EnergySecure Line project. Transcontinental Pipe Line 
Company's Compressor Station 85 ("Transco Station 85") in Choctaw County, Alabama 
provides access to non-traditional, onshore suppliers of natural gas, which is an important 
element to FPL because it introduces supply diversity into the system. Because FPL is currently 



Docket No. 150196-EI 
FPSC Order on Risk Forecase 
Exhibit KRR-4, Page 14 of 17

ORDER NO. PSC-13-0505-PAA-EI 
DOCKET NO. 130198-EI 
PAGE14 

served by only two natural gas companies, each of which provides gas mostly from Gulf of 
Mexico and Mobile, Alabama Bay area suppliers, gaining more diversity in its supply is an 
important component of the project and a primary concern to FPL. 

The 2009 Florida EnergySecure Line project specified the "connection point" for the 
northern and southern parts of the system to be in Bradford County, Florida, near FGT Station 
16. However, during the development of the RFP, several interested pipeline companies 
expressed the opinion that a better option was for a "hub" in the Orlando area due to the large 
potential customer base for contract opportunities. Therefore, in order to not only meet the 
primary goal of the RFP to fulfill FPL's increased need for natural gas transportation capacity, 
but also to further increase the diversity of the supply and to promote competition among 
suppliers, the chosen termination point is what will become the Central Florida Hub (CFH). The 
CFH, which is part of the contract for the Sabal Trail pipeline and will be constructed and 
operated by the same provider, will be an interconnection point between the Northern and 
Southern pipelines as well as with existing Gulfstream and FGT systems. The CFH will include 
facilities needed to provide hub wheeling services to deliver contracted capacities 
interchangeably between and among each of the pipelines, which further increases the flexibility 
and possible diversity for all the gas shippers in the area. 

The Southern pipeline commences at the CFH and terminates at the existing natural gas 
yard at FPL's Martin Clean Energy Center (Martin), in Martin County, Florida. This terminus 
location allows for connectivity with the modernized generation plants at Cape Canaveral and 
Riviera Beach, and because both FGT and Gulfstream currently serve the Martin plant, the 
addition of the FSC will increase the supply alternatives available to FPL in the event of a 
pipeline disruption. 

Cost Recovery 

In response to its RFP, FPL received a total of four proposals for the Northern Pipeline 
Project and one joint proposal from two companies for the Southern Pipeline Project. Based on 
FPL's economic and non-economic evaluations, the Sabal Trail proposal was selected for the 
Northern Pipeline Project and the FSC proposal for the Southern Pipeline Project. Next-Era 
Energy is an equity stakeholder in Sabal Trail, and has agreed to operate Sabal Trail as a joint 
venture between Spectra and a newly formed Next-Era Energy subsidiary called USSGI. Also, 
FSC is a wholly owned subsidiary of Next-Era Energy, and an affiliate of FPL. FPL does not 
anticipate any charges coming from USSGI associated with the Northern Pipeline Project. 
However, FPL stated in a data request response that any costs incurred by FPL for goods or 
services provided to USSGI or FSC, will be charged in accordance with FPL's Cost Allocation 
Manual or through an Affiliate Management Fee, and would be subject to internal company 
review and audits to ensure compliance with Rule 25-6.1351 F.A.C. We have the authority to 
review any transactions with affiliated companies to ensure compliance with Ru1e 25-6.13 51 
F.A.C. 
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Based on Order Nos. 126456 and 145467
, prudent and reasonable transportation charges 

incurred in the delivery of fuel are allowable expenses in the fuel and purchased power cost 
recovery clause. Therefore, pipeline charges associated with the delivery of natural gas to FPL's 
generating stations are eligible for recovery through the fuel clause. While we find that this 
project is cost effective relative to alternatives, we retain authority to determine the prudent cost 
and reasonableness of expenses charged to the fuel clause and will review these expenses 
annually as part of the fuel clause proceedings. 

In its response to a data request regarding its plans for dispensing of any unused gas, FPL 
stated that, in periods of idle capacity due to lower loads, it "can pursue opportunities to release 
capacity on the new pipelines (or to release capacity on FGT and/or Gulfstrearn) to other 
shippers. All revenues generated from the capacity release transactions would be credited back to 
the customers through the Fuel Clause. "8 

Decision 

Upon review, FPL's decision to enter into long-term natural gas transportation contracts 
with Sabal Trail and FSC was based on a fair and open RFP process. The contracts are projected 
to save up to $450 million over the term of the contracts when compared to the next most cost
effective proposal. We find that FPL is eligible to seek recovery of costs associated with the 
firm natural gas transportation contracts with Sabal Trail and FSC in the fuel clause, where they 
will be reviewed annually. The prudence of the actual transportation costs will be examined in 
the annual Fuel Docket proceedings. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Florida Power & Light 
Company has demonstrated a need for 400 MMcf/day of additional firm natural gas transmission 
capacity by 2017. It is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power & Light is eligible to seek recovery of costs associated 
with firm natural gas transportation contracts in the fuel clause, where they will be reviewed 
annually. It is further 

ORDERED that the provisions of this Order, issued as proposed agency action, shall 
become final and effective upon the issuance of a Consummating Order unless an appropriate 
petition, in the form provided by Rule 28-106.201 , Florida Administrative Code, is received by 
the Commission Clerk, Division of the Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

6 Order No. 12645, issued November 3, 1983, in Docket No. 830001-EU, In re: Investigation of Fuel Adjustment 
Clauses of Electric Utilities. 
7 Order No. 14546, issued July 8, 1985, in Docket No. 85000 l-EI, In re: Cost Recovery Methods for Fuel Related 
Expenses. 
8 FPL's response to Staff's second data request, no. 5, filed on September 26, 2013. 
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, by the close of business on the date set forth in the "Notice of 
Further Proceedings" attached hereto. It is further 

TLT 

ORDERED that in the event this Order becomes final, this docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER ofthe Florida Public Service Commission this 28th day of October, 2013. 

ANN COLE 
Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
(850) 413-6770 
www.floridapsc.com 

Copies furnished: A copy of this document is 
provided to the parties of record at the time of 
issuance and, if applicable, interested persons. 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1 ), Florida 
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing that is available under Section 120.57, 
Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice should not be 
construed to mean all requests for an administrative hearing will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Mediation may be available on a case-by-case basis. If mediation is conducted, it does 
not affect a substantially interested person's right to a hearing. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature. Any person whose substantial 
interests are affected by the action proposed by this order may file a petition for a formal 
proceeding, in the form provided by Rule 28-106.201, Florida Administrative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Office of Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, by the close of business on November 18, 2013. 
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In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become final and effective upon the 
issuance of a Consummating Order. 

Any objection or protest filed in this/these docket(s) before the issuance date of this order 
is considered abandoned unless it satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 
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Generation-

Cumulative Total Only

Generation DSM  Reserve Reserve

Additions Additions Margin Margin

(MW) (MW) (%) (%) LOLP

 ---  ---  ---  ---  ---

2015 0 26 27.5 16.3 0.000387

2016 0 56 26.6 15.5 0.001819

2017 0 87 22.6 11.9 0.005140

2018 0 120 20.5 10.0 0.007782

2019 1,269 154 21.6 11.0 0.002467

2020 129 (PPA) 189 20.5 10.0 0.006933

2021 168 (PPA) 225 20.6 10.0 0.022382

2022 0 261 22.6 11.9 0.002163

2023 0 298 24.4 13.7 0.000176

2024 0 337 21.3 10.9 0.005863

2025 730 (PPA)  --- 20.0 10.0 0.007657

Generation-

Cumulative Total Only

Generation DSM  Reserve Reserve

Additions Additions Margin Margin

(MW) (MW) (%) (%) LOLP

 ---  ---  ---  ---  ---

2015 0 26 27.5 16.3 0.000387

2016 0 56 26.6 15.5 0.001819

2017 0 87 22.6 11.9 0.005140

2018 0 120 20.5 10.0 0.007782

2019 1,269 154 21.6 11.0 0.002467

2020 16 (PPA) 189 20.0 9.6 0.008650

2021 38 (PPA) 225 20.0 9.5 0.028727

2022 0 261 22.6 11.9 0.002163

2023 0 298 24.4 13.7 0.000176

2024 0 337 21.3 10.9 0.005863

2025 730 (PPA)  --- 20.0 10.0 0.007657

Plan with 10% Generation Only RM

Plan without 10% Generation Only RM
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AFFIDAVIT 

Steven R. Shn 

State of Florida ) 

County of /YI illlni ~~ 

I hereby certifY that on this.:zq1fa;, of ~ 2014, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Steven R. Sim who is personally known to me, and he acknowledged 

before me that he sponsored the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 22, 23, 26, 27, 31-33, 38, 

40-42, 50-62, 64, 68 and 70, and co-sponsored Nos. 69 and 73 from Staffs 2"d Set of 

Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 130 199-EI, and that 

the responses are hue and correct based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis»day of ~ , 2014. 

Notary Public, State of Florida 

Notary Stamp: 
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Q.
What are the annual total reserve margin values and the Loss-Of-Load-Probability (LOLP) 
analysis for the period 2015 through 2025 with, and without, the Company’s proposed 10 
percent generation reserve margin?

A.
FPL interprets the interrogatory to be requesting projected total reserve margin and LOLP values 
for the resource plan that was the basis of FPL’s proposed DSM goals both with and without the 
10% GRM reliability criterion that FPL has adopted.  That information is provided in 
Attachment No. 1.  As indicated in the portion of FPL’s response to Staff's Second Set of 
Interrogatories No.  53 that pertains to the RIM 337 MW resource plan, there is very little 
difference between this resource plan and how this resource plan would have changed if FPL had 
not adopted the GRM reliability criterion.  The two resource plans differ only in two years and 
only by relatively small PPA MW amounts in those two years:  by 113 MW in 2020 and by 130 
MW in 2021. Therefore, there are differences in total reserve margin and LOLP values between 
the two resource plans in only these two years and these differences are relatively small.  The 
differences that appear show small reliability advantages for the original resource plan that 
includes the GRM reliability criterion compared to an alternate resource plan that does not 
include these additional PPA MW amounts. 
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This document last updated on 01-Dec-2014

EENS 3050 Natural Disasters

Tulane University Prof. Stephen A. Nelson

Meteorites, Impacts, and Mass Extinction

Meteorites

On February 15, 2013 a meteor exploded in the sky over Chelyabinsk, southern Russia.  
Although no people or buildings were hit by the resulting meteorite, the shockwave from the 
exploding object injured about 1500 people and caused damage to 7200 buildings in the 
region.  The fireball and was caught on video, mainly by dash cameras throughout the region, 
which were posted on the internet by news organizations individuals.  Although the 
Chelyabinsk meteorite probably weighed about 12,000–13,000 metric tonnes, and measured 17 
to 20 m in diameter before it exploded, sientists were quick to point out that it was very small 
compared to other objects that could potentially hit the earth.   The explosion released energy 
estimated at about 500 kilotons of TNT (about 20 to 30 times more energy than the Hiroshima 
atomic bomb).  The event brought to the world's attention the very real hazards associated with 
the impact of objects from outer space. 

A Meteorite is a piece of rock from outer space that strikes the surface of the Earth.

A Meteoroid is a meteorite before it hits the surface of the Earth.

Meteors are glowing fragments of rock matter from outside the Earth's atmosphere that burn 
and glow upon entering the Earth's atmosphere.  They are more commonly known as shooting 
stars.  Some meteors, particularly larger ones, may survive passage through the atmosphere to 
become meteorites, but most are small objects that burn up completely in the atmosphere.  
They are not, in reality, shooting stars.

Fireballs  are very bright meteors.

Meteor Showers - During certain times of the year, the Earth's orbit passes through a belt of 
high concentration of cosmic dust and other particles, and many meteors are observed.  The 
Perseid Shower, results from passage through one of these belts every year in mid-August, and 
Leonid shower occurs in mid-November.

Throughout history there have been reports of stones falling from the sky, but the scientific 
community did not recognize the extraterrestrial origin of meteorites until the 1700s.  Within 
recent history meteorites have even hit humans-

1938 - a small meteorite crashed through the roof of a garage in Illinois

1954 - A 5kg meteorite fell through the roof of a house in Alabama.

1992 - A small meteorite demolished a car near New York City.
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2003 - A 20 kg meteorite crashed through a 2 story house in uptown New Orleans

2003 - A shower of meteorites destroyed several houses and injured 20 people in India

Meteorite fragments have been found all over the surface of the Earth, although most have been 
found in Antarctica.  In Antarctica they are easily seen on the snow covered surface or 
embedded in ice.

The fall of meteorites to the Earth's surface is part of the continuing process of accretion of the 
Earth from the dust and rock of space.  When these rock fragments come close enough to the 
Earth to be attracted by its gravity they may fall to the Earth to become part of it.  As we will 
see the evolution of life on the Earth has likely been affected by collisions with these space 
objects, and collisions could affect the Earth in the future as well.

Composition and Classification of Meteorites

Meteorites can be classified generally into three types:

Stones - Stony meteorites resemble rocks found on and within the Earth. They are the 
most common type of meteorite, although because they resemble Earth rocks they are not 
commonly recognized as meteorites unless someone actually witnesses their fall.  Stony 
meteorites are composed mainly of the minerals olivine, and pyroxene.  Some have a 
composition that is roughly equivalent to the Earth's mantle.  Two types are recognized:

Chondrites - Chondrites are the most common type of stony meteorite. They are 
made of olivine, pyroxene, and iron - nickel alloys that are magnetic.   They are 
composed of small round spheres, called chondrules, made of the minerals olivine 
and pyroxene. They appear to have formed by rapid melting followed by rapid 
cooling early in the history of the solar system. Most chondrites have radiometric 
age dates of about 4.6 billion years.  

Achondrites - Achondrites are composed of the same minerals as chondrites, but 
lack the chondrules. They appear to have been heated, melted, and recrystallized so 
that the chondrules are no longer present.  Most resemble igneous rocks found on 
the Earth.

Irons - Iron meteorites are composed of alloys of iron and nickel. They are easily 
recognized because they have a much higher density than normal crustal rocks. Thus, 
most meteorites found by the general populace are iron meteorites. All are magnetic. 
When cut and polished, iron meteorites show a distinct texture called a Widmanstätten 
pattern.  This pattern results from slow cooling of a once hot solid material.  Most 
research suggest that such slow cooling occurred in the core of much larger body that has 
since been fragmented. Iron meteorites give us a clue to the composition of the Earth's 
core.

Stony Irons - Stony iron meteorites consist of a mixture of stony silicate material and 
iron.  Some show the silicates embedded in a matrix of iron-nickel alloy. Others occur as 
a breccia, where fragments of stony and iron material have been cemented together by 
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either heat or chemical reactions.

Origin of Meteorites
Most meteorites appear to be fragments of larger bodies called parent bodies.  These could 
have been small planets or large asteroids that were part of the original solar system.  There are 
several possibilities as to where these parent bodies, or their fragments, originated.

The Asteroid Belt
The asteroid belt is located between the orbits of Mars and Jupiter.  It consists of a 
swarm of about 100,000 objects called asteroids.  Asteroids are small rocky bodies with 
irregular shapes that have a cratered surface.  About 4,000 of these asteroids have been 
officially classified and their orbital paths are known.  Once they are so classified they 
are given a name.  

The asteroids are either remnants of a planet that formed in the region between Mars and 
Jupiter but was later broken up by a collision with another planetary body, or are 
fragments that failed to accrete into a planet.  The latter possibility is more likely because 
the total mass of the asteroids is not even equal to our moon.  It does appear that some of 
the asteroids are large enough to have undergone internal differentiation.  Differentiation 
is a process that forms layering in a planetary body (i.e. the Earth has differentiated into a 
core, mantle, and crust). If these larger asteroids did in fact undergo differentiation, then 
this could explain the origin of the different types of meteorites.  Because of the shapes 
of the asteroids it also appears that some of them have undergone fragmentation resulting 
from collisions with other asteroids.  Such collisions could have caused the larger bodies 
to be broken up into the smaller objects we observe as meteorites.

The Asteroids as Parent Bodies of Meteorites 

Much evidence suggests that the asteroids could be the parent bodies of meteorites. 
The larger ones could have differentiated into a core, mantle, and crust. 
Fragmentation of these large bodies would then have done two things:  First the 
fragments would explain the various types of meteorites found on Earth - the 
stones representing the mantle and crust of the original parent body, the irons 
representing the cores, and the stony irons the boundary between the core and 
mantle of the parent bodies. Second, the collisions that caused the fragmentation 
could send the fragments into Earth-crossing orbits.

Some of the asteroids have orbits that bring them close to Earth.  These are called 
Amor objects.  Some have orbital paths that cross the orbital path of the Earth.  
These are called Earth-crossing asteroids or Apollo objects.  All objects that have 
a close approach to the Earth are often referred to as Near Earth Objects or 
NEOs.  About 150 NEOs with diameters between 1 and 8 km are known, but this 
is only a fraction of the total number.  Many NEOs will eventually collide with the 
Earth.  These objects have unstable orbits because they are under the gravitational 
influence of both the Earth and Mars.  The source of these objects is likely the 
asteroid belt.
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Comets as Parent Bodies of Meteorites 

A Comet is a body that orbits around the Sun with an eccentric orbit. These orbits are not 
circular like those of the planets and are not necessarily within the same plane as the 
planets.  Most comets have elliptical orbits which send them to the far outer reaches of 
the solar system and back toward a closer approach to the sun. As a comet approaches 
the sun, solar radiation generates gases from evaporation of the comet's surface. These 
gases are pushed away from the comet and glow in the sun light, thus giving the comet 
its tail. While the outer surface of comets appear to composed of icy material like water 
and carbon dioxide solids, they likely contain a more rocky nucleus.  Because of their 
eccentric orbits, many comets eventually cross the orbit of the Earth.  Many meteor 
showers may be caused by the Earth crossing an orbit of a fragmented comet.
The collision of a cometary fragment is 
thought to have occurred in the Tunguska 
region of Siberia in 1908.  The blast was 
about the size of a 15 megaton nuclear 
bomb.  It knocked down trees in an area 
about 850 square miles, but did not leave a 
crater.  Although still controversial, the 
general consensus among scientists is that a 
cometary fragment about 20 to 60 meters in 
diameter exploded in the Earth's 
atmosphere just above the Earth's surface. 
A similar event if it happened over a large 
city, would be devastating. 

Other Sources

While the asteroid belt seems like the most likely source of meteorites, some meteorites 
appear to have come from other places.  Some meteorites have chemical compositions 
similar to samples brought back from the moon. Others are thought to have originated on 
Mars. These types of meteorites could have been ejected from the Moon or Mars by 
collisions with other asteroids, or from Mars by volcanic eruptions. 

Impact Events

When a large object impacts the surface of the Earth, the rock at the site of the impact is 
deformed and some of it is ejected into the atmosphere to eventually fall back to the surface.  
This results in a bowl shaped depression with a raised rim, called an Impact Crater.  The size 
of the impact crater depends on such factors as the size and velocity of the impacting object and 
the angle at which it strikes the surface of the Earth.

Meteorite Flux and Size
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Meteorite flux is the total mass of extraterrestrial objects that strike the Earth.  This is currently 
about 107 to 109 kg/year. Much of this material is dust-sized objects called micrometeorites.   
The frequency at which meteorites of different sizes strike the Earth depends on the size of the 
objects, as shown in the graph below.  Note the similarity between this graph and the flood 
recurrence interval graphs we looked at in our discussion of flooding.  
Tons of micrometeorites strike the Earth each day. Because of their small size, they do not 
usually burn up when entering the Earth's atmosphere, but instead settle slowly to the surface. 
Meteorites with diameters of about 1 mm strike the Earth about once every 30 seconds.  Upon 
entering the Earth's atmosphere the friction of passage through the atmosphere generates enough 
heat to melt or vaporize the objects, resulting in so called shooting stars. 

Meteorites of larger sizes strike the Earth less frequently.  If they have a size greater than about 
2 or 3 cm, they only partially melt or vaporize on passage through the atmosphere, and thus 
strike the surface of the Earth.

Objects with sizes greater than 1 km are considered to produce effects that would be 
catastrophic, because an impact of such an object would produce global effects.  Such 
meteorites strike the Earth relatively infrequently - a 1 km sized object strikes the Earth about 
once every million years, and 10 km sized objects about once every 100 million years.

Velocity and Energy Release of Incoming Objects

The velocities at which small meteorites have impacted the Earth range from 4 to 40 km/sec.  
Larger objects would not be slowed down much by the friction associated with passage through 
the atmosphere, and thus would impact the Earth with high velocity. Calculations show that a 
meteorite with a diameter of 30 m, weighing about 300,000 tons, traveling at a velocity of 15 
km/sec (33,500 miles/hour) would release energy equivalent to about 20 million tons of TNT.   
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Such a meteorite struck at Meteor Crater, Arizona (the Barringer Crater) about 49,000 years ago 
leaving a crater 1200 m in diameter and 200 m deep. 

The amount of energy released by an impact depends on the size of the impacting body and its 
velocity. 

E = ½ MV2

where E = Energy, M = Mass (depends on size and density of the object), and V = Velocity

An impact like the one that struck 
the Yucatan Peninsula, in Mexico 
about 65 million years ago, thought 
responsible for the extinction of the 
dinosaurs and numerous other 
species, created the Chicxulub 
Crater, 180 km in diameter and 
released energy equivalent to about 
100 million megatons of TNT.  

For comparison, the amount of energy needed to create a nuclear winter on the Earth as a result 
of nuclear war is about 8,000 megatons, and the energy equivalent of the world's nuclear 
arsenal is about 60,000 megatons.

Cratered Surfaces

Looking at the surface of the Moon, one is impressed by the fact that most of the surface 
features of the moon are shaped by impact craters.  The Earth is subject to more than twice the 
amount of impacting events than the moon because of its larger size and higher gravitational 
attraction. Yet, the Earth does not show a cratered surface like the moon.  The reason for this is 
that the surface of the Earth is continually changing due to processes like erosion, weathering, 
tectonism, sedimentation, and volcanism.  Thus, the only craters that are evident on the Earth 
are either very young, very large, or occurred on stable continental areas that have not been 
subject to intense surface modification processes.  Currently, approximately 200 terrestrial 
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impact structures have been identified, with the discovery rate of new structures in the range of 
3-5 per year. 

The Mechanics of Impact Cratering

When a large extraterrestrial object enters the Earth's atmosphere the initial impact with the 
atmosphere will compress the atmosphere, sending a shock wave through the air.  Frictional 
heating will cause the object to heat and glow.  Melting and even vaporization of the outer parts 
of the object will begin, but if the object is large enough, solid material will remain when it 
impacts the surface of the Earth.  

Impacts of large meteorites have never 
been observed by humans.  Much of our 
knowledge about what happens next must 
come from scaled experiments.  As the 
solid object plows into the Earth, it will 
compress the rocks to form a depression 
and cause a jet of fragmented rock and 
dust to be expelled into the atmosphere. 
This material   is called ejecta.  The 
impact will send a shock wave into the 
rocks below, and the rocks will be crushed 
into small fragments to form a breccia.  
Some of the ejecta will be hot enough to 
vaporize, and the heat generated by the 
impact could be high enough to actually 
melt the rock at the site of the impact.   
The shock wave entering the Earth will 
first move in as a compressional wave (P-
wave), but after passage of the 
compressional wave an expansion wave 
(rarefaction wave) will move back toward 
the surface.  This will cause the floor of 
the crater to be uplifted and may also 
cause the rock around the rim of the crater 
to bent upward.  Faulting may also occur 
in the rocks around the crater, causing the 
crater to become enlarged, and have a 
concentric set of rings.

The ejecta will eventually settle back to the Earth's surface forming an ejecta blanket that is 
thick near the crater rim and thins outward from the crater.   Rocks below the crater that were 
not melted by the impact will be intensely fractured.  All of this would happen in a matter of 1 
to 2 minutes.
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Meteorite Impacts and Mass Extinctions

The impact of a space object with a size greater than about 1 km would be expected to be felt 
over the entire surface of the Earth.  Smaller objects would certainly destroy the ecosystem in 
the vicinity of the impact, similar to the effects of a volcanic eruption, but larger impacts could 
have a worldwide effect on life on the Earth. We will here first consider the possible effects of 
an impact, and then discuss how impacts may have resulted in mass extinction of species on the 
Earth in the past.

Regional and Global Effects
Again, we as humans have no firsthand knowledge of what the effects of an impact of a large 
meteorite (> 1 km in size) or comet would be.  Still, calculations can be made and scaled 
experiments can be conducted to estimate the effects. The general consensus is summarized 
here.

1. Massive earthquake - up to Richter Magnitude 13, and numerous large magnitude 
aftershocks would result from the impact of a large object with the Earth.

2. The large quantities of dust put into the atmosphere would block incoming solar 
radiation. The dust could take months to settle back to the surface.  Meanwhile, the Earth 
would be in a state of continual darkness, and temperatures would drop throughout the 
world, generating global winter like conditions. A similar effect has been postulated for 
the aftermath of a nuclear war (termed a nuclear winter).  Blockage of solar radiation 
would also diminish the ability of photosynthetic organisms, like plants, to 
photosynthesize. Since photosynthetic organisms are the base of the food chain, this 
would seriously disrupt all ecosystems. 

3. Widespread wildfires ignited by radiation from the fireball as the object passed through 
the atmosphere would be generated.  Smoke from these fires would further block solar 
radiation to enhance the cooling effect and further disrupt photosynthesis.

4. If the impact occurred in the oceans, a large steam cloud would be produced by the 
sudden evaporation of the seawater.  This water vapor and CO2 would remain in the 
atmosphere long after the dust settles.  Both of these gases are greenhouse gases which 
scatter solar radiation and create a warming effect.  Thus, after the initial global cooling, 
the atmosphere would undergo global warming for many years after the impact.

5. If the impact occurred in the oceans, giant tsunami would be generated.  For a 10 km-
diameter object the leading edge would hit the seafloor of the deep ocean basins before 
the top of the object had reached sea level.  The tsunami from such an impact is estimated 
to produce waves from 1 to 3 km high.  These could easily flood the interior of 
continents.

6. Large amounts of nitrogen oxides would result from combining Nitrogen and Oxygen in 
the atmosphere due to the shock produced by the impact.  These nitrogen oxides would 
combine with water in the atmosphere to produce nitric acid which would fall back to the 
surface as acid rain, resulting in the acidification of surface waters. 
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The Geologic Record of Mass Extinction

It has long been known that extinction of large percentages families or species of organisms 
have occurred at specific times in the history of our planet.  Among the mechanisms that have 
been suggested to have caused these mass extinctions have been large volcanic eruptions, 
changes in climatic conditions, changes in sea level, and, more recently, meteorite impacts.  
While the meteorite impact theory of mass extinctions has become accepted by many scientists 
for particular extinction events, there is still considerable controversy among scientists. In this 
course we will accept the possibility that an impact with a large object could have caused at 
least some of the mass extinction events, as it would certainly seem possible given the effects 
that an impact could have, as discussed above.  Still, because of their are many other 
possibilities for the cause of mass extinctions, please read your book  for the arguments against 
the impact theory.

Major extinction events occurred at 

the end of the Tertiary Period, 1.6 
million years (m.y.) ago.
the end of the Cretaceous Period, 
marking the boundary between the 
Cretaceous and Tertiary periods 65 
m.y. ago. (Geologists use the letter K to 
stand for Cretaceous Period and the 
letter T for the Tertiary Period. Thus 
this boundary is commonly called the 
K-T boundary).
the end of the Triassic, 208 m.y. ago.
the end of the Permian, 245 m.y. ago 
(estimated that over 96% of the species 
alive at the time became extinct).
the end of the Devonian, 360 m.y. ago
the end of Ordovician, 438 m.y. ago
the end of the Cambrian period, 505 
m.y. ago 

The mass extinction at the end of the Mesozoic Era, that is the Cretaceous - Tertiary boundary 
(often called the K-T boundary) 65 million years ago, shows much evidence that it was related 
to an impact with an extraterrestrial object. This event resulted in the extinction of over 50% of 
the species living at the time, including the dinosaurs. In 1978 a group of scientist led by 
Walter Alvarez of the University of California, Berkeley, were able to locate the K-T boundary 
very precisely in layers of limestones near Gubbio, Italy. At the boundary they found a thin 
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clay layer.  Chemical analysis of the clay revealed that it contains an anomalously high 
concentration of the rare element Iridium (Ir).  Ir has extremely low concentrations in most 
crustal rocks, however it reaches very high concentrations in meteorites.  The only other 
possible source of high concentrations of Ir is basaltic magmas.  Over the next several years, 
the K-T boundary was located at several other sites throughout the world, and also found to 
have a thin clay layer with high concentrations of Ir.  Although a large eruption of basaltic 
magma could not immediately be ruled out as the source of the high concentration of Ir, other 
evidence began to accumulate that the fallout of impact ejecta had been responsible for both the 
thin clay layers and the high concentrations of Ir.  Among the evidence found at different 
localities where the K-T boundary is exposed is:

Clay layers at some localities have a high proportion of black carbon that could have 
originated as soot produced by wildfires set off by an impact.

Some of the clay layers contain grains of quartz with a crystal structure that shows 
evidence that the quartz was severely strained by a large shock.

In some clay layers tiny grains of  the mineral stishovite is found. Stishovite is a high 
pressure form of SiO2 that is not found at the Earth's surface except around known 
meteorite impact sites.  The mineral can only be produced as a result of extremely deep 
burial in the Earth, or by high pressure generated by an impact.

Other clay layers contain tiny spherical droplets of glass, called spherules.  The glass is 
not basaltic in composition, but could represent droplets of melt formed during an impact 
event. 

At the time of these discoveries, there 
was no known impact structure on the 
Earth with an age of 65 million years.  
This is not unexpected, since 71% of 
the Earth's surface is covered by water, 
and is largely unexplored.  But, in the 
late 1980s attention started to be 
focused on a buried impact site near 
the tip of the Yucatan Peninsula, in 
Mexico.  Here oil geologists had 
drilled through layers of brecciated 
rock and found  impact melt rock.  
Further geophysical studies revealed a 
circular structure about 180 km in 
diameter.  Radiometric dating reveals 
that the structure, called the Chicxulub 
Crater,  formed about 65 million years 
ago.  

Although the crater itself is now filled and buried by younger rocks, drilling throughout the 
Gulf of Mexico has revealed the presence of shocked quartz, glass spherules, and soot in 
deposits the same age as the crater.  In addition, geologists have found deposits from the 
tsunami that was generated by the impact all along the Gulf of Mexico coast extending 
considerable distance inland from the current shoreline. (See simulation at http://es.ucsc.edu/%
7Eward/chix.mov) The size of the crater suggest that the object that produced it was about 10 
km in diameter.  
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While there is still some debate among geologists and paloebiologists as to whether or not the 
extinctions that occurred at the K-T boundary were caused by the impact that formed 
Chicxulub Crater, it is clear that an impact did occur about 65 million years ago, and that it 
likely had effects that were global in scale. What would happen if another such event occurred 
while we humans dominate the surface of the Earth, and what could we as humans do, if 
anything to prevent such a catastrophic disaster?
Human Hazards

It should be clear that even if an impact of a large space object did not cause the extinction of 
humans, the effects would cause a natural disaster of proportions never witnessed by the human 
race.  Here we first look at the chances that such an impact could occur, then look at how we 
can predict or provide warning of such an event, and finally discuss ways that we might be able 
to protect ourselves from such an event. 

Risk - It is estimated that in any given year the odds that you will die from an impact of 
an asteroid or comet are between 1 in 3,000 and 1 in 250,000.  The table below shows the 
odds of dying in the U.S. from various other causes.  Although this seems like long odds, 
you have a about the of dying from other natural disasters likes floods and tornadoes.  In 
fact the odds of dying from an impact event are much better than the odds of winning the 
Powerball lottery. 

Odds of Dying in the U.S. from Selected Causes in a Human Lifetime
Data from Abbott (2012)

Cause Odds
Motor Vehicle Accident 1 in 90 
Murder 1 in 185
Fire 1 in 250
Firearms Accident 1 in 2,500
Drowning 1 in 9,000
Flood 1 in 27,000
Airplane Crash 1 in 30,000
Tornado 1 in 60,000
Asteroid/Comet Impact Global 1 in 75,000
Earthquake 1 in 130,000
Lightning 1 in 135,000
Asteroid/Comet Impact Regional 1 in 1,600,000
Food Poisoning by Botulism 1 in 3,000,000
Shark Attack 1 in 8,000.000 
Odds of winning the PowerBall 1 in 195,249,054
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In March, 1989 an asteroid named 1989 FC passed within 700,000 km of the Earth, 
crossing the orbit of the Earth.  It was not discovered until after it had passed through the 
orbit of the Earth.  Its size was estimated to be about 0.5 km.   Such a body is expected to 
hit the Earth about once every million years or so, and would release energy equivalent to 
about 10,000 megatons of TNT, a little greater than the energy released in a nuclear war, 
and enough to cause nuclear winter event (see graph above).  Although 700,000 km 
seems like a long distance, it translates to a miss of the Earth by only a few hours at 
orbital velocities.

On March 19, 2004, a 30 m diameter asteroid, named 2004 FH, passed within 26,500 
miles (43,000 km) of earth, just beyond the orbit of weather satellites.  The object was 
small , and likely would have only caused a local effect if it had hit the earth's 
atmosphere, but it was discovered only 4 days before it passed. 

On November 8, 2011, Asteroid 2005 YU55, 400 m in diameter passed within the 
moon’s orbit.   It was the first time such an object was known and photographed before it 
reached its nearest point to the earth  -
http://www.nasa.gov/multimedia/videogallery/index.html?media_id=120141271

In June of 2012, Asteroid 2012 LZ1 passed within about 3 million miles of Earth.  
Although it was never a threat, the fact that it was discovered only a few days before was 
alarming.   Furthermore, its size was originally estimated to be only 500 m in diameter, 
as it passed, scientists realized that this was an underestimate.  Its size turned out to be 
about 1 km.

The Torino Scale - In order to develop a better means of communicating the potential 
hazards of a possible impact with a space object, scientists have developed a scale that 
describes the potential (see - http://neo.jpl.nasa.gov/torino_scale.html).  The scale is 
called the Torino Scale, and is shown below. 

Events Having No Likely 
Consequences 
(White Zone)

0

The likelihood of a collision is zero, or well below 
the chance that a random object of the same size 
will strike the Earth within the next few decades. 
This designation also applies to any small object 
that, in the event of a collision, is unlikely to reach 
the Earth's surface intact.

Events Meriting Careful 
Monitoring 

(Green Zone)
1

The chance of collision is extremely unlikely, 
about the same as a random object of the same size 
striking the Earth within the next few decades.

Events Meriting Concern 
(Yellow Zone)

2 A somewhat close, but not unusual encounter. 
Collision is very unlikely.

3 A close encounter, with 1% or greater chance of a 
collision capable of causing localized destruction.

4 A close encounter, with 1% or greater chance of a 
collision capable of causing regional devastation.

5 A close encounter, with a significant threat of a 
collision capable of causing regional devastation.
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Threatening Events 
(Orange Zone)

6 A close encounter, with a significant threat of a 
collision capable of causing a global catastrophe.

7
A close encounter, with an extremely significant 
threat of a collision capable of causing a global 
catastrophe.

Certain Collisions 
(Red Zone)

8
A collision capable of causing localized 
destruction. Such events occur somewhere on Earth 
between once per 50 years and once per 1000 
years.

9
A collision capable of causing regional devastation. 
Such events occur between once per 1000 years 
and once per 100,000 years.

10
A collision capable of causing a global climatic 
catastrophe. Such events occur once per 100,000 
years, or less often.

Prediction and Warning - In 1998 scientists and Congress approved the Spaceguard 
Survey which had a goal of identifying 90% of all NEOs with a size greater than 1 km. In 
September, 2011, NASA announced that they had identified 93% of all NEOs of this size 
and that of the total number estimated to exist (989) they had identified 911. For mid-
sized NEOs, with sizes between 100 m and 1 km, 5,200 have been found and are being 
tracked, but it is estimated that there are still over 15,000 of such bodies that have not yet 
been discovered. 

Mitigation - Impacts are the only natural hazard that we can prevent from happening by 
either deflecting the incoming object or destroying it.  Of course, we must first know 
about such objects and their paths in order to give us sufficient warning to prepare a 
defense.  Sufficient time is usually thought to be about 10 years.  This would likely give 
us enough time to prepare a space mission to intercept the object and deflect its path by 
setting off a nuclear explosion.  Currently, however, there are no detailed plans.  But, 
even if we did not have the ability to destroy or deflect such an object, 10 years warning 
would provide sufficient time to store food and supplies, and maybe even evacuate the 
area immediately surrounding the expected impact site. 

Examples of questions on this material that could be asked on an exam 

1. Define the following: (a) meteorite, (b) meteoroid, (c) shooting star, (d) meteor, (e) 
comet, (f) Apollo object, (g) asteroid belt, (h) Torino Scale. 

2. What would be the global effects if an object greater than 1 km in size collided with 
Earth?

3. What is the evidence that large objects have collided with Earth in the past?
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4. Is there any evidence that large objects have collided with Earth and had an effect on 
life?  If so, what is the evidence and what were the effects?

5. What is the best possible mitigation for an impact disaster?  How much time would we 
need to prepare such mitigation? 

Return to EENS 3050 Homepage
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 Resource adequacy is of critical importance to utilities, consumers, and regulators. 
The financial impact of shedding firm load or having scarcity events in the electric energy 
market can be measured in billions of dollars as evidenced by the California Energy Crisis in 
the early 2000‘s and more recently during the extreme weather in Texas in the summer of 
2011. These events illustrate that the value provided by electric service far exceeds the 
physical costs of producing the electricity. Surveys of electric service outage costs indicate 
that the Value of Lost Load (VOLL) can be $15,000/MWh1 or greater while the production 
cost of a marginal unit can be only $50/MWh – a factor of 300x. This comparison, however, 
ignores a critical component of the economics of resource adequacy – the carrying costs of 
having excess capacity available during those peak hours. Assuming the carrying cost of new 
capacity is $100,000/MW-yr and VOLL is $15,000/MWh, the capacity must be used to 
prevent firm load shed more than 6 hours per year to be economically justified. However, in 
most regions, marginal capacity is needed to prevent firm load shed much less frequently. 
The resource adequacy standard many regions plan to is a Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) 
of one firm load shed event in 10 years (herein referred to as 1-in-10 LOLE), suggesting the 
last resource added to the system is only needed approximately 0.3 hours per year2. At this 
frequency of utilization, VOLL would have to be an unrealistic $300,000/MWh to justify the 
last resource addition.  For a point of reference, $300,000/MWh VOLL is comparable to 
$900 for keeping the power on in a normal sized house for one hour3. This review suggests 
that if marginal capacity‘s only benefit was avoiding firm load shed events, it is unlikely 
economics would justify maintaining a system as reliable as we have today. The example 
above illustrated the economics for only shedding firm load due to generation deficiency 
once every 10 years. However, actual resource adequacy is typically even higher than that. 
While distribution related outages occur several hours per year for most customers4, most 
regions in the Eastern Interconnection have not experienced generation deficiency caused 
firm load shed events in decades.  
 
 But is resource adequacy solely about having enough capacity to meet firm load 
obligations? Or are there other benefits of reserves that should be considered when setting 
target Reserve Margins5? When load is high and supplies are scarce, market prices can far 
exceed the production cost of an efficient Combustion Turbine (CT).  How much of these 
costs should be avoided by building additional capacity? There are also other substantive 
benefits of having robust levels of reserves such as avoiding the dispatch of high cost units or 
energy limited resources. Economic resource adequacy assessments should take a 

                                                 
1 Estimates of VOLL vary widely. The range of estimates and their impact on resource adequacy planning 

are discussed in Section IV. 
2 A typical firm load shed event has a 3 hour duration. One event in 10 years equals 3 hours in 10 years or 

0.3 hours per year. 
3 An average house uses 3kW on peak. Three kWh divided by 1000 kW/MW times $300,000/MWh = 

$900. 
4 Newell, Sam, ―ERCOT Investment Incentives and Resource Adequacy‖, Retrieved August 25, 2012 from 

http://www.ercot.com/content/news/presentations/2012/The%20Brattle%20Group%20Presentation%2
0for%20PUCT%20July%2027%202012%20Work.pdf 

5 In this paper, Reserve Margin is calculated by:  (Total Capacity Resources – Expected Annual Peak 
Load) / Expected Annual Peak Load. Conventional resources and demand side programs are counted 
at full nameplate or designated capacity. Demand side resources are accounted for in projecting the 
Expected Annual Peak Load.  Only a portion of intermittent resource nameplate capacity is counted as 
a capacity resource.  
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comprehensive approach to calculating the trade-off between the cost of additional capacity 
and the economic benefit provided by those resources. This white paper attempts to quantify 
this trade-off for a defined base case and a number of sensitivities. The point at which the 
cost of further resource additions is equal to the economic benefit provided by such additions 
is herein referred to as the economic reserve margin or economically optimal reserve margin 
or risk neutral economic reserve margin.   
 
 For the case study included in this paper, the economic optimal reserve margin is 
based on minimizing total systems costs from the perspective of the customers of a vertically 
integrated utility.  These costs include all production costs of the utility plus net imports from 
outside regions plus the societal costs of firm load shed events.  In this setup, during 
reliability events, only incremental purchases are assigned high costs since all load served by 
the utility's resources is priced at its respective production cost. In these hours, customers 
continue to receive the benefit of low cost, base load units such as coal and nuclear. The total 
customer costs then are a combination of low cost energy from existing resources plus 
incremental energy purchases from the market at higher costs during capacity shortfalls. 
Also, in this type of environment, a utility pays for incremental capacity costs which are 
included as part of total system costs. However, in structured markets, the cost of energy is 
the same for all load since energy is priced based on the marginal resource. If the market 
price of energy is $800/MWh, then all load must pay this price. However, the mechanism 
under which energy costs are ultimately passed on to customers can be quite different from 
region to region depending on market structure and whether or not a load serving entity self 
supplies a large portion of its load. Also, capacity costs are frequently handled differently. 
The question of economic reliability is fundamentally different in these markets and is 
addressed separately in this paper.    
 
 The following key conclusions were made based on the resource adequacy assessment 
research and simulated case study:   
 

 Reviews of various resource adequacy assessments in the Eastern Interconnection 
indicate wide variations in the way capacity is counted, what level of benefit will be 
received from emergency operating procedures, and what assumptions and tools are 
used. Even though many regions use 1-in-10 LOLE or a similar metric, these 
variations make the comparison of reliability difficult. 

 Most prior studies that evaluated the economics of resource adequacy indicated low 
optimal economic reserve margins. The authors believe this is primarily because only 
a subset of all customer benefits of the marginal capacity was captured. 

 When considering all benefits (production cost savings, import cost savings during 
shortages, and the societal cost of Expected Unserved Energy (EUE)) of marginal 
capacity from the perspective of a customer of a single vertically integrated utility, the 
economic reserve margin is greater than that indicated by 1-in-10 LOLE for many 
regions. However, system size, resource mix, load shape, market availability and 
other factors can affect the optimum economic reserve margin and make it either 
higher or lower than the 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin. 

 If economic targets were based solely on societal costs (production costs plus the cost 
of EUE) and ignored scarcity pricing that result in transfers of wealth to outside 
regions or generators, the economic target would decrease by several percentage 
points.  However, the authors do not believe this setup is realistic or desirable.   

 Risk analysis shows that a range of reserve margins slightly above the economic 
optimal reserve margin can avoid a number of potentially high cost scenarios for little 
additional cost. 
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 Modeling assumptions for neighboring regions such as weather diversity and import 
capability have a significant impact on both the 1-in-10 LOLE and economic optimal 
reserve margin 

 Because unserved energy is de minimus at a 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin, the 
Value of Lost Load has little impact on the economic analysis.  Instead it is driven by 
the dispatch of high cost resources and scarcity pricing events which occur much 
more frequently than loss of load events.   

 Not all capacity resources provide the same value. Most resource planners recognize 
that wind and solar may provide little load carrying capability relative to their 
nameplate capacity.  However, in addition to those resources, demand response, 
energy storage, and hydro also have very different load carrying capability as well as 
economic capacity value, and their respective value should be taken into account. 

 Resource adequacy targets should evolve to properly balance the costs and benefits of 
reliability if the 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin level is not justified. 

 Merchant generators in energy only markets will likely not recover their fixed costs at 
a 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin or an economic optimal reserve margin based 
on the perspective of customers in a regulated utility environment.    

 Because all generators are paid the same price under current forward capacity market 
constructs, the total costs to consumers to maintain a 1-in-10 based reserve margin 
that is above the energy only market economic target will always be higher, however, 
there is some risk benefit seen by customers due to the reduction of high cost 
outcomes.   

Future Analysis 
 While this white paper provides a number of informative conclusions to assist 
regulators in reviewing the reasonableness of resource adequacy plans, many questions 
remain outstanding that were beyond the scope of the original effort. This paper was not 
designed to identify the most appropriate economic reserve margins for particular regions, 
utilities, ISOs and RTOs, but the case studies indicate they could be different from current 
targets by 5% or more. If current reserve margin targets are 5% too high or 5% too low, the 
economic inefficiency for individual regions could be in the hundreds of millions of dollars 
per year. Further, case studies indicated that changing penetrations of demand response and 
intermittent resources can affect resource adequacy planning, but the way that the impact of 
these resources should be addressed is highly specific to individual markets. Also, how 
should economic resource adequacy be addressed by states in structured markets?  

 The results of this white paper should not be construed to suggest that resource 
adequacy planning is already approximately optimal in the Eastern Interconnection. There are 
significant opportunities for resource adequacy planning to produce substantial economic 
benefits for consumers. Additional analysis could provide key insights into how this could be 
accomplished. 

 Potential Tasks: 
o Assess the economic efficiency of the reliability standards of particular 

regions, utilities, ISOs and RTOs in the Eastern Interconnect. To perform this 
assessment, the following steps would need to be performed: 

 Build load, resource, and transmission data for the remainder of the 
regions in the Eastern Interconnection 

 Refine unit availability data and transmission availability data for the 
regions already modeled. 
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 Perform simulations for the entire Eastern Interconnection and 
determine one economic optimal reserve margin assuming coordinated 
planning across the entire Interconnect.   

 Provide comparisons of economically derived reserve margins to 
current resource adequacy plans. 

 Provide additional sensitivities around key assumptions such as 
scarcity pricing, economic load forecast uncertainty, and demand 
response constraints.  

 Analyze different market structures and rules to understand the impact.   
Use economic reliability simulations to estimate demand curves for 
capacity markets.   

o Demand response programs play a significant and expanding role in 
addressing resource adequacy. As the penetration of demand response 
increases, the flexibility and availability required of these resources will also 
rise. The treatment of these programs in various market structures must also be 
considered as their value profile can be very different from traditional 
resources and can change vastly from program to program. Several 
sensitivities were performed to quantify some of these considerations, but 
additional work is warranted.  The additional work would primarily examine 
different types of demand response programs with different characteristics.  
These include reliability only, economic, and real time pricing programs.  
Optimal demand response portfolios could also be developed.   

o Resource adequacy is not just a concern during the peak hours of the year. 
Changing resource mixes will require different types of assessments to address 
flexibility requirements for many hours of the year due to wind and other 
intermittent resources. While the cost of intermittent resource integration has 
been addressed in a number of studies, the impact of intermittent resources on 
operational resource adequacy has not received as much focus. An additional 
assessment that captures the flexibility of existing resources, the variability of 
loads, and the variability of intermittent resources on time intervals from 
minutes to days could be performed with the Strategic Energy and Risk 
Valuation Model (SERVM) used for this white paper. In addition to providing 
an assessment of potential challenges including the frequency, magnitude, and 
financial impact of reliability problems due to intermittency, several 
alternative solutions could be modeled to identify the most reliable and cost 
effective approaches to mitigating these events. 

o The work performed in this study could be leveraged to assess the reliability 
impact of certain transmission components probabilistically. Pairing SERVM 
with a transmission model such as EPRI's TransCARE would allow for the 
assessment of combined generation and transmission reliability. SERVM 
would be used to develop scenarios of load, weather, and unit commitment 
and feed subsets of those scenarios to the transmission module to understand 
the impact of probabilistic operation and failure of specific transmission 
components. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Docket No. 150196-EI 
Economics of Resource Adequacy White Paper 
Exhibit KRR-7, Page 9 of 88



5 

 

  

Docket No. 150196-EI 
Economics of Resource Adequacy White Paper 
Exhibit KRR-7, Page 10 of 88



6 

I. HISTORY OF RESOURCE ADEQUACY AND HOW TARGETS SHOULD 

EVOLVE 

Resource Adequacy is a measure of an electric system‘s ability to provide adequate 
generation to meet all firm load obligations. If firm load obligations exceed the instantaneous 
generating capacity of a system, some firm load customers will have their access to electricity 
cut. This is a firm load shed event. Outages of firm load due to non-generation equipment 
failures and storms are not considered resource adequacy issues. Typical metrics of resource 
adequacy include Loss of Load Hours (LOLH), Loss of Load Probability (LOLP), Loss of 
Load Events (LOLE), and Expected Unserved Energy (EUE). LOLH is a count of the number 
of hours in a year expected to have firm load shed. LOLP is the ratio of hours or days 
expected to have any firm load shed to the total hours or days in a year and is expressed as a 
percentage. LOLE is typically measured as a count of the expected number of days with at 
least one hour of lost load. EUE is the sum of all the expected firm load energy shed 
measured in MWh. It is the only one of these metrics that considers the magnitude of the 
outage. (Section II expands on these definitions, interpretations, and implementations of 
traditional reliability metrics) 

Most electrical systems in North America have a resource adequacy target based on a 
defined physical reliability metric. While informal reliability targets have likely been utilized 
since electricity was first commercialized, the first mention of probabilistic resource 
adequacy assessments using specific physical reliability metrics identified in our research 
was in technical papers from the 30's and 40's. Giuseppe Calabrese‘ 1947 paper ‗Generating 
Reserve Capacity Determined by the Probability Method‘ references setting reliability targets 
based on an expected number of days of loss of load over a given number of years6. C.W. 
Watchorn wrote several papers which discuss the development of appropriate system 
capacity reserves. In one such paper, Watchorn states "It is believed that a reasonable level of 
service reliability...is a probability of failure to carry the load of in the order of an average 
rate of one day in from eight to ten years".7  However, the basis for that belief was not 
provided. Similar references to service reliability levels of 1 outage in every 10 years are 
made in dozens of technical papers from the 50's onward, although it is not clear from our 
review whether utilities or regions formalized resource adequacy targets around specific 
reliability metrics until several decades later. (See R. Billinton's bibliography of the history of 
resource adequacy assessments8 for further references) 

On November 9, 1965, a major electric power disruption in the Northeast US and 
Eastern Canada left 30 million people without power for over 12 hours. Although the cause 
of this event was primarily due to operator error, the event did occur during high load 
conditions.9 In an effort to prevent the occurrence of similar events, electric utilities formed 
the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) in 1968. NERC reliability standards 
are focused on operating practices to ensure security (―the ability of the electric system to 

                                                 
6 Calabrese, Giuseppe, "Generating Reserve Capacity Determined by the Probability Method," American 
 Institute of Electrical Engineers, Transactions of the IEEE, vol.66, no.1, pp.1439-1450, Jan. 1947 
7 Watchorn, C. W., "The Determination and Allocation of the Capacity Benefits Resulting from 
 Interconnecting Two or More Generating Systems," American Institute of Electrical Engineers, 
 Transactions of the IEEE , vol.69, no.2, pp.1180-1186, Jan. 1950 
8 Billinton, Roy, "Bibliography on the Application of Probability Methods in Power System Reliability 

Evaluation" IEEE Transmission Power Apparatus System, vol.91, no.2, pp.649-660, Mar/Apr 1972 
9 Northeast Blackout of 1965. Retrieved August 25, 2012, from 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northeast_blackout_of_1965 
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withstand sudden disturbances such as electric short circuits or unanticipated loss of system 
elements.‖

10). However, the renewed focus on overall reliability also led to the development 
of specific resource adequacy targets. Mid Atlantic Area Council (MAAC) Reliability 
Principles and Standards set in place in 1968 state: ―Sufficient megawatt generating capacity 
shall be installed to ensure that in each year for the MAAC system the probability of 
occurrence of load exceeding the available generating capacity shall not be greater, on the 
average, than one day in ten years.‖

11 Many other utilities and regions adopted similar 
standards.  

How Should Resource Adequacy Targets Evolve? 

One of the interesting aspects of reliability planning is that Resource Adequacy 
related outages represent a very small percentage of overall outages. As an example, the 
Brattle Group estimated that customers in Texas would average less than 1 minute per year of 
outages due to insufficient generation if the system was planned to maintain a 15% reserve 
margin.12 This compares to an actual average of 100 - 300 minutes of outages per customer 
when all types of outages, including transmission and distribution outages, are considered.13   
Statistics are similar nationwide. A survey of utilities shows 107 minutes of outages per 
customer when all types of outages are considered.14 Since resource adequacy events 
comprise only 1% or less of overall outages, why do they receive a high level of focus? 
Would a 1 in 5 or 1 in 2 LOLE be a reasonable level of physical reliability? 

While 1-in-10 LOLE appears to be difficult to support from solely a physical 
reliability standpoint, several regions note other benefits of high levels of reliability. PJM 
states that "a well planned and adequate power system will lead to a secure system in day to 
day operations."15 The California ISO suggests that high physical reliability supports the 
proper functioning of markets and that "market economics and reliability are inextricably 
intertwined." 16 There is little doubt that increased resource adequacy also plays a role in 
reducing high hourly market price scenarios. Many utilities mention additional unknowns 
beyond the factors considered in developing the 1-in-10 LOLE target such as fuel availability 
risk and environmental legislative risk that could force retirements of existing units. These 
points suggest there may be some margin of error embedded in the 1-in-10 LOLE target for 
some regions or utilities. In other words, unknown risks may push a system that is planned to 

                                                 
10 Glossary of Terms, prepared by the Glossary of terms Task force(GOTTF) North American Electric 

Reliability Council, GOTTF formed jointly by the NERC Engineering Committee(EC) and Operating 
Committee(OC), August 1996, www.nerc.com/glossary/glossary-body.html 

11 MAAC Reliability Principles and Standards, As adopted on July 18, 1968 by the Executive Board 
constituted under the MAAC Agreement, dated December 26, 1967 and revised March 30, 1990, 
Document A-1. 

12 Newell, Sam, ―ERCOT Investment Incentives and Resource Adequacy‖, Retrieved August 25, 2012 
from 
http://www.ercot.com/content/news/presentations/2012/The%20Brattle%20Group%20Presentation%2
0for%20PUCT%20July%2027%202012%20Work.pdf 

13 Ibid. 
14 LaCommare, Kristina, ―Understanding the Cost of Power Interruptions to U.S. Electricity Consumers‖, 

September 2004, Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Retrieved August 25, 2012 
from http://certs.lbl.gov/pdf/55718.pdf 

15 PJM Generation Adequacy Analysis, October 2003, PJM Interconnection L.L.C., Retrieved August 25, 
2012 from http://www.pjm.com/planning/resource-adequacy-planning/~/media/planning/res-
adeq/20040621-white-paper-sections12.ashx 

16 Business Practice Manual for Reliability Requirements, August 9, 2012, California ISO, Retrieved 
August 25, 2012 from https://bpm.caiso.com/bpm/bpm/doc/000000000001253 
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a 1-in-10 LOLE target to have reliability that is somewhat lower in actual practice. Beyond 
the benefits of high levels of reliability afforded by the 1 in 10 standard, resource planners 
may also have additional motivations for continuing to use the standard. The 1-in-10 LOLE 
target is simple to calculate and explain and it has substantial precedent.  

However, in relation to other cost/benefit analysis performed in the electric power 
industry, resource adequacy based on the 1-in-10 LOLE standard appears disproportionate. 
For example, in ERCOT, avoiding a hypothetical addition of 3,250 MW of new combustion 
turbines (a capital cost savings of more than $1.5B) would only increase customer's average 
resource adequacy outages from 0.1 minutes per year to 2.8 minutes per year.17 When 
compared with 100 - 300 minutes of distribution related outages per customer, the 
hypothetical combustion turbines do not appear to provide an economically justifiable 
reliability benefit. Later sections of this white paper quantify some of these other benefits of 
high reliability mentioned as qualitative motivations supporting the 1-in-10 LOLE standard. 
Further, with the changing generation resource mixes that include intermittent generation 
such as wind and solar and a greater penetration of demand response resources, economically 
optimal reserve margins may vary further from a 1-in-10 LOLE  standard than seen in prior 
studies. Our conclusions in this paper suggest that resource adequacy targets should evolve to 
properly balance the costs and benefits of reliability if the 1-in-10 LOLE level is not justified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
17Newell, Sam, ―ERCOT Investment Incentives and Resource Adequacy‖, July 2012, The Brattle Group, 

Retrieved August 25, 2012 from 
http://www.ercot.com/content/news/presentations/2012/The%20Brattle%20Group%20Presentation%2
0for%20PUCT%20July%2027%202012%20Work.pdf 
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II.  1 DAY IN 10 YEAR STANDARD 

A. TERMINOLOGY 

 Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE):  Expected number of firm load shed events an 
electric system expects in a given year 

 Loss of Load Probability (LOLP):  probability of firm load shed events typically 
expressed as a % of total hours in a year 

 Loss of Load hours (LOLH):  Expected number of hours of firm load shed events an  
system expects in a given year 

 1-in-10 LOLE Standard:  Most commonly calculated as 1 event in 10 years and equals 
0.1 LOLE per year 

 Reserve Margin:  (Resources – Peak Firm Demand) / Peak Firm Demand 
 Capacity Margin:  (Resources – Peak Firm Demand) / Resources 

 

Not all regions and planners use the same definitions for all of these terms. Some refer 
to LOLP as the probability of having one or more hours of loss of load in any year. Others 
refer to LOLE as an hourly metric.  

  

B. SURVEY SUMMARY 

The results of our survey show that most regions use a similar standard for setting or 
measuring generation adequacy. Under this standard, adequate reliability is defined as the 
level of reserves that provide an expectation of less than one event in 10 years due to 
generation deficiency. While there are a few regions or utilities that use different standards, 
this standard has been in place for several decades for many of the members of the Eastern 
Interconnection.  Details around the approach used in each area including references are 
provided in the following sections.   

Table 1.  Survey Summary 

NERC Assessment Area Reliability Criterion 

FRCC 

Reserve Margin criteria of 15% as a Regional Reserve Margin 
(20% for Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) and 15% - 18% for 
other utilities);  Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) criteria of 1 
day in 10 years or 0.1 LOLP18) 

SERC 

SERC does not have a mandatory reserve margin or resource 
adequacy requirement for its members;   

Example Approaches:  SOCO/TVA:  base target reserve 
margins on minimizing total customer costs including societal 

                                                 
18 Based on Astrape‘s understanding of the FRCC documentation, LOLP of 0.1 is consistent with the 

traditional 1 event in 10 years since LOLP is being calculated in days per year.   FRCC has substituted 
the term LOLP for LOLE. 
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costs of unserved energy; Progress Energy Carolinas:  base 
target on 1-in-10 LOLE and minimizing total customer costs 
similar to SOCO/TVA. 

SPP 

Capacity Margin Criterion of 12% for RTO members that are 
steam based and 9% for hydro based; Capacity margins must 
meet 1 day in 10 years defined as an LOLE of 2.4 hours per 
year.19 

PJM 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE) 

MISO 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE) 

NPCC - NY-ISO 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE) 

NPCC - ISO-NE 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE) 

NPCC - Maritimes Reserve Margin criterion of 20% and an 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 
LOLE) 

NPCC - Quebec 1-in-10 LOLE  (0.1 LOLE) 

NPCC - IESO 1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE) 

Saskatchewan Standard is based on an undisclosed level of Expected Unserved 
Energy (MWh) 

Manitoba 

Both an energy criterion and a reserve margin criterion due to 
the fact that the region is predominantly hydro.  The energy 
criterion requires adequate energy resources to supply the firm 
energy demand in the event that the lowest recorded coincident 
river flow conditions are repeated.  The reserve margin is at 
least 12%. 

MAPP 
1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE); Some of MAPP's members self 
impose a planning reserve margin of 15% based on the LOLE 
study performed in 2009.   

   

 

 

 

                                                 
19 SPP uses the term LOLE of 2.4 hours which is more traditionally defined as an LOLH of 2.4 hours.   
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ERCOT 

Although ERCOT performs a resource adequacy assessment to 
determine a target reserve margin necessary to meet 1-in-10 
LOLE, there is not a mandatory requirement for the region.  
ERCOT operates as an energy only market and therefore does 
not have mandatory capacity requirements. 

WECC 
In general, each balancing area has responsibility for meeting 
resource adequacy standards established by respective states in 
which they operate. 

Making the determination of what level of reserves yields 1-in-10 LOLE is a complex 
task and requires the development of a number of assumptions. There is little consistency in 
this process from region to region. Recent changes to resource mixes including higher 
penetrations of wind, solar, and demand response (DR) resources have contributed to even 
greater disparity between regions. A recent initiative by NERC resulted in a recommended 
list of modeling assumptions which will help to reconcile some of the disparity20.  

In addition to the disparity of assumptions used in assessing 1-in-10 LOLE, the 
reporting of the reserve margin that meets 1-in-10 LOLE is not standardized. The primary 
differences in reserve margin reporting include: 

1. The method of capacity accounting. Some regions count all nameplate capacity 
for all resources. Other regions only count dependable capacity, frequently 
described as economic load carrying capability (ELCC) of a resource. This is a 
particular concern for wind, solar, hydro, energy storage, and any other 
constrained resource. In addition, some regions count expected imports as a 
capacity resource where others recognize the imports in modeling but do not 
count those imports as resources in the reserve margin calculation. 

2. Emergency operating procedure accounting. Some regions include emergency 
operating procedures such as voltage control as capacity resources.  

The following table attempts to demonstrate the impact of both modeling assumption 
differences and reserve margin reporting differences for a subset of the regions reviewed in 
this report to give the reader an appreciation for the different assumptions across regions. 
Note that some differences are appropriate due to physical differences in either resources or 
load profiles. The following table does not attempt to differentiate between legitimate and 
illegitimate assumption differences. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
20GTRPMTF Final Report, Retrieved August 25, 2012, from    

http://www.nerc.com/docs/pc/gtrpmtf/GTRPMTF_Meth_&_Metrics_Report_final_w._PC_approvals,
_revisions_12.08.10.pdf 
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Table 2: Reserve Margins and Impact on Reserve Margin of Various Assumptions 

  PJM NYISO NE-
ISO 

Southern 
Company SPP 

Reliability Criteria 0.1 
LOLE 

0.1 
LOLE 

0.1 
LOLE Economics 2.4 

LOLH 

Reserve Margin at Reliability Standard 15.30% 16.10% 11.7% 15.00% 10.20% 

Study Input Assumptions (Note: these 
components are not additive.) 

 

 

     

Treatment of Non-Firm Imports 
(What percentage of capacity resources 

are from non-contracted external 
generation) 

 

0.00% 0.00% 2.10% 0.00% 0.00% 

Weather Uncertainty (How much 
higher than normal can load be in 

extreme cases?) 

 

8.00% 7.30% 10.10% 7.00% 5.30% 

Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 
(Expected percentage of capacity offline 

during peak conditions) 

 

7.30% 6.80% 4.90% 1.80% 5.90% 

Economic Load Growth Uncertainty 
(How much faster than expected can 

load grow due to economic conditions?) 

 

1.00% 1.00% 0.00% 2.20% 0.00% 

External Assistance Benefit (What 
percentage of load can be reliably 

served by external regions) 

 

1.90% 8.60% 5.50% 3.00% 0.00% 
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ELCC Impact of Wind (Some regions 
derate their reserve margin to account 

for variability of wind. For regions that 
do not, how much would their reported 

reserve margin drop if they only counted 
the effective load carrying capability of 

wind in their reserve margin?) 

 

0.00% 4.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

ELCC Impact of Demand Response 
(For regions that discount Demand 

Response capacity to reflect contract 
limitations, how much higher would 

reserve margins be if they counted the 
full contract capacity?) 

0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 1.10% 0.00% 

ELCC Impact of Hydro (How much 
higher would reserve margins be if a 
region counted full nameplate for all 

hydro resources?) 

 

0.00% 1.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Operating Reserve Procedure Impact 
(Some regions assume operating 

reserves would be eliminated before 
firm load would be shed. Compared to a 

conservative approach of always 
maintaining full operating reserves, how 

much additional capacity do these 
regions assume?) 

 

1.20% 5.50% 2.10% 0.00% 0.00% 

Voltage Reduction Counting (Some 
regions count voltage reduction as a 

resource when calculating reserve 
margin. Other regions do not count 

voltage reduction as a resource even 
though they have voltage reduction 

programs. Compared to the approach of 
counting voltage reduction as a 

resource, how does a region's 
assumption affect their reserve margin?) 

2.00% 1.50% 1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 
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Voltage Reduction Modeling (Some 
regions do not assume in their modeling 

that voltage reduction will be used to 
avoid firm load shed even if it would be 

called in actual practice. Compared to 
the standard approach of modeling the 

expected voltage reduction, how does a 
region‘s assumption affect their reserve 

margin?) 

2.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Table 2 illustrates that a number of reporting and modeling assumptions can have a 
substantial impact on the reported reserve margin. For instance, in New York, the nameplate 
capacity of wind is counted in the reserve margin calculation. However, in PJM, the reserve 
margin calculation only includes the effective capacity of wind. Both regions' studies 
recognize that wind does not contribute much to reliability, but the accounting difference 
makes for an unwieldy comparison. If the NYISO accounting treatment was similar to PJM, 
NYISO's reserve margin would be 11.4% instead of 16.1%. The other items listed in Table 2 
further illustrate how difficult it is to compare reserve margins across regions. 

Aspects of some regions' modeling approaches seem conservative in some areas or 
aggressive in other areas. After attempting to normalize for most significant variables, 
regions may have 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margins that vary by nearly 10%. Much of 
this difference is likely due to actual differences in resource mixes, transmission 
interconnections, and load profiles. However, these factors contribute to making it difficult 
for Commissioners and other regulators to assess the reasonableness of current resource 
adequacy planning. Our conclusion is that because of these issues, resource adequacy plans 
cannot be taken at face value even if all regions plan to a consistent 1-in-10 LOLE standard.  
If one is interested in comparing resource adequacy from region to region, then it is vital to 
understand the details surrounding the input assumptions to be able to identify whether a 
study‘s results are realistic and can be compared appropriately to studies performed by other 
entities. The comparisons performed here do not result in an assessment of the reasonableness 
of any entity's resource adequacy assessment, but rather simply point out the significant 
differences between studies. As discussed in the future analysis section of this paper, 
additional work could be performed to assess the reasonableness of each entity‘s resource 
adequacy plan.   

C. DETAILED REGIONAL REVIEW 

The following sections outline the resource adequacy metric that is used for each 
NERC Long Term Assessment Area and how it is defined.  The sections also contain useful 
information on how the metric is applied and other key factors impacting resource adequacy 
decisions.   

1. Region Definitions 

For this analysis, we will use the NERC Long Term Assessment Areas because 
resource adequacy criteria and decisions are more often made at this level rather than 
the other groupings.     
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Figure 1.  NERC Long Term Assessment Areas 

 

 

2. Eastern Interconnection 

 Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) 

Reliability Criterion:  Reserve Margin criteria of 15% as a Regional Reserve 
Margin (20% for Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) and 15% - 18% for other 
utilities); Loss of load Probability (LOLP) criteria of 1 day in 10 years or 0.1 
LOLP.   

Based on the FRCC 2012 Load & Resource Reliability Assessment Report,  

―The FRCC has a resource criterion of a 15% minimum Regional Reserve  
based on firm load. FRCC Reserve Margin calculations include merchant 
plant capacity that is under firm contract to load-serving entities. The FRCC 
assesses the upcoming ten-year summer and winter peak hours on an annual 
basis to ensure that the Regional Reserve Margin requirement is satisfied.  
Since the summer of 2004, the three Investor Owned Utilities (Florida Power 
& Light Company, Progress Energy Florida, and Tampa Electric Company) 
are currently maintaining a 20% minimum Reserve Margin planning criterion, 
consistent with a voluntary stipulation agreed to by the FPSC. Other utilities 
employ a 15% to 18% minimum Reserve Margin planning criterion.‖

21 

                                                 
21FRCC 2012 Load and Resource Reliability Assessment, retrieved on September 1, 2012 from 

https://www.frcc.com/Reliability/Shared%20Documents/FRCC%20Reliability%20Assessments/FRC
C%202012%20Load%20and%20Resource%20Reliability%20Assessment%20Report%20RE%20PC
%20Approved%20071012.pdf 
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The FRCC performed a Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) study in 2009 to 
verify that the reserve margin criteria were sufficient to meet a maximum 
LOLP of 0.1 day in a given year.  The usage of the term LOLP is different 
from the traditional definition because it is measured in days per year similar 
to LOLE.  Based on our review, this LOLP of 0.1 in consistent with the 
traditional 1 event in 10 years. Based on the report, FRCC is also exploring the 
possibility of a ―generation only‖ reserve margin requirement since demand 
response penetration is projected to be quite high.  Having substantial 
conventional resources may be important in systems with high penetration of 
demand response resources due to the voluntary aspect of demand response 
resources.   

FRCC used the TIGER Model to perform its most recent LOLP studies.   

 Southeast Reliability Corporation (SERC) 

SERC does not have a mandatory reserve margin or resource adequacy 
requirement for all of its members.  Instead, resource adequacy targets are set 
by individual load serving members and may be subject to review by state 
regulators of individual members.   With this approach, the final target reserve 
margins vary across the region.  For this analysis, we focused on three of 
SERC‘s members (Southern Company, TVA, and Progress Energy Carolinas) 
which represent a portion of SERC-SE, SERC-N, and SERC-E.  The 
information is based on recent IRP information.     

 SERC-SE:  Southern Company 
 

Reliability Criterion:  Target reserve margin is based on minimizing total 
system costs to customers. 

Southern Company published an ―Economic Study of the System Planning 
Reserve Margin for the Southern Electric System‖

22 in 2009.  Based on 
this report, Southern Company selected a target reserve margin of 15% 
which approximately minimizes costs and reduces risks to customers.    

To perform this study, Southern used the SERVM model, a resource tool 
licensed by Astrape Consulting.   

 SERC-N:  TVA 

Reliability Criterion:  Planning reserve margin based on minimizing total 
system costs to the customer which results in a 15 percent reserve margin. 

                                                 
22 Southern Electric Reserve Economic Study of the System Planning Reserve Margin for the Southern 

Electric System , retrieved on September 1, 2012 from 
http://www.psc.state.ga.us/factsv2/Document.aspx?documentNumber=125981 
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Based on TVA‘s 2011 IRP, titled ―Integrated Resource Plan, TVA‘s 
Environmental and Energy Future‖

23 

―TVA identified a planning reserve margin based on minimizing overall 
cost of reliability to the customer. This reserve margin was based on a 
stochastic analysis that considered the uncertainty of unit availability, 
transmission capability, economic growth and weather to compute 
expected reliability costs. From this analysis a target reserve margin was 
selected such that the cost of additional reserves plus the cost of reliability 
events to the customer was minimized. This target or optimal reserve 
margin was adjusted based on TVA‘s risk tolerance in producing the 
reserve margin used for planning studies. Based on this methodology, 
TVA‘s current planning reserve margin is 15 percent and is applied during 
both the summer and winter seasons.‖  

TVA used the SERVM Model to perform its analysis.     

 SERC-E:  Progress Energy Carolina 
 

Based on Progress Energy Carolina‘s 2012 IRP24, Progress Energy uses a 
target reliability of one day in ten years LOLE for generation reliability 
assessments to set its minimum threshold.  The company explains that a 
14.5% reserve margin satisfies the one day in ten years LOLE criterion, 
but the company targets a range between 14.5% and 17% based on an 
economic analysis of total system costs to the customer.  

Progress Energy Carolinas used the SERVM Model to perform its analysis 
in 2012.   

 Southwest Power Pool (SPP) 

Reliability Criterion:  Capacity Margin criterion of 12% for RTO members 
that are steam based and 9% for hydro based; Capacity margins must meet 1 
day in 10 Years defined as an LOLH of 2.4 hours per year. 

Based on SPP‘S 2010 Loss of Load Expectation Report25, the SPP capacity 
margin criteria requires each control area within SPP to maintain a 12% 
capacity margin for steam-based utilities and 9% for hydro based utilities.  
SPP calculates the LOLE of one day in ten years based on probabilistic 
modeling and the modeling results show that capacity margins could decrease 
to 9.6% and still meet this LOLE standard.  Based on the study, however, SPP 
defines one day in ten years differently than the traditional definition.  SPP 
assumes that an LOLH of 2.4 hours per year is 1 day in 10 years instead of one 

                                                 
23 Integrated Resource Plan TVA’s Environmental & Energy Future, retreived on September 1, 2012 from 

http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/irp/pdf/Final_IRP_complete.pdf 
24 Progress Energy Carolinas Integrated Resource Plan 2012, retrieved on Dec 1, 2012 from 

http://www.energy.sc.gov/publications/ProgressEnergyResource%20Plan2012.pdf 
 
 
25 2010 Loss of Load Expectation Report , retrieved on September 1, 2012 from 

http://www.spp.org/publications/LOLE%20Report_5%20Draft_cc.pdf 
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event (0.1 LOLE) in 10 years.  The difference is significant because 2.4 hours 
per year is much less reliable than one event in 10 years.   

SPP uses ABB Gridview to assess its reliability.    

 PJM 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE  (0.1 LOLE)  

Based on PJM‘s 2011 Reserve Requirement Study26, the reserve margin 
requirement is 15.5% for the delivery period 2012/2013, 15.3% for the 
2013/2014 delivery period, and 15.4% for the 2016/2017 delivery period.  The 
reserve margin requirement supports a generation Loss of Load Expectation 
(LOLE) of one occurrence in ten years (LOLE = 0.1).  PJM references RFC 
Standard BAL-502-RFC-0127 as the reason the LOLE metric was adopted.    
The LOLE target reserve margin and various other calculations provide key 
inputs into the PJM Reliability Pricing Model (RPM).  Through RPM, PJM 
ensures there are appropriate reserves to meet load.  Individual Load Serving 
Entities (LSE) are not required to provide a specific reserve margin 
requirement and are allowed to make up shortfalls in the capacity markets.   
This aspect is much different than areas such as SERC, SPP, and FRCC where 
load serving entities are responsible for capacity procurement to meet the 
reliability criterion.   

PJM uses the PRISM model to perform its resource adequacy planning and 
also uses GE MARS for supplemental modeling.    

 MISO 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE  (0.1 LOLE)  

According to MISO‘s 2012 Planning Year LOLE Study28, MISO uses a 
minimum planning reserve margin of 16.7% across the entire MISO region 
and is based on meeting a 1-in-10 LOLE  target (0.1 LOLE).   It is the LSE‘s 
responsibility to meet the reserve margin target provided by MISO.  The 
recently approved annual auction allows LSE‘s to purchase capacity to 
overcome deficiencies or opt to pay a penalty rather than purchase in the 
auction.  Since the planning reserve margin of 16.7% provided by MISO is a 
regional reserve margin that doesn‘t account for load diversity among its 
members, the target for individual LSEs is 11.3% of its annual peak load.  It 
should also be noted that State Commissions have the authority to set planning 
reserve margins for their state.   

                                                 
26 2011 PJM Reserve Requirement Study, retrieved on September 1, 2012, from 

http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/subcommittees/raas/20110929/20110929-2011-pjm-
reserve-requirement-study.ashx 

27NERC Planning Resource Adequacy Analysis, retrieved on September 1, 2012, from   
http://www.nerc.com/files/BAL-502-RFC-02.pdf 

28 Planning Year 2012 LOLE Study Report, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Study/LOLE/2012%20LOLE%20Study%20Report.p
df 
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MISO uses the GE MARS model to perform its resource adequacy analysis in 
combination with PROMOD to establish its zonal areas.     

 NPCC 

All five regions within the NPCC region (NY-ISO, ISO-NE, Maritimes, 
Quebec, and IESO) require a reserve margin that at a minimum maintains an 
LOLE of 0.1 days per year.  However, there are significant variations in how 
each area models the details of their system, surrounding regions, load, and 
other components.  There are also differences in the application of the reserve 
requirements as NY-ISO and ISO-NE maintain resource adequacy through 
their structured capacity markets.   

 NPCC-NYISO 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE  (0.1 LOLE)  

Based on the Installed Capacity Requirements study performed by 
NYSRC in Dec. 201129, the required reserve margin to meet the 1-in-10 
LOLE standard is 16.1% for the period of May 2012 to April 2013.  This 
study is performed annually to set the annual statewide Installed Capacity 
Requirement (ICR) for the New York control area.  Similar to PJM, these 
required reserve margin results are used in the NYISO‘s structured 
forward capacity markets. 

The LOLE analysis is performed using GE MARS.   

 NPCC-ISO-NE 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE  (0.1 LOLE)  

ISO-NE is the planning coordinator for the New England Area of the 
Northeast Power Coordinating Council (NPCC).  Similar to PJM and 
NYISO, the reserve requirements serve as inputs to the structured Forward 
Capacity Market (FCM) which is used to procure the required amount of 
installed capacity resources to maintain system reliability.  Based on the 
―New England 2011 Comprehensive Review of Resource Adequacy‖

30, 
required resources are planned based on meeting the NPCC LOLE 
reliability criterion of no more than one day in ten years disconnection of 
non-interruptible customers.  

The LOLE analysis is performed using GE MARS.   

 

                                                 
29New York Control Area Installed Capacity Requirements For the period May 2012 – April 2013, 

retreived on September 2, 2012 from 
http://www.nysrc.org/pdf/Reports/2012%20IRM%20Final%20Report.pdf 

 
30New England 2011 Comprehensive Review of Resource Adequacy, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

https://www.npcc.org/Library/Resource%20Adequacy/NE_2011_Comprehensive_Review_of_Resour
ce_Adequacy%20-%20RCC%20Approval%20-%2020111129.pdf 
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 NPCC-Maritimes 

Reliability Criterion:  Reserve Margin criterion of 20% and 1-in-10 LOLE 
(0.1 LOLE)  

Maritimes uses a 20% reserve margin criterion for planning purposes but 
at the same time adheres to the NPCC requirement of not shedding firm 
load more than 1 day in 10 years.  Based on the 2011 Interim Resource 
Adequacy Review31, the region meets both of these requirements for 2012 
– 2015.   

The LOLE analysis is performed using GE MARS.   

 NPCC-Quebec 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE)  

Quebec adheres to the NPCC resource adequacy criterion.  Based on an 
LOLE of 0.1, Quebec requires a 10% reserve margin for the 2012/2013 
winter peak. By the 2015/2016 winter peak, Quebec requires a 12.2% 
reserve margin32.  Because of its dependence on hydro generation to meet 
peak load, Quebec has also developed an energy criterion stating that 
sufficient resources should be available to go through a sequence of 2 
consecutive years of low water inflows.   

The LOLE analysis is performed using GE MARS.   

 NPCC-IESO (Ontario) 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE)  

Based on the Ontario Reserve Margin Requirements Report33, IESO bases 
its reserve margin requirement on an LOLE of 0.1 days per year.  The 
target for 2013 to meet the one day in 10 year target is 19.7% which the 
region meets easily with an anticipated reserve margin of 40.1%.   

 

 

 

                                                 
312011 Maritimes Area Interim Review of Resource Adequacy, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

https://www.npcc.org/Library/Resource%20Adequacy/RCC%20Approved%202011%20Maritimes%2
0Area%20Interim%20Resource%20Adequacy%20Review%20for%20TFCP.pdf 

322011 Quebec Balancing Authority Area Comprehensive Review of Resource Adequacy, retrieved on 
September 2, 2012 from 
https://www.npcc.org/Library/Resource%20Adequacy/Qu%C3%A9bec%20Comprehensive%20Revie
w%202011.pdf 

 
33 Ontario Reserve Margin Requirements, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/pubs/marketReports/Ontario-Reserve-Margin-Requirements-2012-
2016.pdf 
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 Sask Power 

Reliability Criterion:  Based on an unspecified expected unserved energy (EUE) 
criteria.34 

Per NERC‘s 2011 Long Term Resource Assessment (LTRA), Sask Power uses a 
13% reserve margin based on probabilistic analysis of Expected Unserved Energy. 
The specific EUE metric used to set the target was unavailable.  This is different 
than LOLE in that it takes into account the magnitude of the event.  NERC has 
recently recognized the fact that LOLE does not take into account the magnitude 
of the event and in its latest probabilistic assessments has requested that EUE as a 
percent of demand be used instead of LOLE.   

 Manitoba 

Reliability Criterion:  Both an energy criterion and a capacity reserve margin 
criterion due to the fact that the region is predominantly hydro.   

The energy criterion requires adequate energy resources to supply the firm energy 
demand in the event that the lowest recorded coincident river flow conditions are 
repeated.  The reserve margin is at least 12%.  Based on Manitoba‘s 2010/2011 
Power Resource Plan35, Manitoba states that ―the reserve margin of 12% has been 
adequate for Manitoba Hydro‘s predominantly hydro based system because of the 
relatively low outage rates of hydro generating units combined with relatively 
small size units.‖   

 Mid Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP) 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE (0.1 LOLE)  

Per the NERC‘s 2011 LTRA36, some of MAPP‘s members self impose a 
planning reserve margin of 15% based on the LOLE study performed in 2009.   

Given that the focus of the paper surrounds the Eastern Interconnection, we have 
only included a few short comments on the ERCOT and WECC interconnections.   

3. ERCOT 

Reliability Criterion:  1-in-10 LOLE (LOLE of 0.1) 

Although ERCOT performs a resource adequacy assessment to determine the 
reserve margin necessary to meet 1-in-10 LOLE, there is not a mandatory 
requirement for the region.  ERCOT operates as an energy only market and 
therefore does not have mandatory capacity requirements.   

                                                 
34 2011 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

http://www.nerc.com/files/2011LTRA_Final.pdf 
35 Manitoba Hydro 2010/11 Power Resource Plan, retrieved on September 3, 2012 from 

http://www.hydro.mb.ca/regulatory_affairs/electric/gra_2010_2012/Appendix_84.pdf 
362011 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

http://www.nerc.com/files/2011LTRA_Final.pdf 
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4. WECC 

In general, each balancing area has responsibility for meeting resource adequacy 
standards established by respective states in which they operate.  Resource 
adequacy planning in WECC is similar to that in SERC.  

 
 CAISO 

 
The California ISO uses a resource adequacy requirement of 15% reserve 
margin set by the California Public Utility Commission‘s Resource Adequacy 
Program.    It is our understanding that the 15% was derived from previous 
resource adequacy studies.   

 
 NWPP 

 
The Pacific Northwest uses an LOLP metric that states the following: ―the 
likelihood of having at least one curtailment five years into the future must be 
5% or less for the power supply to be deemed adequate.‖

37  They also include 
another metric 2) conditional value at risk (CVaR) to evaluate the likelihood, 
magnitude, duration, and seasonality of Energy-Not-Served (ENS) events. 

 

  

                                                 
37Fazio, John, Pacific Northwest Resource Adequacy Standard, retrieved on September 3, 2012 from 

http://ewh.ieee.org/cmte/pes/rrpa/RRPA_files/LBP20120726/Item%2011%20-
%20IEEE%20RRPA%20PNW%20Adequacy%2072712.pdf 
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III. PREVIOUS ECONOMIC STUDIES OF THE 1 DAY IN 10 YEAR 

STANDARD 

A number of studies have been performed that evaluate the value of service reliability. 
The most common approach taken in these studies compares the direct and indirect costs of 
outages with the costs of generating capacity at a range of reserve margins. Some of the 
studies also take into account other benefits of reserve capacity including reduced purchase 
costs, offsetting higher cost resources, reducing the costs of voltage reduction, and reducing 
the costs of interrupting non-firm load customers. However, few of the studies surveyed 
explicitly estimate the reasonableness of existing physical reliability standards by comparing 
to economically optimal reserve margins. This is likely because the units of physical 
reliability events do not reflect their magnitude or duration. The cost of 1 event in 10 years is 
highly dependent on the size and duration of the event, neither of which is reflected in the 
metric.  The following sections review specific studies of the value of service reliability. 

A. ECONOMICS OF RELIABILITY FOR ELECTRIC GENERATION SYSTEMS (1973) 

M.L. Telson‘s thesis titled the Economics of Reliability for Electric Generation 
Systems in 197338 was one of the earliest relevant studies which specifically addressed the 
reasonableness of physical reliability standards. His approach was similar to many of the 
other value of electric service studies which approximate an optimum reserve margin by 
comparing the cost of carrying additional capacity with the costs of outages at various reserve 
margins. Since his approach is used frequently, we will analyze it in some depth.  

Mr. Telson does explicitly compare economically optimal reserve margins with 
reserve margins determined by physical metrics such as the 1-in-10 LOLE metric. His 
analysis suggests that reserve margins set by 1-in-10 LOLE  are much higher than would be 
justified by an economic analysis. An economically set reserve margin might provide 
reliability as low as 1 event per year according to his analysis. A simplification of the related 
math states that 1 event per year with an outage cost of ~$1/kWh and a duration of 12 hours 
is comparable to the carrying cost of a new unit at $12/kW-yr. This is the optimal level 
because additional reserves would provide less than $12/kW-yr of avoided outages, and 
fewer reserves would result in more than $12/kW-yr of additional outages. Mr. Telson's 
analysis suggests that under typical reliability standards, customers are over-paying on a total 
cost basis by 4.1% compared to what they would pay under an economically optimal reserve 
margin even after considering societal outage costs. While the cost figures from 1973 are no 
longer applicable, more recent studies also make the point that it would take several hours per 
year of outages even with high outage costs to justify new capacity.  

As additional support for a lower reserve margin target than indicated by the 1-in-10 
LOLE standard, Mr. Telson compares generation adequacy related outages with transmission 
and distribution outages which are orders of magnitude more frequent. This report also 
highlights the conservative assumptions built into many of the 1-in-10 LOLE based reliability 
studies. Another limitation pointed out by Mr. Telson of most physical reliability studies is 
their lack of attention to the magnitude and duration of outages. 

The support for Mr. Telson‘s position that an economic reserve margin should be       
less than a 1-in-10 LOLE target is dependent on the system conditions he assumed, many of 
which are not applicable to systems today. For example, in the early 1970‘s, load growth was 

                                                 
38 Economics of Reliability for Electric Generation Systems, M.L. Telson, 1973 
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much higher with substantial uncertainty; unit performance was less reliable, the carrying 
cost of additional reserves was higher in real terms, and the cost of outages was lower in real 
terms. However, even with updated assumptions, we do not feel that Mr. Telson‘s approach 
considers all of the economic factors necessary for valuing the benefits of additional capacity. 
In fairness, his economic analysis is much more sophisticated than suggested by our example 
and includes a number of indirect economic impacts in addition to the direct costs mentioned.  

B. COST AND BENEFITS OF OVER/UNDER CAPACITY IN ELECTRIC POWER 

SYSTEM PLANNING (1978) 

Another early significant study in our research results is titled ‗Costs and Benefits of 
Over/Under Capacity in Electric Power System Planning‘ and was performed for EPRI in 
197839.  This study analyzed the economics of generation reliability for 4 utilities (Tennessee 
Valley Authority, Pacific Gas and Electric, Long Island Lighting Company, and Wisconsin 
Electric Power Company). This study uses a number of unique assumptions: 

1. Load growth and capacity expansion uncertainty are primary drivers of the need 
for planning reserves. This is primarily a function of the high load growth period 
of the 1970's and is likely not applicable today. 

2. Total variable costs for each different reserve margin level studied must be 
incorporated into the total cost comparison; not just the outage costs and capital 
costs. This analysis included the variable production costs of each unit plus the 
cost of purchasing electricity from interties, interrupting certain customers, and 
reducing voltage. 

3. Environmental cost differences between different reliability levels should also be 
considered. While the costs were not explicitly included in the analysis, 
qualitative consideration was given to the environmental benefits or penalties at 
different levels of service reliability. 

The study also results in a number of unique observations: 

1. Asymmetry of Consumer Cost. Reserve margins much below the optimal reserve 
margin tend to have much higher costs than reserve margins much above the 
optimal reserve margin. This suggests that if two reserve margin levels have the 
same expected value, the higher reserve margin is a more appropriate selection 
based on its lower risk profile. 

2. The total cost curve is relatively flat at a wide range of reserve margins near the 
optimal economic reserve margin. This also supports carrying higher reserve 
margins since the cost differences are not substantial. 

3. The economically optimal reserve margin can vary substantially depending on the 
resource mix, unit performance, load and load growth profile, and other factors. 
The optimum reserve margins for the 4 utilities studied ranged by approximately 
15%. 

                                                 
39 Decision Focus, Incorporated, Costs and Benefits of Over/Under Capacity in Electric Power System 

Planning, EPRI EA-927, Project 1107, October 1978  
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4. Old technologies can have a substantial impact on the economically optimal 
reserve margin. If the marginal unit used to increase or decrease reserves has an 
operating cost less than a substantial portion of a utility's existing resources, the 
economically optimal reserve margin may be quite high. Regardless of how high 
the reserve margin is, as long as adding resources is offsetting the dispatch of a 
significant portion of existing resources, their addition could be economic. 

The results of the analysis indicate that reasonable economic reserve margins fall in 
the range of 15% to 40% as shown in the Figure 2 below. While the study did not explicitly 
compare these reserve margin levels to 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margins, the paper 
suggests that economic reserve margins are not necessarily lower than reserve margins 
determined by physical reliability metrics. Further, even at reserve margins above those 
standards, the additional costs are not that substantial. This conclusion is counter to a number 
of other value of service studies that indicate that economically set reserve margins are 
always lower than 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margins.  

Figure 2.  Total Costs as a Function of Planning Reserve Margin 
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C. PGE VALUE OF SERVICE RELIABILITY (1990) 

In 1990 Sandra Burns and Dr. George Gross authored a paper called Value of Service 
Reliability40 that studied the Value of Service approach to resource adequacy planning.  Ms. 
Burns and Dr. Gross begin by stating valid points why physical metrics such as LOLE and 
LOLP are somewhat arbitrary and don‘t take into account the economic impact on customers.  
For example the paper said ―it is difficult to determine from a societal point of view whether 
a 1 day in 10 years LOLP is more appropriate than 1 day in 5 years or 1 day in 20 years.‖   

Next the paper discussed the Value of Service framework in which the marginal costs 
of additional reserves are compared against the marginal benefit of additional reserves.   
Figure 3 summarizes this method.  Cο represents cost to customers when demand cannot be 
met and Cs represents capital investment expenditures.  As reliability increases (or reserve 
margin increases), investment expenditures increase while customer costs due to the utility 
not meeting demand decrease.  At some point the benefit of the additional capacity is not 
justified.   

Figure 3.  Variation of Costs as a function of reliability 

 

To develop a proper estimate for Co, PGE used recent customer outage surveys which 
resulted in a weighted average customer cost of $3/kWh.  Next, the author compared the 
economic approach to two different physical reliability metrics.  The first approach used 
hourly loads and calculated the reserve margin assuming an LOLH of 2.4 hours per year 
while the second method used daily peaks to calculate an LOLE of 0.1 days per year.  The 
results are seen in Figure 4.  The economic approach produced a lower reserve margin than 
the traditional physical reliability approaches.   

 

                                                 
40 Burns, Sandra and Gross, George, Value of Service Reliability, IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, 

Vol.5, No.3, August 1990 
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Figure 4.  Value of Service vs. LOLP 

 

The study implies a general relationship that a reserve margin based on value of 
service would be less than the 1-in-10 LOLE metric.  

D. ON AN 'ENERGY ONLY' ELECTRICITY MARKET DESIGN FOR RESOURCE 

ADEQUACY (2005) 

While this paper41 by William Hogan was not specifically designed to address the 
economic reasonableness of using specific physical reliability metrics to set target reserve 
margins, it does address resource adequacy and the missing money problem in structured 
markets. Mr. Hogan's paper provides informative insights into the economics of resource 
adequacy from the perspective of generators. He proposes a number of improvements to the 
design of energy markets that could alleviate the need for additional capacity payments and 
still provide generators adequate revenue to cover their costs. He recognizes that in current 
markets, many generators do not fully recover their costs. His explanation for this gap is that 
"the missing money problem arises when occasional market price increases are limited by 
administrative actions such as price caps." While we agree that price caps are certainly a 
component of missing money, in the absence of a reserve margin target, generators 
theoretically should offer less capacity to the market such that, even with the price caps in 
place, generators still receive adequate revenue. Imagine a system with price caps at 
$500/MWh. With this low cap, fewer generating assets should be built since they can't expect 
adequate returns at a higher reserve margin. This lower reserve margin will result in scarcity 
situations more frequently producing adequate returns for marginal generators, however the 
tradeoff would be that physical reliability would decline.  

                                                 

41 Hogan, William (2005), "On an ―Energy Only‖ Electricity Market Design for Resource 
Adequacy." 
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We are not suggesting that an energy market with low price caps is an ideal market 
structure. We are simply illustrating that regardless of market structure, generators should 
theoretically target a reserve margin that produces adequate returns regardless of the 
reliability implications.  

One aspect of Hogan's solution for the missing money problem is to eliminate price 
caps and implement an administrative scarcity pricing curve. He states: "For any level of 
capacity that provides a given level of reliability, there is some set of shortage prices that 
would produce generator revenue streams that if correctly anticipated would be sufficient to 
sustain that level of capacity." While this is a valuable insight, it does not speak to whether 
the given level of reliability is economically appropriate. Hypothetically, the given level of 
reliability could require a 30% reserve margin. The administrative scarcity pricing curve 
would have to be extremely high, well above the true value of the reserves, in order to 
achieve cost recovery. 

E. RECONSIDERING RESOURCE ADEQUACY:  HAS THE ONE-DAY-IN-10-YEARS 

CRITERION OUTLIVED ITS USEFULNESS? (2010) 

Mr. James Wilson recently published an article42 in the Public Utilities Fortnightly 
examining the one-day-in-ten year standard and whether or not it was economic.  Mr. Wilson 
states ―The 1-in-10 criterion always has been highly conservative--perhaps an order of 
magnitude more stringent than the marginal benefits of incremental capacity can justify—and 
capacity planning has been even more conservative in practice.‖  He uses examples 
comparing the Value of Lost Load x LOLE x hours per event to Net Cost of New Entry 
(CONE) which represents the capital costs of a new combustion turbine net of energy and 
ancillary service revenues as shown in the table below.  Utilizing the examples, in all cases 
the optimal amount of LOLE is higher than the 0.1 LOLE standard as shown in the following 
table. For example, in order to justify a $120,000/MW-year Net CONE, the resource must 
offset 6 LOLE events per year assuming 5 hours per event and a VOLL of $4,000/MWh. 
(Note: the units from  the article for VOLL should be $/MWh and the units of Net Cone 
should be $/MW-yr)     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
42 Wilson, James, Reconsidering Resource Adequacy, retrieved on September 4, 2012 from 

http://www.fortnightly.com/uploads/04012010_ResourceAdequacyP11.pdf 
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Table 3.  Optimal LOLEs for Various VOLL and Capital Cost Assumptions 

 

Moreover, Mr. Wilson states the following: ―The tendency is often to adopt 
conservative assumptions for many of these values, to make the overall result of the analysis 
conservative (i.e. erring on the side of too much rather than too little capacity and reliability, 
identifying too large rather than too small a reserve margin).‖ In conclusion, Mr. Wilson 
argues that the 1-in-10 LOLE  standard is not an economic target and that economics would 
indicate much lower target reserve margins. 

Mr. Wilson‘s article is primarily targeted toward the PJM system. In agreement with 
his assessment of PJM, our review of regions in the Eastern Interconnection indicates that 
PJM‘s planning study assumptions are potentially conservative.    However, in concurrence 
with our other assessments, we believe that Mr. Wilson is not including some key 
components of the value of marginal capacity in his analysis.  A marginal resource provides 
substantially more value than simply displacing firm load shed events.   

F. THE ECONOMICS OF RESOURCE ADEQUACY PLANNING:  WHY RESERVE 

MARGINS ARE NOT JUST ABOUT KEEPING THE LIGHTS ON (2010) 

Astrape Consulting cooperated with the Brattle Group to write the paper titled ―The 
Economics of Resource Adequacy Planning‖

43 which was published by NRRI in April of 
2011.   

The paper describes an economic approach to resource adequacy planning and 
compares it to results utilizing two different definitions of the 1-in-10 LOLE standard.    The 
authors develop a case study using a resource adequacy model that not only calculated LOLE 
but also takes into account economic dispatch and costs.  The methodology balances the cost 
of new capacity (CT) with the benefit the resource provides.  In this study, the benefit is 
defined as the following: 

 

                                                 
43 Carden, Pfeifenberger, Wintermantel, The Economics of Resource Adequacy Planning:  Why Reserve 

Margins Are Not Just About Keeping the Lights On, NRRI, April 2011, retrieved on September 3, 2012 
from http://www.nrri.org/pubs/electricity/NRRI_resource_adequacy_planning_april11-09.pdf 
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 Production-Related Reliability Costs – defined as any costs of the system‘s physical 
generation above the dispatch cost of the new capacity resource. This includes the 
dispatch of higher-cost generators such as oil-fired turbines and old natural gas 
turbine units. The addition of a new capacity resource would offset some but not all of 
these costs.  

 Emergency Purchase Costs – defined as the costs of any purchases at prices higher 
than the cost of the marginal capacity resource. In our simulations, these emergency 
purchase costs, including purchases associated with demand-side resources, can range 
from $1/MWh above the dispatch cost of a CT to the cost of unserved energy (e.g., 
well in excess of $1,000/MWh) under extreme conditions. 

 Unserved Energy Costs – The value of lost load to customers. This value typically is 
derived from customer surveys.  

The point is made that the majority of costs from the California Energy Crisis were 
comprised of expensive energy prices in the marketplace and not due to firm load shed. A 
marginal resource has the ability to reduce scarcity pricing events as well as reduce firm load 
shed events.  The results of the study are seen below.  The economic reserve margin target 
(Lowest-Average-Cost Reserve Margin) was higher than a 2.4 LOLH based reserve margin 
and lower than a 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin.  The authors make the point that 
dependent on the system, the economic reserve margin could be higher or lower than the 1-
in-10 LOLE target.   

Figure  5.  Lowest Average Cost Reserve Margin 

 

The fundamental distinction of this study is that there is a significant focus on the 
costs of emergency purchases and the impact of scarcity pricing in markets.  Dependent on 
the severity of the weather and load forecast uncertainty in a particular case, it is reasonable 
to assume that a CT could be dispatched 0 hours up to 1,500 hours in a given year.  In years 
where a CT is dispatched substantially, it is important to recognize all the benefits the 
resource provides.  Alongside the weighted average or expected results, the authors discuss 
the importance of understanding the full distribution of potential costs from all scenarios 
comprised of combinations of weather and load forecast uncertainty.  Given that reliability 
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events are low-probability high-impact events, the tails of the distribution of possible 
scenarios are important.  

One of the critiques of the approach put forward by Brattle and Astrape is that there 
was no weather diversity considered causing the scarcity pricing to be too high, and that the 
load forecast error distribution assumed provides limited flexibility in adjusting resource 
plans if load grows faster than expected. Reviewers have suggested that the conservative 
nature of these assumptions led to higher than optimal reserve margins. These critiques have 
been considered by the authors and have been incorporated in the simulations for this white 
paper. For example, each region‘s load was modeled based on hourly historical weather to 
ensure proper weather diversity is taken into account.   

Additional Scholarly Works that Address the Economics of Reliability: 

 Electric Utility System Reliability Analysis: Determining the Need for 
Generating Capacity (1988) by Biewald and Bernow 

 Reliability Evaluations of Power Systems, Billinton (1990) 
 Southern Company Reserve Margin Studies (1997, 2004, 2007, 2009) 
 Louisville Gas and Electric Reserve Margin Study (2010) 
 Peter Cramton and Steven Stoft (2006), "The Convergence of Market Designs 

for Adequate Generating Capacity." 

In summary, we reviewed multiple economic studies which assessed the 
reasonableness of the 1-in-10 LOLE standard and summarized the findings of 6 of those 
studies. The EPRI Over/Under study and the study produced by Astrape Consulting/The 
Brattle Group demonstrated economic target reserve margins that could be below or above 
LOLE 1 day in 10 year targets.  The remaining studies (Telson, PGE VOS, Wilson) all 
implied that the economic target would likely be lower than the 1-in-10 LOLE target.  Given 
the sensitivity of the results to input assumptions, it is likely that changes to the cost of 
carrying capacity, the value of lost load, and load uncertainty since some of those studies 
were published would affect conclusions. Further, in reviewing methodologies, the major 
difference was defining the benefits that a marginal resource provides.   The benefits defined 
varied across the studies from including all costs above the dispatch cost of a CT (i.e. 
emergency purchases, DR costs, and unserved energy) to only including the Value of Lost 
Load to customers.   

Economists may argue that the economic optimal target should only be based on total 
societal costs which would include only total production costs (fuel burn + O&M) plus the 
cost of unserved energy and ignore the scarcity pricing situations that occur in the market 
place.  The argument is that these high cost purchases only represent a transfer of wealth 
from one region to another or from customers to generators rather than an actual societal cost. 
However, the approach of only considering net societal costs largely ignores the bigger 
question of how costs and revenues are shared among the participants in the system. Assume 
an example system minimizes total societal costs at a reserve margin of 8%, and at this level 
total societal costs annually are $5 billion in fuel, O&M, and capital costs. When the 
economics of each participant are considered however, there may be significant market 
distortions. If this was an energy-only system and reserves approximately matched the 
minimum societal cost reserve margin of 8%, significant scarcity would be prevalent. The 
market price in many hours would be set by scarcity pricing even though the total production 
costs are still minimized at this low reserve margin. Because of this scarcity, generators may 
extract $8 billion in energy costs from consumers in a given year, a $3 billion transfer of 
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wealth. This is ignored in the societal cost minimization approach, but represents a significant 
concern. 

In competitive markets, if there is a distortion resulting in a transfer of wealth from 
consumers to generators, then new generation would theoretically enter the market until the 
marginal unit is only recovering its costs. The new capacity would raise the reserve margin 
and eliminate the wealth transfer. But now the system is no longer targeting the optimum 
reserve margin based on minimizing societal costs. The reserve margin target becomes the 
level at which generators recover costs. But as we will discuss in later sections of the report, 
total systems costs in an energy only market at the point of generator cost recovery may not 
be optimal when compared to other potential market structures.    

The minimization of net societal costs approach is instructive in a number of ways. If 
an entire system consists only of vertically integrated utilities, and all transfers are passed on 
to customers at cost, and planning is coordinated between all utilities, the minimization of net 
societal costs is theoretically correct. The results from such an analysis could be compared to 
the minimum customer cost approach for a single utility to identify the magnitude of the 
inefficiency due to not coordinating all planning activities.  
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IV. VOLL ESTIMATES AND THEIR IMPACT ON RESOURCE ADEQUACY 

PLANNING 

Over the last several decades, there have been many customer surveys and studies 
performed to estimate the value of lost load to customers.  Two comprehensive studies which 
aggregated many of the individual surveys were performed for the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) by Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory in November 
2003 and updated again in June 200944.  For this analysis, we will focus on the results from 
the June 2009 study.  The study takes results from 28 customer value of service reliability 
studies conducted by 10 major US electric utilities over the 16 year period from 1989 to 
2005.  The majority of these studies are not available publicly and were only made available 
by utilities for this specific DOE study.  The results were combined into a single meta-
database and a regression model was developed to calculate customer costs per event by 
season, time of day, day of week, and geographical regions within the U.S.    

The study divided customer groups into the following:   

 Medium and Large Commercial and Industrial (more than 50,000 annual kWh usage) 
 Small Commercial and Industrial (less than 50,000 annual kWh usage) 
 Residential Customers 

The following tables summarize the data found in the study.   

Table 4.  Value of Lost Load Summary:  Summer Weekday Afternoon 

Interruption Cost $/event Momentary 30 minutes 1 hour 4 hours 8 hours 

Medium and Large C&I  $      11,756   $       15,709   $   20,360   $  59,188   $ 93,890  

Small C&I  $            439   $            610   $        818   $    2,696   $   4,768  

Residential  $           2.70   $           3.30   $       3.90   $      7.80   $   10.70  

      $/kWh Unserved Energy at 
Customer Peak* Momentary 30 minutes 1 hour 4 hours 8 hours 

Medium and Large C&I    $         30.83   $     19.98   $    14.52   $   11.52  

Small C&I    $         85.50   $     57.33   $    47.23   $   41.77  

Residential    $           1.30   $       0.77   $      0.38   $     0.26  

      

                                                 
44 Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Estimated Value of Service Reliability for 

Electric Utility Customers in the United States, June 2009  
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*Peak Loads used to calculate interruption costs in $/kWh for each customer class were based on 
reported average kWh energy use and assumed an 80% load factor for medium and large customers, 
40% load factor for small customers, and 30% load factor for residential45  

 In performing economic resource adequacy analysis, the $/kWh value associated with 
unserved energy at peak is the value that is typically used as the Value of Lost Load 
assumption.  Assuming that firm load shed would be spread equitably among all customer 
classes, a weighted average of the system‘s customer class mix can be calculated to develop a 
system $/kWh value for the region being studied. The weighted average $/kWh for Unserved 
Energy using the 1 hour values is $26.02/kWh.  

 The table shows that as the duration of the outage increases, the $/kWh value 
decreases.  The first hour is typically the most expensive as customers have an opportunity to 
mitigate the impact of an outage in subsequent hours.   The results also show that Residential 
Customers have the lowest costs while Small C&I Customers have the greatest costs.  This is 
logical as residential customers generally only have some discomfort and minor loss such as 
spoiled food during outages.   We typically see the VOLL for residential customers to be less 
than $3/kWh.  Businesses have a much higher cost. Technology has been a major driver for 
the increase in commercial business outage costs as computer systems have become so vital 
in today‘s work environment.  For retail business, there is lost sales revenue as businesses 
may be forced to close during the outage.   For industrial customers, the costs of lost product 
and lost revenue drive the estimates.     

 The next table shows how outage costs varied by season, day of week, region, and 
industry.  It is seen that depending on the industry and size of the business, the VOLL can 
vary greatly.  For Medium and Large C&I Customers, the outage costs can vary from 
$2.8/kWh to $40.9/kWh depending on the industry.  For Small C&I Customers, costs range 
from $21.7/kWh to $108.7/kWh.  VOLL is an uncertain value, but as our case study 
demonstrates, the assumption does not have a significant impact on the economics of 
resource adequacy.  In a system that is planning to the 1-in-10 LOLE standard, the amount of 
expected unserved energy (EUE) is small and therefore limits its impact on economic results. 
While the raw average estimates from the aggregated studies indicated a much higher VOLL, 
due to the large variance in VOLL estimates, $15,000/MWh was assumed in the case study as 
a blended rate for residential, commercial, and industrial customers.   

  

  

                                                 
45 Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Estimated Value of Service Reliability for 

Electric Utility Customers in the United States, June 2009;  Table ES-1 costs per event were converted 
to $/kWh based on the peak load assumption for each customer class. 
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 Table 5.  Cost per Event across Season, Day, Region, and Industry46 

47 

 Based on the variation of VOLL values provided by businesses, it is easy to recognize 
the need for demand response programs with different characteristics.  For a customer with 
very low outage costs, it would be rational for them to curtail load when prices reach a 
threshold of $150/MWh while a customer who has high outage costs and no backup 
generation would likely not participate in a program.  As part of the simulation portion of this 
paper, we analyze what happens to reliability as the penetration of demand resources increase 
without increasing the dispatch constraints.  As DR penetration increases, energy prices will 
increase and DR resources will be called upon much more frequently.  The estimation of 
                                                 
46 No studies available to be summarized for black shaded cells. 
47Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Estimated Value of Service Reliability for 

Electric Utility Customers in the United States, June 2009;  Table 3-4, Table 4-4, and Table 5-4 
average costs per event were converted to $/kWh based on the peak load assumption for each customer 
class. 

Season Costs $ $/kWh* Costs $ $/kWh* Costs $ $/kWh*
Winter 11,129$     10.9$           543$       38.1$      2.9 0.6$      
Summer 15,628$     15.3$           737$       51.6$      4.7 0.9$      
Day
Weekend 2,249$       2.2$             459$       32.2$      8.6 1.7$      
Weekday 16,478$     16.2$           765$       53.6$      4 0.8$      
Region
Midwest 12,294$     12.1$           732$       51.3$      
Northwest 3,552$       3.5$             341$       23.9$      3.2 0.6$      
Southeast 23,797$     23.4$           799$       56.0$      6.6 1.3$      
Southwest 5,946$       5.8$             967$       67.8$      1.8 0.4$      
West 18,166$     17.8$           886$       62.1$      3.7 0.7$      
Industry
Agriculture 1,063$       1.0$             352$       24.7$      
Mining 18,501$     18.2$           1,545$    108.3$    
Construction 3,663$       3.6$             1,301$    91.2$      
Manufacturing 41,691$     40.9$           913$       64.0$      
Telco. & Utilities 8,837$       8.7$             810$       56.8$      
Trade & Retail 2,818$       2.8$             627$       43.9$      
Fin., Ins. & R.E. 5,790$       5.7$             975$       68.3$      
Services 4,810$       4.7$             531$       37.2$      
Public Admin 12,239$     12.0$           310$       21.7$      

Medium and Large 
Commercial and Industrial 

Customers 2008$

Small Commercial and 
Industrial Customers 

2008$
Residential 

Customers 2008$

Cost per Event of 1-Hour Outage

*Peak Loads for each customer class were based on the report's average kWh energy use and assumed 
an 80% load factor for medium and large customers, 40% load factor for small customers, and 30% 
load factor for residential
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these calls is going to be vital to resource adequacy planning in the next decade, particularly 
because DR resource participants are voluntary participants who may choose to discontinue 
participation if DR resource use hits thresholds of tolerance.         
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V. DETERMINING THE OPTIMAL RISK NEUTRAL AND RISK ADJUSTED 

ECONOMIC RESERVE MARGIN  

Most of the research papers cited in Section III compared the cost of incremental 
capacity to the economic benefit of reduced unserved energy costs provided by the capacity 
under a vertically integrated utility environment. As an example of this methodology, if 
adding new capacity costs $100/kW-yr, and the value of lost load is $15,000/MWh, the new 
capacity would need to offset more than 6 hours of lost load per year to be economically 
justified. However, since the 1-in-10 LOLE standard represents only 0.3 hours of lost load 
per year, the economic reserve margin would be much lower than the 1-in-10 LOLE based 
reserve margin as shown in the Figure 6 below.  The economic reserve margin is 4% in our 
case study if only EUE is taken into consideration as the benefit additional capacity provides.  
Again, this is the economic reserve margin for this particular analysis because adding 
capacity up to a 4% reserve margin costs less than the economic societal benefits of reduced 
EUE for this region. Above a 4% reserve margin, adding capacity costs more than the 
economic societal benefits produced in reducing EUE. A 4% reserve margin results in the 
minimum capacity plus EUE costs.  

Figure 6.  Cost of Capacity vs. Reduction in Expected Unserved Energy Costs  

 

However, system planners should be attempting to minimize total system costs to 
customers, not just a subset of system costs. Every benefit of incremental capacity should be 
considered. In addition to avoiding the societal costs of shedding firm load, adding new 
efficient gas turbines would avoid the dispatch cost of many inefficient existing units and 
avoid expensive market purchases during hours when capacity is scarce. When taking these 
additional benefits into consideration, total system costs continue to drop as capacity is added 
well above a 4% reserve margin.   

In the following case study we will explore potential methods of determining a risk 
neutral and optimal risk adjusted target based on total system costs to customers.     
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A. CASE STUDY DESCRIPTION 

The following is a brief overview of the case study setup. The Eastern Interconnection 
Planning Collaborative (EIPC) has recently performed its Eastern Interconnection 
Transmission Study.  The primary objective of the EIPC study was to aggregate the modeling 
and regional transmission expansion plans of the entire Eastern Interconnection and to 
perform regional analyses to identify potential conflicts and opportunities between regions.  
The EIPC study simulates all loads, generating resources, and transmission resources for all 
individual regions. Input data for the case study presented in this report uses data from the 
EIPC study as inputs, including region definitions, load forecasts, generating resource mixes, 
and transmission capabilities. Because the scope of this white paper was limited, only a 
subset of 14 of the NEEM regions from the EIPC study was included. For resource adequacy 
studies, accurate representation of the uncertainty in loads and generator availability is 
necessary to capture the frequency of reliability events. Firm load shed and extremely high 
market prices are typically only concerns when loads are much higher than normal or 
generating resources are less available than normal.  

To accommodate this additional uncertainty, we included distributions around the 
following variables: 

 Weather Uncertainty. Figure 7 demonstrates that summer peak load could be as 
much as 8.7% higher than normal peak load due to weather uncertainty in the PJM 
Rest of MAAC (PJM ROM) region.  This is fairly typical across most of the 
regions in the Eastern Interconnection.  Weather also impacts hydro, thermal, and 
intermittent resources which was also captured in the case study (See Appendix 
A).   

Figure 7.  Weather Impact on Peak Load for PJM Rest of MAAC  
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 Load Forecast Uncertainty. All loads for a given year could be as high as 5% 
higher (although this has a very low probability of occurring) than normal due to 
unexpected economic growth over a 4 year period as seen in the distribution in the 
Figure 8. The 6 discrete points in the table with associated probabilities were used 
in the simulation.  This economic uncertainty captures the boom-bust cycle 
inherent in electric markets. Some years the market will have excess capacity 
above the target reserve margin and other years markets will be below the target 
reserve margin. This error distribution was developed from analyzing how well 
the Congressional Budget Office was able to forecast GDP three to four year out. 
That distribution of performance was translated to electric demand using a 
multiplier of .4% load growth for every 1% of GDP growth.  The development of 
this distribution is further explained in the Appendix A. 

Figure 8.  Economic Load Forecast Error 

 
 
 Unit Performance Uncertainty. Figure 9 shows that the study system is expected 

to have approximately 800 MWs in a forced offline state on average, but there are 
hours in which the system could have 2,000 MWs offline.  The figure also shows 
that 80% of the time the region will have less than 1,500 MW offline due to 
forced outages.   

Figure 9.  Unit Performance Distribution 
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Additional modeling details can be found in Appendix A. 

Each scenario modeled in SERVM48 consists of one economic forecast error point and 
one weather year. The first scenario simulated used 1980 historical weather and a 5% under 
forecast of load growth. To build the loads for this year, the 8760 hour loadshape from the 
source weather year was multiplied by the economic forecast error multiplier. The resulting 
8760 hour loadshape represents what the hourly loads would be expected to be in 2016 if the 
system experienced the same temperatures as 1980 and loads grew 5% faster than expected 
due to economic growth. This discrete scenario was simulated for 400 iterations. Each 
iteration runs for all 8760 hours for a single projected year (2016) attempting to match load 
and resources at the lowest system cost. Several stochastic variables including unit 
performance and dispatch error are used and result in independent costs and metrics for each 
iteration. The average of all the system costs and physical reliability metrics from all these 
iterations represent the expected values for this scenario. 

In all, this process is repeated 192 times.  Thirty two weather years combined with 6 
economic forecast error points create 192 discrete scenarios. Simulating these scenarios for 
400 iterations results in a full distribution of possible outcomes for the year 2016.    It should 
also be noted that this process is applied to all regions in the study.  When a 1980 weather 
year is being simulated, it is used for all regions.  This modeling ensures that the actual 
differences in weather for each respective hour across the study system are captured. For 
example, when simulating July 9th, 1980, the loads for every region were developed using 
temperatures from July 9th, 1980.  As the sensitivities demonstrate, the ability for one 
balancing area to provide assistance to another is critical, and understanding load diversity is 
a necessary component to that ability.   

For this particular case study, we focused on the PJM Rest of MAAC (PJM_ROM) 
NEEM region from the EIPC Study. Although in reality this region is a participant in a 
structured market, for purposes of the base case analysis, it is treated as a vertically integrated 
utility. The purpose for this assumption is to simplify the economic comparison. When 
treated as a single vertically integrated utility, most of the internal load is served by resources 
within the region at those units‘ production cost. Purchases from outside the region are also 
assessed at their production cost unless the region is in a scarcity situation. Capacity is self-
owned or procured through bilateral transactions between the utility and generators. 
Modeling the base case this way allows costs for consumers to be easily calculated. The 
economic reserve margin is based on minimizing total system costs for consumers. The 
applicability of this analysis to structured markets is discussed in section D of this chapter.  

For this study, we set planning reserve margins for all other regions to their defined 
EIPC Study targets.   Next, simulations were run for the study region from 10% reserves to 
20% reserves in 2% intervals.  To achieve the higher reserve margin levels, natural gas 
combustion turbine capacity was added.  At each reserve margin level, LOLE, total system 
costs, and hourly market prices were tabulated.  While the intent of economic reserve margin 
planning is to minimize total system costs to customers, the only difference between reserve 
margin levels is the addition of efficient CT capacity, so all base load costs can be ignored. 
Only costs that are above the dispatch costs of the marginal CT are tracked which represent 
the difference in total system costs.  These system costs are made up of the following 
components: 

                                                 
48 SERVM is an economic resource adequacy model that is used by utilities to develop optimal reserve 

margin targets using economics as well as LOLE.   
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1. Production Costs above the dispatch cost of a CT (i.e. the dispatch of oil resources) 
 

2. Net Purchases above the dispatch cost of a CT.  Anytime the studied region purchased 
or sold at costs higher than the marginal cost of a CT, the net purchase costs were 
tabulated.   
 

3. Unserved Energy Costs (MWh of unserved energy * VOLL) For the base case, the 
VOLL of was assumed to be $15,000/MWh.  A sensitivity around this assumption is 
included in the sensitivity section.  
 

4. Carrying Cost of additional CT Capacity.  For the base case, $100/kW-yr was 
assumed.  Results will be shown ranging from $80/kW-yr to $120/kW-yr.   
 
For the case study, reserve margin was defined as the following: 
 
Reserve Margin = (Total Capacity Resources – Expected Peak Load) / (Expected 
Peak Load) 
 
where total resources includes all demand response resource capacity and the 
effective load carrying capability of wind and solar resources.  See the appendix for 
these effective load carrying capability values.   

B. BASE CASE RESULTS ASSUMING A VERTICALLY INTEGRATED UTILITY 

The following figures and sections discuss the Base Case Results.   

Figure 10 demonstrates that the reserve margin needed to meet the 1-in-10 LOLE 
standard (LOLE of 0.1) for the PJM_ROM region is 9.75%.  An LOLH of 2.4 was met at 
below 8%.  It should be noted that LOLE results are sensitive to input assumptions.  As noted 
in the review of resource adequacy studies, PJM‘s own assessment indicates 1-in-10 LOLE 
for the entire PJM RTO falls at 15.3%. The two studies are not directly comparable since this 
analysis only considers one sub region of PJM and only generic unit outage data was used 
instead of utilizing actual historical generator availability data. However, one significant 
reason for this difference is that the PJM study assumes 3,500 MW of import capability, 
whereas the EIPC inputs assume 9,000 MW+ of import capability. Also, PJM derates 1,800 
MW on peak due to temperature. The point here is not to challenge assumptions, but rather to 
demonstrate how large of a difference the selection of various inputs can change the results of 
the study. In addition to these, a number of other components that had the capability of 
shifting the 0.1 LOLE reserve margin by several percentage points were identified– at what 
point is demand response dispatched, will regions dispatch high cost or energy limited 
resources to support other regions, will a region shed firm load to maintain operating 
reserves, how much load diversity can be expected between regions, and will emergency 
hydro be available during peak load conditions.  A few of these questions are addressed in the 
sensitivity section. While these assumptions can make a substantial difference in LOLE, they 
only affect a few hours per year or per decade, thus they typically don‘t have a meaningful 
impact on total costs or change the optimal economic reserve margin. Since the optimal 
economic reserve margin is affected by a much larger set of hours and events, it is typically 
less sensitive to minor inputs.  
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Figure 10.  LOLE 

 

The following figure, Figure 11, demonstrates the differences in system costs at a 
variety of reserve margin levels. The PJM ROM system represents ~30,000MW at peak load. 
A change of 1% reserve margin is approximately 300 MW. The carrying cost of this change 
is $30M/yr assuming the cost of capacity is $100/kW-yr. By adding this incremental capacity 
when the system is at a 10% reserve margin, total system energy costs (all production costs 
and purchase costs above the dispatch cost of a CT plus the cost of societal unserved energy) 
drop by $43M/yr and therefore justify the additional capacity. The additional capacity met a 
number of distinct needs. In some hours, the additional capacity was used to avoid high cost 
purchases. In other hours, the capacity avoided the dispatch of high cost resources such as oil 
turbines. During scarcity pricing conditions, the additional capacity may have avoided 
purchase costs and lowered market prices. A system that has 300 additional MW available 
will have lower scarcity prices than one which is 300 MW closer to not being able to serve 
firm load. And in extreme conditions, the additional capacity may have directly offset firm 
load shed. In looking at the graph, it is obvious that the benefit of reducing EUE is minor 
compared to the reduction in other costs as we have stated previously.  The cost of EUE 
could vary greatly and have very little impact on the economics.  Reliability at or near a 1-in-
10 LOLE target already results in extremely low EUE.   
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Figure 11. Economic Optimal (Risk Neutral) Reserve Margin49 

 

 

Based on Figure 11, the minimum total system costs to customers is met at a reserve 
margin of 13%.  The figure represents all system costs above the dispatch of a CT plus the 
cost of unserved energy plus the additional carrying cost of CT capacity over a range of 
reserve margins.  It should be noted how flat the curve is between 12% and 15%.  This says 
that there is some room to move within this range and not be penalized substantially by 
additional costs.  Because this figure represents the average of 1000‘s of iterations 
(combinations of weather, load uncertainty, and unit performance), it hides the fact that 
individual years can be drastically different from the average. This economic target reserve 
margin doesn‘t put any additional emphasis on the extreme high cost outcomes, and is 
therefore defined as the risk neutral target reserve margin.  When adding capacity in a 
regulated, vertically integrated market, the fixed costs are reasonably static whether procured 
through a PPA or through direct ownership by a utility. Based on detailed engineering 
estimates of the installed cost of CT capacity, resource planners can be fairly confident in the 
cost of capacity. In our example, 300 MW will cost approximately $30M per year. However, 
the incremental capacity may provide less than $1M in benefit in mild weather years during 
recessions or it may provide >$400M in value in years with extreme weather or unexpected 
load growth. Figure 12 shows the entire distribution of system energy costs (all production 
costs and purchase costs above the dispatch cost of a CT plus the cost of societal unserved 
energy) across different reserve margin levels.  The high cost scenarios at the right hand of 
the chart represent the severe scenarios of extreme weather and under forecast of load.   

 

                                                 
49 This figure represents customer system costs for a vertically integrated utility.  Structured markets are 

discussed in later sections.   
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Figure 12.  Distribution of System Energy Costs 

 

C. RISK ADJUSTED RESERVE MARGINS 

To make the trade-off between volatile reliability energy costs (production costs 
above CTs, purchases above CTs, and EUE costs) and static fixed costs (carrying cost of 
capacity), a risk adjustment is likely justified to the risk neutral optimum reserve margin. In 
the same way that a homeowner is willing to pay $1000/year to insure his $100,000 house 
against loss even though the probability of loss is far less than 1%, load serving entities are 
likely willing to pay a fixed payment toward installed capacity to insure against an extreme 
scenarios shown on the previous figure, even if the fixed payment is slightly higher than the 
average economic benefit. But how much more in fixed costs should customers, planners, and 
regulators be willing to pay above the amount that is justified by the risk neutral optimum 
reserve margin?  

Traditional risk metrics in the electric power industry include Value at Risk (VaR), 
Coefficient of Variation, and mean-variance frontiers. Value at Risk is a quantitative 
measurement of the amount of exposure at various confidence levels within a specific time 
interval. Coefficient of Variation and Mean-Variance Frontiers are comparisons of variation 
across various portfolios and planners utilize them to minimize variance in an economically 
competitive portfolio.  

While the conventional definition of VaR is the risk of loss on a specific portfolio of 
financial assets, it is used in this example as the risk of additional costs above expected costs. 
The distribution of total production costs above the dispatch cost of a CT plus marginal CT 
carrying costs for the 13% reserve margin case is shown in Figure 13. The expected cost for 
this case is $397M. Eighty-five percent of all scenarios in this case have total costs of $494M 
or less and 95% have total costs below $599M.  
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Figure 13.  Distribution of Total Costs (Production Costs and Purchases Costs Above a 
CT + CT Carrying Costs + Cost of Unserved Energy) at 13% Reserve Margin 

 

Typically firms will evaluate VaR at 85%, 90%, or 95%. The distributions for each 
reserve margin in the chart above allow us to calculate the approximate VaR over a 5-year 
period for the entire range of possible scenarios. Subtracting the total system cost from the 
average system cost produces the VaR at the respective confidence level. The VaR at 85% is 
$494M - $397M = $97M. This means that in 85% of all weather scenarios and economic 
growth scenarios, total costs should not be more than $97M above the expected costs. The 
table below, Table 6, summarizes VaR at a range of confidence levels for each of several 
different possible reserve margin targets including the 13% reserve margin example 
presented in Figure 13 above.    
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Table 6.  Risk Analysis 

  

Risks Above Expected Costs 

Reserve Margin Total Expected Costs VaR 85 VaR 90 VaR 95 

 % M$ M$ M$ M$ 

10% 409.3  145.3  208.4  321.2  

11% 402.5  128.2  182.9  277.6  

12% 398.5  112.2  159.2  237.8  

13% 397.4  97.2  137.2  201.7  

14% 399.0  83.3  117.0  169.3  

15% 403.4  70.5  98.5  140.7  

16% 410.7  58.7  81.8  115.8  

17% 420.7  47.9  66.8  94.6  

18% 433.5  38.3  53.5  77.1  

19% 449.2  29.7  42.0  63.3  

As an example from the previous table, moving from 13% reserve margin (economic 
risk neutral reserve margin) to a 15% reserve margin reduces Var 95 (a measure of the risk 
above the expected case) from $201.7M to $140.7M while the change in expected system 
costs from 13% to 15% is only a $6M increase (as seen previouslyin Figure 11). Targeting a 
15% reserve margin results in slightly higher costs than the minimum cost reserve margin, 
but provides substantial risk mitigation from a single utility perspective. The determination of 
an economic optimal risk adjusted reserve margin which represents the ideal tradeoff in risk 
and cost will depend on the risk appetite of the decision makers at the respective utility or 
regulatory body.  

D. STRUCTURED MARKETS:  THE CONSUMER PERSPECTIVE 

Economic reserve margin planning is contingent on market structure. In a vertically 
integrated utility environment with rate based assets, adding capacity only affects the cost of 
serving load that would have otherwise been met by resources with dispatch costs above the 
dispatch cost of that incremental resource. For example, imagine a utility which had no 
neighbors. The cost of serving load is only the physical production costs (fuel and variable 
O&M costs) of generating electricity to meet those loads. If this utility would typically 
dispatch oil turbines at loads above 30,000 MW at a cost of $300/MWh, the benefit of 
replacing the oil fleet with efficient gas turbines (with dispatch costs of $100/MWh) would 
only be the production cost savings ($200/MWh). In this example, if the oil fleet previously 
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ran 100 hours per year, the benefit would only be $20/kW-yr50, not nearly enough to justify 
replacing the oil capacity.  

However, under another market construct, the economic decision analysis would be 
very different. Imagine a wholly competitive energy market where all load serving entities 
are completely independent from generating companies. The load serving entity is forced to 
buy all its energy from the energy market at the market clearing price.  Generators get paid 
based on which unit in the marketplace was on the margin, or which was the highest cost unit 
to be dispatched. For the owners of base load resources, having high cost oil generators on 
the system and in the dispatch for 100 hours per year could be a boon. Whenever a high cost 
unit is on the margin, each and every generator will be paid the dispatch cost of that unit, 
which in this example is $300/MWh. If the system averaged 30,000 MW in load per hour, 
generators would receive $900M51 in aggregate over these hours. If the average production 
cost of those units was $30/MWh, 90% of the revenue is operating profit.  If the oil fleet was 
1,000 MW in size, suppose replacing it with efficient gas turbines lowers the marginal cost in 
these hours to $60/MWh. Now, the net revenue to all generators would only be $180M52 for 
these hours. The reduction in revenue of $720M for generators is a direct benefit to 
consumers. In fact, since adding 1,000 MW of efficient CT lowered costs by $720M per year, 
consumers would be getting $720/kW-yr of benefit from capacity that should cost no more 
than $100/kW-yr. However, base-load generators, that would no longer be receiving those 
revenues, may be dependent on this revenue to cover fixed costs.  Any approach to 
identifying the ideal reserve margin target should consider both the generator and consumer‘s 
perspectives for the market structure being examined.  

First, let us further consider the benefits of increased reserve margins to consumers in 
an energy only market structure. Using the same case study simulations, if we were to 
compare the energy market costs (assuming customers pay for their entire load at the market 
clearing prices) as seen below in Figure 14 to a proxy for incremental capacity costs, then the 
cost/benefit analysis could support reserve margins above 30% meaning there are still energy 
market savings greater than the incremental capacity costs at these reserve margin levels. The 
difference between this analysis and the results seen in the single regulated utility example 
previously shown in Figure 11 is due to the fact that load serving entities (customers) are 
paying the high spot prices for all load (30,000 MW) in a given hour versus only paying 
expensive prices for the high cost resources on the margin which may only be a couple 
hundred MWs of load.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
50 $200/MWh * 100 hr/year = $20/kW-yr 
51 $30,000 MW * $300/MWh * 100 hrs = $900 M 
52 $30,000 MW * $60/MWh * 100 hrs = $180 M 
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Figure 14.   Illustration of Economic Target for a Load Serving Entity That Relies 
100% on the Energy Market 

 

This is a purely hypothetical exercise however. Setting a reserve margin target based 
on these customer savings is not feasible or desirable in current structured markets for several 
reasons. First of all, in energy only markets the incremental capacity costs shown in Figure 
14 are not paid by consumers so the consumers would always benefit from higher reserve 
margins while energy margins for generators continually decrease.  In structured markets that 
have forward capacity markets, all generators are paid the same capacity price.  In the above 
example, only the incremental capacity costs were assumed to illustrate the comparison to the 
vertically integrated utility analysis in Figure 11.  In addition, load serving entities in current 
RTOs often self supply or enter into bilateral agreements to cover a substantial portion of 
their load and balance the remainder of their load using the energy market.  Under this 
scenario, the savings to customers would be greatly reduced and would more likely resemble 
the optimal reserve margin methodology that was shown previously in Figure 11.  While the 
idea that a reserve margin well above 20% is ideal for consumers fully exposed to the energy 
market may be counterintuitive, it is simple to demonstrate. In PJM in 2010, reserve margins 
were well above 20%53, but there were still 81 hours with energy prices more than 
$100/MWh higher than the dispatch cost of a CT. The load in these hours for the PJM_ROM 
region averaged 33,000 MW, so the total cost of energy above the cost of CTs was greater 
than $264M54. If an additional 1,100 MW of combustion turbines had been present, 

                                                 
532011 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, retrieved on September 2, 2012 from 

http://www.nerc.com/files/2011LTRA_Final.pdfNERC LTRA 
54 33,000 MW * 80 hours * $100/MWh = $264 M 
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presumably the costs above CTs would have been negligible55. This suggests that 1,100 MW 
of CTs can save $264M in one year compared to the carrying cost of that capacity at only 
$110M56 per year. This lends some credence to our theory that consumers exposed to the 
energy markets can receive substantial benefits with new resources even at high reserves 
margins.  

In the same region, however, energy margins for CTs were only ~$50/kW-yr. So CTs 
were not getting full cost recovery from the energy market, and yet consumers would have 
benefitted from substantially more capacity.   

E. STRUCTURED MARKETS:  THE GENERATOR PERSPECTIVE AND THE MISSING 

MONEY PROBLEM 

Wholesale peaking generators have not been able to recover their fixed carrying costs 
in the past decade from energy markets. Even in regions with capacity markets which pay 
supplemental revenues to generators, without long-term bilateral agreements, CTs have been 
unable to cover costs57.  

But how critical of an issue is this? Economic optimal reserve margins for energy 
only markets are defined as the point at which marginal capacity can earn enough revenues to 
cover fixed costs.  How far from this economic target are most structured markets today?  CT 
energy margins are the summation of all the hourly market prices above the dispatch cost of a 
CT for a given year.  As shown in Table 7, which presents the perspective of a merchant 
generator in such a market, CT energy margins and the frequency of prices above the 
dispatch cost of an efficient CT decrease as additional CTs are added to a system.   These 
energy margins represent the weighted average energy margins in the Base Case simulations.  
Recall that the 1-in-10 LOLE based reserve margin was at 9.75% and the economic optimal 
reserve margin based on a single regulated utility was 13% (See Figure 11).  The CT only 
receives $86/kW-yr at a 9.75% reserve margin and $73/kW-yr at a 13% reserve margin 
which is used to go towards covering its fixed costs of $100/kW-yr.  The energy only 
economic optimal target reserve margin for this region is 7% because that is the point where a 
CT fully recovers its fixed costs.  

Table 7.  Merchant Generator Perspective 

Reserve Margin 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 

Expected CT Energy 
Margins ($/kW-yr)  $ 94.75   $ 85.63   $ 77.58   $ 70.57   $ 64.62   $ 59.72  

CT Hours of Operation 1,211  1,104  1,007  978  926  897  

 How is it possible then that generators are only able to recover their fixed costs at a 
7% reserve margin, but consumers of a vertically integrated utility have financial benefit to 
having reserve margins at 13%? In many hours in the simulations, the study region is 

                                                 
55 Load in these hours was 1,100 MW higher than in hours with prices equal to the dispatch cost of a CT, 

suggesting the addition of 1,100 MW of efficient CTs would bring the high prices down close to the 
cost of a CT. 

56 1,100 MW * $100/kW-yr = $110 M 
57 PJM, State of Market Report, 2010, Vol. 2, p. 33 
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purchasing power from outside regions. Take an example hour in which the region is 
purchasing 2,000 MW at $200/MWh. The addition of 500 MW of resources to the study 
region does more than just avoid purchase costs of 500 MW at $200/MWh. It actually brings 
down the cost of the remaining 1,500 MW that needed to be purchased. When the study 
region was originally purchasing power from the outside region, the clearing price was based 
on the unit that was on the margin in the outside region. In order for the study region to buy 
2,000 MW, the outside region had to dispatch progressively higher cost resources. Since in 
the change case in which the study region added 500 MW of capacity, only 1500 MW needed 
to be purchased, the clearing price for the purchase will be lower (for this example assume 
purchase cost dropped to $150/MWh). So the addition of the resource provided $140/MWh 
of benefits for the 500 MWh of purchases it avoided58. It also achieved $50/MWh benefit for 
the 1,500MWh of purchases that were still made. The total benefit in this hour is $145,00059 
or $290 for each MWh of energy provided by the new resource60. So the benefit to the 
customer is higher than the revenues that might be seen by the new generator.  This 
disconnect between the consumer perspective and the generator perspective was partially 
explained above, but there are additional reasons that generators have a difficult time 
recovering costs in many structured markets today. 

1. Price Caps 

Many regions have regulatory caps on bid prices at ranges between $1,000/MWh to 
$3,000/MWh. As discussed, this is less than VOLL and from a theoretical perspective 
suggests that consumers are not paying enough for resource adequacy. However, there is 
a reserve margin at which peaking generators would cover the cost regardless of where 
the price cap was set. If generators could achieve full cost recovery at an 11% reserve 
margin with no price caps, then generators should be able to achieve full cost recovery at 
perhaps an 8% reserve margin if there was a $1,000/MWh price cap. The point being that 
if the maximum price is lower than VOLL, generators should build less capacity such 
that high prices (but less than $1,000/MWh) are hit more frequently. Price caps are 
frequently cited as the primary reason for ―missing money‖

61, yet the authors believe this 
is a small component of the overall market design problems. 

2. Physical Reliability Targets 

ERCOT is one of few energy-only markets in North America. As an energy only 
market, there is no explicit reserve margin target. However, ERCOT performs an LOLE 
study periodically which communicates to the system the reserve margin which would 
achieve 0.1 LOLE. While not a target, several of the LSEs in ERCOT may use that 
reserve margin for their own generation planning and either build or contract to maintain 
at least that level of reserves. The potential result of individual LSEs planning to the 0.1 
LOLE reserve margin is that the aggregate system reserve margin may be equal to or 
higher than the 0.1 LOLE reserve margin. If a region consisted of 10 LSEs, all of which 
planned to the same reserve margin independently, the aggregate reserve margin would 
be higher since there is diversity between disparate loads. But regardless of how a region 

                                                 
58 The load serving entity paid the $60/MWh dispatch price of the resource instead of the $200/MWh 

market price 
59 (140 * 500 + 50 * 1,500) = $145,000 
60 $145,000 / 500 MWh = $290/MWh 
61 Hogan, William (2005), "On an ―Energy Only‖ Electricity Market Design for Resource Adequacy." 
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ends up with a reserve margin that is equal to or higher than the 0.1 LOLE, the impact on 
CT energy margins is typically negative.  As shown in our simulations, the expected CT 
energy margin at a 0.1 LOLE reserve margin is less than the carrying cost of capacity 
even with no energy price caps. To clarify the theoretical reason for this disparity, an 
illustration will be helpful. 

Imagine that regions planned to a reliability target of one event in 10,000 years. To 
achieve this lofty goal, reserve margins may need to be at 30%. With a 30% reserve 
margin, there would be very few, if any, hours with energy costs much above the 
dispatch cost of CTs. Unlimited price caps would make no difference since there would 
almost always be additional capacity available to prevent scarcity prices.  So if load 
serving entities or a portion of the load serving entities in a region plan to an LOLE 
target, it is possible that system reserve margins may be higher than the levels at which 
generators would receive cost recovery. 

3. Economic Growth Slowdown 

Since 2000, the US economy has consistently grown at slower rates each year than 
was expected 4 years prior.62 When the economy grows slower than expected, load 
grows slower than expected. Since generation expansion is planned years in advance, 
new generation has come online while the load it was meant to serve has not 
materialized. An example utility may have expected 1,000 MW of load to appear due to a 
growing economy and so built new generation. However, much of that load did not 
appear over the past 10 years and so reserve margins rose. With reserve margins not only 
above the level which would achieve cost recovery for efficient CTs, but also above 0.1 
LOLE based reserve margins which typically result in low CT energy margins, returns 
for peaking generation have been consistently small. Presumably, at some point the 
economy will begin to grow faster than economists expect and load growth may outstrip 
resource additions, resulting in lower reserve margins and higher returns for peaking 
generators. However, as discussed in other sections, reserves would need to drop 
substantially in order for this to occur. 

To be clear, this issue is different from the issue related to the use of physical 
reliability metrics in setting reserve margin targets. Even if the economy was 
experiencing robust growth, the use of physical reliability metrics could still negatively 
affect the energy revenues generators could expect. Slow economic growth simply adds 
to the disparity produced by high reserve margin targets since realized reserve margins 
end up being even higher than the high reserve margin targets when the economy grows 
slowly. 

4. Weather Volatility 

Even with a regulatory-enforced scarcity pricing curve designed to achieve full cost 
recovery for peaking generators, differences in weather patterns mean that many years 
energy prices would be lower than needed for generators to recover costs. Figure 15 
shows results from the Base Case simulations for the study region.  In a small number of 
possible weather years, returns would far exceed the necessary levels to cover carrying 
costs. However, in a large percentage of years, revenues would be far less than 
necessary. This is not a feasible market space for many developers who rely on debt to 

                                                 
62 See CBO forecast for 2000-2013 
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finance the construction of their facilities. If a generator cannot demonstrate its ability to 
cover specific debt service ratios each year, it will not be eligible for debt financing.  

Figure 15.  CT Energy Margins by Weather Year 

 

5. Generator Market Forecasting 

The authors will not venture to guess the skill level of generators determining when 
markets will be in equilibrium such that new generation can cover fixed costs. However, this 
task is quite difficult, so expectations of their accuracy should be quite low. This analysis 
must typically be performed 5 years in advance of the new generation coming online and take 
into account dozens of variables including load growth rates, fuel costs, market interaction, 
regulatory intervention, scarcity pricing, emission prices, resource mix changes, demand 
response impacts, and bidding strategies.  

In summary, each of the components mentioned above contribute to the missing 
money problem. It is not an isolated issue simply due to a single design flaw as frequently 
cited. Since generators in energy only markets prefer low reserve margins to achieve cost 
recovery what is the best way to incentivize generator investment to achieve 1-in-10 LOLE 
and/or achieve a higher reserve margin that is more economic for consumers.     Forward 
capacity markets have been designed in many of the existing structured markets to alleviate 
this disconnect.  In this capacity market design, all generators are provided additional 
capacity payments to allow new generators to recover fixed costs at a reserve margin that 
meets 1-in-10 LOLE standard.  The setback to this approach is that while consumer energy 
costs are reduced at the 1-in-10 LOLE level, the fact that capacity payments are paid to all 
capacity forces total customer costs to be higher than if reserve margins remained at the 
lower energy only economic reserve margin target.  This is further illustrated in the next 
section.  Another method used to solve this problem is to force load serving entities to enter 
into bilateral contracts up to a specified reserve margin.  This method is used in the California 
ISO (CAISO) today.  One advantage of this method is that it allows generators to enter into 
long term contracts which provide revenue stability versus a forward capacity market which 
only provides revenue in the short term.  It also allows load serving entities to make decisions 
on capacity based on long term cost projections. 
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F.  SUMMARY RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT MARKET CONSTRUCTS 

Table 8 summarizes the findings of the base case results from the perspective of a 
single vertically integrated regulated utility, energy only market, and energy plus forward 
capacity market.  Table 8 shows that the economic optimal reserve margin for the regulated 
utility is 13% based on the consumer‘s total system cost perspective as defined in Section A 
of this Chapter .  This target resides several percentage points above the 1-in-10 LOLE based 
9.75% reserve margin.  The reserve margin target for the energy only market is 7% based on 
the level of reserves at which a new CT will recover its costs.  Under an energy only 
construct, consumers would benefit from higher reserve margins but energy margins are 
lower than the minimum required to sustain the higher reserve margin.  For the energy plus 
forward capacity market construct, the target reserve margin is assumed to be based on 1-in-
10 LOLE63 which is 9.75% and it is assumed that the capacity payment paid to all generators 
at this level is enough that when combined with energy margins a CT will recover its fixed 
costs.  

From a total system costs perspective, the regulated utility provides the lowest cost at 
its target reserve margin. It should be noted that the results for each construct were developed 
from the same simulations meaning there were no benefits recognized from a more 
coordinated economic dispatch that an RTO/ISO would provide.  The energy only construct‘s 
total costs at a 13% reserve margin are much lower per year, but in theory this reserve margin 
would not materialize because generators would not recover their fixed costs at this level.  
The energy plus capacity market construct produces higher costs as reserve margins increase 
from the 7% energy only economic target because the additional capacity payments are made 
to all generators.  If targeting 1-in-10 LOLE, the total costs including a capacity payment that 
made generators whole is $7.925 B as shown in the table.      It should be noted that there is 
also some risk benefit seen with the structures that result in higher reserve margin targets 
because the volatility related to energy costs decreases as reserve margins increase.   

 Assuming idealized resource mixes and purely competitive or efficiently regulated 
markets, the cost comparison below illustrates how the structure that results in the lowest 
reserve margin does not necessarily produce the lowest system cost.64    

Table 8.  Total System Costs at Target Reserve Margin Levels 

 

Target 
Reserve 
Margin 

Total System Costs 
at Target (Billion $) 

Regulated Utility 13.00% $7.805 

Energy Only Market 7.00% $7.860 

Energy plus Capacity Market 9.75% $7.925 

 To be clear, the point of this table is not to state that the regulated utility environment 
is the optimal structure. Energy only and energy plus capacity markets offer a number of 
attributes such as fostering competition and diverse resources that may result in lower total 
system costs for customers. This table just highlights that market structure can have a 
                                                 
63 Forward capacity markets in the Eastern Interconnection currently base targets on 1-in-10 reliability 

metrics.  These include PJM, NY-ISO, and ISO-NE.   
64 These total system costs include all capacity costs and energy costs (not just costs above the dispatch 

costs of a CT) to meet load as well as the societal costs of unserved energy.   
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significant impact on both reliability and total system costs and should be considered when 
performing resource adequacy planning. 

G. SELECTION OF MARGINAL RESOURCE IN ECONOMIC RESERVE PLANNING 

It is important to remember that the identification of a target reserve margin based on 
economics is contingent on the marginal resource used to vary reserve margins. A single 
point estimate of the ideal reserve margin assumes that all capacity should be treated as equal. 
In reality, economic resource adequacy planning must consider the implications for all types 
of resources that may provide resource adequacy. The economic trade-off analysis is highly 
dependent on the characteristics of the capacity being added. All capacity is not equal. 
Adding demand response capacity will not provide as much economic benefit since it is not 
dispatched until prices are much higher or reliability is a more pressing concern. In generic 
SERVM modeling runs, the average market price when CTs are dispatched is ~$70/MWh. 
The average market price when demand response is called may be $500/MWH+. This 
indicates that the system costs between reserve margins will be drastically different if CTs are 
the marginal unit type vs. demand responses resources. The carrying costs are also different 
between the resource types. Also, the incremental decision may not be the addition of a new 
resource; it may be the retirement of an old high-cost resource. While 1-in-10 LOLE is an 
attractive metric because of its simplicity, the reserve margin determined through this method 
treats all capacity the same. If a resource can keep the lights on as effectively as a combustion 
turbine, the different product characteristics are immaterial. But the metric doesn‘t provide 
guidance to what type of resources should be used to meet peak requirements and leads to 
many uneconomic resource procurements. Resource planning is unfortunately a complicated 
process that requires the assessment of both the economic and physical reliability 
contributions of resources.  
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VI. IMPACT OF VARYING DEFINITIONS, CALCULATIONS, AND 

APPLICATIONS OF 1 IN 10 ON ECONOMICS 

Based on the research performed in Section III, the majority of entities in the Eastern 
Interconnection that use a physical metric for setting reserve margin targets use the 1 day in 
10 year standard. Of those that use the 1 day in 10 year standard, all but one use an identical 
definition for the metric.  SPP is the only entity that uses a different definition. SPP assumes 
2.4 LOLH versus the standard 1 event in 10 years (0.1 LOLE).  The latter is more stringent 
and leads to a higher reserve margin level. In this study, using the 2.4 LOLH definition 
typically results in a reserve margin 5% lower than the 0.1 LOLE derived reserve margin. 
However, although SPP measures reliability against the less stringent 2.4 LOLH metric, their 
reserve margin target is set at a higher level than suggested by the metric, potentially 
obviating the difference in expected reliability.   

As part of this paper, the authors were asked to address how the varying definitions, 
calculations, and applications of the 1 day in 10 years standard impact the economics of 
resource adequacy. If regions planned reliability using the lower 2.4 LOLH instead of the 0.1 
LOLE, reliability costs would be much higher. The base case simulations indicate reliability 
costs (excluding capacity costs) at the 0.1 LOLE equal to $290M/yr while the reliability costs 
at 2.4 LOLH are $450M/yr, a difference of $160M/yr. The 2.4 LOLH scenario has lower 
capital costs since it has a lower reserve margin, but even after adjusting for capital cost 
savings, the less stringent 2.4 LOLH developed reserve margin would result in additional 
total system costs of $40M/yr compared to planning using the 0.1 LOLE definition. In 
addition, those numbers do not reflect what would happen if all regions used the lower 
standard. The base case assumes that other regions still maintain higher reserves, muting the 
impact of the less stringent standard. If all regions planned using the lower standard, average 
costs would be expected to be exorbitant. In addition, average economics doesn't adequately 
consider the risk of high impact scenarios. In cases in which load was much higher than 
expected or units didn't perform as well as expected, the additional costs of only maintaining 
reserves to meet the 2.4 LOLH on average could be in the billions of dollars. The base case 
economic simulations indicated that the difference in costs for the most extreme case if 
planning to 0.1 LOLE versus planning to 2.4 LOLH could be greater than $2B for a single 
year.  

For a small region with few interconnections, the 0.1 LOLE and the 2.4 LOLH based 
reserve margins could potentially both be higher than the optimal economic reserve margin, 
but in general, the base case simulations demonstrate that using the 2.4 LOLH definition 
likely results in a more risky and high cost system if modeled accurately. Compared to the 0.1 
LOLE, the economic optimum reserve margin could be higher or lower depending on a 
number of system attributes including system size, market structure, neighbor assistance 
availability, and transmission availability. And depending on assumptions such as how 
emergency operating procedures will be employed and how capacity is counted, the 
comparison is further complicated. 

The sensitivities presented in the next section show how some of these assumptions 
drive the 1-in-10 LOLE target and the economics of resource adequacy.  Based on our past 
experience, the 1-in-10 LOLE target is more sensitive to these assumptions than a 
methodology that uses an economic framework.  An LOLE method can be driven by one 
event or one peak hour while the economics that measure more than the cost of firm load 
shed are impacted by many more hours across the year and are therefore less sensitive.  From 
our perspective, it is critical for regulators and planners to know if its target reserve margin is 
economic.   
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VII.  IMPACT OF INTERCONNECTED MARKETS AND BROAD PLANNING 

ON RESOURCE ADEQUACY AND 1 IN 10 CALCULATIONS 

Astrape performed several sensitivities around the regulated utility base case to show 
the impact that interconnected markets and inter-regional commerce have on the resource 
adequacy of the region being studied.  If markets are highly interconnected and well 
coordinated among regions, then resource adequacy targets could be lowered.  In the base 
case, there is substantial transmission capability between the study region (PJM_ROM) and 
surrounding neighbors.  In fact, the limit to and from PJM_E and PJM_R_RTO is virtually 
unlimited as the 8,000 MW transfer capability is rarely fully utilized.   With these limits, it is 
likely that the constraint is capacity on the other side of the interface rather than the 
transmission capability.   

A. ISLAND SENSITIVITY 

The first sensitivity that was simulated treated PJM_ROM as an island.  This 
sensitivity is purely academic since it in no way represents reality.  When the case is 
simulated, the region would need to carry an 18% reserve margin to meet the 1-in-10 LOLE 
standard.  This compares to a 9.75% reserve margin to meet the same criteria in the base case.  
Given these results, it could be stated that surrounding regions via load diversity and 
generator diversity provide approximately 8% of reserves for the PJM_ROM region.  For this 
sensitivity, economics were not evaluated.  

B. ALLOW NEIGHBORING REGIONS TO DISPATCH DEMAND RESPONSE IN 

ORDER TO ASSIST NEIGHBORING REGIONS 

The next sensitivity was designed to understand the impact of allowing regions to 
dispatch demand response resources in order to assist another region. The typical approach to 
demand response is to only call on it during emergency conditions. In actual practice, it is 
unlikely that one region would dispatch emergency demand resources in order to be able to 
sell generation to other regions.  However, there is a range of types of demand response, 
some of which may self-dispatch at lower prices or may have substantial availability. These 
resources may be dispatched more frequently and may possibly be used in a way that allows 
one region to sell to other regions.  The base case did not allow these resources to be called in 
order to free up other capacity to be sold to neighbors. The change case was to eliminate this 
constraint. If one region was able to meet firm load obligations and operating reserve 
requirements in an hour, and had additional demand response capacity, SERVM was 
configured to allow the demand response resource to dispatch and sell energy to another 
region. In this change case, the reserve margin needed to maintain 0.1 LOLE shifted from 
9.75% to less than 7%.  The economic optimum shifted from 13% to approximately 12%.  
This change in emergency dispatch affects the 0.1 LOLE based reserve margin more than the 
economic reserve margin because LOLE is more sensitive to what occurs in these peak hours.     

C. OPERATING RESERVE SENSITIVITY 

For the base case simulations, all regions were given a 2% spinning reserve 
requirement and a 4% total operating reserve requirement.  Firm load shed occurred if 
operating reserves dropped below the 2% spinning reserve requirement.  In this sensitivity, 
the spinning reserve requirement was allowed to be completely depleted before shedding firm 
load. As expected, the results of the sensitivity showed that both the 1-in-10 LOLE target and 
economic target dropped by 2%. 
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D. SYSTEM EQUIVALENT FORCED OUTAGE RATE (EFOR) SENSITIVITY 

The Equivalent Forced Outage Rate (EFOR) is the average percentage of capacity 
unavailable when needed. The 1-in-10 LOLE target and the economic optimal target both 
shifted with a 1 to 1 ratio as system EFOR shifted.  In other words, when system EFOR for 
the region was increased by 3%65, the 1-in-10 LOLE target shifted from 9.75% to 12.75% 
and the economic target shifted from 13% to 16%.   

E.  REMOVE ALL LOAD DIVERSITY AMONG NEIGHBORS 

If load diversity is removed completely and all regions reached peak load at the same 
time, then the target to meet a 1-in-10 LOLE standard shifts from 9.75% to 15.5%.   The 
economic target shifts from 13% to 18%.  The impact during peak hours impacts LOLE 
slightly more than it impacts the economic target.   

F. TRANSMISSION SENSITIVITIES 

Two sensitivities were performed for transmission.  In the first, all transfer 
capabilities between regions were reduced by 50%.  In the second a distribution was used for 
each interface representing the availability of the interface.  The distribution for this 
sensitivity is shown in Figure 16.  By using this distribution, the range of transmission 
availability can be captured from 0% to 100%.   

Figure 16.  Distribution of Transmission Availability 

 

Table 9 shows the results of the two sensitivities.  Using the distribution shown above 
in Figure 16 impacts both the 1-in-10 LOLE and economic optimal reserve margin more than 
just reducing the capability by 50%.  This is logical because the distribution is more stringent 
in that there are hours where no transfers will be allowed to occur.  Because the region being 
studied has substantial oil resources in its mix, it is purchasing a substantial amount of energy 
for economic reasons.  When transmission is limited, these purchases decrease and the 

                                                 
65 The starting system EFOR of 5% was increased to 8%.   
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optimal reserve margin level increases considerably.  Accurately capturing the import 
capability of a region has a high significant impact on results.  

Table 9.  Transmission Sensitivities 

  

Reserve Margin 
@ 1-in-10 LOLE 

Standard 

Economic 
Optimal 

Reserve Margin 

 

Avg.  Demand 
Response  Call 

Hours Per Year at 
10% RM 

Base Case 9.75% 13.00% 

 

4.5 

50% Transmission Capability 11.75% 17.00% 

 

15 

Transmission Distribution 14.00% 20.00% 

 

13 

 

Since the base case uses static high transfer limits, the base case results are likely too 
optimistic for both the economic optimal reserve margin and the 1-in-10 LOLE reserve 
margin. Using refined transfer limits would likely show that for the targeted region, the 
optimum economic and 1-in-10 LOLE reserve margins would be several percentage points 
higher. The table above indicates a reasonable upper limit for where these values could fall. 

G. EXPANDING TOPOLOGY 

A sensitivity was performed to understand how expanding the overall topology would 
impact the optimal reserve margin for PJM_ROM.  For the sensitivity, SOCO and NE-ISO 
were added to the topology.  By adding two additional regions, the LOLE target shifted from 
9.75% to 9.25% and the economic target shifted from 13% to 12.5%. Even though PJM-
ROM is not directly connected to either region, the dynamic market clearing resulted in more 
efficient dispatch and the additional regions provide extra load and generator diversity.  This 
indicates that modeling the entire Eastern Interconnection could result in lower targets than 
indicated by the base case results.  

H. SUMMARY 

A summary of these results for both the base case and numerous sensitivity cases is 
shown in Table 10.  The overall takeaway is that an optimal level of reserves depends greatly 
on assumptions made about surrounding interconnections and installed capacity of 
neighboring regions. These sensitivities also illustrate the need for further analysis in which 
the full Eastern Interconnection is simulated and appropriate assumptions are verified for a 
number of these categories.    
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Table 10.  Summary of Analysis Results for Base and Sensitivity Cases 

  

Reserve 
Margin @ 

1-in-10 
LOLE 

Standard 

Economic 
Optimal 
Reserve 
Margin 

 

Avg.  
Demand 
Response  

Call Hours 
Per Year at 
10% RM 

Base Case 9.75% 13.00% 

 

4.5 

Island Case:  No Neighbor Assistance 18.00%   

 

21.5 

No Weather Diversity Among Neighbors 15.50% 18.00% 

 

9.4 

50% Transmission Capability 11.75% 17.00% 

 

15 

Transmission Distribution 14.00% 20.00% 

 

13 

All Regions Allowed to Share DR Resources 7.00% 12.00% 

 

5 

Allowing All Operating Reserves to be Depleted 7.75% 11.00% 

 

4.5 

EFOR 3% Increase 12.75% 16.00% 

 

5.9 

Expand Topology 9.25% 12.50% 

 

4.25 
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VIII. ECONOMIC SENSITIVITIES 

Sensitivities were performed both on the VOLL and the cost of CT capacity additions.  
Changing VOLL from $5,000/MWh to $30,000/MWh had no impact on the economic 
optimal reserve margin.  The reason is that the amount of EUE at 13% reserve margin is only 
~20MWh and represents reliability above the 1-in-10 LOLE standard.  Firm load shed events 
are not driving the economics to be minimized at a 13% reserve margin.  An additional 
sensitivity analyses varied the cost of CT capacity from $80/kW-yr to $120/kW-yr.   Table 11 
below shows that the economic optimum is more sensitive to capital costs.  

Table 11.  Economic Sensitivities 

  Economic Optimal Reserve Margin 

Base Case:  VOLL@15,000/MWh 
                     CT Carrying Costs @ $100/kW-yr 13.00% 

VOLL @ $5,000/MWh 13.00% 

VOLL @ $30,000/MWh 13.00% 

CT Carrying Costs @$80/kW-yr 15.25% 

CT Carrying Costs @$120/kW-yr 10.25% 
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IX. RESOURCE MIX SENSITIVITIES AND HOW STATES CAN POSITIVELY 

INFLUENCE RESOURCE ADEQUACY 

A. DEMAND RESPONSE SENSITIVITIES 

Demand Response plays a key role in resource adequacy assessments.  The key 
attributes of DR that impacted simulation results are the number of hours the resource can 
realistically be called in a given year, the point in the dispatch that DR is called, and the 
percentage of total capacity represented by DR (this percentage is also referred to as the 
penetration).  If DR is called by a utility when prices hit $200/MWh versus $500/MWh, then 
the resource will provide much more economic value but will obviously need to be available 
more hours in the year.  Figure 17 shows the distribution of expected demand response calls 
for the base case and two sensitivities with different penetration levels.  Recall that the base 
case assumptions assume that DR is only called after all other options have been exhausted 
including expensive purchases up to $2,500/MWh and are limited to 150 hours per year.  So 
in the base case, DR is exclusively used for reliability purposes and is always available since 
its dispatch is so infrequent.  Also in the base case, DR provides 8% of the overall capacity 
mix for the region.  The other two curves represent the senstivitiy cases where (1) DR 
penetration is 15% and resources are called at $2,500/MWh (2) DR penetration is 15% plus 
resources are called at $500/MWh.  Additional sensitivities assuming the resources are called 
at $200/MWh would show increased frequency of dispatch and the necessary call limits 
would expand.   

Figure 17.  DR Call Summary 

 

 

The next step in the evaluation was to determine how the 1-in-10 LOLE and 
economic reserve margin would change based on moving from 8% to 15% penetration.  
Table 12 displays the results.  Because the DR was still treated as a reliability-only resource, 
the physical LOLE metric only shifted slightly and the 1-in-10 LOLE target shifted from 
9.75% to 11%.  This shows that the 150 hour call limits on the resource were almost enough 
to maintain the same reliability even with a higher penetration.  However, the economic 
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reserve margin was impacted more substantially because when the DR was added, a 
substantial amount of CT capacity had to be removed from the region to keep the same 
reserve margin level.  Now the region is forced to purchase more energy since several 
thousand MWs of capacity that was being dispatched at less than $100/MWh was removed.  
Given this, the economic optimal target moves from 13% to 17%.    

Table 12.  DR Penetration Sensitivity 

  

Reserve Margin 
@ 1-in-10 

LOLE Standard 

Economic 
Optimal 

Reserve Margin 

 

Avg.  Demand 
Response  Call 

Hours at 10% RM 

Base Case:  DR 8% Penetration 9.75% 13.00% 

 

4.5 

DR 15% Penetration 11.00% 17.00% 

 

7 

The last set of simulations pertaining to DR calculated the capacity credit of the 
resource assuming different call limits and different penetration levels.  For purposes of the 
analyses, we are defining capacity credit of a resource as the reliability contribution that it 
provides the system compared to a fully dispatchable resource with 100% availability.  So a 
resource that can only be dispatched 20 hours a year will not provide the same level of 
reliability as a resource that can be dispatched perfectly for 8,760 hours per year.  Figure 18 
shows the capacity credit of DR for the base case under different call limits and under a 15% 
penetration case with the same call limits.  The figure shows that in the Base Case (8% 
penetration level) a 50 hour per year DR resource dispatched for reliability will only provide 
63% capacity credit.  Under a 15% penetration level, the same resource only provides 28% 
capacity credit.  The higher penetration level would need the capacity more frequently and if 
it can only be called 50 hours it would be less valuable under that scenario.  

Figure 18.  DR Capacity Credit 

 

Understanding the risks and benefits offered by DR is critical given the penetration 
levels that some regions are approaching.  Some utilities in Florida are already calculating 
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―generation only‖ reserve margins and are considering using such a criterion in their resource 
planning decisions. This is due, in part, because there is uncertainty on how the DR will 
perform, including DR participant tolerance levels, as they are called upon more frequently.  
If states are going to consider further implementation of DR, it is important to ensure that the 
right amount and type are being added and these resources are being incentivized and valued 
correctly.  States will need to understand all the dynamics and risks that could occur with DR. 
Some of these have been demonstrated in this case study simulation.  Further simulations 
could assist in understanding this dynamic. 

B. INTERMITTENT RESOURCE SENSITIVITIES 

Intermittent resources have a fundamentally different resource adequacy profile from 
conventional resources. The forced outage status of thermal generators is nearly completely 
independent. Fuel supply, transmission issues, and shared facilities can cause some units to 
be unavailable simultaneously, but typically outages are independent. Intermittent resources 
such as wind and solar, however, are dependent on weather conditions which are highly 
correlated across large geographic areas. For example, with a wind fleet of 1,000 MW in a 
50,000 MW system, this does not create significant concern. At a higher penetration of 
10,000 MW in a 50,000 MW system, the loss of wind resources will be a more significant 
issue. Because of wind's intermittency, the capacity value or effective load carrying capability 
(ELCC) of wind is already much lower than its nameplate capacity. Generally, at low 
penetration, the ELCC of wind should be close to the average output during peak conditions. 
If peak load occurs in the summer between 2:00 and 4:00 PM, a rough approximation of 
wind's ELCC would be the average output during these hours. For many regions, this output 
is between 15% and 25%. For our studied region, the wind output during the top 100 load 
hours is shown in Figure 19. The distribution is sorted by wind output and not peak load.  The 
average output of wind is 18% of nameplate rating. 

Figure 19.  Wind Output During Peak Load Hours 

 

However, this distribution also shows that in some peak hours, the wind output is much less 
than 18%. At a low penetration of 1,000 MW of nameplate wind, a region giving the wind 
fleet ELCC credit of 180 MW based on the average output during peak, this is not likely a 
reliability issue. Getting 180 MW less than expected is not a significant concern. It would be 
similar to losing a small thermal generator. If the wind fleet is a much larger 10,000 MW, 
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having an output much smaller than the average output during peak conditions has a much 
larger impact on the system because it would correlate to losing 1,800 MW of capacity - a 
much more significant event.  

To capture this difference, SERVM was used to determine the ELCC of wind at 
several penetration levels. When increasing the size of the wind portfolio, the same profile 
was used for all wind, so the correlation was perfect. This assumption is too conservative, 
because in reality, as penetration increases, a system would get some diversity benefit. But 
Figure 20 illustrates that as penetration increases, the capacity value or ELCC drops due to 
the reasons explained above. At low penetration, the ELCC can be slightly greater than the 
average output during peak if the system is energy limited rather than capacity limited. 
Having wind available at other times allows the system to conserve energy limited resources 
such as demand side resources and pumped storage or other hydro in hours that are lower 
than the peak so that those resources are available during peak hours. At high penetration, the 
ELCC is approximately half its value at low penetration.  

Figure 20.  Wind Penetration Study 

 

These simulations did not capture the impact that intermittent resources has on 
ancillary service needs. Since the output of wind can vary substantially on a minute to minute 
basis, additional reserves may be necessary to fully integrate the wind profile. This is 
potentially an additional impact to reliability and warrants further analysis. 

As the penetration of intermittent resources increases, regulators need to be aware of 
and prepared to address the changing impact these resources have on the economics of 
resource adequacy and on physical reliability. 

C. ENERGY STORAGE SENSITIVITIES 

One proposed solution for intermittent resources is often to use energy storage 
technologies to firm up wind and other intermittent resources. Energy storage could address 
intra-hour uncertainties as well as hourly and daily uncertainties due to the intermittent 
profiles of wind and solar. The incremental intra-hour needs of regulation, operating reserves, 
and load following due to wind are well met by energy storage because, for these services, 
only 1-2 hours of storage may be needed. For the longer term uncertainties, the question of 
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how many hours of storage is adequate to fully back-up wind resources. Would 4 hours of 
storage be adequate to make the wind energy be dependable? 8 hours? 16 hours? 

The answer is likely dependent on the existing system as well as the penetration of 
intermittent resources. At low levels of penetration, energy storage solutions could likely 
have a lower peak capacity to energy storage ratio. For example, with only 1,000 MW of 
wind in a 50,000 MW system, each energy storage installation might only need 2 MWh of 
storage for every 1 MW the installation is able to deliver on peak. At higher penetrations of 
wind, each energy storage installation might need 10 MWh of storage for every 1 MW of 
peak output. 

The fundamental issue when crafting an energy storage solution for intermittent 
resources is to identify the most cost effective solution. Given the right energy storage 
technology, it may be possible to build enough storage capacity with tremendous energy 
reserves to be able to fully firm up all wind capacity. But is this economically efficient? Even 
if the cost of energy storage drops substantially in the future, the ideal economic solution 
likely includes only firming a portion of the wind fleet combined with a mix of types of 
energy storage. Additional simulations could be performed to design optimal energy storage 
resource expansion plans that minimize the cost of integrating wind.  

D. DISTRIBUTED GENERATION  

Distributed Generation (DG) is generation that produces electricity at or near the point 
of use and is generally small compared to centralized power stations.   Distributed generation 
includes on site wind, solar arrays, micro-turbines, fuel cells, combined heat and power, and 
back-up or emergency power units. Based on a Department of Energy Report66 released in 
2007, there are an estimated 12 million distributed generation units installed in the U.S. with 
a combined capacity of approximately 200 GW.  The report estimates that 84 GW of this 
capacity is consumer owned combined heat and power (CHP) systems and the majority of the 
remaining capacity consists of backup power units used only during emergency situations.  
These on-site units are generally not much larger than 1 MW in size, but in aggregate 
represent a large amount of capacity.   

From a resource adequacy perspective, the difficulty with distributed generation is 
that utility system operators typically do not have full control to dispatch the resource during 
times of peak load.  Because of this, the majority of these resources are typically not counted 
toward a reserve margin.  An additional complexity raised by these resources is how load 
forecasts are accounting for the load that these resources are serving.  As discussed in other 
sections of this paper, the proper counting of resources such as DG, DR, wind, and other 
energy limited resources is essential in optimal resource adequacy planning.  To the extent 
that distributed generation owners and utility planners can better coordinate dispatch 
schedules and provide operators assurance that the resource will be available when called, 
there is potential for these resources to provide capacity in resource plans rather than through 
construction of new generation facilities.  Generally, larger cogeneration and backup 
resources are counted but because the majority of all DG is less than 1 MW, a large 
percentage of these resources are not contributing to reserve margin calculations.  States 
should continue to encourage this coordination, when cost-effective, in an attempt to further 
optimize resource adequacy.     

                                                 
66 The Potential Benefits of Distributed Generation and Rate_Related Issues That May Impede Their 

Expansion, retrieved on November 2, 2012 from http://www.ferc.gov/legal/fed-sta/exp-study.pdf 
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Aside from resource adequacy, states should help foster cost-effective DG by 
ensuring tariff rates and other subsidies such as investment/production tax credits are 
properly incentivizing these resources.  Because of the size of these resources, new DG does 
not benefit from the economies of scale of a new traditional centralized power station and 
may need to make up the difference in order to be economically competitive with these 
traditional generation sources through specific advantages such as co-generation benefits, 
transmission benefits, fuel source, or subsidies.   Regarding transmission, states should 
continue to ensure that interconnection rules and guidelines are fair and allow these types of 
resources to be developed.   
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X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE 1-IN-10 LOLE CRITERIA 

A. NORMALIZED EUE 

NERC has recently required all long assessment areas to perform probabilistic 
reliability studies for their systems and report a new metric which it calls ―Normalized EUE‖.  
This is the percentage of load that was unserved.   

Pros:   

 The metric provides more information than LOLE because it incorporates the 
magnitude of the firm load shed event versus only counting the event.   

 The metric is more easily comparable across regions because it calculates the 
magnitude of EUE as a percentage.   

Cons: 

 There is currently no threshold in place in the U.S. that has been studied stating 
that a system should be planned to meet a specific percentage of Normalized EUE.   

 Normalized EUE doesn‘t take into account customer costs.   

 

B. MINIMIZATION OF TOTAL SYSTEM COSTS 

As the paper has discussed, assessing the reserve margin which produces the 
minimum system costs from the perspective of the consumer provides valuable insight.   

Pros: 

 Evaluating the economics provides customers and regulators with a sense of what 
the costs are for various levels of reliability and whether or not meeting a 1-in-10 
LOLE standard is justified.   

 An economic study better portrays the risk of resource adequacy.  As seen in the 
results, reliability events are low probability but high cost events.   

 Because firm load shed events are so infrequent, it is difficult to calibrate loss of 
load expectation models.  Analyzing economics allows planners to know whether 
or not their reliability expectations are reasonable by being able to calibrate their 
economic results to actual historical costs.     

Cons: 

 Evaluating the economics alongside physical reliability metrics requires more 
effort. 

 A few key assumptions such as the cost of unserved energy, cost of new 
capacity, and scarcity pricing have to be developed.     
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XI. RECOMMEND DETAILED PROCESS AND PROPOSAL TO ASCERTAIN 

THE ECONOMICS OF RESOURCE ADEQUACY 

A. ENTIRE EASTERN INTERCONNECTION ASSESSMENT 

Since this case study in this paper only used a subset of the Eastern Interconnection, 
we propose to the states that there would be value in examining the economics of resource 
adequacy as well as physical reliability metrics of the entire Eastern Interconnection.  
Analysis could be performed on an individual region basis as well as for the aggregate 
Eastern Interconnection.  It is expected that an optimal economic reserve margin target for 
the Eastern Interconnection that is well coordinated and dispatched efficiently would likely 
be lower than a composite level resulting from target set by individual entities.  Another view 
of the analysis could only analyze societal costs (fuel burn + O&M + unserved energy costs) 
across the Eastern Interconnection.   

We propose using the EIPC data in a similar fashion to the way the data was used for 
this study.  Load forecasts, fuel forecasts, and unit characteristics could all be obtained from 
EIPC data because the assumptions have already been well vetted by the participants.  The 
data that would still need to be further developed or gathered to produce accurate resource 
adequacy results by entity and in aggregate would include the following: 

 Distributions of load uncertainty due to weather for the remaining regions 
 Distributions of load uncertainty due to economic growth uncertainty 
 Actual historical generator availability data (GADS Data) by unit  
 Demand resource characteristics 

o Reliability only 
o Economic 
o Call limits 
o Forecasted amounts 

 Emergency Operating Procedures 
o Voltage reduction ability 
o Definition of when exactly a firm load shed event occurs (i.e. before or 

after depleting operating reserves, voltage control, etc) 
 Wind and solar profiles by region and correlations to each other 
 Hydro variability by region based on historical rainfall 
 Energy efficiency projections by region 
 Interface capability between regions and distributions around these assumptions 

representing the interface availability during peak conditions. 

Astrape would recommend using a similar approach to the case study included in this 
paper.  SERVM would be necessary to model the major uncertainties surrounding resource 
adequacy and capture all possible outcomes.  It is expected that all benefits and costs 
associated with adding additional capacity across a range of reserve margins would be 
tabulated to gain a full understanding of the cost/benefit relationship.  At the same time, it 
would be important to also calculate physical reliability metrics such as LOLE, LOLH, and 
EUE for all the scenarios simulated.  

The topology for the Eastern Interconnection for the recommended study is included 
in the following figure.  The regions within WECC and ERCOT would not be included in the 
analysis.  The regions not already included in this paper‘s case study include HQ, IESO, NB, 
NEISO, MAPP US, NE, SPP-N, SPP-S, ENT, SOCO, and FRCC.  
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Figure 21.  Study Topology67 

 

The effort required to model the remaining areas in the Eastern Interconnection would 
not be inordinate given a significant portion has already been done.  Astrape would propose 
incorporating actual historical GADS data rather than using the generic EFOR data provided 
in the EIPC data.  Astrape would also need substantial collaboration regarding emergency 
operating procedures by each region as well as developing a better distribution of the transfer 
capability between regions.  

Additional sensitivities surrounding market structure, scarcity pricing, demand 
response, and load forecast error assumptions should also be simulated to understand the 
impact they may have on the Base Case in this paper.  Also the authors suggest simulating 
analysis using a different marginal resource such as demand response or combined cycle 
capacity.     

It is anticipated that this effort could also result in state by state assessments of both 
the physical reliability and economic efficiency provided by the resource plans of utilities and 
other entities.  

                                                 
67 Study would not include WECC or ERCOT 
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B. ADDITIONAL RELIABILITY CONSIDERATIONS WITH EVOLVING RESOURCE 

MIXES 

1. Demand Response Analysis 

This paper demonstrated the importance of understanding demand response and how 
it impacts resource adequacy but many important questions have not been answered. If the 
full Eastern Interconnection model is developed, more meaningful analysis of DR programs 
is possible. Also, based on the data developed by the national labs for EISPC regarding 
demand response, there is much to be learned in this area with additional simulations.  
Scenarios to be explored could include: 

 Simulating the 4 DR penetration possibilities developed by Oak Ridge National 
Laboratories68 under the full range of weather, load and unit performance scenarios 
developed by Astrape. The penetration levels range from 6% - 30% and consist of a 
number of different types of programs.  

 Assessing the energy and capacity value of pricing programs under a range of views 
of the future, including several of the alternate views explored in the EIPC study. 

 Additional simulations assessing the impact of other contract constraints including 
days per week, hours per day, hours per month. 

 Additional simulations to explore the impact of potential customer fatigue and 
changing price responsiveness. 

2. Evaluating the Impact of Intermittent Resources on Operational Reliability 

Because SERVM performs a full economic dispatch, the effort performed for the 
long-term physical and economic reliability assessments could be leveraged to analyze 
operational reliability. Although SERVM is an hourly model, intra-hour impacts could also 
be assessed by applying a distribution of 5-minute, 15-minute, and 30-minute uncertainty to 
the available resources in the model. Results of these simulations would allow planners to 
quantify the economic costs and reliability impact of increasing penetration of wind and solar 
from an operational standpoint. The costs of the necessary ancillary services such as 
regulation, load following, and additional operating reserves could be easily captured, as well 
as the financial impact of having to over commit resources to be able to ensure reliability will 
not be a concern. Potential mitigation strategies could also be explored using SERVM to 
identify the technologies and scheduling practices that protect reliability and minimize 
system costs in future environments. 

3.  Probabilistic Transmission Availability Impact 

The data needs mentioned above anticipate the need for better transmission 
information, but do not include simulating probabilistic transmission component failures. 
SERVM could be used in conjunction with transmission modeling tools such as EPRI's 
TransCARE69 to assess the combined generation and transmission reliability for discrete 
regions in the Eastern Interconnection. The scope for such an assessment has been developed 
separately by NARUC. 

                                                 
68 Demand Response Assessment for Eastern Interconnection retrieved on Dec 1, 2012 at 

http://communities.nrri.org/documents/68668/19533034-7afe-4e7e-98fc-c4b511213871 
69 TransCARE is used is used for reliability assessment of composite generation and transmission systems. 
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XII. APPENDIX A 

For the case study, Astrape Consulting constructed a model that included a significant 
portion of the Eastern Connection.  All of the modeling data was taken from the current EIPC 
study including load forecasts, existing unit data, and transmission capability between 
regions.  Below is the topology that was used for case study.   

Figure A1.  Topology 

 

 

The resource adequacy software used for the case study is the Strategic Energy and 
Risk Valuation Model (SERVM)70.  The probabilistic model was specifically designed for 
this type of analysis because it not only calculates traditional reliability metrics for a system 
(i.e. LOLE, LOLH) but also incorporates economic commitment and dispatch which allows 
for economics to be taken into account.   

Resource adequacy studies have key attributes that differentiate it from typical 
production cost modeling studies.  First, the study time frame typically examines one year in 
the near future versus studying longer time frames.  This one year is then analyzed for all 
possible outcomes to assess the probability of a shortfall in capacity.  For this case study, the 
year 2016 was chosen since it provides the lead time for new generation to be installed if 
reserve margin targets need to be changed.  The most important variables driving capacity 
shortfalls include a combination of the following three uncertainties:  weather uncertainty, 
economic load forecast uncertainty, and unit performance.   

 

                                                 
70 SERVM is an economic resource adequacy model that is used by utilities to develop optimal reserve 

margin targets using economics as well as LOLE.   
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Weather 

Weather uncertainty has an impact on both load and resources. The impact on load 
was modeled by simulating 32 synthetic load shapes representing the last 32 years of 
weather.  Synthetic load shapes were created by developing a relationship between the last 
five years of load and temperature history using a neural net model.  Each region has a unique 
load and weather relationship.  These relationships were then applied to the last 32 years of 
weather to create 32 synthetic load shapes for each region. Each of these shapes represent 
what 2016 load could look like if the region experiences the same weather conditions from a 
historical year. Each load shape was given equal probability of occurrence in the simulation.  
The following figure provides an example of how high summer peak load can be above 
normal peak load for the PJM Rest of MAAC Region.   

Figure A.2. Summer Weather Variability on Load for PJM_ROM 

 

The following tables demonstrate the weather diversity incorporated into the loads.  
The first table shows on average over the 32 years of weather history, where each region is 
compares to its non-coincident peak load when the entire system peaks.  The non-coincident 
peak of the system is 412,251 MW while the coincident system peak is 394,450MW which 
represents 4.5% weather diversity across the region.  
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Table A.1.  Weather Diversity 

Region 

Average Load 
When Total 

System is Peaking 
(MW) 

Average Non-
Coincident Peak 

Load 
(MW) 

Load Diversity with Neighbors 
(Region non-coincidental peak - 

Region coincidental peak )/(Region 
coincidental peak) 

(%) 

PJM ROM 29,689 30,031 1.2% 

PJM-E 35,731 36,143 1.2% 

PJM ROR 105,726 107,319 1.5% 

TVA 34,001 35,833 5.4% 

VACAR 48,135 50,204 4.3% 

NON-MIDWEST-ISO 11,272 11,729 4.1% 

NYISO-A-F 11,154 11,934 7.0% 

NYISO-G-I 4,220 4,515 7.0% 

NY ISO-J-K 16,550 17,708 7.0% 

MISO-IN 20,294 21,382 5.4% 

MISO-MO-IL 20,434 21,530 5.4% 

MISO-W 25,611 29,242 14.2% 

MISO-MI 18,906 20,729 9.6% 

MISO-WUMS 12,725 13,952 9.6% 

The next table represents the average of how far the neighboring region‘s load is 
relative to its own normal peak load in hours when the PJM_ROM is at its peak load.  This is 
an average over 32 years of weather history.  So on average, when PJM_ROM is at its peak 
load, then VACAR is within 6.7% of its normal peak load.   

Table A.2. Neighbor Region’s Load During PJM_ROM Region Peak 

Region 

Average Load When 
PJM_ROM is at its Peak 

Load 
(MW) 

Average Non-
Coincident Peak 

Load 
(MW) 

Average Diversity with 
Study Region Peak Load 

(%) 

PJM ROM 30,031 30,031 0.0% 

PJM-E 36,143 36,143 0.0% 

PJM ROR 103,682 107,319 3.4% 

TVA 33,386 35,833 6.8% 

VACAR 46,848 50,204 6.7% 

NON-MIDWEST-ISO 10,880 11,729 7.2% 

NYISO-A-F 11,022 11,934 7.6% 

NYISO-G-I 4,170 4,515 7.6% 

NY ISO-J-K 16,354 17,708 7.6% 

MISO-IN 19,264 21,382 9.9% 

MISO-MO-IL 19,397 21,530 9.9% 

MISO-W 24,571 29,242 16.0% 

MISO-MI 18,051 20,729 12.9% 

MISO-WUMS 12,149 13,952 12.9% 
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Weather uncertainty also impacts the operation of hydro, wind, and solar resources.  
To take this into account, historical hydro energy data from each region was used to capture 
the amount of hydro energy available in each of the 32 weather years.  For wind resources, 
the 2004 - 2006 EWITS data was utilized.  The model draws stochastically by month and day 
from the 3 year period ensuring that the correlation from region to region is maintained.  In 
other words, if July 5, 2006 was randomly drawn, then the profiles for all regions from that 
day were utilized.  In examining the data, there was a significant correlation between regions 
as shown in the following figure.  In hours when the PJM wind output was low, it was likely 
to be low in other regions as well.  

Figure A.3.  Wind Correlation between Regions (PJM_East/PJM_Rest of RTO) 

 

The table below shows the capacity credit given to intermittent resources by region 
for the case study.   

Table A.3.  Capacity Credit of Intermittent Resources  

NEEM Region Technology 
Capacity 

Credit 
All Regions Photovoltaic 30% 
All Regions Solar Thermal 30% 
All Regions Offshore Wind 20% 
New York Wind 10% 
PJM (-E, -ROM, -ROR) Wind 13% 
TVA Wind 12% 
All Other Regions Wind 15% 
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Economic Load Forecast Error 

The second uncertainty - load growth forecast error - is the measure of the extent to 
which load forecasters will underestimate or overestimate economic growth for the next 
several years depending on the year being studied.  The following distribution was used for 
the case study.  This distribution was developed from a historical analysis of how well the 
Congressional Budget Office was able to forecast GDP four years in the future.  The GDP 
uncertainty was converted to load uncertainty by multiplying by 40% - the assumed 
relationship of load growth to economic growth. The figure shows that in the most extreme 
case (lowest probability), load growth could be under forecasted by 5% over a four year 
period.   

If it is assumed that demand response is the marginal resource, then it is likely that the 
economic load forecast error could be reduced to examine uncertainty over 1 – 2 years.  The 
analysis completely changes under this approach because the capacity costs and benefit of a 
marginal DR resource are likely less than a marginal CT.  The fact that the acquisition of DR 
is not unlimited also poses a concern in the authors‘ opinion.   

Figure A4.  Economic Load Forecast Error 

 

Unit Performance 

The last major driver is unit performance.  It is important to simulate the percent of 
time that a system will have a significant amount of generation offline due to forced outages, 
including partial outages.  The model uses Monte Carlo techniques to simulate random 
generator failures.  SERVM users actually enter in time to fail and time to repair distributions 
instead of a unit Equivalent Forced Outage Rate (EFOR).  For this study, Astrape scaled 
distributions to achieve the target EFORs that were used in the EIPC Study.  It should be 
noted that the EFOR data provided in the EIPC study was generic by unit type and that real 
historical GADS data would be needed for these results to provide more than an indicative 
conclusion.   

The following chart shows a distribution representing the amount of MWs offline due 
to forced outage as a percentage of time.  The figure shows that it is expected to have 
approximately 800 MW of capacity offline in a given hour, but that there are iterations where 
there can be several thousand MWs offline in a given hour.  The chart also shows that 80% of 
the time the region will have less than 1,500 MW offline due to forced outages.   
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Figure A.5.  Unit Performance Distribution 

 

Hydro Modeling 

SERVM utilized 32 years of historical hydro energy in the model.  The variability of 
river flows can impact resource adequacy greatly.  SERVM models the resources as either 
run of river, minimum flow constraints, or peak shaving.  The total hydro capacity for each 
region was separated into the three categories.  Run of river is defined as providing constant 
capacity for all 8760 hours of the year.  The minimum flow constraints force the unit to be 
dispatched for at least a certain amount of hours each day at a certain capacity level.  SERVM 
optimizes the dispatch around the peak for its peak shaving hydro resources.   

Pump Storage Modeling 

The pump storage resources are dispatched based on economics.  The resources will 
pump during off peak hours and generate during peak hours if economic.   

Demand Response Modeling 

Demand response resources are modeled as capacity with specific call limits and 
strike price.  For this case study, all demand response was given call limits of 150 hours per 
year and treated as reliability only with a dispatch price of $2,500/MWh.  In other words, 
demand response was only called after all other alternative have been exhausted including 
expensive market purchases.  

Scarcity Pricing 

A scarcity pricing curve was developed by Astrape based on past experience of 
looking at historical market prices in different regions across the country.  As the hourly 
reserve margin for a region decreases, the scarcity price approaches the VOLL.  The 
following figure shows the curve that was actually used in the case study.  The 0% level 
represents the point at which firm load is shed in order to maintain 2% spinning reserves in 
the case study.  Because the modeling takes into account recent weather years, the authors 
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were able to compare energy margins from the model to actual PJM energy margins in 2010-
2011 to get comfortable with the scarcity pricing curve.    

Figure A6.  Scarcity Pricing Curve 

 

Based on the base case results, the following figure shows a price duration curve at a 
10% reserve margin level for the weighted average of all scenarios and the worst scenario 
simulated shows the number of hours that are expected to occur at different market price 
thresholds.  As expected, it is seen that prices above $2,000/MWh are rare.   

Figure A.7.  Frequency of Scarcity Pricing @ 10% Reserve Margin 
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Transmission Interface 

The following figure shows the transmission limits that were used for the Case Study 
which were direct inputs from the EIPC study.  To perform more accurate simulations, 
Astrape suggests developing availability distributions for these interface limits rather than 
entering a constant value.   

Figure A8.  Transmission Interface Limits 

 

 

Neighbor Modeling 

SERVM‘s market clearing algorithms allow regions to share resources based on 
economics but subject to transmission limits.  For example, if the TVA region is short 
capacity in a given hour, then their initial market price is equal to the VOLL.  If VACAR is 
long, then VACAR can provide resources to lower the market price in TVA.  If there was 
unlimited transfer capacity, then all regions would have the same hourly market price curve.   

It should be noted that SERVM allows users to designate which resources can be shared.  For 
this study, regions were not allowed to dispatch demand response resources in order to sell to 
other regions.  Figure A.8 shows the target reserve levels for each NEEM Region in the 
study.   
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Figure A.9.  Neighbor Target Reserve Margins 

Reserve Margin Area Reserve Requirement NEEM Region(s) 

MISO 17.4%* 

MISO_IN 
MISO_MI 
MISO_MO-IL 
MISO_W 
MISO_WUMS 

NonRTO_Midwest 14.0% NonRTO_Midwest 

NYISO 16.5%* 
NYISO_A-F 
NYISO_GHI 
NYISO_JK 

NYISO_GHI_JK -5.0% NYISO_GHI 
NYISO_JK 

NYISO_JK -8.0% NYISO_JK 

PJM 15.3%* 
PJM_E 
PJM_ROM 
PJM_ROR 

PJM_E -2.2% PJM_E** 
TVA 15.0% TVA 
VACAR 14.0% VACAR 

   * Based on coincident peak in reserve margin area.   

 ** For purposes of this study, set equal to actual 2010 Reserve Margin 
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XIV.  LIST OF ACRONYMS 

CAISO California ISO 
CONE Cost of New Entry 
CT Combustion Turbine 
DR Demand Response 
ELCC Effective Load Carrying Capability 
ERCOT Electric Reliability Council of Texas 
EUE    Expected Unserved Energy 
FRCC Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 
IESO Independent Electricity System Operator 
IOU Investor Owned Utility 
ISO Independent System Operator 
ISO-NE New England Independent System Operator 
LSE Load Serving Entity 
LOLE Loss of Load Events 
LOLH Loss of Load Hours 
LOLP Loss of Load Probability 
MAAC Mid Atlantic Area Council 
MAPP Mid Continent Area Power Pool 
MISO Midwest Independent System Operator 
NERC  North American Reliability Council 
NPCC Northeast Power Coordinating Council 
NWPP Northwest Power Pool 
NYISO New York Independent System Operator 
PJM PJM Interconnection 
SERC Southeast Reliability Corporation 
SERVM Strategic Energy and Risk Valuation Model 
SPP Southwest Power Pool 
TVA  Tennessee Valley Authority 
VOLL Value of Lost Load 
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Generic investigation 
into the aggregate electric 
utility reserve margins planned 
for Peninsular Florida. 

DOCKET NO. 981890-EU 
ORDER NO. PSC-99-2507-S-EU 
ISSUED: December 22, 1999 

The following Commissioners participated in the d isposition of 
this matter: 

APPEARANCES: 

JOE GARCIA, Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

E . LEON JACOBS, JR. 

JAMES D. BEASLEY and LEE WILLI S , Ausley & McMullen, Post Office Box 
391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302, appearing on behalf of Tampa 
Electric Company. 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, Davidson, 
Dekker, Kaufman, Arnold & Steen, 117 South Gadsden Street, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of Reliant Energy 
Power Generation. 

VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN and JOHN MCWHIRTER, McWhirter, Reeves, 
McGlothlin, Davidson, Dekker, Kaufman, Arnold & Steen, 117 South 
Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of 
the Florida Industria l Power Users Group. 

GARY L. SASSO, Carlton , Fields , Ward, Emmanuel, 
P.A., Post Office Box 2861, St . Petersburg, 
appearing on behalf of Florida Power Corporation. 

Smith & Cutler , 
Florida 33731, 

MATTHEW M. CHILDS, Steel, Hector & Davis, 215 South Monroe Street , 
Suite 601, Tallahassee , Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of 
Florida Power & Light Company. 

DEBRA SWIM, Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation, 1115 North 
Gadsden Street Tallahassee , Florida 32301, appearing on behalf o f 
Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF ) . 
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ROY YOUNG, Young, van Assenderp and Varnadoe, P. A., P. 0. Box 
1833, Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1833, appearing on behalf of the 
City of Lakeland and Kissimmee Utility Authority. 

PAUL SEXTON, Thornton Williams & Associates, 215 South Monroe 
Street, Suite 600-A, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on 
behalf of the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council, Inc. 

JON C. MOYLE, JR. Moyle, Flanigan, Katz, Kolins, Raymond & Sheehan, 
210 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on 
behalf of PG&E Generating Company. 

ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT, Landers & Parsons, 310 West College Avenue, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, appearing on behalf of Duke Energy New 
Smyrna Beach Power Company, Ltd., L.L.P. 

FREDERICK M. BRYANT, General Counsel, Florida Municipal Power 
Agency, 2010 Delta Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32315, 
appearing on behalf of Florida Municipal Power Agency. 

THOMAS J. MAIDA, III, Foley 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, 
Electric Cooperative. 

& Lardner, Post Office 
appearing on behalf of 

Box 508, 
Seminole 

KENNETH A. HOFFMAN, Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, Purnell and 
Hoffman, P. 0. Box 511, 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 420, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0551, appearing on behalf of the City of 
Tallahassee. 

MICHAEL B. WEDNER, Office of General Counsel, 117 West Duval 
Street, Suite 480, Jacksonville, Florida 32202, appearing on behalf 
of Jacksonville Electric Authority. 

ROBERT V. ELIAS, GRACE JAYE and COCHRAN KEATING, FPSC Division of 
Legal Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0850, appearing on behalf of the Florida Public Service 
Commission Staff. 
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ORDER APPROVING STIPULATION 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

During our reviews of the Ten Year Site Plans filed in 1997 
and 1998, we expressed concerns about the adequacy of the reserve 
margins planned for Peninsular Florida. At the December 15, 1998, 
Internal Affairs meeting, we directed staff to open this docket to 
consider the reserve margins planned for Peninsular Florida 
electric utilities. 

By Order No. PSC-99-1274-PCO-EI, nineteen issues were 
identified for consideration in this proceeding. The investor
owned utilities, the cooperative utilities, several municipal 
utilities, the various intervenors, and Commission staff filed 
testimony concerning these issues. The hearing was scheduled for 
November 2nd and 3rd, 1999. 

At the outset of the hearing, Florida Power & Light Company 
(FPL), Florida Power Corporation (FPC), and Tampa Electric Company 
(TECO), presented a proposal designed to settle the case; 
address ing what they believe are the Commission's major concerns . 
By the proposal, these three utilities stipulated to voluntarily 
adopting a twenty percent reserve margin planning criterion . Each 
of these three utilities would achieve the twenty percent level by 
the summer of 2004. Further, pursuant to the proposal, no 
decisions would be made concerning the specifically enumerated 
issues, and the docket would be closed. FPL, FPC, and TECO would 
be the only utilities adopting the twenty percent criteria. 

Other parties argued in support of and aga inst t he proposal. 
The Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) requested 
additional time to present a counter-proposal . The hearing was 
continued until November 30, 1999, and t he parties were directed to 
attempt to reach a negotiated settlement. FIPUG offered a counter
proposal on November 17, 1999. No settlement was reached. 

At the continued hearing, we considered both proposals. After 
discussion, FPL, FPC, and TECO agreed to further modifications to 
their proposal. A document i ncorporat ing these agreed-upon changes 
was filed on December 15 , 1999. A copy of this document 
(hereinafter the "Stipulation") is included in this Order as 
Attachment A and is incorporated herein by reference. FPL , FPC , 
and TECO have each agreed to achieve a planned twenty percent 
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reserve margin by the summer of 2004. In response to concerns 
expressed by some of the other parties, each utility has agreed to 
make a good faith effort to notify the Commission if it opts to 
modify the twenty percent criterion. The three utilities signing 
the Stipulation further acknowledge in paragraph 9 at page 4 that 

the Commission shall retain the ability and discretion to 
consider all facts and circumstances applicable to a 
given utility and/or peninsular Florida. Further, with 
respect to the evaluation of the adequacy of reserves in 
peninsular Florida, the Commission may employ any 
methodology and consider any facts and circumstances it 
deems appropriate, subject to applicable legal 
requirements. 

We approve the Stipulation agreed to by Florida Power & Light 
Company, Florida Power Corporation, and Tampa Electric Company. It 
addresses the basic concern about the adequacy of planned reserve 
margins for Peninsular Florida. Collectively, these three 
utilities plan for approximately 80 percent of the Peninsular 
Florida load. Thus, a twenty percent planning criterion adopted by 
these three utilities is a significant increase over the fifteen 
percent criterion currently employed. 

Further, we will convene a workshop to receive and consider 
information regarding how distributed resources, both demand and 
supply-side, may be used to meet Florida's energy service 
reliability needs. In addition, we will convene a workshop for the 
consideration of the appropriate relationship between the non-firm 
load of an individual utility and the total reserves required to 
maintain the utility's appropriate reserve margin. 

Based on the foregoing, it is therefore 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
Stipulation agreed to by Florida Power & Light Company, Florida 
Power Corporation, and Tampa Electric Company, which is included in 
this Order as Attachment A and is incorporated by reference herein, 
is approved. It is further 

dguest
Highlight
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ORDERED that this docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 22nd 
day of December, 1999. 

BLANCA S. BAYO, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E A L ) 

RVE 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120. 5 69 ( 1}, Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 
E'lorida 32 399-08 50, within fifteen ( 15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, 
Division of Records and reporting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This 
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filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance 
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in 
Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Generic investigation into 
the aggregate electric utility 
reserve margins planned for 
Peninsular Florida 

I 

Docket No. 981890-EU 

STIPULATION 

WHEREAS, the Florida Public Service Commission initiated this proceeding regarding 

reserve margins of Peninsular Florida utilities in December 1998; and 

WHEREAS, subsequent to that date Staff and parties identified certain issues to be 

addressed and procedures to be followed; and 

WHEREAS, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Florida Power Corporation (FPC), 

and Tampa Electric Company (TECO) (collectively, the IOUs) have asserted, and continue to assert, 

that the scope of the proceeding has been expanded beyond the intent of the Commission, and that 

th~ procedural posture of this proceeding is such that the Commission cannot lawfully take formal 

action that would affect their substantial interests at this time; and 

WHEREAS, in Orders No. PSC-99-1274-PCO-EU and No. PSC-99-1716-PCO-EU the 

Commission overruled the IOUs' procedural objections, clarified the scope of the docket, identified 

specific issues to be addressed, and confirmed its intent to conduct a formal evidentiary proceeding 

in this docket and take the actions it deems appropriate; and 

WHEREAS, Reliant Energy Powet: GeJ!eration, Inc (Reliant Energy), Florida Industrial 

Power Users Group (FIPUG), PG&E Generating Company (PG&E), the Legal Environmental 

Assistance Foundation, Inc. (LEAF), and Duke Energy North America, LLC, and Duke Energy New 

Smyrna Beach Power Company, Ltd., LLP (Duke Energy), (hereinafter referred to as Intervenors), 

filed Petitions to Intervene in which they alleged the actions contemplated by the Commission in this 

docket would affect their substantial interests; and 
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WHEREAS, the Commission granted Intervenors' petitions to intervene, and Intervenors 

have participated as full parties to the proceeding; and 

WHEREAS, on October 29, 1999, FPC, acting on behalf of the IOUs, submitted to the 

Commission Staff a proposal for the resolution of the issues in this proceeding; and 

WHEREAS, upon receipt of the proposal the Commission continued the hearing scheduled 

for November 2, 1999 and convened on that date a conference of all parties for the purpose of 

discussing the proposal of the IOUs; and 

WHEREAS~ upon consideration of the IOUs' proposal, without waiving their respective 

litigation positions and for the purposes of compromise and settlement, the undersigned, representing 

·all of the parties to this proceeding that have been identified by the Commission or allowed by 

Commission to intervene. have decided to prepare this Stipulation, and present it to the Commission 

for the purpose of concluding this docket. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties stipulate and agree as follows: 

l. The IOUs will each voluntarily adopt a minimwn reserve margin planning criterion 

of twenty percent (20%) . 

. 2. · The twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion will be a minimum; no 

maximum or cap will be represented or implied by this criterion. 

3. No utility other than the three IOUs identified hereinabove is agreeing to adopt a 

twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion by virtue of this Stipulation. 

4. The IOUs will calculate the_minJmum twenty percent (20%) reserve margin by 

employing their current methodology; i.e., Reserve Margin(%)= [(Total Firm Capacity - Peak Finn 

Demand)/Peak. Firm Demand] x 100, where Total Firm Capacity will be based on generating 

capacity owned by the IOUs or capacity for which there is a firm commitment to these IOUs and 

2 
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where Peak Firm Demand means total demand reduced by demand side resources. 

5. The IOUs will underLake to implement the twenty percent reserve margin criterion 

over a transition period of four years, meaning that they will plan to achieve a twenty percent (20%) 

reserve margin by the Summer of 2004. 

6. The IOUs agree to adopt the twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion 

with the good faith intention of maintaining that planning criterion for the indefinite future, but each 

IOU must reserve the prerogative individually to modifY its planning criteria to adapt to relevant . 

circumstances. By the same token, it is understood that the Commission remains free to initiate an 

investigation or to take other appropriate action to review and to respond to any changes that the 

IOUs may make in the future regarding their planning criteria. 

7. Should any IOU exercise its prerogative to change its twenty percent (20%) minimum 

reserve margin planning criterion discussed herein, such IOU will make a good faith effort to· 

provide notice of the change to the Commission. 

8. Neither the adoption by the IOUs of the minimum twenty percent (20%) planning 

criterion nor the approval of this Stipulation by the Commission shall be deemed to create any 

presumption that capacity additions must be through any particular mix of generation and/or 

demand-;-side resources. Nor shall said adoption or approval be deemed to create any presumption 

with respect to any proposals for adding generating capacity or create a presumption that a 

generating capacity addition proposed by any entity is not needed. All current and future 

pro.ceedings under the Electrical Power Pl~t Si~ing Act, including those for the consideration of 

merchant plants, and aU statutes, rules, regulations, and policies bearing on the Commission's 

determination of need for new generation (including the need determination criteria in§ 403.519, 

Florida Statutes); the IOUs' obligation to solicit proposals for generating capacity; and the 

3 
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obligations ofthe IOUs to otherwise prudently avail themselves of reasonably available conservation 

alternatives and cost-effective resource options; and the obligations of the IOUs to best serve their 

retail customers through their respective resource planning processes, are unaffected by this 

Stipulation and the approval thereof. 

9. The parties acknowledge that for all regulatory purposes, the Commission shall retain 

the. ability and discretion to consider all facts and circumstances applicable to a given utility and/or 

peninsular Florida. Further, with respect to the evaluation of the adequacy of reserves in peninsular 

Florida, the · Commission may employ any methodology and may consider any facts and 

circumstances it deems appropriate, subject to applicable legal requirements. 

· 10. The Commission is encouraged to take the following actions in conjunction with the 

approval ofthis Stipulation: 

A. Convene a workshop, with the participation and the assistance of the 
. 

Regulatory Assistance Project, to receive ·and consider information regarding how distributed 

resources. both demand and supply-side. may be used to meet Florida's energy service re!iability 

needs, to be followed by any additional proceedings and/or actions relative to this matter that the 

Commission deems appropriate. 

B. Convene a workshop for the consideration of the appropriate relationship 

between the non-firm load of an individual utility and the total reserves required to maintain the 

utility's appropriate minimum reserve margin, to be followed by any additional proceedings and/or 

actions relative to this matter that the Commission deems appropriate . 
. · - . . 

ll. The parties enter into this Stipulation for the purpose of effecting a compromise and 

of achieving closure of this docket. By its· participation in this Stipulation, no party expresses its 

endorsement of any individual provision included by any other party. 

4 
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12. By entering this Stipulation, no party waives any position it has taken with respect 

to any aspect of this proceeding or any of the issues identified in this proceeding or any other 

proceeding. Further, no party waives the right and opportunity to petition the Commission to 

institute any action designed to provide any relief deemed appropriate or desirable by that party at 

any time. 

13. The parties to this Stipulation agree that, by approvmg this Stipulation, the 

Commission does not waive its right and ability, pursuant to governing law, to initiate any 

proceeding or take any action for which it has requisite jurisdiction and authority. 

14. In the event the Commission declines to approve this Stipulation in its entirety, it 

shall become null and v~id~ 

AGREED this /'I day ofDecember 1999. 

Matthew M. Childs 
Charles A. Guyton 
Steel Hector 
215 South Monroe Street, Ste. 601 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1804 
Attorneys for Florida Power & Light Company 

am.es A. cGee 
Legal Department MC A5E 

' Florida Power Corporation 

5 

Post Office Box 14042 
St. Petersburg, FL 33711 

Gary L. Sasso 
Carlton, Fields, Ward, Emmanuel, Smith & 

Cutler, P.A. 
Post Office Box 2861 
St. _Petersburg, FL 33731-2861 

Attorneys for Florida Power Corporation 
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Rating the States on Their Risk of Natural Gas Overreliance presents the results of an analysis of the current and future potential for 
natural gas overreliance in the power sector for each of the 50 states. An earlier UCS work (Deyette et al. 2015) examined a range 
of issues around the risks of natural gas overreliance for electricity generation nationally. This analysis builds on that work with a 

focus on individual states and a subset of natural gas risks, using multiple metrics to assess those risks. 
 The text below explains the focus of the analysis, the multiple-metric approach, the details for each metric, and the 
summary graphics. It also includes a discussion of notes and limitations, and reference materials. 

Focus  

Rating the States is focused on the financial risks to consumers associated with excessive use of natural gas for electricity 
generation, with analysis carried out at the state level. 

• Power sector. The power sector is a subset of the broad range of uses for natural gas, from heating homes and businesses 
to powering buses to serving as a feedstock for various industrial processes. The power sector has seen rapid change with 

regard to natural gas usage in recent decades, both in absolute terms and in terms of change within the sector (its portion of 
overall electricity generation, for example). It has also been the target of substantial investment in new infrastructure due 
to growing interest in natural gas—in terms of power plants and the pipelines that serve them. 

• Financial risks to consumers. Natural gas for electricity generation offers potential benefits but also challenges, 
including environmental and financial, both near- and long-term. For electric ratepayers, financial risks can include those 
stemming from the volatility of the fuel price, the costs of carbon pollution, and the possibility that investments in natural 

gas infrastructure (power plants and pipelines) will not pay off, and therefore ratepayers will incur additional costs for 
such “stranded assets.” In some states, vertically integrated electric utilities both generate electricity and serve end users, 
while other states have restructured their electricity markets to allow for competition in power generation. In theory, the 
latter approach insulates customers from some generation risks, leaving them instead to be borne by shareholders of 
generator companies. The distinction between the two types of state markets is not black and white, however, and either 
type can lead to customers—rather than utility companies, generators, or shareholders—bearing the bulk of the 

consequences of natural gas overreliance.1 
• States. Some aspects of the energy sector are multi-state, and are therefore the responsibility of the federal government 

(approval of interstate pipelines and transmission lines, for example). However, many of the signals provided to the 
private sector about the role of natural gas in the power sector come from state legislatures, governors, public utility 
commissions, and others (support for fossil fuels, renewable energy, or energy efficiency, for example). Such decisions 
can influence the scale and scope of private-sector investment in natural gas or other forms of energy. 

Ratings 

This analysis assesses states based on five metrics focused on natural gas generation, natural gas capacity, and carbon emissions, 
either in absolute terms or as a function of some other parameter (overall electricity generation, for example). For each metric, 
threshold levels identify a high level of risk of overreliance associated with the metric, a moderate level, and a low level. 
  Rather than attempting to identify what an ideal state looks like with regard to low-risk natural gas use, this analysis points 
to some aspects of risk of natural gas overreliance, and examines which states exhibit characteristics that suggest higher levels of 
such risk.  
  

1 In December 2014, for example, Florida’s public service commission allowed Florida Power & Light Co. to pass on to electricity 
customers costs (or savings) associated with an investment in natural gas hydraulic fracturing operations in Oklahoma (Testa 2014). 

In October 2015, the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities found that electric utilities in that state can enter into long-term 
contracts with natural gas pipeline companies (Sullivan 2015). 
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Metrics 

The metrics selected for this analysis are aimed at assessing a range of aspects of each state’s current and prospective natural gas 
usage for electricity generation. 

METRIC 1. NATURAL GAS GENERATION AS A SHARE OF IN-STATE ELECTRICITY PRODUCTION (2014)  

Electricity can be generated from a range of fuels, and most states—like the nation as a whole—produce electricity using a mix of 
resources, including coal, natural gas, nuclear, and renewables. One indicator of how reliant a state is on natural gas is to compare 
how much of its in-state electricity generation comes from natural gas versus all other fuels. The more a state’s electricity mix is 
dominated by natural gas, the more consumers in that area can expect to be exposed to the fuel’s near- and long-term economic 
risks, including price volatility. This metric involves calculating the portion of each state’s in-state electricity production generated 

using natural gas.  
 
 Source: Electricity Information Administration (EIA 2015a) 

 
 Data: Net generation from electricity power plants, annual, by state and fuel type, 2014 (preliminary) 

 
Analysis: For each state, we calculated the percent of electricity generation from natural gas in 2014 by dividing the 
megawatt-hours (MWh) generated using natural gas by the total MWh generated using all fuels. In 2014, the EIA reported 
only one region (Washington, DC) not generating any electricity, and two regions not generating electricity from natural 
gas (Hawaii and Washington, DC). Wyoming was listed as “NM” for “not meaningful” natural gas generation based on 
preliminary 2014 results.2 We assigned Hawaii, Washington, DC, and Wyoming a risk rating of “Low.”  

 

Threshold setting: States with 50 percent or more of their 2014 in-state electricity generation coming from natural gas 
were assigned a risk rating of “High.” State portfolios ranging from 25 to 49 percent were rated as “Moderate,” and states 
with less than 25 percent of their in-state electricity generation coming from natural gas were rated as “Low.” Overall, 
26.2 percent of the electricity generated in the United States in 2014 came from natural gas. 

METRIC 2. INCREASE IN PERCENT OF IN-STATE ELECTRICITY GENERATION FUELED BY NATURAL GAS (2008–2014) 

Natural gas has undergone rapid growth in the electric power sector over the past decade, including to replace large amounts of coal 
to serve electricity needs on a fairly constant basis (that is, to provide “baseload” generation). From 2008 to 2014, natural gas 
jumped from generating 20.2 percent of the national electricity mix to 26.2 percent, while coal slid from 49.5 percent to 39.9 
percent over the same period. In some states, the shift in natural gas generation was even greater. As a result, electricity consumers 
in these states now have a rapidly growing share of their electricity coming from a historically volatile fuel, which increases their 

exposure to natural gas price volatility. This metric measures the change in percent of natural gas in a state’s electricity generation 
portfolio from 2008 to 2014.  

  
 Source: Electricity Information Administration (EIA 2015a) 

 
 Data: Net generation from electricity power plants, annual, by state and fuel type, 2008 and 2014 (preliminary)  

 
Analysis: For each state, we calculated the percent of electricity generation from natural gas in 2008 and 2014 by dividing 
the MWh generated using natural gas by the total MWh generated using all fuels. We then subtracted the 2008 value from 
the 2014 value to arrive at the change in percent. In 2014, the EIA reported only one region (Washington, DC) not 
generating any electricity, and two regions not generating electricity from natural gas (Hawaii and Washington, DC). 

2 For reference, over the previous five years Wyoming’s generation from natural gas ranged from 37 to 99 MWh per year, 
representing less than 1 percent of its total annual electricity generation. 
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Wyoming was listed as “NM” for “not meaningful” natural gas generation based on preliminary 2014 results. In 2008, 
Hawaii, North Dakota, and Washington, DC, were all recorded as not generating electricity from natural gas. We assigned 
Hawaii, North Dakota, Washington, DC, and Wyoming a risk rating of “Low.” 

 
Threshold setting: States increasing the share of natural gas in their electricity generation portfolios by 10 or more 
percentage points between 2008 and 2014 were assigned a risk rating of “High.” States with gains ranging from 5 to 9 
percentage points were rated as “Moderate,” and states undergoing a change of less than 5 percentage points were rated as 
“Low.” Overall, the percent of natural gas in the national generation mix increased by about 6 points over the same period.  

METRIC 3. NATURAL GAS CAPACITY AS A SHARE OF POWER PLANTS BEING BUILT (2014–2017) 

Power providers, regulators, and elected officials in each state need to plan their future electricity resource mix based on projected 
increases in demand, scheduled power plant retirements, and reliability needs. One indication of an increasing reliance on natural 
gas can be captured by analyzing the share of new electricity generating capacity based on natural gas that is expected to come 
online within the next several years. Significant additions of natural gas capacity may lock states in to investments in power plants 

and pipelines, whose costs and losses when idled, underused, or abandoned may be passed through to customers. This metric 
assesses the portion of new power plant capacity coming online between 2014 and 2017 that is fueled by natural gas.  

 
Source: SNL Financial (2015) 
 
Data: Asset data for power plant units scheduled to be in service between 2014 and 2017, with a build phase development 

status of “Completed,” “Construction Begun,” or “Advanced Development;” asset data for power plant units undergoing 
fuel conversion from coal to natural gas between 2014 and 2017.  
 
Analysis: For each state, we calculated the generating capacity from natural gas power plant units being built and 
expected to be in service between 2014 and 2017. We also calculated the additional generating capacity as a result of 
power plant unit conversions from coal to natural gas during the same period. We then added these two values and divided 

the result by the total new generating capacity and coal-to-gas conversions between 2014 and 2017.The result is the 
percentage of natural gas as a share of new generating capacity.  
 
Threshold setting: States in which 50 percent or more of new capacity is to be based on natural gas (new power plants or 
coal-to-gas conversions) between 2014 and 2017 were assigned a risk rating of “High.” States ranging from 25 to 49 
percent were rated as “Moderate,” and states with natural gas accounting for less than 25 percent of new in-state capacity 

were rated as “Low.” Overall, 56 percent of the generating capacity being built in the United States during this time frame 
is expected to be fueled by natural gas. 

METRIC 4. TOTAL PROJECTED NATURAL GAS CAPACITY IN 2017 

Some states already have a significant amount of natural gas capacity, and this total is set to increase in many states given the 

construction of new natural gas power plants and coal-to-gas conversions already under way. By looking at the absolute value of 
electricity generating capacity fueled by natural gas, this metric shows several states at risk of relying heavily on natural gas. The 
greater the generation capacity based on natural gas, the more consumers are at risk of exposure to the negative consequences 
associated with plants and other infrastructure becoming underused, idled, or even abandoned over time. This metric is based on 
each state’s total projected natural gas capacity in 2017. 

 
Source: Electricity Information Administration (EIA 2015b), SNL Financial (2015) 

 
Data: From the EIA, “Existing capacity by energy source, by producer, by state back to 2000 (annual data from the EIA-
860);” from SNL, asset data for power plant units in service between 2014 and 2017 with a status of “Completed,” 
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“Construction Begun,” or “Advanced Development;” asset data for power plant units switching from coal to gas between 
2014 and 2017. 
 

Analysis: For each state, we calculated existing natural gas capacity in 2013 across the entire electric power sector, 
generating capacity from natural gas being built and expected to be in service between 2014 and 2017, and generating 
capacity that will be in service between 2014 and 2017 as a result of conversions from coal to natural gas. We added these 
three values to arrive at the total electric capacity projected to be fueled by natural gas in 2017.  

 
Threshold setting: States with a total natural gas generating capacity of 10,000 megawatts (MW) or more were assigned a 

risk rating of “High.” For reference, 10,000 MW of natural gas generating capacity is capable of powering several million 
households. States ranging from 5,000 to 9,999 MW were rated as “Moderate,” and states with less than 5,000 MW of 
total natural gas generating capacity in 2017 were rated as “Low.”  

METRIC 5. POWER SECTOR CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS (2013) 

As the single largest contributor of global warming emissions in the United States (and with a range of viable low-carbon 
alternatives available to it), the electric power sector has a major role to play in reducing the carbon intensity of the national 
economy. With the recent issuance of the Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean Power Plan, states must now choose how they 
will meet the plan’s carbon-reduction requirements for power plant emissions. Critically, although natural gas burns cleaner than 
coal for electricity generation, even a wholesale shift from coal to natural gas would be insufficient to meet long-term climate goals, 
as natural gas still emits significant emissions upon combustion (Fleischman, Sattler, and Clemmer 2013). For states with 

particularly high carbon emissions, then, an existing or developing overreliance on natural gas means that more drastic action will 
be required over the long term to continue reducing carbon emissions. In the interim, electricity consumers in those states will be 
forced to pay for shortsighted decisions their states are making today. This metric assesses the total carbon dioxide emissions 
released by the electric power sector in each state in 2013. 

  
 Source: Electricity Information Administration (EIA 2015c) 

 
Data: U.S. electric power industry estimated emissions by state, 1990–2013 (EIA-767, EIA-906, EIA-920, EIA-923)  

 
Analysis: For each state, the EIA provides annual data on carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxide emissions 
released by type of power producer and energy source. We pulled carbon dioxide data for the entire electric power 
industry across all energy sources in 2013. Each data point was converted from metric tons to million metric tons (MMT). 

 
Threshold setting: States with total electric power industry emissions of 50 MMT or more of carbon dioxide in 2013 
were assigned a risk rating of “High,” while states emitting between 25 and 49 MMT were rated as “Moderate,” and those 
emitting less than 25 MMT were rated as “Low.” 

SUMMARY METRIC: STATES AT HIGHEST RISK OF NATURAL GAS OVERRELIANCE 

Each metric within this analysis is intended to stand on its own as an indicator of a state’s exposure to one of the multiple risks 
associated with natural gas overreliance. However, the metrics can also be viewed in aggregate to better appreciate the constellation 
of risk factors that a state may face. Because the metrics are designed to gauge different aspects of risk exposure, a state with 
multiple “High” risk ratings may be exposing its electricity consumers to more risks associated with natural gas than a state with a 
single “High” risk rating.  

 Further, there are some states that just miss a “High” rating but are still exposing their consumers to greater risks than 
others; therefore, a consideration of states’ “Moderate” ratings in combination with their “High” designations can provide a more 
complete picture of their potential for overreliance on natural gas. 
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Data Table 

Dark red indicates “High” risk rating, medium red indicates “Moderate”, and pink indicates “Low”. 

 

State Metric 1 Metric 2 Metric 3 Metric 4 Metric 5

Number of 
"High" Risk 

Ratings

Number of 
"Moderate" 
Risk Ratings

Alabama 32% 17.2 98% 14,200 67.0 4 1
Alaska 51% -9.9 89% 1,400 3.8 2 -
Arizona 24% -8.3 66% 14,600 55.3 3 -
Arkansas 16% 0.3 0% 6,200 37.3 - 2
California 58% 2.5 22% 46,300 57.3 3 -
Colorado 23% -2.6 53% 6,600 39.4 1 2
Connecticut 42% 16.2 6% 3,100 8.7 1 1
Delaware 83% 63.4 100% 2,600 4.7 3 -
District of Columbia NA 0.0 0% - 0.0 - -
Florida 62% 14.1 89% 39,500 108.4 5 -
Georgia 33% 23.4 56% 16,700 56.8 4 1
Hawaii 0% 0.0 0% - 7.4 - -
Idaho 17% 2.2 4% 1,100 1.9 - -
Illinois 2% 0.5 73% 15,600 97.8 3 -
Indiana 8% 5.6 75% 7,000 98.9 2 2
Iowa 2% -1.7 52% 3,700 39.2 1 1
Kansas 3% -1.5 23% 4,800 33.1 - 1
Kentucky 3% 1.7 86% 6,900 85.3 2 1
Louisiana 43% 7.4 100% 20,100 58.3 3 2
Maine 35% -10.4 0% 1,700 3.7 - 1
Maryland 6% 1.8 87% 4,100 18.9 1 -
Massachusetts 58% 7.9 71% 6,700 14.7 2 2
Michigan 11% 2.1 71% 12,200 67.2 3 -
Minnesota 7% 1.5 19% 5,100 29.3 - 2
Mississippi 60% 16.0 94% 12,000 22.6 4 -
Missouri 4% -1.3 49% 5,500 78.3 1 2
Montana 2% 1.6 7% 400 17.0 - -
Nebraska 1% -1.3 0% 1,900 28.0 - 1
Nevada 63% -5.0 0% 7,400 15.7 1 1
New Hampshire 22% -8.6 0% 1,200 3.4 - -
New Jersey 45% 13.4 95% 12,800 15.8 3 1
New Mexico 27% 6.0 13% 3,400 28.5 - 3
New York 40% 8.3 73% 19,500 33.5 2 3
North Carolina 23% 19.3 0% 10,700 56.9 3 -
North Dakota 0% 0.0 31% 600 30.3 - 2
Ohio 18% 15.9 89% 11,900 102.5 4 -
Oklahoma 38% -6.1 21% 14,200 46.3 1 2
Oregon 21% -7.6 82% 3,700 9.5 1 -
Pennsylvania 24% 15.2 97% 15,800 108.7 4 -
Rhode Island 95% -2.4 0% 1,700 2.8 1 -
South Carolina 12% 6.0 99% 5,800 28.8 1 3
South Dakota 4% 0.4 0% 1,000 3.2 - -
Tennessee 8% 7.3 1% 5,200 38.1 - 3
Texas 42% -1.5 58% 77,000 257.5 3 1
Utah 18% 2.5 42% 2,700 35.7 - 2
Vermont 0% 0.0 0% - 0.0 - -
Virginia 28% 14.3 98% 12,500 34.7 3 2
Washington 10% 0.7 0% 3,400 12.5 - -
West Virginia 1% 0.6 0% 1,100 68.9 1 -
Wisconsin 13% 5.1 94% 6,500 47.7 1 3
Wyoming NM NA 100% 300 50.7 2 -
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Notes and Limitations 

This analysis is focused on the financial risks facing consumers living in states that are, or are moving toward being, overly reliant 
on natural gas for electricity generation. The analysis focuses on the state level because, as noted above, many of the decisions that 
shape the electric sector are made at the state level. States are not, for the most part, islands when it comes to electricity generation 
and consumption, however; indeed, states commonly import and export electricity across state lines. Data about such imports and 

exports are generally available only as net flows, however, without a breakdown of shares of specific fuel sources in such flows 
(that is, what type of power plant generated the electricity flowing across a particular state boundary). A state’s electricity 
generation portfolio may therefore not be perfectly representative of the fuel mix of electricity actually consumed within a state’s 
borders, and consumers may be exposed to fewer or greater risks of natural gas overreliance than their state’s own generation 
portfolio would suggest. 
 The purposefully tight scope of this analysis means that indicators are also limited in their capacity to capture broader risks 

to consumers from their state’s overreliance on natural gas, making the analysis a conservative estimate of the risks facing 
consumers. Major environmental challenges associated with natural gas production and transport, for example, are not included. 
Should the issue of methane leakage over the life cycle of natural gas use remain insufficiently resolved, for example, states (and 
their consumers) may need to contend with higher costs due to higher greenhouse gas emissions being associated with the fuel. 
 This analysis also does not attempt to identify the ideal role for natural gas within a state’s generation portfolio. Instead, it 
works to identify those states in—or heading toward—a position of overreliance. Given that, indicators actively identify those states 

exhibiting the highest risk levels, but do not identify any states as definitively “overreliant” on natural gas. Conversely, states 
without broad indications of risk of overreliance on natural gas are not necessarily free of reliance and risk. Also, states with low 
natural gas usage (and risk) by most measures may be in such a position because of heavy dependence on coal generation, which 
presents a host of problems and risks of its own.  
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 1 
Page 1 of2 

On page 5, lines 8-10, ofWitness Feldman's direct testimony, Witness Feldman states that FPL's 
base case load forecasts presented in his testimony are the same forecasts presented in FPL's 
2015 Ten Year Site Plan (TYSP). The following questions relate to FPL's 2015 TYSP and 2014 
TYSP. 

a. Referring to the last paragraph on page 30 ofFPL's 2015 TYSP and page 29 of 
FPL' s 2014 TYSP, please explain why FPL reduced its projected customer 
growth from 1.4% for the period 2014-2023 to 1.3% for the period 2015-2024. 

b. Referring to Schedule 2.1 ofFPL's 2015 TYSP, columns 8 and 9 (Commercial 
class), please explain why the current projections of the Average No. of 
Customers and the Average kWh Consumption Per Customer are both lower than 
the projections in FPL's 2014 TYSP for every year throughout the common 
forecast time horizon. 

c. Referring to Schedule 2.2 ofFPL's 2015 TYSP, columns 11 and 12 (Industrial 
class), please explain why the projection ofthe Average No. of Customers is 
higher than the projection developed in the 2014 TYSP, while the projection of 
the Average kWh Consumption Per Customer is significantly lower than the 
projection developed in FPL's 2014 TYSP for every year throughout the common 
forecast time horizon. 

d. Referring to Schedule 3.1 Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) ofFPL's 
2015 TYSP column (3), please explain why the forecasted annual Wholesale is 
increased significantly from 2014level for the period 2015-2020 then drops 
back to 2014 level for the period 2021 - 2024. 

e. Referring to Schedule 3.1 Forecast of Summer Peak Demand (MW) ofFPL's 
2015 TYSP column (7), please explain why the forecasted annual Residential 
Conservation is reduced for the period 2015 - 2018 but increased for the period 
2020-2023, compared to the forecast presented in FPL's 2014 TYSP. 

£ Referring to Schedule 4 Previous Year Actual and Two-year Fore casts of Retail 
Peak Demand and Net Energy for Load (NEL) by Month contained in the 2015 
and the 2014 TYSPs, please explain the reasons (other than the weather) which 
caused FPL's 2014 actual NEL to be lower than FPL's 2014 forecast. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The projected customer growth forecast in the 2015 TYSP was reduced from 
1.4% in the 2014 TYSP to 1.3% because ofthe removal ofVero Beach from 



150196 Hearing Exhibits 00003

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs First Set of Inter rogatories 
Interrogatory No. 1 
Page 2 of2 

FPL' s forecast. In the 2014 TYSP it was assumed that FPL would begin serving 
the City ofVero Beach beginning in 2015. In the 2015 TYSP Vero Beach was 
removed from the forecast. 

b. Similar to the response to subpart (a) above, the projected number of commercial 
customers in the 2015 TYSP is lower than that projected in the 2014 TYSP due to 
the removal ofVero Beach from the 2015 TYSP forecast. This also results in a 
lower use-per-customer as the Vero Beach commercial customers were forecast to 
have a higher use-per-customer than FPL commercial customers. 

c. The average number of industrial customers is higher in the 2015 TYSP than in 
the 2014 TYSP due to a higher projection of small GS-1 industrial customers. 
These customers are primarily temporary and construction accounts. The increase 
in the number of these accounts is due to an improving economy and improving 
housing market. Since these customers comprise the largest share of industrial 
customers and have significantly lower use per customer, the faster growth of this 
group of customers results in a lower overall use per customer for the industrial 
class. 

d. The wholesale summer peak forecast increases during the 2015-2020 time period 
due to the inclusion of the Seminole Electric Cooperative (Seminole) as a 
wholesale customer. The contract with Seminole ends in May 2021, therefore 
Seminole does not contribute to FPL's 2021-2024 summer peaks. 

e. The forecast for Residential Conservation in FPL's 2015 TYSP is lower in the 
2015-2018 time period because the 2014 TYSP includes the 2014 contributions to 
DSM of approximately 120 MW based on FPL's then-current DSM Goals, which 
were reset by the commission to the 2004 Goals levels. Residential Conservation 
is higher in the 2015 TYSP for the 2020-2023 time period because FPL's 2014 
TYSP utilized a forecast for Residential Conservation based on FPL's proposed 
DSM Goals of337MW oftotal DSM, while FPL's 2015 TYSP utilized FPL's 
DSM Plan of 526MW of total DSM. 

f. In evaluating any energy forecast variance, weather must be considered. The 
actual level of cooling degree hours and heating degree days were both lower than 
normal in 2014. This accounts for nearly one-quarter of the difference between 
actual and forecast NEL in 2014. Other than weather, the first reason why NEL 
was lower than projected was the actual CPI for energy was more than 5% higher 
than forecast during 2014, resulting in lower sales. Second, the forecast presented 
in Schedule 4 of our Ten Year Site Plan does not have any adjustments for DSM. 
Adjusting for DSM would have resulted in a lower forecast than that presented in 
the Ten Year Site Plan. Third, with the improving economy and housing market, 
it was expected that there would be an uplift in sales as empty homes became 
occupied. This uplift in sales did not materialize as anticipated. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. ISOI96-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.2 
Page I of I 

Referring to page 8 lines 17-19 of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, please identify and 
explain in detail the term "consistent set of assumptions" used throughout the load forecast. 

RESPONSE: 

All ofthe variables used in the customer, peak, and NEL models are from the same data sources 
and are of the same forecast vintage. Additionally, weather used in all of the models are 
calculated consistently using the same weather stations and the same methodology in developing 
the composite temperature. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 3 
Page I of I 

Referring to page 9, lines 14-1 6 of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, please explain how the 
population growth projections provid d by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research and 
the Office of Economic Demographic Research are used to forecast growth of customers. 

RESPONSE: 

The population projection provided by the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research is used as an explanatory variable in our econometric models used to forecast 
total customers and residential customers. Florida population growth is an important driver of 
customer growth and has historically been the most significant variable in projecting the number 
of customers in FPL' s service territory. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 4 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to page 11 of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, please explain in detail how FPL 
forecasts the annual summer peak? 

RESPONSE: 

We begin by updating our databases with the most recent year of data for variables which may 
be considered or used in the summer peak model. Next, we review the previous year's weather 
normalized forecast variance in order to evaluate the prior year's model. Drivers which may 
affect the summer peak such as population growth, weather, codes and standards, and the 
economy, among others, are considered. Variables are developed from these drivers which are 
likely to affect the summer peak. Any variables considered must be consistently measurable 
over the model calibration period and there must be a reasonable forecast available from a 
reliable third party source for each variable considered for use in the model. A potential summer 
peak per customer model is then developed with the variables identified. A review of the model 
statistics, including the R2

, MAPE, and Durbin-Watson statistic are evaluated, along with 
ensuring that the coefficients are significant and have the correct signs and that there is no 
observable pattern in the residuals. Modifications to the model are made as dictated by the 
model statistics. The model output is then multiplied by the forecast number of customers to 
develop a preliminary summer peak forecast. Next, factors that may affect the forecast, but are 
not included in the historical data and therefore not picked up in the econometric model, such as 
plug-in electric vehicles, distributed solar generation, changes in wholesale contracts, and the 
impact of the Economic Development riders are developed and included in the forecast. The 
summer peak forecast is evaluated for reasonableness by looking at historical trends and 
comparisons with the prior forecast. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.5 
Pagelof2 

On page 13, lines 11-12, of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, Witness Feldman states that the 
real price of gasoline, which "lagged one month," was incorporated into the summer peak model 
as a proxy for energy prices. 

a. Please identify whether FPL' s actual electricity price, Consumer Price Index 
(CPI)- Energy, or a gasoline price proxy were included as model variables for 
capturing the impact of energy price on FPL' s Peak Demand Forecasts and NEL 
Forecasts appearing in each ofFPL's TYSPs from 2010 through 2015. 

b. For each year-to-year change in model variables identified in Interrogatory No. 
Sa, please explain the rationale for making the change. 

c. Please explain the reasons FPL used the gasoline price proxy, instead ofFPL's 
actual electricity price, as an explanatory variable for model construction. 

d. Please explain why the real price of gasoline was used as a proxy for energy 
prices. 

e. Please explain why the real price of gasoline used as a proxy for energy prices 
lagged one month. 

f. · Please the differences, in terms of forecasting accuracy, when using the proxy of 
real price of gasoline lagged one month versus using the actual variable of real 
FPL' s electricity prices. Please support your response with a comparison of the 
forecasted versus actual summer peak demand data for 2013 - 2014, and a list of 
model accuracy data (standard errors, t-statistics, as well as the summary 
statistics) for 2015-2019. 

RESPONSE: 
a. 2010 TYSP 

2011 TYSP 

2012 TYSP 

2013 TYSP 

2014 TYSP 

2015 TYSP 

NEL used real electric prices (12 month moving average) 
Summer peak used real electric prices 
NEL used real electric prices (12 month moving average) 
Summer peak used real electric prices 
NEL used CPI for energy 
Summer peak used real electric prices 
NEL used CPI for energy 
Summer peak used CPI for Energy (three month moving average) 
NEL used CPI for energy 
Summer Peak used the real price of gasoline lagged one month 
NEL used CPI for energy 
Summer Peak used the real price of gasoline lagged one month 

There are no price terms used in the winter peak model. 
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b. Effective with the 2012 TYSP, the NEL forecast began incorporating the CPI for energy 
as a model variable rather than the real price of electricity. This change was made 
because modelling showed that customers at the time were becoming less sensitive to the 
price of electricity (which was then declining in real terms), and more sensitive to overall 
energy prices (which at the time were increasing significantly). Effective with the 2013 
TYSP, the summer peak forecast began incorporating the CPI for energy as a model 
variable rather than the real price of electricity. This change helped maintain a good 
statistical fit in the forecasting model. Effective with the 2014 TYSP, the summer peak 
forecast began incorporating the real price of gasoline lagged one month rather than the 
CPI for energy for similar reasons. 

c. FPL has found that using a proxy for energy prices, in some cases can be superior to 
using the real price of electricity as a variable in its forecasting models. This can be 
particularly the case when electricity prices are stable or declining while other energy 
prices are increasing and volatile, as has been the case in recent years. Under these 
conditions, many consumers must budget for their total energy purchases, not just 
electricity. The use of a proxy for energy prices, be it the CPI for energy or the real price 
of gasoline lagged one month, reflects the fact that consumers must frequently manage to 
an overall energy budget. The use of the real price of gasoline lagged one month can be 
appropriate as a proxy for energy prices in forecasting the summer peak because of the 
prominent role the price of gasoline plays in the decisions of consumers, particularly 
during the summer months. 

d. Please see the response to subpart (c) above. 

e. Lagging the real price of gasoline one month in the summer peak model improved the 
significance of the gasoline price term and helped maintain a good statistical fit in the 
forecasting model. 

f. Please see Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.6 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to Witness Feldman's direct testimony, page 26, lines 9-11, please explain why FPL 
used the Consumer Price Index for de termining impact of energy price on electric consumption 
per customer but used real gasoline prices for determining impact of energy prices in summer 
peak demand as testified on page 13, lines 11-1 2. 

RESPO E: 
The Consumer Price Index for Energy Prices and the real price of gasoline were both used as 
proxies for the overall cost of energy goods to consumers. The real price of gasoline can be 
more volatile than the CPI for Energy Prices. As a result, the more stable CPI for Energy Prices 
generally provided better model statistics when used in the Net Energy for Load model. The 
volatility in the real gasoline prices has been less of an issue in modelling the annual summer 
peak which is not subject to month-to-month fluctuations. Depending on the time period being 
evaluated, either the real price of gasoline or the CPI for Energy Prices may be appropriate for 
modelling the summer peak. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.7 
Page I of2 

Referring to Witness Feldman's direct testimony, page 25, lines 7-9: 
a. Please compare the NEL forecast to the aggregate of billed sales by rate class forecasts. 

b. Please explain whether FPL has previously used the total NEL versus billed energy sales 
approach to forecast energy sales. If yes, what is the modelling accuracy for each 
approach (forecasted vs. the actual energy sales)? 

RESPONSE: 

a. Below is a table comparing FPL's NEL forecast with the aggregate of the billed sales 
forecast by revenue class. 

Forecasted Billed 
MWh NEL Sales 

2015 119,712,544 113,117,490 

2016 122,406,843 115,679,613 

2017 123,945,598 117,157,296 

2018 125,432,505 118,580,271 

2019 127,069,635 120,119,803 

2020 128,851,360 121,815,566 

2021 129,237,426 122,226,832 

2022 130,076,692 122,979,639 

2023 131,495,329 124,319,680 

2024 133,275,800 126,004,519 

Note: values are not adjusted for DSM 

b. FPL has consistently used the NEL forecast in calibrating the billed sales forecasts since 
the 2001 TYSP. The improvement in the forecast accuracy from using this methodology is 
shown below for recent history. 
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2014 TYSP 

Actual Weather-Normalized NEL 116,623,974 

Forecasted NEL based on Ou tput of 
the Revenue Class Models 118,690,918 

NEL Variance based on Reven ue Class 
Sales Models -1.7% 

Official NEL Forecast based on NEL 
Model 117,784,561 

NEL Variance based on Official NEL 
Forecast -1.0% 

Improvement in Absolute Variance 
using Official NEL Forecast 0.8% 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.7 
Page 2 of2 

2013 TYSP 2012 TYSP 2011 TYSP 

112,175,798 111,348,964 109,322,958 

115,381,625 111,796,366 113,526,646 

-2.8% -0.4% -3.7% 

112,935,144 111,020,889 111,430,252 

-0.7% 0.3% -1.9% 

2.1% 0.1% 1.8% 

Note: Forecasts are for current year, i.e ., 2014 TYSP Forecast is for the year 2014 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 8 
Page 1 of2 

Referring to pages 14-16 of Witness Feldman's direct testimony regarding the out-of-model 
adjustments made to forecasts ofNEL and summer peak demands: 

a. Apart from the existing energy contracts FPL owned, please state whether FPL 
used any other information to project the annual incremental wholesale loads for 
the period 2015 to 2024. 

b. Please explain how the annual projected amounts of Economic Development 
Rider and Existing Facility Economic Rider were derived for years 2016-2024. 
In particular, please explain how the 2019 addition of27 MW to summer peak 
was derived. 

c. Referring to page 16, lines 13-18m, of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, 
please explain how FPL determines its share of the state forecast of installed 
capacity of distributed solar generation for years other than 2014. Please also 
explain and clarify the term "solar profiles". 

RESPONSE: 
a. The projection ofthe incremental wholesale loads for the period 2015 through 2024 is 

based strictly on wholesale transactions where there is signed contract for a power sale. 

b. Adjustments due to the Economic Development Rider and Existing Facility Economic 
Rider are developed by FPL's Economic Development Department. Based on 
negotiations with potential or existing customers, and knowledge of potential customers 
considering locating in FPL' s service territory, an estimate of the number of customers 
and their associated KW is projected. For the year 2019, the 27 MW is based on 15 new 
commercial and industrial customers expected to be added. An expansion factor is used 
to take the estimated KW associated with these customers to the generation level. 
Historical data from our existing customers for the appropriate rate class are used to 
estimate the portion of the new load that will be coincident with FPL's summer peak. In 
this manner, the projected contribution to the summer peak by this group of customers is 
derived. 

c. FPL begins with a state of Florida forecast of installed capacity of distributed solar 
generation developed by Greentech Media (GTM). The forecast for residential and 
commercial customers is purchased by year. FPL then uses our net metering data to 
determine the 2014 installed capacity of distributed solar generation for our own 
residential and commercial customers. From these data, and GTM's statewide estimates, 
we calculated our share of the state total distributed solar generation for residential and 
commercial customers. These shares are held constant throughout the forecast horizon. 
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Solar profi les are the estimated hourly profiles, by month, showing the percentage of 
annual distributed solar generation for each hour. For example, all months between the 
hours of 9 pm and 7 am show zero solar generation. Conversely, March through May, 
for hours ending 1 pm and 2 pm show the highest solar generation. All other hours 
would be somewhere in between these two levels of solar irradiance. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 9 
Page I of 1 

Referring to Witness Feldman's direct testimony, page 29, lines 11-14, please specifY the "minor 
modifications" FPL made to improve its forecasting models used in the instant petition. 

RESPONSE: 
Minor modifications made to the 2015 TYSP forecasts include updating the estimation period to 
include more recent actuals, removing the variable for empty homes from the NEL model since it 
was no longer a statistically significant variable, and incorporating adjustments to account for 
distributed solar generation. 

Additionally, some ofthe weather terms in the winter peak model were changed. The average 
winter peak temperature on the day of the peak and the heating degree day buildup two days 
prior to the peak were replaced with the minimum temperature on the day of the winter peak. 
Also, the dummy for winter peaks with a minimum temperature below 40 degrees was dropped 
from the current model. 



150196 Hearing Exhibits 00015

QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 10 
Page I of2 

Referring to Staffs First Set ofProduction ofDocuments No.1: 

a. Please identify the filename and worksheet responsive to each requested 
electronic document(s). 

b. For each electronic document request, please specify a fully descriptive name of 
each row and column of data if not already provided in the worksheets, and 

c. Please define the units of the data appearing within each of the electronic 
worksheets if not clearly identified within the worksheet itself. 

RESPONSE: 
Filename: 2015_TYSP _no_inact RevNEPACT EstThruAug 
Worksheets: Data, Coef, MStat 
The column headings and units in the Data worksheet from column C to column Ware as 
follows: 

NEL per customer (MWh), HDD based on 45 degrees, January HDD, February 
HDD, March HDD, December HDD, Impact of Codes and Standards (MWh per 
customer), Weighted real per capita income, lag ofCPI for Energy Prices, January 
CDH, February CDH, March CDH, April CDH, May CDH, June CDH, July 
CDH, August CDH, September CDH, October CDH, November CDH, and 
December CDH. 

The variable names in rows 3 - 22 of column A in the Coef worksheet correspond directly to 
columns D toW in the Data worksheet. 

Filename: Summer_Peak_2014TYSP _model_ updated 
Worksheets: Data, Coef, MStat 
The column headings and units in the Data worksheet from column B to column G are as 
follows: 

Summer peak per customer (KW), CDH two days prior to peak day, maximum 
temperature on the peak day, Impact of Codes and Standards (KW per customer), 
Disposable household income, and the real price of gasoline lagged one month. 

The variable names in rows 3 - 7 of column A in the Coef worksheet correspond directly to 
columns B to G in the Data worksheet. 

Filename: Total_Customers_2015TYSPAltDummy Jul14Pop Thru July and 
Res_Cust_2015_TYSP AltDummy Ju114Pop Thru July 
Worksheets: Data, Coef, MStat 
In the Data worksheet, column D is population, and column E is a dummy variable for the 
impact of the implementation of Smart Meters. 
The variable names in rows 3 - 4 of column A in the Coef worksheet correspond directly to 
columns D and E in the Data worksheet. 
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Filename: GSI Customers OUT JULY212014 
Worksheets: Data, Coef, MStat 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 10 
Page 2 of2 

In the Data worksheet, column Cis GS 1 Industrial Customers, Column Dis the Florida 
employment to population ratio, and column E is the 16 month lag of housing starts. 
The variable names in rows 3 - 4 of column A in the Coef worksheet correspond directly to 
columns D and E in the Data worksheet. 

Filename: STHwy_Cust and Sales July_2014 
Worksheets: Data, Coef, MStat 
In the Data worksheet, column C is Street & Highway customers, and column D is the lag of 
Street & Highway customers. 
The variable name in row 3, column A in the Coef worksheet is the lag of Street & Highway 
customers. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State ofFlorida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this J!._11day of QC ro 61 (t 2015. before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ _.:R~i~ch~a=.r.!::.d~F~e~ld~m~an;:!.!..._ who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Intenogatory No(s). 1-10 

from Staffs 1st Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 

150196-El, and that the response(s) is true and correct based on her personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis '7-tl--, day of ocfobe/' '2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 32 
Page I of2 

Page 62 of Exhibit SRS-1 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, contains a table identifying firm 
purchase power changes during the timeframe 2014-2023. For each purchase power agreement 
that is expiring, please discuss, in detail, FPL' s efforts to extend the life of the contract. 

RESPONSE: 

The following Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) purchased power contract expirations are 
identified on Page 62 of Exhibit SRS-1: 

1. Cedar Bay PPA retirement- 2016 

The Cedar Bay PPA was cancelled on September 24, 2015, pursuant to the acquisition of 
Cedar Bay approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-15-0401-AS-EI in Docket 
No. 150075. As shown in the exhibit, the PPA retirement is offset in 2016 by the 
addition of Cedar Bay to FPL' s generation fleet. The unit will be available throughout 
2016 for reliability purposes and then will be retired in 201 7. The overall transaction 
saves customers $70 million (CPVRR). 

2. UPS Replacement- 2016 

The UPS Replacement contract is actually three contracts with affiliates of Southern 
Company. These contracts are for the output from Plant Scherer Unit 3 (165 MW), Plant 
Franklin (190 MW) and Plant Harris (600 MW). After transmission losses this accounts 
for 928 MW delivered to FPL's system. These contracts were approved by the 
Commission in Docket No. 040001-EI. 

All three contracts have a normal termination date of December 31,2015. Both 
the Franklin and Harris contracts contained an option to extend the contract through 
December 31,2017, which option had to be exercised prior to the end of2010. In 2010, 
FPL evaluated the option and found it not cost effective for FPL's customers. 

In the spring of 2015, FPL explored the feasibility of extending all or portions of 
the Southern Company contracts or purchasing energy and capacity from other Southern 
Company units. Due to the high fixed costs of transmission and the associated 
transmission losses on Southern's system, none of the options offered by Southern 
Company were cost effective for FPL's customers. 

3~ St. John's River Power Park (SJRPP) suspension of energy- 2019 

FPL purchases 30% of the output of SJRPP under a power purchase agreement with JEA. 
Since JEA funded their ownership interest in SJRPP with tax-free municipal bonds, the 
portion of the energy produced that can be sold to an IOU is limited by IRS regulations. 
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This limit is expected to be reached in the 2nd quarter of 2019. Since the delivery 
restriction is a function of IRS rules, purchases under the PP A are not subject to 
extension. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 33 
Page 1 of I 

Page I 0 l of Exhibit SRS-1 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, provides that analyses conducted 
during 2013 and early 2014 showed that it would be cost-effective to retire the existing units, 
Putnam Units 1 and 2, and replace the capacity with new combined cycle capacity at a later date. 
Please provide a detailed summary of the analyses described in above-referenced statement. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 for the requested detailed summary. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 34 
Page 1 of2 

Page 105 of Exhibit SRS-1 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, provides that the generation only 
reserve margin value is "calculated by setting to zero all incremental energy efficiency and load 
management, plus all existing load management." 

a. Please state whether FPL has ever experienced reduced customer participation in load 
management programs as a result of FPL interrupting or curtailing customers 
participating in load management programs. If yes, please provide an explanation of such 
event(s). 

b. For each year since 1998, please provide the information in the table below for 
commercial and industrial customers. Please provide all requested data electronically in 
MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

Total Load Control Capabilities Number of Load Maximum Demand 
Reduction During a Single (MW) Control Events Event(MW) 

c. For each year since 1998, please provide the following information in the table below for 
residential customers. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel 
format with all formulas intact. 

Number of Res. Load Maximum Demand 

Total Res. Interruptible Load control customers 
Reduction from 

residential load control Control Capabilities (MW) interrupted during Load 
During a Single Event Control Events (MW) 

RESPONSE: 
a. To date, FPL has not experienced significant voluntary drop outs by participants in its 

load management programs similar to the widespread drop outs that occurred in the late 

1990s for other Florida utilities. However, FPL notes that concern over potential 

voluntary drop outs from load management programs is not the sole driver, nor even one 

of the primary drivers, of FPL's use of generation-only reserve margin (GRM) reliability 

criterion. FPL provided a detailed discussion of the reasons why a GRM criterion was 

adopted on pages 53 to 55 of its 2014 Ten Year Site Plan and on pages 55 to 56 of its 
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2015 Ten Year Site Plan and has addressed the GRM criterion in several other of its 

recent Site Plans, dating back to 2011. 

b. The requested information is presented m Table Staff-34b, which IS contained m 

Attachment No. 1. Capacity values are at the generator. 

c. The requested information is presented in Table Staff-34c, which IS contained m 

Attachment No. 1. Capacity values are at the generator. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 44 
Page 1 of 1 

For each se lf build option identified in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 1 of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct 
test imony please provide the projected capacity changes for each year of the analysis. Please 
provide this information in a format similar to Table ES-1 in FPL's 2014 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 44- Supplemental 
Page 1 of l 

For each self build option identified in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 1 of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct 
testimony, please provide the projected capacity changes for each year of the analysis. Please 
provide this information in a format similar to Table ES-1 in FPL's 2014 Ten-Year Site Plan. 
Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff Supplemental-44). 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 45 
Page I of I 

For each self build option identified in the table titled Third Step found in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 2 
of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please provide the projected capacity changes for each year 
of the analysis. Please provide this information in a format similar to Table ES-1 in FPL's 2014 
Ten-Year Site Plan. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all 
formulas intact. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

> 
Heather C. Stubblefield 

State of Florida ) 

County ofPalm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this J!2 day of Octo her, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Heather C. Stubblefield , who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 32, 55, 

56, and 57 from Staff's 2"d Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) is true and correct based on her personal 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this /3 day of October, 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

I''!V"'' t~·'f\ · 'P,t,. MARITZA MIRANDA-WISE 
,.(tb:~-,.~ MYCOMMISSIONtFF002868 
~·-6zl EXPIRES: May 30, 2017 

~~X,l\lf>''- Bonded Tbtu Nolll)l fuhliol Underwtlbl11 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~V(.~ 
Dr. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this 1Jl ~y of OchfJ!Y, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _.-=:D..:.r~. S;:;:.t:;.::e;.:.v.:.:en=-::;;S;;:.im=--• who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 17-31 

and 33-47 from _Staff's 2"d _Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company 

in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis 20jhday of Oc.hw , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 'IIACID ....... 
~.-.... .....,Nile ...... ....... 

c ......... ,.*•' ., c-. E.,.,.. .1111 at. 2111 
~ ... NIIIaftltf*Ry Alto. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 58 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 11, lines 6-9, of FPL Witness Feldman's direct testimony, Witness Feldman indicates 
that weather conditions, economic growth, codes and standards, and changing patterns of 
customer behavior are the factors affect FPL's summer peak demand. Please explain how 
"changing patterns of customer behavior" are incorporated into FPL' s summer peak per 
customer model in a way similar to Witness Feldman's discussion regarding how weather 
conditions, economic conditions and codes and standards are incorporated into the summer peak 
per customer model. (See pages 1 1-1 3 of Witness Feldman's direct testimony.) 

RESPONSE: 
Changing patterns of customer behavior are incorporated into FPL's summer peak per customer 
model via the model coefficients and intercept term. Each coefficient captures behavioral 
changes of customers in terms of energy usage, due to changes in weather, income, gasoline 
prices, and the implementation of energy efficiency measures. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 59 
Page 1 ofl 

Please refer to FPL Witness Feldman's direct testimony, page 11, lines 17-19, for the following 
questions: 

a. Please explain in detail how the summer peak per customer model was calibrated and 
provide all the relevant information. 

b. Please specify the years of which the annual historical data are used for the model 
calibration. 

c. Please state whether FPL always uses the historical data on the same two weather series, 
the maximum temperature on the day of the summer peak and the sum of the cooling 
degree hours two days prior to the peak day, to calibrate its summer peak per customer 
model. (See page 11, lines 18-19) 

d. Please explain the reasons FPL specifically choose the aforementioned two weather 
series for model calibration. 

e. If the response to No. 59(c) is negative, please explain why. Please also specify the type 
of weather data series used for model calibration and identify the corresponding docket 
number as well. 

f. Apart from the historical weather data series discussed in No. 59(c) above, please state 
whether FPL used any other historical data series for the model calibration. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The summer peak per customer model is a multiple linear regression model and was 
calibrated using the software program MetrixND. This software was developed by Itron. 
Please refer to FPL's response to Staffs First Request for Production of Documents, No. 
1 for the historical data used to calibrate the model, along with forecasted data and model 
statistics, including the coefficients. 

b. The model is calibrated using the historical years 1990-2014. 
c. FPL has used, in our summer peak model, the same two weather series, namely, the 

maximum temperature on the day of the summer peak and a term for the heat buildup 
since the 2011 Ten Year Site Plan. The summer peak models utilized in the 2006 
through 2010 Ten Year Site Plan forecasts also utilized one weather variable for the 
temperature and one for the heat buildup. However, the average daily temperature on the 
peak day was used rather than maximum peak day temperature in the 2006 through 2010 
Ten Year Site Plan forecasts. The change to the maximum temperature on the day of the 
summer peak was made to improve the statistical fit of summer peak model. In the 2005 
Ten-Year Site Plan forecast, only a temperature variable was included in the summer 
peak model. The addition of a variable for the heat buildup was made effective with the 
2006 Ten-Year Site Plan forecast in order to improve the statistical fit of the summer 
peak model. 

d. The maximum temperature on the day of the summer peak and the sum of the cooling 
degree hours two days prior to the peak day are used to calibrate the summer peak model 
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Docket No. 150196-EI 
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Interrogatory No. 59 
Page 2 of2 

for two reasons. One, they have strong statistical significance, and two, they make 
logical sense as variables that significantly influence the summer peak. 

e. As explained in subpart (c) of the response to this interrogatory, small refinements to the 
weather variables incorporated into the summer peak model have been made over time in 
order to improve the model's statistical fit based on the available historical data. Listed 
below are the weather data series used in model calibration where these series differ from 
what is in the current summer peak model, along with the corresponding docket number 
in which the forecast was utilized. 

Weather Data Series 

1) Average temperature on the summer peak day 
and heat buildup 

2) Maximum temperature on the summer peak day 

Docket No. 

080677-EI and 090172-EI 

050045-EI 

f. Non-weather historical data series used to calibrate the summer peak model include real 
disposable income per household, one month lag in the real price of gasoline, and a 
variable to account for Codes and Standards. Also included in the model is an indicator 
variable for the year 1990. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 60 
Page 1 ofl 

Please refer to FPL Witness Feldman's direct testimony, page 16 for the following questions: 

a. Please state the actual/ estimated impact of distributed solar generation, in MW, for each 
year 2014 through 2019. (See page 16, lines 5-8) 

b. Please provide details of the "solar profiles" FPL used to derive Megawatt hours (MWh) 
of distributed solar. (See page 16, line 18) 

RESPONSE: 
a. Solar Impact 

onFPL 
Installed Solar Summer Summer Peak 
MWdc Peak(MW) (MW) 

2014 34 ll 0 
2015 51 17 6 
2016 82 28 17 
2017 104 36 25 
2018 133 46 35 
2019 164 57 46 

Notes: Impact on FPL summer peak is incremental from 2014. 
2014 solar summer peak MW is included in historical 
data. 

b. Please see Attachment No. 1 for "solar profiles" used to calculate the MWh of distributed 
solar generation. Below is a brief description of the methodology used to develop these 
profiles. 

1) Solar profiles are developed based on average hourly output. 
Profiles are in a 12X24 matrix format. 

2) Profiles are based on three types of system orientations: 
Orientation Share 

Residential South 50% 
Southwest 25% 
Southeast 25% 

Commercial South 80% 
Southwest 10% 
Southeast 10% 

3) Average hourly output values are converted to represent Annual kWh/kWoc. 
4) Hourly values are calculated as a percentage of total annual kWh. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 61 
Page 1 of1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs First Set oflnterrogatories No.2, please specify what each 
of the assumptions is and explain why that assumption is necessary and appropriate for 
developing FPL' s forecasts of customer growth, summer peak demand, and net energy for load. 

RESPONSE: 
Listed below are each of the assumptions used in developing the load forecast and the reasons 
why each is necessary and appropriate to use in FPL 's forecasts. 

1. Population growth is the primary driver of FPL's customer growth. Florida population 
is the most important variable in determining the forecast number of customers. As the 
population increases, so do the number of households, and hence customers along with 
the businesses needed to support these households. The statistics from FPL's customer 
model confirms the importance of population growth on the FPL customer forecast. 

2. Weather is a key driver in electricity usage and is an important input into FPL's summer 
peak and net energy for load models. While the specification for weather varies between 
the models, the weather data used in developing these weather variables are based on the 
same hourly weather values. 

3. The economy affects both the summer peak and net energy for load. The economy 
determines how much income consumers have to spend on all goods and services, 
including electricity. In addition, the economy determines the overall level of energy 
prices which also influences the amount of electricity consumption. 

4. Codes and Standards directly impact both the summer peak and net energy for load. As 
codes and standards mandate efficiency improvements in energy using equipment, less 
usage is required. As such, improving efficiencies due to codes and standards need to be 
accounted for in FPL's forecasts. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 62 
Page I of3 

Please refer to FPL's response to Staffs First Set of Interrogatories No. 13 for the following 
questions: 

a. Please provide FPL's 7/27/2015 base case natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term price forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

b. Please provide FPL's 7/27/2015 high band natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term price forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

c. Please provide FPL' s 7/27/2015 low band natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

d. Please provide CPVRR first stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit SRS-4 of 
FPL Witness Dr. Sim's Direct Testimony, based on FPL's 7/27/2015 base case, high 
band, and low band natural gas and light fuel oil price forecasts. 

e. Please provide CPVRR second stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit SRS-5 
of FP~ Witness Dr. Sim's Direct Testimony, based on FPL's 7/27/2015 base case, high 
band, and low band natural gas and light fuel oil price forecasts. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

b. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

c. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

d. Staff Interrogatory 62 d & e requested that FPL update two analyses that FPL had 

performed as part of its overall next planned generating unit (NPGU) analyses in 2014 

and early 2015. The request was to update these analyses substituting FPL's July 27, 

2015 fuel cost forecast for the fuel cost forecasts that were used at the time for each of the 

two analyses. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 62 
Page 2 of3 

The updated analyses utilize this July 2015 fuel cost forecast (low, base, and high bands). 

However, FPL has also updated a number of other inputs to the analyses. These other 

updates include: 

A new October 20 15 load forecast; and, 

Various other assumptions that were not then available and, therefore, had not been 

utilized during each stage/step in the NPGU analyses, but which were updated and 

incorporated into FPL's 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan, including: (i) the 2016 PV additions, 

(ii) the new schedule for GT replacements in Broward and Lee counties, (iii) the mutually 

agreed upon decision with Cedar Bay to sell that generating unit to FPL and FPL's plans 

to subsequently retire that unit, and (iv) the 2027/2028 in-service dates for Turkey Point 6 

&7. 

Utilizing all of these updated assumptions and forecasts, FPL performed three scenario 

analyses. One scenario utilizes the July 2015 base case fuel cost forecast, another 

scenario utilizes the July 2015 low band fuel cost forecast, and the third scenario utilizes 

the July 2015 high band fuel cost forecast. 

FPL has combined key generating options analyzed in the two previous, separate stages 

of analyses presented in Exhibits SRS-4 and SRS-5 into one set of analyses which 

examines the following self-build generating options. Please see Attachment No. 2 (Table 

Staff-62 (Parts d & e)): 

The 1,622 MW OCEC Unit l that was designated as FPL's NPGU in the capacity RFP; 
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Docket No. 150196-EI 
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Interrogatory No. 62 
Page 3 of3 

An enhanced 1,633 MW version of the OCEC Unit 1 (as referenced on page 36 of FPL 

witness Sim's direct testimony); 

Enhanced CT designs of 231 MW (Summer) capacity m 5 x 0, 6 x 0, and 7 x 0 

configurations; and, 

The two most competitive non-GE CC units from the original analyses. 

As shown in this response, the original 1,622 MW OCEC Unit 1 is still projected to be 

more economic than any of the CT and non-GE generation options; thus, the overall 

conclusions and recommendations reflected in the Petition for a determination of need 

and the supporting pre-filed testimony remain unchanged. 

e. Please see the response to subpart (d) above. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 63 
Page 1 of I 

Please refer to FPL's response to Staff's First Request for Production of Document No. 1, 
regarding FPL use of historical annual data to estimate the summer peak demand forecasting 
model, for the following questions: 

a. Please explain the reasons FPL did not use historical monthly data for the model 
estimation in the instant case. 

b. Please identify FPL' s summer peak demand forecasts produced since 2005 that were 
estimated based on monthly data, and the purpose for which such forecasts were used. 

RESPONSE: 
a. FPL did not use historical monthly data to estimate the summer peak demand forecasting 

model because the summer peak occurs once per year. As such, annual data and not 
monthly data are appropriate for estimation purposes. 

b. FPL has never used monthly data in estimating the summer peak demand forecasts. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

~ 

~1 . ..-J/ 
~.T~ 

Richard Feldman 

I hereby certify that on tllis _]_.day of lj(J{/(! J1([j t.f"/( 1 2015, 

before me, an officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take 

acknowledgments, personally appeared Richard Feldman who is personally known to 

me, and he acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answers to InteiTogatory Nos. 

58, 59. 60, 61. and 63 from Staffs 3rd Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light 

Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the responses are hue and col1'ect based on 

his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthls qib day of trbam/ux , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

- -

• 

TAACIO.GOLOWWRE 
NoWy ~ • ltalt of Flofld1 

CMmltaloft 1 ff 231-425 
j -eo-n.~~ Jul31 . 2019 

.._.,...~Hollf}'Assn. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~'R~L 
Dr. Steven Sim 

State ofFlorida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this ..£ay of NfJI/eiU k 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared --=D~r:...:. S;;;.;t;.;:;e~v.;;;.;en~S=im::::...._, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s).§l_ from 

_Staffs 3rd _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 

150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this !/!!!. day of /hJ!tJt1./Jff . 2015. 

Notary Pub~, , · tate ofFlorida 
\ .. ~.--: 

Notary Stamp: 

... ·: 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 65 
Page 1 of2 

On page 12, lines 17-23, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states the following: 

"FPL utilizes three reliability criteria to project the timing and magnitude 
of its future resource needs. The three reliability criteria are: 

A minimum total reserve margin (total RM) for Summer and 
Winter of 20%; 
A minimum generation-only reserve margin (GRM) for Summer 
and Winter of 1 0%; and 
A maximum loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) of 0.1 day per year." 

Please describe how FPL determined that I 0% is an appropriate level for a generation-only 
reserve margin (i.e., did FPL start with a 5 percent GRM and incrementally evaluate different 
levels). 

RESPONSE: 

The rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Sim in this docket details why and how the GRM 
reliability criterion was developed by FPL. A summary ofthis information is as follows: 

FPL conducted analyses that utilized both a resource planning perspective and a 
system operations perspective. 
FPL also used both historical and projected perspectives in these analyses. 
The analyses looked at pairs of resource plans that had identical total reserve margins 
(for example, each of the two resource plans might have a 20.4% total reserve 
margin), but that total reserve margin would have been reached in one resource plan 
with more incremental DSM MW/less incremental generation MW, while the other 
resource plan would have less incremental DSM MW/more incremental generation 
MW. 
FPL used the generation-only reserve margin (GRM) calculation as a metric by which 
to refer to these differences in these resource plans. A resource plan with more 
incremental DSM MW/less incremental generation MW has a lower GRM than a 
resource plan with less incremental DSM MW /higher incremental generation MW. 
From the resource planning perspective, the plan with more incremental DSM 
MW/less incremental generation MW (i.e., a lower GRM) consistently was projected 
to have higher LOLP values than the other plan consisting of less incremental DSM 
MW/more incremental generation MW (i.e., a higher GRM), even though both 
resource plans had an identical total reserve margin value. Thus, from an LOLP 
perspective, a resource plan with a lower GRM results in a less reliable FPL system 
than a resource plan with a higher GRM. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 65 
Page 2 of2 

From the system operations perspective, the plan with a lower GRM was consistently 
projected to have less MW in reserve for the system operators' to use, compared to 
the resource plan with a higher GRM, when examining projections of unexpected 
higher load and/or unexpected higher levels of generating unit unavailability. 
In regard to specific GRM levels, shortly after the 2009 DSM Goals decision, when 
very high levels of DSM were set as FPL's DSM Goals, FPL projected that its GRM 
would drop to 4. 7% near the end of the decade. Consequently, FPL 's analyses of the 
comparative reliability of the FPL system used 5% as a low end of the range of 
possible GRM values. The upper end of the GRM range that was examined was 
approximately 13%. The two results described above, both for the resource planning 
perspective and the system operations perspective, were consistently projected for all 
analyses throughout this 5% to I3% GRM range. 
FPL decided upon a minimum GRM value of I 0% based on a recommendation from 
its system operations department. Their recommendation attempted to ensure that 
their operators have approximately 2,650 MW of generation reserves. This value was 
based on the following assumptions (MW values are approximate): (i) I,500 MW for 
possible loss of the largest unit, (ii) 700 MW as an average of the total MW out-of
service at any given time for both planned and unplanned maintenance, and (iii) 450 
MW for FPL's share of Florida's reserve-sharing obligations. The total 2,650 MW 
was a close match to a I 0% GRM value. Therefore, FPL selected 1 0% as its 
minimum GRM criterion value. This specific value is expected to be reviewed in 
future FPL reliability analyses. 
This third reliability criterion is designed to complement, not replace, the maximum 
O.I day/year LOLP and 20% minimum total reserve margin reliability criteria that 
FPL also uses. In regard to the 20% total reserve margin criterion, the GRM criterion 
essentially provides guidance regarding what mix of DSM and generation resources 
should be added to maintain/enhance the reliability of FPL's system while meeting 
the minimum total reserve margin criterion of 20%. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 76 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories No. 34, Attachment 1, Tab 2 
of 2, FPL's response for the year 2008 indicates that the Company's maximum demand 
reduction during a single event (1,249 MW) exceeded the Company's total load control 
capabilities (966 MW). Please describe in detail, the 2008 event that resulted in the demand 
reduction of 1,249 MW. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL's residential load management customers can select that their air conditioners can be 
interrupted in either a "cycle" or "shed" mode. If the cycle mode is selected, FPL will interrupt 
each air conditioner during a load management event for a period of 15 or 1 7.5 minutes each half 
hour. This process repeats as needed until an event ends. FPL staggers the interruptions of these 
cycle customers so that a levelized amount of aggregate load management is achieved. In 
contrast, the air conditioners for customers who select the shed option are interrupted at the start 
of an event and remain interrupted for the duration of the event. FPL reports its residential load 
management capability reflecting the normal method of operation (i.e., the mix of "cycle" and 
"shed" mode selected by customers). Load management under normal operations would have 
yielded a maximum 966 MW of load reduction in 2008. However, in an extreme emergency 
such as occurred on February 26, 2008, FPL is permitted to control the "cycle" customers in 
"shed" mode. Because all customers' air conditioners are interrupted simultaneously (without 
the cycle mode's staggering), more MWs can be produced. This emergency method was used 
during the 2008 event, which yielded the reduction of 1,249 MW. 
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State of Florida ) 
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based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 
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Notary Stamp: 
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officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Thomas R. Koch, who is personally known to me, and he 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fifth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 84 
Page 1 of2 

On page 38, lines 17-19, ofDr. Sim's rebuttal testimony, Dr. Sim states that "the FPSC order [in 
the 2009 DSM Goals docket] meant that FPL's resource plans would be more dependent on 
DSM resources, and less reliant on generation resources .... " Please revise Exhibit SRS-2, of Dr. 
Sim's direct testimony, assuming DSM additions per the 2009 DSM Goals docket for 2015 
through 2019. 

RESPONSE: 

Table Staff 84 provides three different versions of Exhibit SRS-2, see Attachment No. 1. The 
first version, Table Staff-84a, is essentially identical to Exhibit SRS-2 except that it has added 3 
new columns (1 a, 6a, and 6b) with blank values in two of the columns (1 a and 6a). These two 
columns with blank values will be used in the second and third versions of the tables. The 
projected results on the right hand side of Table Staff-84a are identical to those in Exhibit SRS-2. 

Table Staff-84b assumes that the incremental difference between the 2015 through 2019 DSM 
additions and the 2014 DSM Goals are added in those years on top of the 2014 DSM Goals (as 
shown in Column 6a), and that no new generation is added (as shown in Column 1a). 

Table Staff-84c assumes that just the 2014 DSM Goals are added (as is the case in Table Staff-
84a) by showing zeroes in Column 6a. This table also shows that OCEC Unit 1 is added as 
planned in 2019 as shown in Column 1a. 

In regard to the results, Table Staff-84a, and the original Exhibit SRS-2, both show that FPL has 
a large resource need beginning in 2019, which increases in 2020. The 20% total reserve margin 
criterion shows that FPL needs 988 MW by 2019 to meet that criterion. The 10% generation
only reserve margin (GRM) criterion shows that FPL needs an additional 64 MW of generation 
resources by 2019, i.e., for a total of 1,052 MW, to enable FPL to also meet the GRM criterion. 

Table Staff-84b assumes that FPL adds approximately 463 MW more DSM by 2019 than the 252 
MW that is currently planned for FPL (and which is accounted for in Column 6). This results in 
approximately 715 MW of DSM additions in this scenario. However, no new generation is 
assumed to be added in this scenario. Thus, FPL would definitely become more reliant on DSM 
for meeting its reliability needs in this scenario. This table also shows that this significant 
amount of additional DSM only reduces, but does not meet the FPL's 988 MW need dictated by 
the 20% total reserve margin criterion. In addition to these reliability concerns, such high levels 
of DSM were found not to be cost-effective under the RIM screening test in both the 2009 and 
2014 DSM Goals dockets. As discussed in the 2014 DSM Goals docket and in this docket, DSM 
is less cost-effective now for FPL's system than it was in 2009. Therefore, this additional DSM 
would be even less cost-effective now than it was projected to be in 2009, thus raising electric 
rates for all FPL customers and significantly increasing monthly bills for non-participants. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Fifth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 84 
Page 2 of2 

Furthermore, this DSM addition does nothing to meet FPL's 10% generation-only reserve 
margin criterion. The projected GRM value in 20 19 is still at 5.8%, which remains well short of 
the 10% minimum GRM requirement. This very low GRM level is also at a level that led to the 
system reliability and system operations concerns that resulted in the need for FPL to establish 
the GRM criterion. Therefore, FPL's 2019 resource needs in this scenario remain at 1,052 MW 
of generation capacity. 

Table Staff-84c assumes that FPL adds OCEC Unit 1 in 2019 and adds the amount ofDSM set in 
the 2014 DSM Goals docket. In this scenario, which represents FPL' s resource plan, both FPL' s 
total reserve margin and GRM rel iability criteria are met. Thus, FPL is projected to both meet all 
of its reliability criteria and to do so with the most cost-effective DSM and generation resource 
additions. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fifth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 85 
Page I of 1 

On page 49, lines 8-12, of Dr. Sim' s rebuttal testimony, Dr. Sim states that not allowing FPL to 
build the Okeechobee Clean Energy Center Unit 1 would result in "lower reliability for all utility 
customers in peninsular Florida." 

a. Please state whether, if constructed, Okeechobee Clean Energy Center Unit 1 would be 
the largest generating unit in Florida and explain your response. 

b. If yes, please explain how this would impact other utilities in peninsular Florida. 

RESPONSE: 

a. In part, yes, and in part, no. By 2019, the OCEC combined cycle Unit 1 will be the 
largest generating unit in terms of Summer capability. However, Fort Myers combined 
cycle Unit 2 would be the largest generating unit in Florida in terms of Winter capability. 

b. The statement above quoted in FPL witness Sim' s rebuttal testimony refers to the 
negative impact that would occur to system reliability for both customers served by 
FPL's system, and customers served by other utility systems in peninsular Florida, if 
OCEC Unit 1 is not allowed to be built and brought into service in 2019. If that scenario 
were to occur, FPL's total reserve margin would drop to 15.7% in 2019 and 14.3% in 
2020 as explained in FPL's witness Sim's direct testimony. There would also be a 
corresponding drop in the total reserve margin for peninsular Florida, thus signifying a 
lower level of reliability for the peninsular Florida electric system without OCEC Unit 1. 
Therefore, the reliability of peninsular Florida's electric system will definitely be lowered 
ifOCEC Unit 1 were not added in 2019. 
In regard to other considerations, the addition of OCEC Unit 1 will increase fuel supply 
diversity in Florida by its access of the new Sabal Trail/FSC natural gas pipeline. OCEC 
Unit 1 is also projected to burn natural gas more efficiently than any natural gas-fired unit 
in Florida, thus putting downward pressure on natural gas usage, natural gas pricing, and 
emissions (including C02 emissions) compared any other natural gas-fired unit that 
might be substituted for OCEC Unit 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No. 1 
Page 1 of 2 

On page 5, lines 7-8, of Witness Fe ldman's direct testimony, Witness Feldman indicated that 
FPL's long-term forecasts include base case projections of customers, peak demands, and net 
energy for load. 

a. Please provide any documents containing the historical data used to estimate the 
econometric mode l that projects the number of customers by rate class and total. 

b. Please provide any documents containing the projected independent variables 
used to project the number of customers through 2024. Please include any 
adjustments made to the output of the model to derive the final forecasted number 
of customers by rate class and total. 

c. Please provide any documents containing the customer growth forecast model 
equation as well as any assumptions used in the model development. Please also 
provide the coefficients, standard errors, t-statistics, as well as the summary 
statistics of such model. 

d. Please provide any documents containing the historical data used to estimate the 
econometric model that projects summer peak demand per customer. 

e. Please provide any documents containing the projected independent variables 
used to project summer peak demand per customer through 2024. Please include 
any adjustments made to the output of the model to derive the final forecasted 
summer peak demand. 

f. Please provide any documents containing the summer peak demand per customer 
forecast model equation as well as the assumptions used in the model 
development. Please also provide the coefficients, standard errors, t-statistics, as 
well as the summary statistics of such models. 

g. Pleasf~ provide any documents containing the historical data used to estimate the 
econometric model that projects Net Energy for Load (NEL). 

FPL 000429 
OCEC NEED 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No. 1 
Page 2 of2 

h. Please provide any documents containing the projected independent variables 
used to project net energy for load through 2024. Please include any adjustments 
made to the output of the model to derive the final forecasted NEL. 

1. Please provide any documents containing the NEL forecast model equation as 
well as the assumptions used in the model development. Please also provide the 
coefficients, standard errors, t-statistics, as well as the summary statistics for such 
model. 

RESPONSE: 
Attached are the fi les containing the historical data used to estimate the econometric models for 
summer peak and net energy for load. These files also contain the projections for all of the 
independent variables in the models along with the associated model statistics. 

Also attached are the files containing the same information as described above for all of our 
customer forecasts that utilize econometric models. Please note that we produce forecasts by 
revenue class, not by rate class. For the commercial and industrial revenue classes the forecasts 
are developed for small, medium, and large customers, however, only the small commercial and 
GS-1 industrial groups are developed using econometric models. 

FPL 000430 
OCEC NEED 
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QU ESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No.2 
Page I of 1 

On page 5, lines 11-17, of Witness Feldman direct testimony, Witness Feldman indicated that 
FPL's long-term forecasts include risk-adjusted projections of summer peak demands which 
were based on analysis ofthe differences between actual and forecasted values of the summer 
peak. 

a. Please provide any documents containing the historical forecast accuracy data 
used to calculate the risk-adjustment incorporated into the risk-adjusted summer 
peak demand per customer forecast. 

b. Please provide any documents containing the historical forecast accuracy data 
used to calculate the risk-adjustment incorporated in the risk-adjusted NEL 
forecast, if any. 

RESPONSE: 
Please see the provided file for the historical forecast accuracy data, for the summer peak and net 
energy for load, used to calculate the risk-adjusted forecasts. Please refer to the worksheets 
named "SP fan Current" and ''NEL Fan Current.'' 

FPL 0005112 

OCEC NEED 
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FPL's Response to Staff's Request 
for Production of Documents, No.3. 

Note: See excel file contained on Staff 
Exhibit CD for No.3 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No.4 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 28, lines 7-12, of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, Witness Feldman testified that 
similar out-of-model adjustments are made to forecasts ofNEL, summer and winter peak 
demands. Please provide any documents containing the actual adjustment amounts related to 
each adjustment factor for each year from 2015 - 2024 in an Excel Table format similar to Table 
1 below. 

Table 1. Adjustment Amounts Made to the Forecasting Models 

Summer Demand (MW) Net Energy for Load (GWh) 

Plug·in Economic 
Existing 

Distributed Plug-in Economic 
Existing 

Distributed 

Wholesale Electric Development Facility Solar Total Wholesale Electric Development Facility Solar Total 

Rider 
Economic 

Vehicles Rider Economic Generation Vehicles Rider Generation Rider 

2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 

2022 
2023 
2024 

RESPONSE: 
Please see the documents provided, specifically the worksheets named "Summer Peak", "Winter 
Peak", and "Monthly_NEL_Model." 

FPL 000511 
OCECNEED 
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QUESTION : 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No.5 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to page 14, lines 2-4, of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, please provide any 
documents identifying, by year starti ng in 2015 through 2024, the source, quantity, level of 
firmness , and contractual status of incremental wholesale load which, when summed by year, 
matches the year to year differences in the Wholesale Load Forecast (Column 3) found in 
Schedule 3.1 ofFPL's 2015 TYSP. 

RESPONSE: 
See document prov ided. Please refer to the worksheet named "Summary CP" column L. 

FPL 000598 
OCECNEED 



150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – 2015_TVSP_no_inact RevNEPACT EstThruAug.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – GS1_Customers  Out JULY21 2014.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1. – Res_Cust_2015_TYSP AltDummy Jul4Pop Thru July.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – SMALL Comm_Cust OUT JULY21 2014.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – STHwy_Cust and Sales July_2014.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – Summer_Peak_2014TYSP_model_updated.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.1 – Toal Customers_2015TYSPAltDummy Jul4Pop Thru July.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.2 – NEL SP WP Fans for P75 Fcst Errors Nov2014Fcst.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No. 3 – BEBR Population Forecast July2014.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.4 – Peak and Energy 2015 TYSP no DSM no-links PART1.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.4 – Peak and Energy 2015 TYSP no DSM no-links PART2.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 1st POD No.5 – Wholesale Forecast_Aug2014_update.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 1st INT No. 5 Att1.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 2nd INT No.33 – Att1.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 2nd INT No. 34 – Att1.xlsx 



Staff’s 2nd INT No. 44 – Att1 – Supplemental.xlsx 

150196 – Staff’s 2nd INT No. 44 – Att1.xlsx 

2015 Need Exhibit SRS-2 Updated for Load and Generation Capability.xls 



150196 – Staff’s 2nd INT No. 45 – Att1.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 3rd INT No. 60 – Att1.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 3rd INT No. 62 – Att1.xlsx 

150195 – Staff’s 3rd INT No. 62 – Att2 Corrected.xlsx 



150196 – Staff’s 5th INT No.84 – Attachment No. 1.xlsx 
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FPL's Response to Staff's 
Interrogatories, Nos. 19, 25, 

26,66,71,74,75 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 60PARTY: STAFFDESCRIPTION: FPL’s Response to Staff’s Interrogatories, Nos. 19, 25, 26, 66, 71, 74, 75.  [Bates Nos. 00054-00066...
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 19 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 11, lines 1-2 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that FPL took account of all 
identified cost-effective renewable energy. 

a. Please state how much (MW) wind generation FPL identified in determining the need for 
OCEC Unit 1. 

b. Please state whether FPL considers wind generation a firm resource, and provide an 
explanation. 

RESPONSE: 
a. FPL has not identified any cost-effective wind generation in its service territory to-date 

primarily due to relatively low average wind speeds in FPL's service territory. 

Consequently, there are no wind MW of generation included in the resource plan which 

was used to project FPL' s 2019 capacity needs. 

b. Wind energy is an intermittent energy source. Therefore, FPL believes that only a 

portion, if any, of a wind turbine's nameplate rating would be appropriate to assign as 

firm capacity. This is the same fundamental view that FPL takes with solar energy, 

another intermittent energy source. For solar, the firm capacity value for any specific 

solar facility is based on several factors including specific location, orientation, and type 

of solar facility. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 25 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 23, lines 7-10, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that a significant amount of 
land would be required to site the amount of photovoltaic (PV) that would be needed to supply 
1,052 firm MW of solar capacity. Please describe the number of acres FPL estimates would be 
required to site 1,052 firm MW of solar capacity. 

RESPONSE: 
FPL is currently assigning a 52% of nameplate value as firm capacity to its three 74.5 MW 

photovoltaic (PV) projects that are scheduled to go in-service by late 2016. FPL also projects that 

as more PV is added to its system, the firm capacity value will diminish because the earlier PV 

will move the remaining peak load that will be met by non-PV resources towards a later hour in 

the day, thus reducing the contribution from additional PV to meeting that later peak. Based on 

that projection, if FPL were to assume a 50% of nameplate firm capacity value for future PV, 

and a 10 acres per MW-AC (nameplate) value, as reasonable assumptions, then approximately 

21,040 acres would be needed to meet a 1,052 MW firm capacity need in 2019 with PV. 

(1,052 firm MW I 0.50 firm MW-to-nameplate MW) x (10 acres/nameplate MW) = 21,040 acres. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 26 
Page I of2 

On page 24, lines 2-5, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim testifies that "FPL has now begun 
applying a methodology for determining what firm capacity values PV facilities are projected to 
deliver." 

a. Please describe, in detail, FPL's methodology for determining what firm capacity values 
PV facilities are projected to deliver. 

b. For the years 2015-2025, please provide FPL's estimated firm capacity contribution from 
solar PV facilities. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The new methodology employed by FPL for determining firm capacity value for 

photovoltaic (PV) facilities is based on measuring the output of a specific solar facility at the 

time of the system's summer peak load. Summer peak load is assumed to take place 

annually in August between 4 and 5 p.m. For existing facilities, the firm capacity value is 

based on historical data, while for solar facilities under consideration the value is based on 

projections of a specific project's hourly energy output. This summer firm capacity value 

varies based on the location, orientation, technology, and other design characteristics of the 

specific facility . Because the output of PV panels degrades over time, FPL assumes that the 

firm capacity value of PV facilities will similarly degrade over time. 

Similar analysis was performed for the FPL system's winter peak load which usually occurs 

early in the morning. At this time of the day, there is little or no solar energy generated by 

solar facilities, so FPL assumes that solar facilities have no firm capacity value at time of 

winter peak. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 1501 96-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 26 
Page 2 of2 

b. FPL's current resource plan as shown in FPL's 2015 Site Plan projects the following firm 

capacity values for existing and projected PV facilities through 2025: 

Space Coast PV: 10 MW nameplate rating and approximately 3 MW firm 

capacity; 

DeSoto PV: 25 MW nameplate rating and approximately 12 MW firm capacity; 

and, 

20 16 PV facilities (3): 223.5 MW nameplate rating (3 74.5 MW units) and 

approximately 116 MW total firm capacity. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~ ( > --:= Y(·k-
br. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this J1J ~y of OchfJU', 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and COlmty aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared ---=D:;...:r:.;.·..;;;S;..;:;t~ev"'-e=n=-=S=-=im=---'' who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s).~7-31 

and 33-4 7 from_ Staffs 2nd _Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company 

in Docket No. 150 196-EI, and that the responsc(s) are true and correct based on his 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this 201
J
1
day of OtJv ~.Qf , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-El 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 66 
Page I of 1 

On page 13, lines 19-20, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that: "FPL's new DSM 
goals for 2015 through 2024 were fully accounted for in the reliability analysis." Please explain 
how FPL accounted for incremental conservation and load management beyond 2024. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL first notes that projected DSM impacts after 2024 have no impact on FPL's reliability needs 
for the year 2019. 

FPL assumed that 50 MW per year of incremental DSM from FPL DSM programs would be 
added beyond 2024 through the year 2030. Furthermore, this projected impact from FPL DSM 
programs is in addition to the projected impacts of energy efficiency codes and standards that are 
accounted for in FPL 's load forecast. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 71 
Page I of I 

Referring to page 16, lines 5-8, of Witness Feldman's direct testimony, please estimate the 
number of roof-top solar facilities that would be needed to meet FPL's projected need in 2019. 

RESPONSE: 

It would require approximately 400,000 average-sized residential roof-top photovoltaic (PV) 
systems to meet FPL's projected need in 2019. As a point of reference, FPL residential 
customers have installed approximately 3,200 PV systems to-date. This calculation is based on 
the following assumptions: 

1. 2013-2015 weighted average size of residential customers' PV systems of7.8 KW. 
2. Summer peak coincidence factor of 34% based on FPL's Measurement & Verification 

study. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 74 
Page I of I 

Referring to FPL 's response to Staff' s Second Set of Interrogatories No. 25, FPL states that 
"FPL is currently assigning a 52% of nameplate value as firm capacity to its three 74.5 MW 
photovoltaic (PV) projects." Please state whether FPL assigned a firm capacity value to PV 
facilities in any of its previous need determination proceedings and explain your response. 

RESPONSE: 

No. Prior to 2015, FPL had not assigned a firm capacity value to its existing PV facilities, or to 
planned PV facilities, in any previous need determination proceedings. As indicated in FPL's last 
few Site Plans (prior to FPL's 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan), FPL had not assigned a firm capacity 
value to its PV facilities but has been examining whether a non-zero firm capacity value might 
be appropriate. During 2014, FPL finalized a methodology it now uses to evaluate firm capacity 
values for future PV facilities. FPL introduced the results of applying that methodology for both 
its existing and future PV facilities in its 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan. That methodology is now 
being used in FPL' s resource planning work for which PV is a generation alternative. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 75 
Page I ofl 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories No. 25, FPL assumes 10 
acres per MW-AC for the calculation provided in its response. On page 102 ofFPL's 2015 Ten
Year Site Plan, FPL summarizes a proposed solar facility that is projected to have a capacity of 
74.5 MW-AC sited on 443 acres. Please describe the site-specific characteristics ofthe proposed 
solar facility that result in approximately 6 acres per MW-AC. 

RESPONSE: 

The planned solar facility referenced in the question is the Babcock Ranch Solar Energy Center 
in Charlotte County, FL. This planned solar facility benefits from very efficient site 
characteristics that allowed it to utilize significantly less acreage than the more typical metric of 
10 acres per MWac. It has an approximately square shape and has limited natural or manmade 
features that needed to be avoided. Both of these features allow for a highly optimized solar 
field layout. The other two solar projects being planned in the 2015 Ten Year Site Plan (Citrus 
Solar Energy Center in DeSoto County and Manatee Solar Energy Center in Manatee County) 
have natural features such as wetlands and protected habitats coupled with manmade features 
such as oddly shaped boundaries, drainage ditches, roads, and other improvements which allow 
for the construction of approximately 1 MW per 10 acres. When planning a large portfolio of 
solar projects, it is more typical to have site features that require some reduction in the practical 
area on which solar projects can be built. In FPL's experience, 10 acres per MWac is an average 
result that is suitable for long term planning assessments. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

Dr. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this ~day of ·tJJV-W~Ol5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ _..D~r.:..::;S;;.;;te;:;.;v;..::e=n..::;S~im=--'' who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 65. 66. 

68-70,72.73.74,77-83 from_Staff's 4th_Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & 

Light Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct 

based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this Jl#aay of h.htr= , 2015. 

~-Q~ 
otary Publi tate of Florida 

Notary Stamp: 

-··~~ ......... ~~~~~.., TRACIO, GOLDIMAf 
Notary PuNc • ltlh DC flotlda 

COWIMitaiOII • FF 2U425 
Mpet ... EIIPiresJUI 31, 2019 
laadld llraufl Nlllanal Notary A$sn. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

b£7~ 
Richard Feldman 

State ofFlorida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby cettify that on this /l day of 1/0I!f.&IM£, 201 S, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Richard Feldman , who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s)._ll from 

_Staff's 4th_Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No . . 

150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis I z da; of November '2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State ofFlorida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

.. p\ /-....: 
I hereby certify that on this/0 day of lvVf{'?.m v-<;V2ol5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Jacquelyn Kingston , who is personally known to me, and 

she acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s)._TI_ 

from _ Staff's 4th _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket 

No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on her personal 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

~..r-:11--, Nl I aforesaid as of this _rL_.' _ day of ~(:ft.?fY) a« , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

/ 
I 

i 
'\_. 
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61 

FPL's Response to Staff's 
Interrogatories, Nos. 11, 12 (without 

Confidential Attachment No. 1), 13, 14, 
(including Confidential response in 

Document No. 06341-15, part 3 of 4), 15, 
16, 39, 49, 52, 53, 57 (non-confidential 

response), 64, 68, 77, 78, 80, 82. See also 
excel files contained on Staff Exhibit CD 

for Nos. 39, 80. 

& 

FPL's Response to Staff's 
Request for Production of Documents, 
Nos. 6a and 6b (the latter includes 

Confidential Document No. 07172-15, 
part 4) 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 61PARTY: STAFFDESCRIPTION: FPL’s Response to Staff’s Interrogatories, Nos. 11, 12 (without Confidential Attachment  No. 1), 13,...
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 11 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 7, line 14, and page 5, lines 9-11, Witness Stubblefield stated that OCEC Unit 1 will 
bum natural gas as the primary fuel source, and utilize a form of light fuel oil as a backup fuel 
source. Please identify and discuss expected industry trends and factors for natural gas and light 
fuel oil that will affect the FPL during the period 2015 through 2024. 

RESPONSE: 

The U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) determines industry trends that will 
potentially affect the industry as a whole and, in tum, the end users of the commodities, such as 
natural gas and light fuel oil. The industry trends identified by the EIA include growth in U.S. 
energy production, a modest growth rate of U.S. energy demand, and improved efficiency in the 
end-use sectors. 

The EIA expects the growth in U.S. energy production to be led by crude oil, including refined 
products such as light fuel oil, and natural gas. It expects strong growth in domestic crude oil 
production from tight formations, which will lead to a decline in net petroleum imports and 
growth in net petroleum product exports. In addition, the EIA projects LNG exports to begin a 
large ramp of0.3 trillion cubic feet (TCF) in 2016 to 2.6 TCF in 2024. Although exports seem to 
be rising, the EIA forecasts that U.S. energy demand will grow at a modest rate of about 0.2% 
per year from 2015 through 2024, driven mainly by the adoption of more energy-efficient 
technologies and existing policies that promote increased energy efficiency. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 12 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to Witness Stubblefield's direct testimony, pages 6, lines 21-22 and page 7, lines 1-2, 
please identify the independent variables representing worldwide demand, production capacity, 
economic growth, environmental legislation, and politics in the model used to forecast the future 
price of fossil fuels. 

RESPONSE: 

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) does not forecast fossil fuel commodity pricing. FPL 
relies on NYMEX (which is not based on a model but on the actual natural gas futures market) 
and PIRA Energy Group to determine fossil fuel commodity pricing. PIRA, one of the leading 
fuel forecasting providers serving over 80% of US gas and electric companies, presents their 
clients with an annual update that describes many of the forecasting assumptions and drivers 
behind their commodity models. We have provided a copy ofthe most recent information 
available from PIRA as Confidential Attachment No. 1 to this response. This information 
describes the many variables considered by PIRA in its model to forecast the future price of 
fossil fuels. 

Confidential Attachment No. 1 will be provided to Staff with FPL's Request for Confidential 
Classification (RFCC). The confidential information will be made available to the other parties 
for inspection at FPL's Tallahassee Office at 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810, Tallahassee, 
Florida, during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, upon 
completion of a Non-Disclosure Agreement and upon reasonable notice to FPL's counsel. 



150196 Hearing Exhibits 00070

QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 13 
Page 1 of 1 

Please identity the sources and dates of FPL' s most recent short term and long term fuel price 
forecasts (natural gas and light fuel oil). 

RESPONSE: 

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) periodically updates/refreshes its fuel cost forecasts. 

FPL utilizes the following data sources: 
• Gas & Oil price data: NYMEX, PIRA Energy Group, and EIA 
• S02 and NOX Allowances: Amerex Brokers LLC 
• Unit Emissions Rates: EPA Clean Air Markets Division- Part 75 Monitor data 

FPL' s most recent fuel price forecast for natural gas and light fuel oil had the following dates: 
• Short Term: 07/27/2015 
• Long Term: 07/27/2015 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Powt>r & Light Company 
Docbt No. 1~0196-EI 
Staff's First St>t ofiDtt>rroptorkas 
ID~rroptory No. 14- Rt>dactt>d 
Pagt>1 of3 

Please refer to the U.S. Energy Administration's (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook 2015, found at 
ht1p://www.eia.gov/betalaeo/#/?id=l3-AE02015 (Table: Total Energy Supply, Disposition, and 
Price Summary, Reference Case). 

a. Please complete the following table comparing FPL's natural gas price forecast 
(commodity) with the EIA's natural gas price forecast (nominal, SIMMBtu) as 
referenced above, including unit and percent differences for all years 2015 -
2024. Please also provide an electronic version of this table in excel format. 

FPL's 11/3/14 EIA's 2015 Reference Case 
Difference 

Forecasted Forecasted 
(FPL-EIA) 

Difference 

Natural Gas Price Natural Gas Price 

(Nominal C/mmBtu) (Nominal C/mmBtu) (Nominal C/mmBtu) (%) 

2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 

b. Please explain on whether the two forecasts referenced above in Interrogatory No. 
14a are directly comparable for projecting natural gas prices for all years 2015-
2024. Why or why not? 

c. If the FPL and EIA's natural gas price forecast are comparable, please identify the 
most likely reasons known to FPL for any significant price difference in the 
forecasts. 

RESPONSE: (do not edit or delete this line or anything above this) 

a. Please see below for the completed table comparing Florida Power & Light Company's 
(FPL) natural gas price forecast (commodity) with the U.S. Energy Administration's 
(EIA) natural gas price forecast. Portions of this table have been identified as 
confidential. The table below is also being provided in excel format as Confidential 
Attachment No. 1. 

FPL 000425 
OCECNEED 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 14- Redacted 
Page 2 of3 

The confidential portions of this response and Confidential Attachment No. 1 will be 
provided to Staff with FPL's Request for Confidential Classification (RFCC). The 
confidential information will be made available to the other parties for inspection at 
FPL's Tallahassee Office at 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810, Tallahassee, Florida, 
during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, upon completion 
of a Non-Disclosure Agreement and upon reasonable notice to FPL's counsel. 

EIA's 2015 
FPL's Reference 

11/3/14 Case 
Year Forecasted Forecasted 

Natural Natural Gas Difference 
Gas Price Price (FPL-EIA) Difference 

$/MMBtu ($/MMBtu) ($/MMBtu) {%) 

2015 $3.82 

2016 $3.90 

2017 $4.09 

2018 $4.61 

2019 $5.07 

2020 $5.54 

2021 $5.79 

2022 $5.97 

2023 $6.25 

2024 $6.48 

b. FPL and EIA's forecasted prices could be comparable as they are both forecasting the 
same commodity. However, because FPL incorporates a forecast from The PIRA Energy 
Group as part of its forecasting methodology, FPL's forecast differs from EIA's forecast. 
While PIRA may use the same high level drivers as EIA, such as LNG export demand or 
increased productivity in shale production and their effects on the natural gas price, each 
agency develops their models independently and may interpret each input differently. As 
FPL does not have access to the models or their differences, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to explain the variances listed in response to subpart (a) above. FPL's 
methodology, which has been consistent for many years, uses the forward curve for 
natural gas commodity prices to project 2015 and 2016. For the next two years (2017 and 
2018), FPL used a 50/50 blend ofthe November 3, 2014 forward curve and the most 

FPL 000426 
OCECNEED 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 14- Redacted 
Page 3 of3 

current projections at the time from The PIRA Energy Group. The remaining years use 
the annual projections from The PIRA Energy Group. 

c. As referenced in the response to subpart (b) above, FPL's methodology differs from 
EIA's methodology. The differences make it difficult to compare the prices and give an 
accurate description of each of the variances included in the response to subpart (a) 
above. 

FPL 000427 
OCEC NEED 
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FPL's 

11/3/14 
Year Forecasted 

Natural Gas 

Price 

EIA's 2015 

Reference 

Case 

Forecasted 

Natural Gas 

Price 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staff's First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 14- Redacted 
Attachment No. 1 
Tab 1 of 1 

Difference 

FPL 000428 
OCEC l\'EED 

Difference 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Inter rogatory No. 15 
Page 1 of 1 

Please identify and discuss steps that FPL has taken to ensure natural gas supply availability and 
transportation over the years 2015 through 2024. 

RESPONSE: 

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) continues to focus on identifying and evaluating 
alternatives that would most cost-effectively maintain and/or enhance FPL's access to natural gas 
supplies. These alternatives include obtaining additional access to diversified sources of natural 
gas such as shale gas from the Mid-Continent, the prolific gas supplies in the Marcellus and 
Utica shale basins, and securing natural gas reserves. In addition, FPL has secured 4.0 Bcf of 
firm natural gas storage capacity, which remains an important tool to help mitigate the risk of 
supply disruptions. FPL continues to evaluate its gas storage portfolio and is likely to subscribe 
for additional gas storage capacity to help increase reliability, provide the necessary flexibility to 
respond to demand changes, and diversify its overall portfolio. 

Over the past several years, FPL has acquired upstream gas transportation capacity on several 
pipelines (the Southeast Supply Header, LLC, Gulf South Pipeline Company, LP, and the 
Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC) to allow for greater diversity and access to 
multiple supply basins. FPL will continue to pursue upstream alternatives that further diversify 
and enhance FPL' s gas transportation portfolio. FPL' s existing contracts with Florida Gas 
Transmission Company and Gulfstream Natural Gas System, which serve FPL's natural gas 
power plants, are long-term in nature and include provisions which allow FPL to extend these 
contracts through a right of first refusal. FPL has also contracted for long-term gas 
transportation on the Sabal Trail Transmission (Sabal Trail) and Florida Southeast Connection 
(FSC) pipelines. Sabal Trail and FSC will significantly enhance FPL's gas supply diversity and 
reliability when the pipelines are placed into service in 2017. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 16 
Page 1 of 1 

Please identify and discuss expected liquefied natural gas (LNG) industry factors and trends that 
will impact FPL, including the potential impact on the price and availability of natural gas, for 
the period 2015 through 2024. 

RESPONSE: 

According to the U.S. Energy Administration's (EIA) 2015 AEO Reference Case, annual LNG 
Exports are expected to rise about 200% to 0.3 TCF and an incremental 160% to 0.75 TCF in 
2016 and 2017, respectively. Annual LNG Exports will then begin to stabilize and finally stay 
constant beginning in 2030 at about 3.4 TCF annually. However, EIA forecasts little to no 
change in the natural gas price for 2016 and a 3% increase in 2017. This indicates that the drastic 
increase in forecasted LNG exports will not make a large impact in the near term gas prices. 
However, as the forecasted exports begin to grow larger in volume, natural gas prices begin to 
rise. For example, in 2018, the EIA forecasts LNG exports to be above 1 TCF, while it 
forecasts natural gas prices to rise 11% year over year , showing that there would be more of an 
impact in the latter years due to higher export volumes. The EIA states that LNG exports depend 
largely on the effects of resources levels and oil prices. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this 5 day of f)cJ- · , 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, · 

personally appeared Heather C. Stubblefield who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer( s) to Interrogatory No( s ). 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15 & 16 from Staffs 1st Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light 

Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) is true and correct based on 

her personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis..5_ dayofi)Q.}r;l4.AA. - , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

MARilZA MIRANDA-WISE 
MY COMMISSION I FF 002868 

EXPIRES: May 30, 2017 
Bondtd llll1l NcU!v Public ~derwrllanl 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 39 
Page 1 of2 

Referring to Exhibits SRS-4 and SRS-5 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please state whether FPL 
considered environmental costs in its CPVRR analyses. 

a. If not, please explain the reasons. 
b. Ifyes, please discuss FPL's methodology for developing its environmental costs. 
c. If yes, please complete the table below summarizing FPL' s estimated environmental 

costs for each year of FPL's CPVRR analysis. Please provide all requested data 
electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

C02 S02 NOx 
Year ($/ton nominal) ($/ton nominal) ($/ton nominal) 

RESPONSE: 

a. FPL did include projected environmental compliance costs for S02, NOX, and C02 in its 

analyses of self-build generation options. 

b. To develop the environmental costs used in the evaluation ofFPL's self-build generation 

options, FPL relied on ICF International's National Emission Price forecasts developed in 

2012 for S02, NOx, and C02 as the starting points. These ICF forecasts were provided in 

2010 (real) dollars for each year starting in 2012 for S02 and NOx, and for the years 2023 

through 2030 for C02. Based on discussions with ICF, FPL both converted those 2010 

real dollar values to nominal dollars and extrapolated the values out into the future. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 39 
Page 2 of2 

c. The Table in Attachment No. I provides the nominal $/ton values for S02, NOx, and S02 

used in the analyses. The table shows two different sets of values for these three types of 

emissions. The values used in the first stage of FPL 's analyses are on the left-hand side of 

the table and show that C02 costs were projected to start in the year 2023. The right-hand 

side of the table presents the updated values that were used in the second stage of the 

analyses and these show that C02 costs were projected to start in the year 2020. The 

reason for the change in the start date for C02 costs was to match the projected start year 

in the draft rules for EPA's Clean Power Plan. 

The changes in S02 and NOX values from the first stage to the second stage of the 

analyses were due to the Supreme Court's ruling in 2014 that countermanded a late 2011 

District Court of Appeals in D.C. decision to stay the EPA's Cross-State Air Pollution 

Rule. This more recent decision resulted in changes in the compliance cost projections for 

both S02 and NOx. After discussions with ICF, FPL incorporated these new compliance 

cost projections into its second stage analyses. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 49 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 14 lines 19-2 1, of Witness Kingston' s direct testimony, Witness Kingston testifies that 
peak firing and wet compression can be turned on for additional power production. Please 
explain, in detail, how peak fi ring differs from duct firing. 

RESPONSE: 

Peak firing, as used in Witness Kingston' s direct testimony, refers to increasing the firing 
temperature in the combustion section of the gas turbine resulting in increased power output 
from the gas turbine as well as increased power output in the steam turbine as a result of 
additional gas turbine exhaust energy. 

Duct tiring refers to combusting natural gas with additional burners installed in the heat recovery 
steam generator resulting in additional steam production and increased power output from the 
steam turbine. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. I50196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 52 
Page I of I 

On page 20, lines 21-22, of Witness Kingston's direct testimony, Witness Kingston testifies that 
the principal components of OCEC Unit 1 are estimated to cost $1,031.5 million. Please 
describe, in detail, how FPL estimated the cost of the principal components. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL estimates costs internally using staff personnel. The estimate is based on previous project 

experience with adjustments for project schedule, specific site conditions and scope, and 

anticipated market conditions during the period of project execution. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staff's Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 53 
Page 1 of 1 

For each project identified in Exhibit J.KK-3 of Witness Kingston's direct testimony, please 
provide FPL's estimated heat-rate at time of approval, and the actual heat-rate realized by the 
project. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL Combined Cycle Plants Heat Rate Comparison 

Estimated heat rate at Actual heat-rate at the 
Project time of PSC approval Commercial In Service 

(Btu/kWh)1 Date2 (Btu/kWh) 

Martin Unit 8 6,850 6,714 

Manatee Unit 3 6,850 6,696 

Turkey Point Unit 5 6,835 6,732 

West County Units 1 and 2 
6,582 Unit 1 6,606 Unit 1 
6,582 Unit 2 6,613 Unit 2 

West County Unit 3 6,582 6,517 

Cape Canaveral Unit 3 6,5803 6,314 

Riviera Beach Unit 5 6,5763 6,302 

1 Represents estimated base average net operating heat rate@ 75°F/60% relative humidity as stated in the direct 
testimony of the applicable witness for each PSC need determination case. 
2 Represents the actual heat rate from the performance test conducted to validate performance guarantees 
3 Estimated heat rate in subsequent Ten Year Site Plan Filings (2010-2013) decreased due to revised technology 
selection (Cape Canaveral Unit 3 = 6,484 Btu/kWh; Riviera Beach Unit 5 = 6,480 Btu/kWh). 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 57 
Pagelof2 

On page 8, lines 8-9, of witness Heather C. Stubblefield's direct testimony, Witness Stubblefield 
testifies that the cost of additional gas transportation facilities has been included in the evaluation 
of OCEC Unit I. 

a. Please state the cost of the additional gas transportation facilities included in the 
evaluation of OCEC Unit I. 

b. Please describe, in detail, how the cost of additional gas transportation facilities was 
developed. 

c. Please describe, in detail, the additional gas transportation facilities included in the 
evaluation of OCEC Unit 1. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The costs were provided in $/MMBtu and were added to the original demand charge 
. Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) had negotiated for the Florida Southeast 
Connection (FSC) pipeline. Please see Confidential Attachment No. I for the revised 
pricing utilized by FPL. 

b. FSC furnished a proposed transportation rate inclusive of all costs to develop, own, and 
operate a new lateral from the FSC to OCEC. The lateral will be sized to transport 
approximately 206,000 Mcf per day of natural gas at 650 psig to the meter and pressure 
regulation interconnection gas yard at the OCEC site. 

FSC prepared the proposal based on an evaluation of technical and physical requirements 
to build, own and operate a new greenfield lateral. Evaluation criteria used in the 
development of the lateral project scope include: FPL's gas transport and delivery 
requirements by the required commercial operation date; interconnection requirements at 
both FSC and the OCEC gas yard; pipeline routes and route conditions; and required 
permits, approval and authorizations required to site, construct and place the pipeline into 
service. 

c. The facilities that are planned to be installed to serve OCEC include: 

• Yard piping, valves, fittings, and pig launcher at the connection point to the Florida 
Southeast Connection Pipeline 

• Approximately 4.5 miles of 16" pipeline to the OCEC 
• Yard piping, valves, fittings, and pig receiver at the gas yard located on the OCEC site 
• Isolation/Insulating flange assemblies at point of Custody Transfer 
• Filter/separator and associated condensate storage tank 
• Multi path ultrasonic flow meters with flow conditioners and block valves and actuators 
• Gas quality monitoring equipment (e.g., gas chromatograph) 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staff's Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 57 
Page 2 of2 

• Electronic flow measurement equipment with control enclosure 
• Electric power system including grounding and lightning protection 
• Instrumentation 
• Perimeter fencing and gates 

Confidential Attachment No. ] will be provided to Staff with FPL's Request for Confidential 
Classification (RFCC). The confidential information will be made available to the other parties 
for inspection at FPL's Tallahassee Office at 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810, Tallahassee, 
Florida, during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, upon 
completion of a on-Disclosure Agreement and upon reasonable notice to FPL' s counsel. 
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A B c 
1 FSC Contract Transport Rates with Cost of Okeechobee Lateral 

2 

3 Period Dates MMBtu/day 

4 1 May 1, 2017 - April30, 2018 400,000 

5 2 May 1, 2018- Aug 31, 2018 400,000 

6 3 Sep 1, 2018 - April 30, 2019 400,000 

7 4 May 1, 2019- April 30, 2020 400,000 

8 5 May 1, 2020 - April 30, 2021 600,000 

9 6 May 1, 2021 - April 30, 2022 600,000 

10 7 May 1, 2022 - April 30, 2023 600,000 

11 8 May 1, 2023 -April 30, 2024 600,000 

12 9 May 1, 2024- April 30, 2025 600,000 

13 10 May 1, 2025 - April 30, 2026 600,000 

14 11 May 1, 2026 -April 30, 2027 600,000 

15 12 May 1, 2027 -April 30, 2028 600,000 

16 13 May 1, 2028 - April 30, 2029 600,000 

17 14 May 1, 2029- April 30, 2030 600,000 

18 15 May 1, 2030- April 30, 2031 600,000 

19 16 May 1, 2031- April 30, 2032 600,000 

20 17 May 1, 2032 -April 30, 2033 600,000 

21 18 May 1, 2033 -April 30, 2034 600,000 

22 19 May 1, 2034 -April 30, 2035 600,000 

23 20 May 1, 2035 - April 30, 2036 600,000 

24 21 May 1, 2036 - April 30, 2037 600,000 

25 22 May 1, 2037 -April 30, 2038 600,000 

26 23 May 1, 2038 - April 30, 2039 600,000 

27 24 May 1, 2039 - April 30, 2040 600,000 

28 25 May 1, 2040- April30, 2041 600,000 

29 26 May 1, 2041 - April 30, 2042 600,000 

30 27 May 1, 2042- April 30, 2043 600,000 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 57 
Attachment No. 1 -Redacted 
Page 1 of I 

D E F 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

~ (ic == () y '-·~--
Dr. Steven Sim 

I hereby certify that on this lf) ~ay of OchtJU-, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ __:::D;..:.r..:.. • .:;;;:;S..:..:te::..;v-=c..:::n"""'S~i=m"---' who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged hefore me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 17-31 

and 33-4 7 from_ Staff's 2nd _Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company 

in Docket No. 150 196-EI, and that the responsc(s) are true and correct based on his 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis 20"[-l--Jday of Otfv kv , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this~ day of iGc(li::Je(20l5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and Cmmty aforesaid to tak_e acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Jacquelyn Kingston , who is personally known to me, and 

she acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 48-

21._ from ~Staffs 2nd _Set ofinterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on her 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof: I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this l~ '*"'day of tlrober , 2015. 

,,,~~"~"'•• LISA A. FOWlER 
Notary Sta~ !:m~ ;,-..\ Notary Public - State of Florida 

i• •i M)' Comm. Expires Nov 14,2018 
~~ ~~ Commission* FF !6830S 
~r,\· llondtd t~ Nilllonal Notuy Assn. 
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State of Florida 

County of Palm Beach 

) 

) 

AFFIDAVIT 

Heather C. Stubblefield 

I hereby certify that on this 1.:2 day of October, 2015, before me, an 

officer du1y authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Heather C. Stubblefield , who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 32, 55, 

56, and 57 from Staff's 2"d Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) is true and correct based on her personal 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this /3 day of October, 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

1
,,wu,, 

l~·or.·.t~.i'(:.. MAAIT2A MIAANDA·WISE 
:•: ''A·~·:·~ MY COMMISSION 1 FF 002861! 
~:6W EXPIRES: May 30, 2017 

l,!;~f.,l\f."'' Bonded TbiU Nolll)' ~itll!i<: 1Jnderwrtte11 

, State of Florida 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 64 
Page 1 of I 

Please refer to FPL's response to Staffs First Request for Production of Documents No.6 for the 
following questions: 

a. Please state the source(s) and date(s) of each of FPL's reported natural gas and fuel oil 
transportation price forecasts (variable and, as applicable, fixed). 

b. Please describe the methodology FPL used to forecast natural gas and fuel oil 
transportation price (variable and, as applicable, fixed). 

RESPONSE: 

a. The natural gas transportation price forecasts for fixed and variable costs are the actual 
contractual rates under FPL's natural gas transportation agreements with our pipeline 
counterparties. The current contractual rates as of the date of the fuel price forecast are 
used for the entire period of the forecast. For fuel oil, the transportation price forecast is 
based on historical data and market conditions. This data is updated periodically under 
no specific timetable. 

b. As stated in subpart (a) above, FPL's methodology for forecasting natural gas 
transportation pricing is based on FPL's current contractual rates. Fuel oil primarily 
serves as a back-up fuel on FPL' s system which results in sporadic consumption and 
resupply requirements. Therefore, FPL does not have long-term contracts in place for 
fuel oil transportation. Transportation for fuel oil is arranged based on each individual 
transaction. Transportation price forecasts are based on historical data and are adjusted 
periodically for market conditions. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~t..~b 
Heather C. Stubblefield 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby cet1ify that on this 6th day ofNovember, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Heather C. Stubblefield, who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No. 64 from 

Staff's 311
d Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 

150196-EI, and that the response(s) is tme and correct based on her personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis 6th day of November, 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

MAAITlAt.IIRAHI>A-'MSE 
MY COMMISSION I FF00286$ 

EXPIRES; May 30, 2017 
11onc1tc1 Tlw NoiMY PIJIIIie IA'Idelwllera 

Notary public, State of Florida 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 68 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to Exhibit SRS-1, page 204 of309, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony that discusses FPL's 
financial assumptions used in the Company' s 2014 Ten-Year Site Plan, please list and discuss all 
financial and economic assumptions used in FPL's economic evaluation of OCEC Unit 1 
including, but not limited to, capital structure, discount rate, general inflation rate, and tax 
assumptions. 

RESPONSE: 

The first stage ofthe OCEC Unit 1 analyses and steps 1 and 2 ofthe second stage of the analyses 
used the following financial assumptions: i) a capital structure of 40.38% debt and 59.62% 
equity; (ii) a 5.14% cost of debt; (iii) a 10.5% return on equity; and (iv) an after-tax discount rate 
of 7.54% while step 3 of the second stage of the analyses was based on the cost of debt and the 
after-tax discount rate that changed slightly to 5.05% and 7.51 %, respectively. For both stages of 
the analyses, the OCEC Unit 1 book life is thirty years and tax life is twenty years. 

The capital replacement escalation for the OCEC unit based on contract is approximately 2.0%, 
general capital escalation for other capital expenditures other than OCEC is 3.0% and escalation 
of O&M costs is 2.5%. This was consistent in both stages of the analyses. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 77 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories No. 36, Attachment 1, Tab 1 
of 1, please describe how FPL estimated the following plant specifications: 

a. Planned Outage Factor 
b. Forced Outage Factor 
c. Equivalent Availability Factor 
d. Annual Fixed O&M 
e. Annual Variable O&M 

RESPONSE: 

a. Planned Outage Factor: estimated based on FPL historical performance per the North 
American Reliability Council ("NERC") - Generating Availability Data Systems 
("GADS") codes. 

b. Forced Outage Factor: based on FPL historical performance per the NERC GADS codes 

c. Equivalent Availability Factor: based on FPL historical performance per the NERC 
GADS codes. 

d. Annual Fixed O&M: consists of three areas of expenses: personnel, periodic 
maintenance, and capital replacement costs. Personnel expenses were developed using 
the extensive operating experience from the current FPL operating fleet, while periodic 
maintenance and capital replacement costs were estimated by utilizing manufacturer 
recommendations and the overhaul planning cycles. The annual stream of fixed O&M 
dollars described above is levelized in 2019 dollars. The value provided in Staff Table -
36 is the fixed O&M levelized dollars divided by the summer capacity. 

e. Annual Variable O&M: was estimated by evaluating each site's need for water and 
chemicals to meet all environmental and emissions requirements. Water considerations 
assessed whether nearby sources of water could be utilized, and requirements for 
demineralized water for specific plant purposes. Annual cost of chemicals necessary to 
maintain proper water quality and to control emissions from NOx coming out of the 
combustion turbine are also part of the variable O&M expense. The annual variable 
O&M provided in Staff Table- 36 is the value, in $/MWh, for 2019. The annual variable 
O&M costs described above is divided by the product of the summer capacity of the unit 
(MW), 8760 hours and 85% capacity factor. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 78 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories No. 39, FPL states "FPL 
relied on ICF International's National Emission Price forecasts developed in 2012." 

a. Please state whether FPL has a more recent price forecast for emissions. 
b. If yes, please provide the recent price forecast in a format similar to the format provided 

in FPL's response to Staffs Interrogatory No. 39(c). 
c. If yes, please provide CPVRR first stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit 

SRS-4 of FPL Witness Dr. Sim's direct testimony, based on FPL's most recent price 
forecast for emissions. 

d. If yes, please provide CPVRR first stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit 
SRS-5 of FPL Witness Dr. Sim's direct testimony, based on FPL's most recent price 
forecast for emissions. 

RESPONSE: 

a. FPL does not have a more recent price forecast for emissions. 

b. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) of this interrogatory. 

c. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) ofthis interrogatory. 

d. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) ofthis interrogatory. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Inter rogatories 
Interrogatory No. 80 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL 's response to Staffs First Set oflnterrogatories No. 42, Attachment I, Tab I of 
10, FPL 's response states that: "Bill impact is calculated using the difference in revenue 
requirements of a particular option compared to the I582 MW CC." 

a. Please provide the estimated bill impact ($/I ,000 kWh) associated with the OCEC Unit I, 
for the years 20I9 through 2028. Please do not provide this information as the difference 
in revenue requirements of a particular option compared to the OCEC Unit I. 

b. Please provide the estimated average bill impact ($/I,OOO kWh) associated with the 
OCEC Unit I over the life of the unit. Please do not provide this information as the 
difference in revenue requirements of a particular option compared to the OCEC Unit I. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Attachment No. I provides a bill impact projection of OCEC Unit I through 2043 
compared to a scenario in which no other self-build generation option is assumed to be 
added in 20I9 in place of OCEC Unit I; i.e., a "no build in 20I9" scenario. Please see 
Attachment No. I for the requested information. 

FPL's prior response to Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories No. 42 provided a series of 
bill impact projections between OCEC Unit I and other self-build generation options that 
would also fully meet FPL's resource needs in 20I9. Thus FPL's response provided a bill 
impact projection of scenarios that provide FPL 's customers with a comparable level of 
system reliability. From a resource planning perspective, FPL believes that this "apples to 
apples" comparison in regard to system reliability is the more meaningful perspective 
with which to view projected bill impacts for FPL's customers. 

FPL notes that the projected bill impacts provided in Attachment No. I are based on 
scenarios that are projected to have significantly different levels of system reliability. The 
OCEC Unit I scenario will allow FPL to meet all three of its reliability criteria. The "no 
build in 20 I9" scenario will result in two of FPL' s three reliability criteria being violated 
and, therefore, represents a much less reliable FPL system. From a resource planning 
perspective, this bill impact comparison is definitely not an "apples to apples" 
comparison. This bill impact comparison will be larger than those presented in FPL' s 
response to Staff interrogatory 42 because the "no build in 20I9" scenario does not incur 
expenses for adding new resources in 20I9, thus resulting much lower system reliability 
for this scenario. 

b. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) ofthis interrogatory. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 82 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL' s response to Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories No. 45, Attachment 1, Tabs 
1 through 5, FPL's response contained a note that FPL "Used 659 MW CC filler units for un
sited CC capacity from year 2023 through 2025 to facilitate optimization simulation convergence 
and reduce running time." 

a. Please describe what FPL means by "optimization simulation convergence." 
b. Please state whether FPL' s use of filler units is consistent with previous FPL need 

determination filings. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Optimization simulation convergence refers to the simulation run time of the EGEAS 
model used in the referenced analysis. EGEAS is a dynamic optimization program used 
in resource planning that can optimize the resource plans given various planning 
alternatives. In EGEAS, unit additions are based on meeting the reliability criteria and 
either minimizing the levelized system average electric rate or minimizing the cumulative 
present value of revenue requirements. The number of resource plans created and the 
simulation run time depend on the number and type of available generation alternatives. 
The use of a 660 MW CC unit as a filler alternative (i.e., unit that meets the reliability 
criteria after the NPGU need year) significantly reduced the simulation run time. In 
addition, the selection of this filler unit also ensured the development of a set of resource 
plans that included all the available technology choices being evaluated in 2019. 

b. The use of filler units is consistent with previous FPL need determination filings. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

/4:&~~-L 
Dr. Steven Sim 

State ofFlorida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this J1tday of tJJV-W~Ol5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ _.D=r;.;:'..:;;S-.te_v_e_n_s __ im--._, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 65. 66, 

68-70, 72, 73. 74, 77- 83 from _Staff's 4th _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & 

Light Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct 

based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this ~ay of f\JN1~ , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

TMCIO.GOlDWJAl 
~~' NCIIIry '*lc · ltiiiGf fflrkla 

COIIIIIellft II FF 211425 
11\1 c-. Ellllrn .ltll 31, 21119 
laadld"-Nlllonll Notary Assn. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

Carlos Alves 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

.,h 
I hereby certify that on this j:;l. day of A :i.sA ~...:·~ , 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ __;;C;;;.;a~r;..;;lo""'s,._A::.=.Iv.:..;e~s'--_,, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he co-sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 77 

from _Staff's 4th_Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket 

No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his personal 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

_,c "d fth" ,_-+, da f 't' ' ruoresa1 as o IS {.L__ yo j;_'\,'~(r\ l'ii'·· 1 ' 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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AFFIDAVIT 

Roxatie Keilkdy' ,,) 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this t) ,.J. day of .!/ctf(,., '·~, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared -~R~o~x~an~e~K=e~n~n:::.:ed~vt---• who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that she co-sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s} 67 

and 77 from _Staff's 4th_ Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his personal ' 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis l ..l !!day of MfJt,.bcr ' 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs First Request for Production of Documents 
Request No. 6 
Page 1 of l 

Referring to page 6, lines 11-13, of Witness Stubblefield's direct testimony, please provide 
documents containing the following documents that FPL used in support of its OCEC Unit I 
petition. 

a. The model used to forecast natural gas and light fuel oil. 

b. FPL 's commodity, transportation, and delivered fuel price forecasts (exclusive of 
fi nancial hedging impacts) for natural gas and light fuel oil used. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to the confidential document provided for the requested information to subpart (b). 
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) utilizes a proprietary model from a vendor and does not 
have access to the model or inputs associated with the model; as a result, FPL has no responsive 
documents to subpart (a). 

The confidential document wi ll be provided to Staffwith FPL's Request for Confidential 
Classification (RFCC). The confidential information will be made available to the other parties 
for inspection at FPL's Tallahassee Office at 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810, Tallahassee, 
Florida, during regu lar business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, upon 
completion of a N on-Disclosure Agreement and upon reasonable notice to FPL' s counsel. 

FI'L 000599 
OCEC 1\'EED 
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62 

FPL's Response to Staff's 
Interrogatories, Nos. 20, 21, 51, 55, 56, 70, 
72. See also excel files contained on Staff 

Exhibit CD for Nos. 56, 70, 72 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 62PARTY: STAFFDESCRIPTION: FPL’s Response to Staff’s Interrogatories, Nos. 20, 21, 51, 55, 56, 70, 72.  See also excel files co...
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 20 
Page I of 3 

On page 17, lines 14-16, of Dr. Sim' s direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that, with regard to self
build generation options, "coal-fired technologies were removed from consideration due to 
current and prospective environmental concerns and regulations." 

a. Please describe the prospective environmental concerns and regulations that are being 
referenced in Dr. Sim's testimony. 

b. Please provide a hypothetical timeline for the construction of new integrated gasification 
combined cycle capacity sufficient to meet FPL's projected 2019 need. 

RESPONSE: 
a. The primary environmental reason for not considering coal fired electric generation 

technologies for future electric generation in Florida is the pending finalization of EPA's 

Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New, Modified, and 

Reconstructed Stationary Sources for Electric Utility Generating Units (New Unit New 

Source Performance Standard (NSPS)) promulgated under the Clean Air Act Section 111 (b), 

released on August 3rd, 20 15). The requirements of this rule alone prevent the construction 

and operation of new coal fired electric generation. The new unit NSPS rule establishes a 

1,400 lbs. C02/MWh NSPS for newly constructed fossil fuel steam generating units, 

including efficient supercritical pulverized coal (SCPC) utility boilers implementing partial 

post-combustion carbon capture and storage technology to reduce C02 emissions. This limit 

and expected partial capture and sequestration of carbon also applies to integrated 

gasification and combined cycle (IGCC) coal projects. Though EPA indicates there are 

projects that have achieved this rate of C02 reduction throughout North America, the 

majority of these projects are research-related or DOE Demonstration Projects. FPL is 

unaware of any cost effective or commercially available options for building a SCPC 

generating facility with carbon capture capability. Further, there is not a carbon 

sequestration option currently available in Florida to use as storage/disposal of the captured 

C02. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 20 
Page 2 of3 

In addition, the costs of carbon capture and sequestration technology to meet the compliance 

limit imposed by the EPA's Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions rule for 

new units are prohibitive. In fact, the Department of Energy states that today' s commercially 

available post-combustion capture technologies may increase the cost of electricity for a new 

pulverized coal plant by up to 80 percent and result in a 20 to 30 percent decrease in 

efficiency due to parasitic energy requirements. Additionally, many oftoday's commercially 

available post-combustion capture technologies have not been demonstrated at scales large 

enough for power plant appl ications. (Post Combustion Carbon Capture Research article 

from Office of Fossil Energy, U.S. Department of Energy, (See link 

http:/ I energy. go v /fe/ science-illl1o vati on/ carbon -capture-and~ storage~ research/carbon -capture

rd/post-combustion-carbon) 

FPL also has determined that new coal fired generation in Florida is not practical due to the 

requirements that are imposed by the existing Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS). 

The MATS rule imposes strict limits on Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) regulated by the 

Clean Air Act. For coal fired generation, this rule requires several costly types of pollution 

control equipment that results in significant parasitic loads on the plant with increased water 

usage and requires significantly more land than other technologies. To remove particulates 

and HAPs metals including mercury from the flue gas, coal units would require electrostatic 

precipitators and fabric filters to capture many tons of ash that must then be recycled or 

managed in landfills. The coal combustion cycle also requires Flue Gas Desulferization 

Scrubbers (FGD) that need significant quantities of water and limestone storage to reduce 

S02, mercury, hydrochloric acid, and particulate emissions. Following the scrubber 

treatment of the flue gas to reduce these pollutant emissions, the significant volumes of 

resulting by-product gypsum must be managed as a product or as a waste alongside the waste 

ash in landfills. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 20 
Page 3 of3 

Finally, the resources required for the use of coal-fired generation are more imposing on the 

general population than those of other generation types. In Florida, coal fired generation 

would require increased train or truck traffic to haul limestone and coal and possibly 

backhaul gypsum and ash. The construction of a coal plant requires project specific landfills 

to manage the scrubber and ash waste. 

b. FPL is not considering an integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) unit at this time. 

The development of 1GCC units has been plagued with significant problems, including cost 

overruns, schedule delays and performance shortfalls. Based on recent, smaller capacity 

projects in Mississippi and Indiana (approximately 600 MW each), construction of an IGCC 

unit would take a minimum of five years. Prior to commencement of construction, it is 

anticipated that the regulatory approval process including determination of need and receipt 

of required construction and operating permits would take a minimum of two years. Thus the 

hypothetical timeline for the construction of new IGCC capacity sufficient to meet FPL's 

projected 2019 need would be at least seven years and could not be placed in service to meet 

FPL's 2019 resource need. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 21 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 17, lines 16-18, ofDr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that "due to the 2019 need 
date, new nuclear capacity was removed from consideration because such capacity could not be 
added by that time." Please provide a hypothetical time line for the construction of new nuclear 
capacity sufficient to meet FPL's projected 2019 need. 

RESPONSE: 
FPL is currently pursuing new nuclear capacity with its Turkey Point 6 & 7 project. Each of 

these two nuclear units is 1,100 MW. Therefore, each ofthese units would be capable of meeting 

FPL's 1,052 MW need in 2019 if the new nuclear units could be brought into service by mid-

2019. However, as explained in the recently concluded 2015 nuclear cost recovery docket before 

the Florida Public Service Commission, FPL projects that 2027 and 2028 are the earliest 

practical deployment dates for these new nuclear units. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 51 
Page 1 ofl 

On page 18, lines 10-12, of Witness Kingston's direct testimony, Witness Kingston testifies that 
the site design of OCEC Unit 1 allows for operation at full capacity for "72 hours of continuous 
operation using back-up fuel." Please discuss whether the proposed site can be supported to 
provide more than 72 hours of continuous operation (i.e. can fuel be transported to the site). 

RESPONSE: 

Liquid fuel (distillate oil) can be transported to the site by tanker truck, however, the number of 

tanker truck deliveries required to keep the proposed OCEC Unit 1 operating continuously at full 

capacity would be 215 trucks per day. This scenario is not logistically feasible. FPL's intent is to 

maintain inventory levels to ensure 72 hours of continuous, full load operation prior to an event 

that would necessitate the need for distillate oil consumption. If natural gas supply disruptions 

result in distillate oil consumption at OCEC Unit I and/or other FPL facilities, FPL will 

immediately take action to replenish the supply of distillate oil based on the system-wide status 

of its distillate oil inventory. The actual rate of replenishment at each specific site will vary 

depending on distillate oil availability, truck availability, projected unit dispatch and current 

inventory levels throughout FPL's distillate capable fleet. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 55 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 7, lines 17-22, of witness Heather C. Stubblefield' s direct testimony, Witness 
Stubblefield testifies that FPL has contracted with Sabal Trail for capacity sufficient to meet 
FPL' s system gas requirements including the addition of OCEC Unit 1 in 2019. Please explain, 
in detail, how the delay or cancellation of the Saba! Trail natural gas pipeline would impact 
OCEC Unit 1. 

RESPONSE: 

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) does not anticipate a delay or cancellation of the Sabal 
Trail or Florida Southeast Connection (FSC) pipeline projects. The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (PERC) issued the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in September 
stating that the combined project will not have a significant environmental impact. The final EIS 
is expected by the end of the year. The final PERC certificate is expected in the first quarter of 
2016. This is within the time line required to complete construction and be in service by May 
2017. OCEC is not expected to require gas for testing until September 2018; therefore, even if 
there was an unforeseen delay beyond May 2017, there is a "cushion" of 15 months before gas is 
required to be delivered to OCEC. 

In the highly unlikely scenario the Saba! Trail project is cancelled, FPL would have to evaluate 
alternatives to try to connect one of the existing pipelines, FGT or Gulfstream, to OCEC. 
Unfortunately, FPL does not currently have excess capacity in either FGT or Gulfstream; 
therefore, even if OCEC could be connected to one of these pipelines, currently there is not 
sufficient capacity to serve this plant and all of FPL' s existing facilities using natural gas if the 
Sabal Trail project is cancelled. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 56 
Page 1 of2 

Referring to page 7, lines 17-22, of witness Heather C. Stubblefield's direct testimony, Witness 
Stubblefield testifies that FPL has contracted with Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC and Florida 
Southeastern Connection, LLC for incremental gas transportation capacity. Please complete the 
table below summarizing FPL's gas transportation capacity service for the years 2015-2024. 
Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

Year FGT (%) 
Gulf Stream 

Sabal Trail(%) Other(%) (%) 

2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 

RESPONSE: 

Please see below for table summarizing Florida Power & Light Company' s gas transportation 
capacity service for the years 2015-2024. Attachment 1 to this response contains this table in 
Excel format with all formulas intact. 
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Totals may 
not add due 
to rounding FGT Gulfstream 

{%) {%) 

2015 42.4% 23.4% 

2016 42.4% 23.4% 

2017 38.4% 22.0% 

2018 36.9% 21.1% 

2019 36.9% 21.1% 

2020 35.5% 20.3% 

2021 34.8% 19.9% 

2022 34.8% 19.9% 

2023 34.8% 19.9% 

2024 34.8% 19.9% 

Sabal Trail 

(%) 

8.5% 

12.1% 

12.1% 

15.5% 
17.2% 

17.2% 

17.2% 

17.2% 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 56 
Page 2 of2 

Upstream 

Pipelines 111 

{%) 

34.2% 

34.1% 

31.2% 

29.9% 

29.9% 

28.7% 

28.2% 

28.2% 

28.2% 

28.2% 

TIT Only FGT, Gulfstream and Saba I Trail deliver gas directly to FPL's plants. The Upstream Pipelines 
(Transcontinental Gas Pipeline, Gulf South, & Southeast Supply Header) provide diversified supply for 
FGT, Gulfstream and Saba I Trail. The annual totals assume FPL will extend all existing contracts 
beyond their initial term which is FPL's current intent. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this J1J ~y of OchfJtV, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _.....:::D:...:.r.:.. ~S~tc::...:v-=e~n...:;S:;..:.'i=m:...__, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged hefore me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 17-31 

and 33-4 7 from _Staff's 211
J _Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company 

in Docket No. 150 196-El, and that the responsc(s) are true and correct based on his 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this 20 f-1--rday of OtJlJ bV , 20 I 5. 

Notary Stamp: 'IIAGIO ....... ....., ......... .... 
c ......... , ...... . 

11r COM._.,.. Mat. 2111 
................ ,..,Min. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certifY that on this~ day of l0ccdoe(2015~ before me~ an 

officer duly authorized in the State and Cmmty aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Jacquelyn Kingston , who is personally known to me, and 

she acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 48-

54 from_ Staffs 2nd _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 15 0 196-EI, and that the response( s) are true and correct based on her 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereot: I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis ~~ fh.day of~ « , 2015. 

~otary Sta 
,,.-;_':i,~~'••,,,_ LISA A. FOWLER 

!>'~ Notary Public - Slate of Florida 
• • j My Comm. Expires Nov 14, 2018 
W Commission 11 FF 168308' 

rii•"'' lluncllcllhr'cllql Nlt!atal Nolary Assn. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

Heather C. Stubblefield 
State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this ..l!J. day of October, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared Heather C. Stubblefield , who is personally known to me, and she 

acknowledged before me that she sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 32, 55, 

56, and 57 from Staff's 2nd Set oflntelTogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in 

Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) is true and correct based on her personal 

knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this jJ_ day of October, 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

MAAITZA MIRANDA-WISE 
MY COMMISSION t FF 002868 

EXPIRES: May 30,2017 
Bonded Thill Nola!)- ~uh!i<: Und~rwrltell 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 70 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 15, at lines 11-12, of Witness Kingston's direct testimony, Witness Kingston states that 
"OCEC Unit I will be dispatched ahead of other efficient FPL combined cycle units, resulting in 
significant fuel savings to FPL's customers." Please complete the table below summarizing 
FPL's estimated fuel consumption, through 2049, for each resource plan identified in Exhibit 
SRS-5, page 1 of 2, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony. Please provide all requested data 
electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

RESPONSE: 

Natural Gas 
(MMBtu) 

Oil 
(Bbl) 

The requested data is provided on Table Staff-70, see Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 72 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories No. 20, FPL states that "the 
development of IGCC units has been plagued with significant problems, including cost overruns, 
schedule delays and performance shortfalls." Please complete the table below summarizing the 
specifications of a hypothetical 600 MW IGCC power plant. Please provide all requested data 
electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

Net Generation MW (Summer) 

Installed Cost($ Million) 

Fixed O&M ($/kw-yr) 2015$ 

Variable O&M ($/MWh) 2015$ 

Heat Rate (BTU/kwh) 

Equivalent Availability(%) 

Capacity Factor(%) 

RESPONSE: 

FPL has not developed a self-build option for a hypothetical600 MW IGCC power plant. FPL is 
providing the information in Table 72, see Attachment No. 1, for two recently licensed, 
approximately 600 MW, IGCC facilities in Mississippi and Indiana, based on publically 
available project information. 



150196 Hearing Exhibits 00114

AFFIDAVIT 

Dr. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this Jlt'day of ·tJ~~Ol5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _.....:.:D;.::.r.:.. • .:.:S.::.;te::..:v..:::e.:::n..::;S~i=m--._, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 65, 66, 

68-70, 72, 73, 74, 77 - 83 from _ Staff's 4th _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & 

Light Company in Docket No. 150196-El, and that the response(s) are true and correct 

based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis lAay of ~k , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

TIIIACID.GOLDWIRE 
Nlltlry PuMic • ltlll af Fforld1 

C-ltllolt II FF 211425 
MrCtiiRI. EIIPirnJIII31.2819 
laadld ltRugh Nllklllll Nolary Assn 
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63 

FPL's Response to Staff's 
Interrogatories, Nos. 17, 18, 22, 23, 

24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 36 (including 
supplemental), 37, 38, 40, 42 (corrected), 

43 (corrected & supplemental), 46, 47, 62, 
79, 81, 83 (corrected). See also excel files 
contained on Staff Exhibit CD for Nos. 

18, 24, 28, 30-31, 36, 42-43, 46-47, 
62, 79, 81, 83. 

& 

FPL's Response to Staff's Request for 
Production of Documents, No.7. See also 

pdf file contained on Staff Exhibit 
CD for No.7 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 63PARTY: STAFFDESCRIPTION: FPL’s Response to Staff’s Interrogatories, Nos. 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 36 (includin...
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 17 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 8, lines 9-13, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that FPL evaluated three 
specific FPL-owned sites at which new generation could be built. Please describe, in detail, 
FPL's process for evaluating the three specific FPL-owned sites. Please also include a discussion 
regarding any factors considered in FPL's evaluation process. 

RESPONSE: 
FPL self-build generation analyses primarily focused on gas-fired generation options: combined 

cycle (CC) and combustion turbines (CT). The three sites that were evaluated are greenfield sites 

in Okeechobee and Hendry counties and a brownfield site in Putnam County. FPL's evaluation 

process consisted of three basic steps. First, each generation option to be considered at one of 

these sites was assumed to be in place at that site in 2019 and Turkey Point 6 & 7 were assumed 

to be added in their respective projected in-service years. Second, greenfield filler units 

(combined cycle units) were added as needed in all other years to meet FPL's projected 

remaining resource needs for the analysis period. Third, the system costs for this resource plan 

were projected for the analysis period to develop a cumulative present value of revenue 

requirements (CPVRR) value for this resource plan. 

This process was repeated for all combinations of these three specific sites and generation 

technologies for 2019. The CPVRR values for all of the resource plans were then compared. The 

evaluation examined a number of system costs including: capital, fixed O&M, variable O&M, 

capital replacement, fuel, firm gas transportation, start up, transmission losses, and system 

emissions. 

The evaluation of these technologies at these sites accounted for various site-specific 

considerations including: 

The likelihood of being able to obtain all permits and approvals that would be 

required to ensure a June 1, 2019 in-service date; 

Generation construction costs at the site; 

Transmission-related costs, including losses, at the site; 

The cost of getting sufficient firm gas to the site; and, 

The cost of sufficient water that would be used at the site. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 18 
Page I of I 

On page 9, lines 3-5, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that OCEC Unit 1 will 
enhance the efficiency ofFPL's generating system. 

a. Please provide the heat rate for each generating unit currently on FPL's system. 
b. Please state whether FPL plans to negotiate a guarantee, regarding the heat rate, of OCEC 

Unit 1. 
c. Please provide FPL's estimated system heat rate for the years 2015-2025. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Please see Attachment No. 1 for this information. 
b. FPL plans to negotiate heat rate and other performance guarantees with its equipment 

suppliers and Engineering, Procurement and Construction (EPC) contractor for OCEC 
Unit 1. 

c. Please see Attachment No. 2 for this information. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 22 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 20, lines 1-17, ofDr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim testified that FPL utilized several 
computer models to perform its economic evaluation of its self-build generation options. 

a. Please describe, in detail, each computer model used to evaluate the self-build generation 
options. 

b. Please state whether or not FPL has used any of the computer models described above in 
any of its prior determinations of need cases. 

RESPONSE: 
a. The following models were used in FPL' s evaluation of self-build generation options that 

occurred leading up to the designation of OCEC Unit 1 as FPL's Next Planned 

Generating Unit in FPL's capacity RFP for its 2019 need: 

PMArea: A commercially available production costing model designed to account 

for variable costs (such as fuel and variable O&M). (Note that beginning in early 

2015, FPL switched to the UPLAN production costing model); 

Fixed Cost Spreadsheet: An FPL spreadsheet designed to account for and 

compare non-variable costs. 

EGEAS: A commercially available optimization model designed to account for 

both variable and non-variable costs. 

b. Yes. The PMArea and Fixed Cost Spreadsheet models have been used in all of FPL' s 

prior determination of need cases since the Martin 8 and Manatee 3 need filing. The 

EGEAS model, which was recently reactivated by FPL, was used in the Martin 8 and 

Manatee 3 determination of need filing. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 23 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 20 (line 23) through 21 (line 2), of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that FPL 
determined it was "unlikely that new capacity could be brought in-service at the Hendry site in 
time to address the 20 19 need." Please provide an explanation as to why it is unlikely that new 
capacity could be brought in-service at the Hendry site in time to address the 2019 need. 

RESPONSE: 
During the time period in which FPL was evaluating its self-build generation options, the Hendry 

site was the subject of litigation regarding the land use designation for the site. FPL viewed it 

was unlikely that the litigation would be resolved in time to enable FPL to construct a new 

combined cycle unit and have it in-service by June 1, 2019. Therefore, FPL removed the Hendry 

site from consideration for addressing its 2019 need. In February 2015, FPL applied to Hendry 

County for a comprehensive plan amendment for the site. FPL expects the approval in November 

2015 but the possibility exists that litigation could take several years before the property is 

available for construction. Therefore, Hendry remains a likely site for meeting FPL' s resource 

needs after 2019, but is not a candidate to meet FPL' s 2019 need. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 24 
Page I of 1 

On page 2 I, lines 10-12, of Dr. Sim' s direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that the best resources plan 
with a CC unit at the Okeechobee site was projected to be $65 million cumulative present value 
revenue requirements (CPVRR) more economic than the best resource plan with a CC unit sited 
at Putnam. Please complete the table below summarizing the CPVRR evaluation that resulted in 
the described $65 million in savings. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS 
Excel format with all formulas intact. 

$ millions, CPVRR 
Capital (Generation) 

Capital (Transmission) 
O&M 
Fuel 

Environmental 
Other 
Total 

RESPONSE: 
Please refer to Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staff's Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 27 
Page I of 1 

On page 26, lines 1-2, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim testifies that FPL examined 
"refinements to the GE 7HA.02 that included updated assumptions for heat rate, costs, and 
capacity (MW)." Please explain what prompted these "refinements" (i.e. GE provided new 
information). 

RESPONSE: 

Once the GE 7HA.02 combustion turbine was identified as the best GE combustion turbine 

model for a combined cycle (CC) unit to meet FPL's 2019 need, FPL examined different 

characteristics for the non-combustion turbine portion of the CC. Using information that had 

been previously provided by GE, FPL conducted analyses of variations regarding the remaining 

portions of the CC unit, including with and without duct firing, a higher pressure steam cycle 

with the same steam temperature, and higher steam cycle temperatures with the same steam 

pressure. The objective of examining these, and perhaps other, potential refinements of the GE 

7HA.02 was to identify how each variation affected capacity, heat rates, and costs in order to 

select the variation that resulted in the lowest CPVRR cost for FPL' s customers. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 28 
Page I of 1 

On page 26, lines 7-10, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim testifies that the "GE 7HA.02 CT 
without duct firing, but with peak firing and wet compression, emerged as $42 million CPVRR 
more economic choice compared to the former leading candidate .... " Please complete the table 
below summarizing the CPVRR evaluation that resulted in the described $42 million in savings. 
Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

$ millions, CPVRR 
Capital (Generation) 

Capital (Transmission) 
O&M 
Fuel 

Environmental 
Other 
Total 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 29 
Page1of2 

On page 30, lines 11-13, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that a specific bidder 
refused to submit the required Bid Evaluation Fee. Please state whether the referenced bidder 
provide a reason or explanation for refusing to pay the Bid Evaluation Fee, and the explanation, 
if provided. 

RESPONSE: 
The party who offered an incomplete submittal to FPL's capacity RFP, which did not include the 

required Bid Evaluation Fee, was immediately contacted by FPL on the evening of May 15, 

2015, which was the day on which the bids were due to FPL and the day this submission was 

received. FPL's May 15, 2015 e-mail to the submitting entity stated (the entity's name has been 

removed): 

"This note confirms that FPL has received your bid in response to FPL 's capacity RFP. 

However, one of the RFP 's Minimum Requirements. is that a check for the RFP 

Evaluation Fee of $25,000 accompany the bid materials. There was no such check 

included in the box containing (the party's) bid materials. If FPL is to consider (the 

party 's) bid, we need to receive the RFP Evaluation Fee. FPL requests that (the party) 

submit the check by 5:00p.m. next Tuesday, May JtJh. (I'he mailing address is included 

in the RFP document.) Upon receipt of the evaluation fee, we will begin to review your 

bid's compliance with the RFP 's other Minimum Requirements. " 

On May 16 and 17, 2015, FPL reviewed the party's submittal and found numerous other 

deficiencies whereby the submission failed to meet the minimum requirements of the RFP, 

including incomplete and conflicting data as discussed in the direct testimony of FPL witness 

Sim. Consequently, the value of any analysis of this problematic information would have been 

questionable at best. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 29 
Page 2 of 2 

On May 18, 2015, the submitting party sent FPL a reply e-mail. Their reply is as follows: 

"Thanks very much for the note. In regards to the bidder fee, as we read through the 

RFP, we were concerned that while we are a very large provider of competitively priced 

energy and capacity products in the market, as well as a company that is engaged in 

tolling/ppa arrangements throughout the US, that your strict RFP requirements were not 

commercially consistent with market expectations for a solicitation of this nature, 

therefore we are not comfortable providing a bidfee with our offer. 

If, upon review of our proposal, FP L sees value in what we have offered, we will 

certainly understand if our proposal is affected by the bid fee in your economic analysis 

of alternatives. 

We appreciate your review and would very much look forward to an opportunity to 

discuss a mutually beneficial arrangement in the event you think our offer is competitive. 

Thank you very much for your consideration." 

FPL interpreted this reply to indicate that the party had no intention of submitting an evaluation 

fee to enter into a competitive RFP process, but instead wished to move directly to 

discussions/negotiations regarding their project proposal. This response from the submitting 

pat1y, plus the numerous problems with the information submitted, led FPL to take no further 

action regarding this incomplete submittal that failed to satisfy the minimum requirements of the 

RFP. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 30 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 37, lines 11-16, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that if the Commission 
denies the need determination for the OCEC Unit I and no other self build option is allowed to 
replace the unit, FPL's generation only reserve margin (GRM) would fall to 5.8 percent. Please 
complete the table below assuming the in-service date of OCEC Unit I is delayed one year and 
no other generation or purchased power replaces the unit, assuming the same timeframe FPL 
used to evaluate the resource plans identified in Exhibit SRS-5 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony. 
Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

Difference from resource plan with 
OCEC Unit 1 in 2019 ($millions, 

CPVRR) 
Capital (Generation) 

Capital (Transmission) 
O&M 
Fuel 

Environmental 
Other 
Total 

RESPONSE: 

FPL notes that the requested comparison is not a comparison of comparable resource plans. The 

hypothetical resource plan in which no resource option is added in 2019 fails to meet two of 

FPL' s reliability criteria and, therefore, is a plan with lower system reliability in 2019 compared 

to the resource plan in which the Okeechobee CC unit is added in 2019. 

The requested ,information is presented in Attachment No. I. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 31 
Page 1 of I 

On page 38, lines 14-17, of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, Dr. Sim states that FPL's system air 
emissions would increase if OCEC Unit 1 is not constructed. Please provide FPL 's estimated 
S02, NOX, and C02 emissions for the years 2017-2026. 

RESPONSE: 

Dr. Sim's statement refers to the increase in FPL' s projected system air emissions of a resource 

plan with simple cycle CTs instead of a resource plan that would have the more fuel-efficient 

Okeechobee combined cycle unit placed in-service. FPL is providing a projection of system 

S02, NOX, and C02 emissions for the years 2017 through 2026 for two of the resource plans 

provided in SRS-4: (1) Okeechobee 3x 1 CC GE 7HA.02 and Summer capacity of 1,523 MW, 

and (2) Okeechobee 7x0 CT GE 7FA.05 and Summer capacity of 1,419. This information is 

presented in Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. I 501 96-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 36 
Page J of J 

For each generation option identified in Exhibit SRS-3, please provide plant specifications in a 
format similar to Exhibit JKK-8 ofFPL Witness Jacquelyn K. Kingston's direct testimony. 

RESPONSE: 

The information requested is presented in Attachment No. I. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 36- Supplemental 
Page I of I 

For each generation option identified in Exhibit SRS-3, please provide plant specifications in a 
format similar to Exhibit JKK-8 of FPL Witness Jacquelyn K. Kingston's direct testimony. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff 36 Supplemental). 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 37 
Page I of 1 

Exhibit SRS-4 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony provides the CPVRR results of FPL's in the first 
stage of analyses. 

a. Please state the time frame over which the CPVRR analyses were performed. 
b. Please explain why FPL believes the timeframe identified in response to part 37(a) above, 

is appropriate for evaluating potential generating options. 

RESPONSE: 
a. The time frame over which FPL' s first stage analyses were performed was from 2014 

through 2049. 

b. FPL believes the above-mentioned time frame is appropriate for evaluating potential self

build generation options because it allows FPL to fully account for the projected 30-year 

lives of both the combustion turbine and combined cycle units. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 38 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to Exhibit SRS-4 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please explain why the GE Model of 
CT units (7F A.05) considered in the CT generating options is different from the GE Model of 
CT units (7HA.02) considered in the CC generating options. 

RESPONSE: 

Either combustion turbine model is capable of operating in simple cycle mode as a stand-alone 

CT or as part of a combined cycle (CC). For example, versions of the 7F ACT have been utilized 

in earlier FPL CC units. However, the combustion turbine technology is continually advancing. 

At roughly the same time FPL commenced its evaluation of self-build generating options for 

meeting its 2019 need, FPL had decided that the GE 7FA.05 model was the most cost-effective 

choice for a simple cycle CT. Consequently, the new CTs in Broward and Lee counties that will 

replace older, existing gas turbines at those sites will be GE 7F A. OS units. Subsequent analyses 

for potentially meeting the 2019 need with CC units showed that the GE 7HA.02 model was a 

better, more cost-effective selection for a CC application. 



150196 Hearing Exhibits 00131

QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set oflnterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 40 
Page 1 of1 

Referring to Exhibits SRS-4 and SRS-5 of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please state whether FPL 
considered fuel cost sensitivities (i.e. high natural gas costs) in its CPVRR analyses. 

a. If no, please explain the reasons. 
b. If yes, please provide the fuel cost sensitivities in the same format as Exhibit HCS-1 of 

FPL Witness Heather C. Stubblefield's direct testimony. 
c. If yes, please discuss FPL's methodology for developing its fuel cost sensitivities. 
d. If yes, please provide the results of FPL's CPVRR analyses assuming the additional fuel 

cost sensitivities. 

RESPONSE: 

a. FPL did not include a high natural gas cost forecast in its analyses. The reason for this is 

that the results of FPL's first stage analyses showed that combined cycle (CC) options 

had a significant cost advantage over combustion turbine (CT) options based on use of a 

medium fuel cost forecast. If a sensitivity analysis had been performed that used a high 

gas cost forecast, the advantage of CC units over CT units would have only increased. 

Thus no such high gas cost sensitivity analysis was necessary in the first stage of the 

analyses. In the second stage of the analysis, only CC options were analyzed. Because all 

of the CC options had heat rates that were within a narrow range, no fuel cost sensitivities 

were warranted. 

b. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) of this interrogatory. 

c. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) ofthis interrogatory. 

d. Please see FPL's response to subpart (a) ofthis interrogatory. 
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QUESTION: 

For each self build option identified in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 1 of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct 
testimony, please provide the following information for each year of the analysis. Please provide 
all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas intact. 

Annual Revenue Annual Revenue 
Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Requirements Requirements 

Requirements Requirements Requirements Total Customer Bill (Generation (Transmission (O&M) (Fuel) (Environmental) ($millions, 2015 Impact ($/1,000 Capital) Capital) 
($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 $) kWh) ($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 

$) $) $) $) $) 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 for the corrected Table #42. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EJ 
Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 43- Corrected 
Page 1 of 1 

For each self build option identified in the table titled Third Step found in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 2 
of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please provide the following information for each year of the 
analysis. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas 
intact. 

Annual Revenue Annual Revenue 
Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Requirements Requirements 

Requirements Requirements Requirements Total Customer Bill 
(Generation (Transmission (O&M) (Fuel) (Environmental) ($millions, 2015 Impact ($/1,000 

Capital) Capital) 
($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 

($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 $) kWh) 

$) $) 
$) $) $) 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attaclunent No. I for the corrected Table #43. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 43- Supplemental 
Page 1 of 1 

For each self build option identified in the table titled Third Step found in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 2 
of 2) of Dr. Sim' s direct testimony, please provide the following information for each year of the 
analysis. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel format with all formulas 
intact. 

Annual Revenue Annual Revenue 
Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Annual Revenue Requirements Requirements 

Requirements Requirements Requirements Total Customer Bill 
(Generation (Transmission 

(O&M) (Fuel) (Environmental) ($millions, 2015 Impact ($/1,000 Capital) Capital) 
($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 $) kWh) 

($millions, 2015 ($millions, 2015 
$) $) $) $) $) 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff Supplemental-43). In this table, two sets of seven 
tables are provided. The first set provides annual nominal cost values for each resource plan that 
allow a bill impact projection to be performed. The second set of tables provides annual present 
value cost values discounted to 2015. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Second Set ofl nterrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 46 
Page 1 of 1 

For each self build option identified in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 1 of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct 
testimony, please provide the following information for the years 2017-2026: 

a. The net generation for each generating unit on FPL's system. 
b. The capacity for each generating unit on FPL's system. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Second Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 47 
Page 1 of 1 

For each self build option identified in the table titled Third Step found in Exhibit SRS-5 (page 2 
of 2) of Dr. Sim's direct testimony, please provide the following information for the years 2017-
2026: 

a. The net generation for each generating unit on FPL's system. 
b. The capacity for each generating unit on FPL's system. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see the Attachment No. 1 for the requested information. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

~·Or· == l(·k-
:Dr. Steven Sim 

Thereby certify that on this JJ) ~y of DchlJRY', 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _........:;:D;.:;r.:.. . .:::;S..:..:te:::...:'V...==e:::n...:;S;;.:.'i~m:;___, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 17-31 

and 33-47 from _Staff's 2nd _Set oflnterrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company 

in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the responsc(s) are true and correct based on his 

personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis 20J,'-lday of_OcJvku , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 62 
Page I of3 

Please refer to FPL's response to Staff's First Set of Interrogatories No. 13 for the following 
questions: 

a. Please provide FPL's 7/27/2015 base case natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term price forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

b. Please provide FPL 's 7/27/20 15 high band natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term price forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

c. Please provide FPL's 7/27/2015 low band natural gas and light fuel oil short term and 
long term forecasts (annualized and monthly). 

d. Please provide CPVRR first stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit SRS-4 of 
FPL Witness Dr. Sim's Direct Testimony, based on FPL's 7/27/2015 base case, high 
band, and low band natural gas and light fuel oil price forecasts. 

e. Please provide CPVRR second stage analyses, similar to that provided in Exhibit SRS-5 
of FPL Witness Dr. Sim's Direct Testimony, based on FPL's 7/27/2015 base case, high 
band, and low band natural gas and light fuel oil price forecasts. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

b. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

c. Please see Attachment No. 1 (Table Staff-62 (Part a), (Part b), and (Part c)). 

d. Staff Interrogatory 62 d & e requested that FPL update two analyses that FPL had 

performed as part of its overall next planned generating unit (NPGU) analyses in 2014 

and early 2015. The request was to update these analyses substituting FPL's July 27, 

20 15 fuel cost forecast for the fuel cost forecasts that were used at the time for each of the 

two analyses. 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 62 
Page 2 of3 

The updated analyses utilize this July 2015 fuel cost forecast (low, base, and high bands). 

However, FPL has also updated a number of other inputs to the analyses. These other 

updates include: 

A new October 2015 load forecast; and, 

Various other assumptions that were not then available and, therefore, had not been 

utilized during each stage/step in the NPGU analyses, but which were updated and 

incorporated into FPL's 2015 Ten-Year Site Plan, including: (i) the 2016 PV additions, 

(ii) the new schedule for GT replacements in Broward and Lee counties, (iii) the mutually 

agreed upon decision with Cedar Bay to sell that generating unit to FPL and FPL's plans 

to subsequently retire that unit, and (iv) the 2027/2028 in-service dates for Turkey Point 6 

&7. 

Utilizing all of these updated assumptions and forecasts, FPL performed three scenario 

analyses. One scenario utilizes the July 2015 base case fuel cost forecast, another 

scenario utilizes the July 2015 low band fuel cost forecast, and the third scenario utilizes 

the July 2015 high band fuel cost forecast. 

FPL has combined key generating options analyzed in the two previous, separate stages 

of analyses presented in Exhibits SRS-4 and SRS-5 into one set of analyses which 

examines the following self-build generating options. Please see Attachment No. 2 (Table 

Staff-62 (Parts d & e)): 

The 1,622 MW OCEC Unit 1 that was designated as FPL's NPGU in the capacity RFP; 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Stafrs Third Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 62 
Page 3 of3 

An enhanced 1,633 MW version of the OCEC Unit 1 (as referenced on page 36 of FPL 

witness Sim's direct testimony); 

Enhanced CT designs of 231 MW (Summer) capacity m 5 x 0, 6 x 0, and 7 x 0 

configurations; and, 

The two most competitive non-GE CC units from the original analyses. 

As shown in this response, the original I ,622 MW OCEC Unit 1 is still projected to be 

more economic than any of the CT and non-GE generation options; thus, the overall 

conclusions and recommendations reflected in the Petition for a determination of need 

and the supporting pre-filed testimony remain unchanged. 

e. Please see the response to subpart (d) above. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this Jf:y of IJul/tiU V, 2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared --=D..:.r.;...,. S:;;.;t:;.;:e"'"~~en;....:;::;S=im:;:.;;.__, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s).§£_ from 

_Staff's 3rd _Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 

150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as ofthis !/!!.day of /1dJ/!JfA.IJ..er , 2015. 

Notary Pub~ic, .S'tate of Florida 
'--~···· 

Notary Stamp: 
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QUESTIO : 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 79 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staffs Second Set of Interrogatories No. 42, Attachment 1, Tabs 
1 through 10, FPL 's response contained a note that states: "To capture 30 years of system cost 
for options with inservice dates in 2019, the model utilizes a five year extension period from 
2044 through 2048. However the model only provides a CPVRR sum for this extension period." 
For each response ('fabs 1-1 0), please provide the CPVRR sum for the years 2044 through 2048. 

RESPONSE: 

The information requested is provided in Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. ISOI96-EI 
Stafrs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 8I 
Page I of I 

Referring to FPL's response to Staff's First Set of Interrogatories No. 43, Attachment 1, Tabs 1 
through 5, FPL's response contained a note that states: "To capture 30 years of system cost for 
options with inservice dates in 2019, the model utilizes a five year extension period from 2044 
through 2048. However the model only provides a CPVRR sum for this extension period." For 
each response (Tabs 1-5), please provide the CPVRR sum for the years 2044 through 2048. 

RESPONSE: 

The inclusion of an extension period in this analysis does not change the selection of the best 
technology choice. The information requested is provided in Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
Staffs Fourth Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 83 - Corrected 
Page 1 of 1 

Referring to FPL's response to Staff's Second Set oflnterrogatories No. 45, Attachment 1, Tab 1 
of5: 

a. Please provide the same information that was requested in Staffs Interrogatory No. 45, 
assuming each capacity addition identified in FPL's response is delayed one year, and no 
other generation or purchased power replaces the delayed capacity. 

b. Please provide the following information in the table below based on the resource plan 
identified in part (a) above. Please provide all requested data electronically in MS Excel 
format with all formulas intact. 

Difference from resource plan 
identified in FPL's response to 
Staff's Interrogatory No. 45, 
Attachment 1, Tab 1 of 5. 
($ millions, CPVRR) 

Capital (Generation) 

Capital (Transmission) 

O&M 

Fuel 

Environmental 

Other 

Total 

RESPONSE: 
a. Please see Staff Table 83(a)-Corrected, contained in Corrected Attachment No. 1. 
b. Please see Staff Table 83(b )-Corrected, contained in Corrected Attachment No. 2. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~~'R.L 
Dr. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this Jl!"ctay of }.)J\,'.W.~Ol5, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ _.D::;;.:..:r._S~te __ v:..:e=n..::::S_im=--• who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 65, 66, 

68-70, 72. 73. 74, 77- 83 from _Staff's 4th_Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & 

Light Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response(s) are true and correct 

based on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this ~ay of hk , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 

~g~ 
Notary Publi tate ofFlorida 

TUCI 0. GOLOIMRE 
NGflfy f'IIMc • Ifill Of fforlda 

CclwMitlalon • FF 211425 
Mr C.lllftl. E ...... J11131, 21119 
lc!Mid_._ Nlllonal Notary Assn. 
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FPL's Response to Stafrs Request for 
Production of Documents, No.7. 
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RESUME OF ALAN S. TAYLOR 

AREAS OF QUALIFICATION 

Independent evaluation services for competitive bidding resource selection, integrated resource 
planning, market analysis, risk assessment, and strategic planning 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 

• President, Sedway Consulting, Inc., Boulder, CO, 2001-present 
• Senior Member of PA Consulting, Inc., Boulder, CO, 2001 
• Vice President, Global Energy Business Sector, PHB Hagler Bailly, Inc., Boulder, CO, 

2000 
• From Senior Associate to Principal, Utility Services Group, Hagler Bailly Consulting, 

Inc., Boulder, CO, 1991-1999 
• Senior Consultant, Energy Management Associates, Atlanta, GA, 1983-1988 
• Internships at: Pacific Gas & Electric Company, San Francisco, CA (1990) 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, CA (1989-1991) 
MIT Resource Extraction Laboratory, Cambridge, MA (1982) 
Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, Baltimore, MD (1980) 

EDUCATION 

• Walter A. Haas School of Business, University of California at Berkeley, MBA, 
Valedictorian, Corporate Finance, 1991 

• Massachusetts Institute of Technology, BS, Energy Engineering, 1983 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

• Conducted numerous competitive bidding project evaluations for conventional generating 
resources, renewable facilities, and off-system power purchases; analyzed thousands of 
such power supply proposals .. 

• Developed and/or reviewed dozens of requests for proposals for utility resource 
solicitations. 

• Assisted in or monitored contract negotiations with hundreds of shortlisted bidders in 
utility resource solicitations. 

• Testified on utility competitive bidding solicitation results, affiliate transactions, cost 
recovery procedures, rate case calculations, and incentive ratemaking proposals. 

• Managed the development of market price forecasts of North American and European 
electricity markets under deregulation. 

• Performed financial modeling of electric utility bankruptcy workout plans. 
• Trained and assisted many of the nation's largest electric and gas utilities in their use of 

operational and strategic planning computer models. 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000601 
OCECNEED 
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RESUME OF ALAN S. TAYLOR 

SELECTED PROJECTS 

2015 California Solicitation for Capacity Resources 
Client: Southern California Edison 

Page2 

Currently serving as the Independent Evaluator (IE) in Southern California Edison's (SCE) 
annual Resource Adequacy (RA) Request for Offers (RFO). Mr. Taylor is managing a team that 
is conducting an independent analysis of all offers, monitoring the negotiations with shortlisted 
bidders, and preparing for the submission and analysis of final offers that will result in contracts 
that will help the utility fulfill some or all of its California RA capacity requirements for 2016-
2019. 

2015 Minnesota Solicitation for New Solar PV Resources 
Client: Minnesota Power Company 

Provided independent evaluation services in a focused solicitation for l 0 MW of solar 
photovoltaic (PV) generation at a specific site in Minnesota. Power purchase agreement (PP A) 
bids were compared to the utility's selected engineering-procurement-construction (EPC) bid in 
which the utility would oversee the development of a project that it would ultimately own. The 
PPA bids were required to include buy-out provisions at various milestones during the terms of 
the PP As. Mr. Taylor assisted with the development of the request for proposals (RFP), 
performed a parallel economic evaluation of the utility's EPC and all competing PPA proposals, 
monitored communications with bidders, and provided a report for filing with the Minnesota 
Public Utilities Commission regarding the results ofthe solicitation. 

2014-
2015 

California Solicitation for Energy Storage Resources 
Client: Southern California Edison 

Currently serving as the IE in SCE's Energy Storage RFO that is seeking approximately 16 MW 
of energy storage resources to be developed in California as part of a regulatory requirement to 
promote the commercialization ofutility-sca1e energy storage projects. Mr. Taylor is managing 
a team that has performed a parallel evaluation (to the utility's) of the initial indicative and final 
energy storage offers (using Sedway Consulting's proprietary model). The team also monitored 
all negotiations with shortlisted bidders to ensure fair and consistent treatment of counterparties. 

2014 Analysis of Ohio Hedging Transaction 
Client: Ohio Energy Group 

Analyzed and provided expert testimony in AEP-Ohio's Energy Security Plan/Standard Service 
Offer proceeding regarding the hedging and price stabilizing benefits of a proposed rider for the 
net benefits associated with utility's entitlement to the Ohio Valley Electric Corporation's 
generating assets. 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000602 
OCECNEED 
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2013-
2014 

RESUME OF ALAN S. TAYLOR 

California Solicitations for Resources and Energy Auctions 
Client: Southern California Edison 

Page 3 

Served as the IE in SCE's Local Capacity Requirements (LCR) RFO for I ,900-2,500 MW of 
new local capacity resources from energy efficiency, demand response, energy storage and/or 
gas-fired facilities. Also served as the IE for all five ofSCE's 2013 reverse energy auctions of 
the dispatch rights to facilities under power purchase agreements executed with developers of 
facilities selected in the utility's 2006 New Generation RFO. 

2013-
2014 

Florida Solicitation for Resources 
Client: Duke Energy Florida 

Provided Independent Monitor/Evaluator services in a solicitation for over 1 ,600 MW of power 
supplies for Duke Energy Florida's supply portfolio that were needed by the end of2018. 
Mr. Taylor participated in all bidder conferences, was copied on all emails between the utility 
and bidders, performed an independent evaluation of all proposals, and testified before the 
Florida Public Service Commission regarding the solicitation's results. 

2013 Minnesota Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Minnesota Power Company 

Provided independent evaluation services in a solicitation for 220 MW of wind generation in 
Minnesota; bids were compared to the utility's proposal to develop its own wind farm. 
Mr. Taylor assisted with the development of the request for proposals (RFP), perfotmed a 
parallel economic evaluation of the utility's facility and all competing proposals, monitored 
communications and negotiations with shortlisted bidders, and provided a report for filing with 
the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission regarding the results of the solicitation. 

2013 Kentucky Renewable Resource Analysis 
Client: Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers 

Provided expert analysis and testimony on behalf of customers of Kentucky Power regarding a 
renewable energy purchase agreement for output from a new 58 MW biomass facility that is 
expected on-line in 2017. 

2006-
2013 

California Solicitations for Conventional and Renewable Resources 
Client: Southern California Edison 

Served as the IE in 23 solicitations for power or gas supplies in southern California- one, as 
noted above, for SCE's 2013 LCR RFO, an earlier one for over 2,500 MW ofnew conventional 
resources, four for renewable energy purchases to help SCE meet its state Renewables Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) requirements, five for near-term capacity resources, eight for reverse energy 
auctions of the dispatch rights to facilities under power purchase agreements, and four for gas 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000603 
OCEC NEED 
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RESUME OF ALAN S. TAYLOR Page4 

financial hedging products. Mr. Taylor managed a Sedway Consulting team to perform a 
parallel evaluation of all proposals, monitor communications and negotiations with power 
suppliers, and support the review of the final selected proposals by the Procurement Review 
Group- a collection of non-market-participant stakeholders and regulators who are/were 
provided confidential access to the evaluation results at intermediate stages. He has filed IE 
reports and sponsored testimony before the California Public Utilities Commission concerning 
the results of most of these solicitations. 

2012 Florida Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Tampa Electric Company 

Served as an independent evaluator in a solicitation for 500 MW of power supplies in Florida. 
New capacity had to be on-line by 20 17; bids were compared to the utility's proposal to repower 
four existing combustion turbines into a larger combined-cycle facility. Mr. Taylor assisted with 
the development of the RFP, performed a parallel evaluation of all proposals, monitored 
communications and negotiations with contracting counterparties, and testified before the 
Florida Public Service Commission regarding the solicitation's results. 

2011 Minnesota Solicitation for Wind Resources 
Client: Minnesota Power 

Provided independent evaluation services in a solicitation for 100 MW of wind generation in 
Minnesota. Proposals competed with a utility proposal to develop its own wind farm. 
Mr. Taylor assisted with the development of the RFP and performed a parallel economic 
evaluation of the utility's facility and all competing proposals. 

2005-
2010 

California Solicitations for Conventional and Renewable Resources 
Client: Pacific Gas & Electric 

Served as the Independent Evaluator in four solicitations for new power supplies in northern 
California- one for 2,200 MW of new conventional resources, another for up to I ,200 MW of 
new generating resources from ·any source, and two others for between I ,400 and 
2,800 GWh/year of renewable energy purchases. Mr. Taylor managed a Sedway Consulting 
team to perform a parallel evaluation of all proposals, monitor communications and negotiations 
with power suppliers, and support the review of the final selected proposals by the Procurement 
Review Group- a collection of non-market-participant stakeholders and regulators who were 
provided confidential access to the evaluation results at intermediate stages. He has filed IE 
reports and sponsored testimony before the California Public Utilities Commission concerning 
the results of most of these solicitations. 

2007-
2008 

Florida Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Florida Power & Light 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000604 
OCECNEED 
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Provided independent evaluation services in Florida Power & Light's solicitation for 1,250 MW 
of new power supplies for 2011. Mr. Taylor performed a parallel economic evaluation to that 
which was undertaken by the utility. His work efforts allowed all proposal parameters to be 
cross-checked and corrected where necessary. He sponsored testimony before the Florida Public 
Service Commission concerning the results of the solicitation evaluation. 

2007-
2008 

Avoided Cost Analysis for Interruptible Loads 
Client: Public Service Company of Colorado 

Provided an independent assessment of Public Service Company of Colorado's peaking resource 
avoided costs for use in the utility's development of customer credits for its interruptible service 
tariff. 

2007-
2008 

Florida Solicitations for New Resources 
Client: Tampa Electric Company 

Provided independent evaluation services in two separate Tampa Electric Company solicitations 
for 600 MW of new power supplies for 2013, as a market test for the utility's proposals to 
develop initially an integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) facility and later a gas-fired 
combined cycle facility. 

2004-
2005 

Regulatory Support of Commission Staff 
Client: Utah Division of Public Utilities 

Assisted staff for the Utah Division of Public Utilities in the division's efforts to analyze 
PacifiCorp's 2005 rate case. Mr. Taylor reviewed production cost modeling results and forecasts 
of system-wide fuel and purchase power costs. 

2004-
2005 

Minnesota Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Minnesota Power 

Provided independent evaluation services in a solicitation for 200 MW of firm power supplies. 
Mr. Taylor reviewed all proposals and performed a parallel economic evaluation among 
proposed turnkey facilities and power purchases. 

2004 Canadian Solicitations for Conventional and Renewable Resources 
Client: Ontario Energy Ministry 

Participated in a broader consulting team and provided assistance in the development of RFPs 
for 2,500 MW of conventional resources and 300 MW of renewable resources. New long-term 
sources of power were sought to replace regional coal-fired generation. 

2003- Florida Solicitation for New Resources 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000605 
OCECNEED 
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2004 Client: Florida Power & Light 

Provided independent evaluation services in Florida Power & Light's solicitation for 1,100 MW 
of new power supplies for 2007. Mr. Taylor performed a parallel economic evaluation of all 
proposals and reviewed, cross-checked, and corrected (where necessary) the utility's analyses. 
He sponsored testimony before the Florida Public Service Commission concerning the results of 
the solicitation evaluation. 

2002-
2003 

Minnesota Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Northern States Power 

Assisted in the evaluation of a large number of multi-option proposals for new power supplies in 
the 2005-2009 time frame. Mr. Taylor was the independent evaluator in two separate 
solicitations. He managed a team of individuals in the evaluation of responses for both Requests 
for Proposals (RFPs). In the first solicitation, contingent proposals were received that could 
serve as replacement contracts for 1,100 MW of nuclear capacity ifNSP were forced to 
decommission its Prairie Island power plant in 2007. In the second solicitation, NSP sought 
approximately 1,000 MW of new supplies to supplement its existing supply portfolio. The 
evaluation included the review of over a dozen proposed wind projects. 

2002 Florida Revisions to Bidding Rule 
Client: Consortium of utilities 

Provided the Florida Public Service Commission with recommendations concerning appropriate 
revisions to the state's bidding rule. Mr. Taylor participated in public workshops to provide the 
benefits of his extensive experience in performing competitive bidding solicitations and to 
convey what changes should or should not be made to Florida's existing bid rule to ensure the 
selection of the best resources for the state's electricity customers. 

2002 Arizona Testimony Concerning Competitive Bidding Solicitations 
Client: Harquahala Generating Company, LLC 

Filed testimony before the Arizona Corporation Commission in the Generic Proceedings 
Concerning Electric Restructuring Issues and Associated Proceedings. Mr. Taylor's testimony 
provided the Commission with information about competitive bidding processes that he had seen 
work in other states. Also, his testimony addressed various concerns that were raised by Arizona 
Public Service as to the feasibility of implementing competitive bidding in Arizona. 

2002 Florida Solicitation for New Resources 
Client: Florida Power & Light 

Provided independent evaluation services in Florida Power & Light's solicitation for I ,750 MW 
of new power supplies in the 2005-2006 time frame. Mr. Taylor performed a parallel economic 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL000606 
OCECNEED 
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evaluation to that which was undertaken by the utility. His work efforts allowed all proposal 
parameters to be cross-checked and corrected where necessary. Also, he provided suggestions 
on resource optimization modeling approaches that ensured the most comprehensive 
examination ofthousands of potential combinations of proposals. 

2001 Wisconsin Testimony Concerning Competitive Bidding Solicitations 
Client: MidWest Independent Power Suppliers 

Provided testimony in a proceeding before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission on behalf 
of a consortium of independent power producers. Mr. Taylor testified on the benefits and timing 
of a competitive bidding solicitation that Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WEPCO) should 
be ordered to conduct prior to the utility's development of $2.8 billion in self-build generation 
facilities (embodied in a WEPCO proposal called Power the Future- 2). Without the benefits of 
a competitive solicitation, there would be no defensible means of ensuring that the utility's 
customers were being offered the best, most cost-effective resources. 

Sedway Consulting, Inc. 

FPL 000607 
OCEC NEED 
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64 

FPL's Response to ECOSWF's 
Interrogatories, Nos. 1, 3, 4, 15. See also 
excel files contained on Staff Exhibit CD 

for Nos. 1, 3, 4. 

Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 64PARTY: STAFFDESCRIPTION: FPL’s Response to ECOSWF’s Interrogatories, Nos. 1, 3, 4, 15.  See also excel files contained on Sta...
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
ECOSWF's First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 1 
Page 1 of I 

For each month from 2015-2024, please provide the monthly Loss of Load Probability from the 
Loss of Load Probability calculation presented in Exhibit KRR 5-A for the plan without a l 0% 
generation only reserve margin. 

RESPONSE: 

The requested information is presented in Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
ECOSWF's First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.3 
Page I of 1 

For each month from 2015-2024, please provide the monthly Loss of Load Probability from the 
Loss of Load Probability calculation presented in Exhibit 6 to Dr. Sim' s deposition in this 
docket. 

RESPONSE: 

The requested information is presented in Attachment No. 1. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
ECOSWF's First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No.4 
Page 1 of 1 

For each month from 2015-2024, please provide the monthly Loss of Load Probability for the 
base case load forecast without the addition of OCEC Unit 1. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL interprets this question to be asking for a revised LOLP projection that is based on Exhibit 6 
ofFPL witness Sim's deposition in this docket. Please see Attachment No.1 for this projection. 
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QUESTION: 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Docket No. 150196-EI 
ECOSWF's First Set of Interrogatories 
Interrogatory No. 15 
Page 1 of 1 

Please explain how FPL ensures that it does not pursue an uneconomically high level of 
reliability in its generation construction and operation planning. 

RESPONSE: 

FPL performs its reliability analyses using three reliability criteria: (i) a minimum 20% total 

reserve margin, (ii) a maximum of 0.1 day per year loss-of-load-probability (LOLP), and (iii) a 

minimum generation-only reserve margin (GRM). The minimum 20% total reserve margin 

criterion was approved by the FPSC for use by each of peninsular Florida's three IOUs. This 

criterion has reliability implications not only for each of the IOUs' individual systems, but also 

has implications for all of peninsular Florida's electric reliability. The LOLP criterion is 

commonly used in the electric utility industry. The GRM criterion is designed to guide the 

selection of resources with which FPL meets the 20% total reserve margin criterion. 

When planning its system, FPL seeks to identifY the resource plan with the lowest electric rate 

impact that meets all three of its reliability criteria. This is accomplished through the extensive 

planning analyses that FPL continually conducts. 
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AFFIDAVIT 

~R.~ 
Dr. Steven Sim 

State of Florida ) 

County of Palm Beach ) 

I hereby certify that on this /.L day of MWII.Iflk2015, before me, an 

officer duly authorized in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgments, 

personally appeared _ _ D~r.:...:S;:;.:t;;:;.ev;:..;:e_,n:...:S;:;.::i;m=--_,, who is personally known to me, and he 

acknowledged before me that he sponsored the answer(s) to Interrogatory No(s). 1-6, 8-9, 

15-18,20-21 from_ECOSWF's lst_Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light 

Company in Docket No. 150196-EI, and that the response( s) are true and correct based 

on his personal knowledge. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal in the State and County 

aforesaid as of this ~day of ~viAYk! , 2015. 

Notary Stamp: 
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Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies
of Rábago, Wilson, and Mims

Witness
Starting 

Page/Line
Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information

1 Rábago 5/9

"This significant increase in the already planned growth in 
generation stands in stark contrast to forecasted growth 
rates for customer population, load, and household income 
over the same period." (Misleading)

Capacity needs are driven by a variety of factors 
including load growth, reserve margin requirements, unit 
retirements, and termination of power purchase 
agreements. Decisions on a unit's actual capacity are 
based on an economic decision-making process, once the 
capacity needs are known. 

2 Rábago 6/5
"How does the Company forecast LOLP? …It does not.  As a 
result, the LOLP test really has no practical meaning in this 
application." (Incorrect)

FPL provides a forecast of LOLP every year with its Ten 
Year Site Plan as part of FPL's response to Supplemental 
Data Requests. Also, the witness' testimony actually uses 
some of those forecasted LOLP values in his testimony.

3 Rábago 7/13
"This number[LOLP] indicates that the proposed NPGU is not 
required in order to maintain system reliability or integrity." 
(Incorrect)

The need for the NPGU is not based on LOLP, nor has FPL 
ever stated that it was. LOLP is merely one of three 
reliability criteria that FPL utilizes to determine the 
timing and magnitude of its resource needs. The other 
two reliability criteria are projected not to be met in 
2019, thus indicating a need to add resources in that 
year.
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Exhibit Label
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONDOCKET: 150196-EI   EXHIBIT: 65PARTY: FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY (FPL) – (REBUTTAL)DESCRIPTION: Steven R. Sim SRS-6



Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies
of Rábago, Wilson, and Mims

Witness
Starting 

Page/Line
Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information

4 Rábago 9/6

"In all, the factors suggesting a need to reexamine both the 
RM and GRM test include…the potential for increased 
reliance on other generation in the Eastern Interconnection." 
(Incorrect)

FPL's reliance on the Eastern Interconnection is limited 
by transmission capacity access into Florida from Georgia 
as well as the high transmission losses that would be 
incurred bringing this energy to FPL's load centers.

5 Rábago 10/9

"In short, the Company should conduct an objective and 
quantitative assessment of the ratepayer impact measure of 
its generation construction program over the past fifteen 
years in order to honestly claim customer benefits." 
(Incorrect and Misleading)

It is incorrect to suggest that the FPSC has not been 
doing its job during these past 15 years as he alludes to 
here. The FPSC regularly holds evidentiary hearings in 
which power plant decisions are scrutinized before the 
FPSC grants a need determination and cost recovery for 
the new units. In other words, just this sort of analysis is 
regularly carried out by the FPSC.

6 Rábago 11/4

"…the Company appears to have recently decided that they 
would like to have another generating unit operating by 
2019, and they built a case to support that conclusion." 
(Incorrect and Misleading)

The need for new capacity in 2019 is clearly 
demonstrated by FPL's filing in this docket that shows: (i) 
a projected need in 2019, (ii) OCEC Unit 1 is the most 
cost-effective self-build generating option, (iii) no viable 
market generation alternatives to OCEC Unit 1, and (iv) 
the continued trend of declining DSM cost-effectiveness. 
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Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies
of Rábago, Wilson, and Mims

Witness
Starting 

Page/Line
Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information

7 Rábago 15/12

"The Company evaluates the DSM resource option solely for 
its ability to meet all of the increase in forecasted need.  This 
approach is unrealistic, does not consider matching an 
increase in demand side resources coupled with a smaller 
NPGU." (Incorrect)

FPL evaluates DSM options versus the planned 
generating unit on a per kW basis.  This provides the best 
opportunity for DSM measures to pass economic 
screening analyses versus generation. Consequently, FPL 
does not evaluate DSM "solely for its ability to meet all 
of the increase in forecasted need  In addition, DSM is 
continuing its trend of declining cost-effectiveness.

8 Rábago 15/17
"Options not considered include sufficient demand side 
resources to defer the NPGU for a single year, for example." 
(Incorrect)

FPL has already accounted for all DSM found to be 
readily available and cost-effective in the 2013-2014 
DSM Goals docket. Since that time, the trend of declining 
cost-effectiveness for DSM has continued. Therefore, 
there is no additional cost-effective DSM with which to 
partially address FPL's 2019 need. In fact, FPL's 2019 
need would likely be larger if DSM's cost-effectiveness 
had been re-analyzed in 2015.

9 Rábago 15/18

"Instead, the Company constructs a hyperbolic hypothetical 
in which 800MW of new DSM must be obtained solely 
through increases in the residential air-conditioning control 
program." (Incorrect and Misleading)

This hypothetical was included merely to provide an 
example of the huge amount of additional, cost-effective 
DSM that would be required to fully meet the need. It 
was clearly hypothetical because there is no additional, 
readily available DSM that is cost-effective on FPL's 
system.
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Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies
of Rábago, Wilson, and Mims

Witness
Starting 

Page/Line
Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information

10 Rábago 16/12
"The Company does not evaluate the solar option from the 
perspective of the time frame required to develop that 
option." (Misleading)

This statement ignores the uncertainties involved with 
meeting the 2019 need with solar and the fact that 
other, much more certain generation options would have 
to be bypassed if FPL were to wait several more years 
just to minimize the uncertainties surrounding solar. 
These issues were addressed in direct testimony.

11 Rábago 16/16

"As detailed by Company witness Sim, the fact that the 
Company uses such a large, self-build NPGU size has a 
significant impact on dampening participation by non-utility 
bidders." (Misleading)

The testimony referenced after this statement refers to 
the results of FPL's previous Bid process.  These results 
were included to demonstrate that FPL's self-build option 
in that RFP prevailed over other bids because of 
economics, not simply because of its large size. Bidders 
were free to bid to provide all or a portion of FPL's 1,052 
MW need. FPL believes that potential bidders were 
discouraged by the economic strength of OCEC Unit 1, 
primarily its cost and heat rate, not by its MW size.

12 Rábago 17/15
"The Company reliance on the 10% generation-only reserve 
margin is also a significant factor in the Company's 
justifications for building new capacity." (Incorrect)

The additional MW need required based on the 10% 
GRM over the 20% standard RM is only 64 MW, a very 
small amount compared to FPL's total system and, 
therefore, not a significant factor in this docket.
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13 Rábago 19/14

"…the Commission should direct the Company to explore 
extreme  or fast response  demand response resources 
specifically designed to provide reliability support." 
(Incorrect and Misleading)

FPL already has approximately 2,000 MW of fast 
response resources in its residential and 
commercial/industrial load management programs.

14 Wilson 7/5
"…FPL witness Dr. Steven Sim testified during his telephonic 
deposition … that no such study or substantive analysis 
existed." (Incorrect and/or Misleading)

In the deposition, FPL witness Sim interpreted the 
question to mean analyses which, starting from scratch, 
were designed to identify a specific RM value to use as a 
criterion. In has been many years since FPL did such a 
study, in large part due to the 20% stipulation reached in 
1999. However, FPL has performed analyses that 
compared a 20% criterion versus a 15% criterion as 
discussed in the rebuttal testimony.

15 Wilson 7/20

“…in 2010, the North Carolina Utilities Commission required 
Duke Energy Carolinas to conduct a reserve margin study… 
The result of Duke Energy Carolinas’ reserve margin study 
(provided as Exhibit (JDW-2) was to reduce Duke’s reserve 
margin from 17% to 15.5%, which had a material impact on 
Duke’s resource plan.” (Misleading)

Mr. Wilson selectively chose to mention this 2010 study, 
but selectively decided not to mention the 2015 study in 
which Duke energy Carolinas decided not only to restore 
the 17% reserve margin criterion, but to consider for the 
first time a dual Summer/Winter reserve margin 
criterion.
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16 Wilson 11/2
"I am not aware of any other utility that uses a GRM 
criterion." (Incorrect and/or Misleading)

Although FPL has no way of knowing what Mr. Wilson 
may be aware of, he should be aware that TECO has 
utilized a similar supply-side reserve margin criterion for 
many years and continues to use it.

17 Wilson 12/17
"…but those goals have been superseded by significantly 
lower goals adopted by the Commission in 2014 and are no 
longer in effect for FPL." (Misleading)

This statement ignores the obvious possibility that FPL's 
DSM goals could be set again at very high levels. In fact, 
Mr. Wilson and SACE have been advocating - and 
continue to advocate - for just such very high DSM goals.

18 Wilson 15/4

"But to the extent that peak events in June are driven by the 
same type of hot conditions that are more likely to occur in 
August, these programs should perform identically.  I am 
unaware of evidence that energy efficiency or load control 
program technologies perform less effectively on a hot June 
or October day than on an equally hot August day." 
(Incorrect and Misleading)

The probabilistic study referenced examines the effect of 
a DSM measure on reliability across all months, not just 
months reasonably close to Summer. Also, the statement 
ignores the possibility of a utility having generation 
problems on a mild weather day and the possibility of 
previously set DSM implementation levels being lowered 
due to lowered DSM cost-effectiveness cancelling the 
program or significantly reducing incentive payments. 
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19 Wilson 15/9

“FPL cites uncertainty about the performance of future EE 
programs, presenting a reliability risk in the form of load 
forecast uncertainty. This analysis is unreliable because it (1) 
is out of date (based on 2002 technology) and (2) is based on 
a simple average of program uncertainty without any 
evidence that averaging is the proper statistical technique, 
given the likelihood that there are relationships between the 
program outcomes.21 This type of analysis should be 
supported by a current evaluation, measurement and 
verification (EM&V) study conducted by an independent 
consultant and its novel application in this circumstance 
certainly requires greater scrutiny.” (Misleading)

Mr. Wilson misinterpreted the use of this data. It was 
never used in either the LOLP-based analyses or the 
system operations-based analyses. It was merely 
developed to get a ballpark idea of what the uncertainty 
range around DSM kW reductions per installation (and by 
program type) might be. Mr. Wilson's reference to EM&V 
confirms that there is uncertainty regarding the 
performance of DSM once it is installed. In addition, 
there is also uncertainty regarding the number of DSM 
installations that may occur in the future due to changes 
in DSM cost-effectiveness. However, FPL did not utilize 
either of these DSM uncertainty factors in its LOLP-based 
or system operations-based analyses.

20 Wilson 16/8

"The GRM designed by FPL includes energy conservation 
programs, which are not subject to 'fatigue'.  In fact, just the 
opposite as many of these programs involve the use of 
passive measures (e.g., insulation) or installation of lower 
power equipment." (Misleading and Irrelevant)

Load management fatigue was not a factor in the LOLP-
based and system operations-based analyses that led FPL 
to adopt the GRM criterion.
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21 Wilson 21/4
"By adopting an unnecessary and wrongly designed 
criterion, FPL's customers will carry the cost of unnecessary 
power plant construction." (Incorrect and Misleading)

The criterion is needed to ensure reliability on FPL's 
system and is correctly designed for the specific 
conditions of FPL's system. In addition, FPL's resource 
planning considers the electric rate impact of all resource 
options when considering resource additions to FPL's 
system.

22 Wilson 21/20

"If FPL had made greater investments in energy efficiency 
and pursued opportunities to procure renewable energy in 
South Carolina, it might be possible for FPL to avoid adding 
any additional natural gas power plants - including the 
proposed OCEC Unit 1 - and the costs that they represent for 
customers." (Incorrect and Confusing)

FPL neither operates in South Carolina nor adds 
renewable resource options in South Carolina. And there 
is no additional readily available, cost-effective DSM on 
FPL's system with which to meet FPL's 2019 resource 
needs. In addition, FPL is already tripling its solar 
generating resources in 2016 and is actively evaluating 
more solar resources.

23 Wilson 22/9

"In other words, FPL's newest solar facilities are not the 
result of FPL's resource planning process as described in the 
ten-year site plan, but are the result of some other business 
development process that is not clearly described." 
(Incorrect)

This statement appears to be a misinterpretation of FPL's 
Site Plan document. The process behind the selection of 
FPL's 3 new solar units is clearly described on Page 80 of 
FPL's 2015 Ten Year Site Plan which describes the 
activities carried out in FPL's 2014/early 2015 resource 
planning work. In addition, FPL's direct testimony 
describes how solar was evaluated as part of its resource 
planning process for the feasibility of addressing FPL's 
2019 need.
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24 Wilson 23/11

"…I cannot speculate as to the extent that solar technologies 
could substitute for any need that may exist (now or in the 
future) for a combined cycle natural gas plant.  I would 
expect FPL to increase its plans to invest in solar resources if 
solar was included in the capacity optimization process." 
(Misleading)

Solar is actively being evaluated in FPL's on-going 
resource planning work. As viable cost-effective solar 
applications are identified in this evaluation of resource 
options, FPL will likely incorporate them into its resource 
plan. 

25 Mims 4/8

"It would seem that if FPL is truly trying to diversify its fuel 
sources, at least one of these resources [solar or nuclear] 
would be increasing as a percent of total generation over 
time, not just natural gas." (Incorrect and Misleading)

The statement ignores the fact that FPL's solar 
contribution will triple in 2016. Also, the discussion and 
associated table is very selective in regard to the years 
addressed. The years appear to have been carefully 
chosen to leave out recent fuel diversity additions such 
as: 110 MW of solar around 2010, more than 500 MW of 
additional nuclear capacity around 2012, and 2,200 MW 
of new nuclear capacity in 2027/2028. Furthermore, 
SACE actively opposed these nuclear additions which 
have enormous fuel diversity benefits as well as fuel 
hedge and environmental cost hedge benefits.
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Commission Proceedings 
Approving or Applying 20% Reserve Margin 

                    
Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding

Type
Commission Statement /Action

981890  
PSC-99-2507-S-EU

FPL, FPC, 
TECO

Generic 
Investigation

Commission approved 20% reserve margin stipulation for FPL, FPC and TECO. 
    “During our reviews of the Ten Year Site Plans filed in 1997 and 1998, we 
expressed concerns about the adequacy of the reserve margins planned for 
Peninsular Florida. At the December 15, 1998, Internal Affairs meeting, we directed 
staff to open this docket to consider the reserve margins planned for Peninsular 
Florida electric utilities. 
…
We approve the Stipulation agreed to by Florida Power & Light Company, Florida 
Power Corporation, and Tampa Electric Company. It addresses the basic concern 
about the adequacy of planned reserve margins for Peninsular Florida. Collectively, 
these three utilities plan for approximately 80 percent of the Peninsular Florida load. 
Thus, a twenty percent planning criterion adopted by these three utilities is a 
significant increase over the fifteen percent criterion currently employed.” 

991973  
PSC-00-0504-PAA-EQ

FPC Standard 
Offer 

Commission granted rule waiver, in part because of 20% reserve margin standard. 
“If the waiver were not granted, FPC's efforts to meet the new 20% reserve margin 
would be frustrated.” 

001064  
PSC-01-0029-FOF-EI

FPC Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Hines Unit 2.   
     “We find that Florida Power Corporation has a need for additional capacity to 
maintain the reliability and integrity of its system, as contemplated by Section 
403.519, Florida Statutes.  The record shows that FPC has demonstrated a need for 
additional capacity to meet its 20 percent minimum reserve margin criteria.  
…
     In Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, Docket No. 981890-EU, the Commission 
approved the stipulation reached by the peninsular Florida investor-owned utilities 
(IOUs). These IOUs agreed to implement a 20 percent minimum reserve margin 
criteria to be fully effective by the summer of 2004. P r i o r to t h i s stipulation, 
FPC utilized a 15 percent minimum reserve margin criteria.  As shown in Exhibit 10, 
answers to staff’s interrogatories, FPC‘s projected reserve margin in the winter of 
2003/04 is 18.4 percent, if Hines 2 is not brought into service. FPC needs only 
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approximately 130 MW to precisely reach a 20 percent reserve margin in the winter 
of 2003/04. FPC will violate its 20 percent minimum reserve margin criterion, in the 
winter of 2004/05, if Hines 2 is delayed. FPC, therefore, is only accelerating the 
proposed capacity addition six months in order to meet the stipulation.” 

001437 
PSC-00-2434-PAA-EI

FPL Depreciation  Commission approved new depreciation rates for units added to meet the 20% 
reserve margin criterion. 
     “Subsequently, by Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in 
Docket No. 981890-EU, FPL agreed to a minimum reserve margin planning criterion 
of twenty percent reserve beginning with the Summer of 2004. To achieve this goal, 
FPL now plans to install six CTs at Ft. Myers, which will initially operate in a stand-
alone mode until the overall completion of the repowering, currently 
projected for June 1, 2002.” 

010107 
PSC-01-1337-PAA-EI

FPL Depreciation Commission approved new depreciation rates for units added to meet the 20% 
reserve margin criterion. 
     “By Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in Docket No. 
981890-EU, FPL agreed to a minimum reserve margin planning criterion of twenty 
percent reserve beginning with the Summer of 2004. However, in an effort to 
achieve this goal by the Summer of 2001, FPL plans to install two combustion 
turbines (CTs) at the Martin Site in June, 2001. These units will initially operate in a 
stand-alone peaking mode with planned conversion to natural gas-fired, combined-
cycle generators in the 2005-2006 time period to meet FPL’s expected increased 
customer growth and usage.” 

 FPL, FPC,
TECO

2001 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes.    
    “The Commission has reviewed Ten-Year Site Plans filed by twelve (12) reporting 
utilities and two (2) merchant plant companies. The Commission has determined that 
the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are suitable for planning 
purposes. Forecasted reserve margins for Peninsular Florida range from 20% to 23% 
during summer peak seasons, and from 23% to 26% during winter peak seasons.  
The Commission makes no determination on the suitability of the merchant plant 
filings.”

020262 
020263 

PSC-02-1743-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Martin Unit 8 and Manatee Unit 3. 
     “We find that Florida Power & Light company has a need for additional capacity 
to maintain the reliability and integrity of its system, which will be provided by- 
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Manatee Unit 3 and Martin Unit 8. FPL has an estimated need for 1,122 MW of 
additional capacity for Summer, 2005, and an additional need for 600 MW of 
capacity for Summer, 2006. The 1,107 MW of summer capacity from Manatee Unit 
3 will contribute to FPL's electric system reliability and integrity. With the addition 
of that capacity, FPL's projected reserve margin for Summer, 2005 is 19.92%. In 
order to precisely meet a planning reserve margin criterion of 20.0%' FPL needs only 
15 MW of capacity with the addition of Manatee Unit 3 in Summer, 2005. 
Therefore, FPL does not have a pressing reliability need for the entire 789 MW of 
capacity from Martin Unit 8 until Summer, 2006. As discussed below, however, the 
record shows that it is more cost-effective for FPL to place Martin Unit 8 into 
commercial service in 2005 rather than 2006.” 

020295 
PSC-02-0909-PAA-EQ

FPC Standard Offer Commission granted waiver of a Commission rule because of the need to meet the 
20% reserve margin criterion. 
     “We agree that if the waiver is not granted, FPC‘s efforts to meet the new 20% 
reserve margin would be frustrated. On November 30, 1999, we approved an 
agreement between FPC, FPL, and TECO adopting a 20% reserve margin planning 
criterion starting in the summer of 2004. A delay in the RFP process could seriously 
jeopardize FPC’s ability to bring Hines 3 on line by the December, 2005, in-service 
date.”

020332 
PSC-02-1103-PAA-EI

FPL Depreciation Commission approved depreciation rates for units added by FPL to meet the 20% 
reserve margin criterion. 
     “By Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in Docket No. 
981890-EU, FPL agreed to a minimum reserve margin planning criterion of twenty 
percent beginning with the Summer of 2004. To achieve this goal in a more timely 
fashion, FPL installed six CTs at Ft. Myers in 2000 and 2001, initially operating in a 
stand-alone mode. This provided immediate increases to the FPL system. With the 
recent addition of the six HRSGs, Ft. Myers became a combined cycle operating 
facility on May 31, 2022.” 

020953 
PSC-03-0175-FOF-EI

FPC Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Hines Unit 3. 
“Reserve Margin 
     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. 
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981890-EUf 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 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. 
     FPC has relied heavily in the past on demand side management (DSM) to meet its 
reserve requirements. FPC cannot use DSM as often or with the same duration as 
physical generation without eventually affecting customer participation levels, as 
was demonstrated by FPC's customer attrition from its DSM programs in 1998 and 
1999. The record indicates FPC's DSM programs are becoming less cost-effective 
compared to the cost of generation. For these reasons, FPC is attempting to build up 
its physical reserve percentage.” 
…
     “In summary, we find that FPC's load forecast is reasonable.  FPC's projected 
reserve margin in the winter of 2005/2006 is 17 percent if Hines Unit 3 is not 
brought into service, and therefore FPC will violate its 20 percent minimum reserve 
margin in the winter of 2005/06 . FPC projects that the growth in winter peak 
demand will average approximately 159 MW a year from 2002/03 to
2006/07, with a projected peak in 2006/07 of 9,195 MW. FPC has projected a 
growth in winter peak demand of 416 MW for the period 2004/05 to 2006/07.
Therefore, we find that Hines Unit 3 will be needed by December 2005 , to maintain 
FPC' s electric system reliability and integrity.” 

 FPL, PEF, 
TECO

2002 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
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  “The Commission has reviewed Ten-Year Site Plans filed by twelve (12) reporting 
utilities and two (2) merchant plant companies. The Commission has determined that 
the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are suitable for planning 
purposes. Forecasted statewide reserve margins range from 24% to 27% during 
summer peak seasons, and from 27% to 31% during winter peak seasons. The 
Commission makes no determination on the suitability of the 
merchant plant filings.” 

030866 
PSC-03-1329-PAA-EQ

PEF Standard Offer/ 
Bid Rule Waiver

Commission granted a waiver of the Bid Rule due to a likely inability to meet the 
20% reserve margin criterion. 
     “We believe that if the waiver is not granted, Progress’s efforts to meet the 20% 
reserve margin would be frustrated. In 1999, an agreement was approved between 
Progress Energy Florida, Florida Power & Light Company, and Tampa Electric 
Company adopting a 20% reserve margin planning criterion, effective with the 
summer of 2004. See Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, 
Docket No. 981890-EU, In Re: Generic Investigation into the Adequate Electric 
Utility Reserve Margins Planned f o r Peninsular Florida. A delay in the RFP process 
could seriously jeopardize Progress’s ability to bring Hines 4 on line by the 
December 2007 in-service date, an action which is necessary to ensure that the 
Company maintains a 20% reserve margin. As a result, we agree with the Company 
that this potential impairment to the reliability of Progress’s generation resources 
constitutes “substantial hardship” within the meaning of Section- 120.542, Florida 
Statutes.” 

 FPL, PEF, 
TECO

2003 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes.      
   “The Commission has reviewed Ten-Year Site Plans filed by eleven reporting 
utilities and one independent power producer (IPP). The Commission has determined 
that the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are suitable for planning 
purposes. Forecasted statewide reserve margins range from 23% to 26% during 
summer peak seasons, and from 26% to 30% during winter peak seasons. The 
Commission makes no determination on the suitability of the IPP filing.” 

040029 
040031 
040033 

PSC-04-0763-PAA-EG

FPL
PEF

TECO

DSM Goals 
DSM Goals 
DSM Goals 

Established DSM goals for FPL, PEF, and TECO using avoided costs calculated 
assuming a 20% reserve margin. 
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PSC-04-0769-PAA-EG
PSC-04-0765-PAA-EG

040206 
PSC-04-0609-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Turkey Point Unit 5. 
    “There is a need for the proposed Turkey Point Unit 5, taking into account the 
need for electric system reliability and integrity, as this criterion is used in Section 
403.519, Florida Statutes. Absent the timely addition of Turkey Point Unit 5, FPL’s 
summer reserve margins will fall to 14.7 percent in the summer of 2007, well below 
the Commission-approved 20 percent reserve margin planning criterion. Further, the 
addition of Turkey Point Unit 5 will enhance FPL’s operating flexibility and system 
reliability in Southeast Florida by reducing the growing imbalance between 
generation and load in this region.” 

 FPL, PEF,
TECO

2004 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
    “The Commission has reviewed Ten-Year Site Plans filed by eleven reporting 
utilities and one independent power producer (IPP). The Commission has determined 
that the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are suitable for planning 
purposes. Forecasted statewide reserve margins range from 23% to 26% during 
summer peak seasons, and from 26% to 30% during winter peak seasons. The 
Commission makes no determination on the suitability of the IPP filing.” 

 FPL, PEF,
TECO

2005 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
   “ Based on our review, the Commission finds the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the 
eleven reporting utilities to be suitable.” 

060225 
PSC-06-0555-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for West County 1 & 2.  
    “We find that there is a need for FPL’s proposed West County Units 1 and 2, 
taking into account the need for electric system reliability and integrity, as this 
criterion is used in Section 403.519, Florida Statutes. Without completing West 
County Unit 1 by June 2009, FPL’s and Peninsular Florida’s electric system 
reliability and integrity would be significantly reduced. FPL would also fail to meet 
its 20 percent reserve margin planning criterion. Without the unit, FPL’s summer 
reserve margin for 2009 would decrease to 15.5% and decrease further in each 
following year.” 

060387 
PSC-06-0743-PAA-EQ

PEF PPA Approval Commission approved a PPA with a renewable resource, Florida Biomass.  
     “By the terms of the negotiated contract, the Florida Biomass combined cycle 
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generator is to be operational no later than December 1, 2009, with net output 
projected to be 116 MW.  PEF's 2006 Ten Year Site Plan shows projected growth of 
approximately 200 MW of demand each year. PEF asserts that it will need additional 
capacity by 2009 to maintain its 20% reserve margin. The next planned unit is the 
Bartow Repowering Project, currently scheduled to come 
on line in June 2009. There are six additional units planned through 2015 to meet 
PEF's demonstrated need for capacity in that period. While PEF has not included the 
Florida Biomass contract as a firm resource in its 2006 Ten Year Site Plan, if the 
contract is approved, PEF will include the projected committed capacity as a firm 
resource.” 

 FPL, PEF, 
TECO

2006 TYSP 
Review

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “Pursuant to Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, the Florida Public Service 
Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven 
reporting utilities and finds them to be suitable.” 

070100 
PSC-07-0456-PAA-EQ

FPL Depreciation Approved of Depreciation rates for Turkey Point Unit 5. 
     “By Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU,2 FPL agreed to a minimum reserve margin 
planning criterion of 20 percent beginning in the summer of 2004. However, in 
2003, FPL’s integrated resource planning work determined that an additional 1,066 
megawatts (MW) of capacity was needed by the summer of 2007. If the additional 
megawatts were not obtained, FPL and the Peninsular Florida’s electric system 
reliability and integrity would be reduced and the required 20 percent reserve margin 
would not be met for 2007. Also, the balance between the amount of 
generating capacity located in southeast Florida and the electrical load would not be 
maintained. Pursuant to Order No. PSC-04-0609-FOF-EI,3 the Commission 
approved the construction of Turkey Point Unit 5 to meet FPL’s needed capacity.” 

070602 
PSC-08-0021-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

for
Expansion 

Commission granted a determination of need for expansion of Turkey Point and St. 
Lucie nuclear units. 
     “There is a need for the Turkey Point nuclear power plant (“PTN”) and St. Lucie 
nuclear power plant (“PSL”) uprates, taking into account the need for electric system 
reliability and integrity, as this criterion is used in Section 403.519(4), Florida 
Statutes. Without the uprates, FPL’s electric system reliability and integrity will be 
significantly reduced, and FPL will fail to meet its 20% reserve margin beginning in 
2012 ….  
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     FPL has future resource needs of 490 MW of incremental capacity in 2012. All 
demand side management (“DSM”) that is known to be cost-effective through 2013 
is already reflected in FPL’s 2006/2007 resource planning work, which identified 
this capacity need.  Consequently, to meet FPL’s summer reserve margin criterion of 
20% through 2013, FPL needs new capacity in the form of power plant construction 
and or purchases.” 

070650 
PSC-08-0237-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for for Turkey Point units 6 and 7. 
     “There is a need for Turkey Point 6 and 7, taking into account the need for 
electric system reliability and integrity, as this criterion is used in Section 
403.519(4), F.S. 
     FPL argues that there is a need for Turkey Point 6 and 7 because overall system 
demand is expected to grow by 40%. FPL further contends that without Turkey Point 
6 and 7, the reserve margin would fall below 20% and FPL would have to rely more 
heavily on DSM, which would render FPL’s system less reliable. 
…
     Based on the foregoing, we find that FPL’s capacity need projections are 
reasonable. We note that no party took issue with the load forecast. 
     FPL’s need was determined after taking into account 1,899 MW of additional 
DSM, all other currently committed supply projects, 414 MW of recently approved 
nuclear capacity includes previously certified nuclear uprates in 2012 and 2013 as 
well as new uncertified gas CC units in 2011, 2015, 2016, and 2017, includes 
previously certified nuclear uprates in 2012 and 2013, but no new gas units and 287 
MW of renewable generation, although none are yet contracted, from 2 biomass 
projects and 3 municipal waste-to-energy projects. FPL’s need for additional 
capacity to meet rising electricity demands cannot be satisfied with additional 
purchased power from renewable generation. Additional DSM programs and 
renewables are not capable of deferring the need for additional capacity. 
     In conclusion, the evidence shows that FPL has a need for 8,350 MW of 
additional capacity beginning in the 2011 through 2020 period. Turkey Point 6 and 7 
will provide only a portion of FPL’s need for capacity.” 

  2007 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “Pursuant to Section 186.801, Florida Statutes, the Commission has reviewed the 
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utilities’ 2007 Ten-Year Site Plans and finds them to be suitable because the plans 
were responsive to the energy policies in place at the time of filing.” 

080407 
080408 
080409 

PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG

 DSM Goals The Commission approved DSM Goals based on avoided cost calculation for FPL, 
FPC and TECO that employed a 20% reserve margin criterion. 

080203 
080245 
080246 

PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for West County Energy Center Unit 3, 
Conversion of Riviera Plant, and Conversion of Cape Canaveral Plant. 
     “FPL has demonstrated a reliability need for additional resource capacity in 2013.  
Usually, when a company seeks to satisfy a need for additional resource capacity 
using natural gas facilities, a petition for need determination would be submitted 
approximately 3 years before the facility’s in-service date. The company decided, 
however, that unique economic opportunities and site-specific circumstances made it 
more cost effective to build WCEC 3 for operation in 201 1 and perform the 
conversions at Cape Canaveral and Riviera by 2013 and 2014. 
FPL contends that it will not be able to perform the conversions of Cape Canaveral 
and Riviera without approval of the proposed WCEC 3. FPL chose gas-fired 
combined cycle units as its resource option to meet its capacity needs. This decision 
was made primarily because coal and nuclear generation have longer construction 
times and would not be able to provide the additional capacity in the time needed. 
This approach will maintain FPL‘s reserve margin above 20 percent throughout the 
period.”

080512 
PSC-08-0707-PAA-EQ

PEF PPA Approval Commission approved a PPA with Vision/FL, LLC. 
     “The Facility is projected to have a maximum nominal generating capacity of 50 
MW.  After serving internal loads, the Facility will provide firm capacity of 
approximately 40 MW to PEF. The expected annual energy amounts to 3 11,853 
MWh. As a renewable energy resource, Vision’s projected committed capacity of 40 
MW will be independent of the current fossil fuel infrastructure as it uses a separate, 
distinct supply mechanism for its biomass fuel. It is noted that the addition of 40 
MW of firm capacity and energy from Vision in 2010 to PEF pursuant to 
the contract will not completely defer or avoid the need for additional capacity in 
order to meet a 20% reserve margin. However, the Facility will displace energy 
generated by fossil fuels, reducing the state’s dependence on these resources and 
promoting fuel diversity.” 
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  2008 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven 
reporting utilities and finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable and 
that the reporting utilities have identified additional generation facilities required in 
order to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost. Therefore, 
the Commission finds the 2008 Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven reporting 
utilities to be suitable for planning purposes.” 

  2009 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the 11 reporting 
utilities and finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable and that the 
reporting utilities have identified additional generation facilities required in order to 
maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost. Therefore, the 
Commission finds the 2009 Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the 11 reporting utilities to 
be suitable for planning purposes.” 

  2010 
TYSP Review 

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

110018 
PSC-11-0293-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for expansion of Solid Waste Authority 
of Palm Beach County unit. 
     “FPL determines the magnitude and timing of its resource needs based on a 
minimum reserve margin. The reserve margin represents available generating 
capacity during peak demand periods. FPL has established a minimum reserve 
margin of 20 percent above peak demand for reliability purposes. FPL has identified 
a reliability need beginning in 2016. This projection is consistent with FPL's 2011 
Ten Year Site Plan ("TYSP"). Commencing in 2015, SW A will provide the output 



Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding
Type

Commission Statement /Action

if the Expanded Facility as firm capacity and energy to FPL.   … 

     Upon review, we find that the Joint Petitioners are persuasive in their argument 
that the Expanded Facility will improve electric system reliability and integrity on 
FPL's system. FPL is currently projecting a need for additional capacity. The 
Expanded Facility, projected to provide between 70 and 80 MW of firm capacity by 
2015, will satisfy a portion of FPL's projected need. Therefore, the SWA Expanded 
Facility will contribute to the reliability and integrity of FPL's electric system. In 
addition to providing additional capacity, the Expanded Facility, which will be 
located in Southeast Florida, has attributes that will address two system concerns for 
FPL: a) enhancing fuel diversity; and b) maintaining a regional balance between load 
and generating capacity, particularly in Southeastern Florida.  

We find that there is a need for the SWA Expanded Facility taking into 
account the need for electric system reliability and integrity, as this criterion is used 
in Section 403.519, F.S.  

110309 
PSC-12-0187-FOF-EI

FPL Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Port Everglades plant. 
“There is a need for Port Everglades Next Generation Energy Center, taking 

into account the need for electric system reliability and integrity. Based on the 20 
percent reserve margin criterion adopted by FPL pursuant to a stipulation with this 
Commission, FPL projected in its filing that additional capacity to meet firm peak 
demand will be needed by the summer of 2016. If FPL did not construct PEEC until 
2019, the Company's projected reserve margin would drop to 18.2 percent in 2017 
and 2018 and would be primarily made up of Demand Side Management resources. 

After accounting for all projected DSM from cost-effective programs 
approved by this Commission, FPL' s projections at the time of the filing indicate 
that by 2016, the Company will have a capacity need of 284 MW in order to adhere 
to FPL's minimum reserve margin criterion of 20 percent. The timing of FPL's 
projected need was largely driven by the expiration of existing purchased power 
agreements totaling 1,306 MW of summer capacity and the decision to place certain 
units into inactive reserve mode. PEEC will provide 1,277 MW of capacity to help 
satisfy the Company's capacity needs through 2020.” 
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 FPL, DEF,
TECO

2011  
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven 
reporting utilities, as well as supplemental data provided through data requests, and 
finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable. The reporting utilities 
have identified sufficient additional generation facilities to maintain an adequate 
supply of electricity at a reasonable cost. Therefore, the Commission finds the 2011 
Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the reporting utilities, augmented with supplemental 
data provided, to be suitable for planning purposes.”

120234 
PSC-13-0014-FOF-EI

TECO Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Polk unit 205 conversion. 
     “We find that there is a need for Polk 2-5 as proposed by TECO to maintain 
electric system reliability and integrity as this criterion is used in Section 403.519(3), 
F.S. For planning purposes, TECO utilizes a 20 percent firm reserve margin 
reliability criteria above the system firm peak demand. After taking into account load 
growth, existing power plant unit capacity, firm purchased power agreements, and 
demand-side management (DSM), TECO's summer reserve margin is projected to 
fall below 20 percent in 2017. By providing up to approximately 459 MW of 
additional capacity, Polk 2-5 will help TECO meet its needs for additional capacity 
beginning in 2017.”

120314 
PSC-13-0164-PAA-EQ

FPL PPA Approval Commission approved PPA agreements with U.S. EcoGen. 
     “FPL maintains a planning reserve margin of 20 percent pursuant to a 

stipulation approved by this Commission.1  FPL’s next major generating additions 
are the Cape Canaveral Modernization (1,210 MW) in 2013, the Riviera 
Modernization (1,212 MW) in 2014, and the Port Everglades Modernization (1,277 
MW) in 2016, followed by Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 (1,100 MW each) in 2022 
and 2023. 

…

The firm capacity to be delivered under the terms of the Contracts, and the 
resulting potential to defer or delay a portion of FPL’s next generating unit, meets 

1 See Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, issued December 22, 1999, in Docket No. 981890-EU - In re: Generic investigation into the aggregate electric utility 
reserve margins planned for Peninsular Florida. 
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the requirement of Rule 25-17.0832(3)(a), F.A.C. (which addresses the need for 
capacity by the purchasing utility and the state as a whole).  Therefore, upon review, 
we find that approval of the proposed Contracts will enhance FPL’s system 
reliability, encourage the use of renewable fuels in Florida, and promote fuel 
diversity for FPL’s ratepayers.” 

 FPL, DEF,
TECO

2012 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “The Commission has reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the eleven 
reporting utilities, as well as supplemental data provided through data requests, and 
finds that the projections of load growth appear reasonable. The reporting utilities 
have identified sufficient additional generation facilities to maintain an adequate 
supply of electricity at a reasonable cost. Therefore, the Commission finds the 2012 
Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the reporting utilities, augmented with supplemental 
data provided, to be suitable for planning purposes.”

130199 
130200 
130201 

PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU

FPL, DEF, 
TECO

DSM Goals The Commission approved DSM Goals based on avoided cost calculation for FPL, 
FPC and TECO that employed a 20% reserve margin criterion. 

 FPL, DEF,
TECO

2013 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “Based on its review, the Commission finds the 2013 TYSPs filed by the 
reporting utilities, augmented with supplemental data provided, to be suitable for 
planning purposes. Since the TYSP is not a binding plan of action for electric 
utilities, the Commission’s classification of these Plans as suitable or unsuitable does 
not constitute a finding or determination in docketed matters before the Commission. 
The Commission may address any concerns raised by a utility’s TYSP at a public 
hearing.”

140110 
PSC-14-0557-FOF-EI

DEF Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Citrus County plant. 
     “As described by Witness Borsch, DEF employs two reliability criteria in its 
resource planning process: (1) a loss of load probability criterion, and (2) a reserve 
margin criterion. Witness Borsch stated that DEF’s resource plans have been 
reviewed by this Commission each year since the early 1990s in the annual Ten-Year 
Site Plan review process. Witness Borsch asserted that the Company’s need for the 
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proposed Citrus County Plant in the summer of 2018 is driven by the aforementioned 
reserve margin criterion. DEF’s minimum reserve margin threshold is 20 percent and 
the Company calculates its reserve margin based on the relationship between peak 
load and total capacity available to serve that load. In addition to DEF’s claimed 
need to satisfy its reserve margin criterion, Witness Borsch testified that the Citrus 
County Plant would provide reliability and stability to the Florida electric grid as 
determined by the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council, Inc. 
…
    There is no record evidence to indicate the recession has fundamentally altered 
DEF’s expected forecast result for 2018 demand in a manner that casts doubt on the 
forecast. We find DEF’s load forecast presented in this docket to be reasonable for 
the purposes of determining the need for DEF’s proposed Citrus County Plant in 
2018. Based on the evidence in the record, if DEF did not construct the proposed 
Citrus County Plant in 2018, the projected reserve margin could drop as low as 12.3 
percent in 2018.”  

140111 
PSC-14-0590-FOF-EI

DEF Need 
Determination

Commission granted a determination of need for Hines unit Chiller project. 
     “Based on the evidence in the record, we recalculated DEF’s originally filed 
reserve margin to ensure that the Company still has a reliability need in 2017. Table 
2, below, shows that DEF’s reserve margin in 2017 would fall to 19 percent absent 
any new generation. This represents a 94 MW need. Although, the need is relatively 
small, Witness Borsch testified that the addition of the Hines Project is cost-effective 
even when the capacity of the project was not needed to meet the Company’s reserve 
margin criteria. We also note that no party in this docket 
disputed the need for the Hines Project. 
…
     Given a 20 percent reserve margin criterion, we find that the evidence in the 
record demonstrates a need for the Hines Project beginning in 2017. Based on our 
calculations, if DEF did not construct the proposed Hines Project in 2017, the 
projected reserve margin could fall below the Company’s 20 percent criterion.” 

 FPL, DEF,
TECO

2014 
TYSP Review 

Commission determined Ten-Year Site Plans filed by the utility companies are 
suitable for planning purposes. 
     “The Commission has reviewed the 2014 Ten-Year Site Plans and finds that the 
projections of load growth appear reasonable. The reporting utilities have identified 
sufficient additional generation facilities to maintain an adequate supply of 
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electricity at a reasonable cost. The Commission will continue to monitor the impact 
of current and proposed EPA Rules and the state’s dependence on natural gas for 
electricity production.  
     Based on its review, the Commission finds the 2014 Ten-Year Site Plans to be 
suitable for planning purposes. Since the Plans are not a binding plan of action for 
electric utilities, the Commission’s classification of these Plans as suitable or 
unsuitable does not constitute a finding or determination in docketed matters before 
the Commission. The Commission may address any concerns raised by a utility’s 
Ten-Year Site Plan at a public hearing.”
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(1)  For existing lines, the information required on FERC Form 1, pages 422, 423, 424, 
and 425, except that the information reported on pages 422 and 423 may be reported 
every five years. 

 

(2)  For lines under construction, the following:  

a. Commission docket number; 
b. Location of end point(s);
c. Length;
d. Range of right-of-way width; 
e. Range of tower heights;  
f. Number of circuits;
g. Operating voltage;  
h. Design capacity;  
i. Date construction started;  
j. Projected in-service date;  

 



a.  County location of end point(s);  
b.  Approximate length;  
c.  Typical right-of-way width for proposed type of line;  
d.  Typical tower height for proposed type of line;  
e.  Number of circuits;  
f.  Operating voltage;  
g.  Design capacity;  
h. Estimated date for starting construction (if more than 6 

month delay   from last report, explain); and  
i. Estimated in-service date (if more than 6-month delay from 

last report, explain). (NCUC docket no. E-100, sub 62, 
12/4/92; NCUC docket no. E-100, sub 78a, 4/29/98.) 
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Other Non-Compliance
Renewables

 (Cumulative Nameplate MW) (4)

Year Retirements Additions Wind (1) Solar (1) Biomass/Hydro(3) Solar/Biomass/Hydro EE DSM (2)

2016 0 459 171 397 67 871

2017
61 MW Sutton CTs
(Units 1, 2A, 2B)

84 MW Sutton Blackstart CTs
14 MW Nuc Uprate 0 462 206 409 96 923

2018 15 MW Nuc Uprate 0 465 164 408 125 967

2019
20 MW CHP

135 MW CC Uprate 0 467 164 407 155 1004

2020

406 MW Darlington CT
(Units 1-3, 5, 7-10)

376 MW Asheville Coal
663 MW Asheville CC

350 MW CT PPA (5) 0 468 167 407 183 1021
Notes:
(1) Capacity is shown in nameplate ratings.  For planning purposes, wind presents a 13% contribution to peak
    and solar has a 44%  contribution to peak.
(2) Includes impacts of grid modernization.
(3) Biomass includes swine and poultry contracts.
(4) Other renewables includes NUGs and utility-owned projects. 
(4) This is a placeholder PPA for 2020, and removed in 2021.

Duke Energy Progress Short-Term Action Plan

Compliance Renewable Resources
(Cumulative Nameplate MW)
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Wholesale Sales Contracts 

Wholesale Purchase Contracts 

Non-Utility Generation Contracts 







Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources

Facility 1 Wilmington NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 2 Raleigh NC Solar 4.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 3 Leland NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 4 Raleigh NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 5 Jacksonville NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 6 Cary NC Solar 9.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 7 Raleigh NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 8 New Hill NC Solar 6.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 9 Selma NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes

Facility 10 Apex NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 11 Raleigh NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 12 Knightdale NC Solar 6.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 13 Cary NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 14 Pittsboro NC Solar 7.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 15 Raleigh NC Solar 5.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 16 Cary NC Solar 2.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 17 Biltmore Lakes NC Solar 5.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 18 Asheville NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 19 Raleigh NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 20 Wilmington NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 21 Cary NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 22 Cary NC Solar 5.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 23 Clayton NC Solar 5.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 24 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 25 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 26 Wilmington NC Solar 4.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 27 Pinehurst NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 28 Weaverville NC Solar 3.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 29 Chapel Hill NC Solar 5.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 30 Asheville NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 31 Leicester NC Solar 4.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 32 Asheville NC Solar 5.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 33 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 34 Apex NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 35 New Hill NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 36 Cary NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 37 Raleigh NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 38 Cary NC Solar 4.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 39 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 40 Apex NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 41 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 42 Raleigh NC Solar 2.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 43 Wilmington NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 44 New Bern NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 45 Raleigh NC Solar 6.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 46 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 47 Holly Springs NC Solar 9.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 48 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 49 Raleigh NC Solar 3.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 50 Raleigh NC Solar 5.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes

North Carolina Generators:



Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources
Facility 51 Cary NC Solar 5.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 52 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 53 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 54 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 55 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 56 Siler City NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 57 Clayton NC Solar 7.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 58 Raleigh NC Solar 3.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 59 Fayetteville NC Solar 3.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 60 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 61 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 62 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 63 Holly Springs NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 64 Raleigh NC Solar 6.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 65 Pittsboro NC Solar 5.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 66 Chapel Hill NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 67 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 68 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 69 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 70 Pittsboro NC Solar 7.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 71 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 72 Asheville NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 73 Wilmington NC Solar 2.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 74 Cary NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 75 Raleigh NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 76 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 77 Raeford NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 78 Pittsboro NC Solar 6.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 79 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 80 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 81 Siler City NC Solar 3.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 82 Raleigh NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 83 Chapel Hill NC Solar 2.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 84 Cary NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 85 Pittsboro NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 86 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 87 Chapel Hill NC Solar 8.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 88 Apex NC Solar 6.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 89 Raleigh NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 90 Apex NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 91 Asheville NC Solar 3.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 92 Swannanoa NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 93 Raleigh NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 94 Zebulon NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 95 Black Mountain NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 96 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 97 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 4.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 98 Siler City NC Solar 9.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 99 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 100 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 5.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes



Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources
Facility 101 Cary NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 102 Raleigh NC Solar 2.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 103 Raleigh NC Solar 2.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 104 Raleigh NC Solar 4.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 105 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 5.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 106 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 107 Cary NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 108 Willow Spring NC Solar 5.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 109 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 110 Wilmington NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 111 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 112 Cary NC Solar 5.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 113 Raleigh NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 114 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 115 Alexander NC Solar 6.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 116 Raleigh NC Solar 5.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 117 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 118 Chapel Hill NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 119 Holly Springs NC Solar 5.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 120 Carolina Beach NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 121 Chapel Hill NC Solar 9.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 122 Raleigh NC Solar 4.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 123 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 124 Chapel Hill NC Solar 5.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 125 Raleigh NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 126 Raleigh NC Solar 2.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 127 Knightdale NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 128 Clayton NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 129 Raleigh NC Solar 3.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 130 Robbins NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 131 Raleigh NC Solar 3.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 132 Apex NC Solar 3.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 133 Wilmington NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 134 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 135 Zebulon NC Solar 8.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 136 Leland NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 137 Chapel Hill NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 138 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 139 Angier NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 140 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 141 Raleigh NC Solar 6.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 142 Pittsboro NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 143 Benson NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 144 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 145 Raleigh NC Solar 2.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 146 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 147 Cary NC Solar 6.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 148 Chapel Hill NC Solar 5.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 149 Raleigh NC Solar 6.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 150 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes



Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources
Facility 151 Raleigh NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 152 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 153 Wilmington NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 154 Southern Pines NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 155 Siler City NC Solar 8.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 156 Raleigh NC Solar 4.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 157 Wilmington NC Solar 3.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 158 Cary NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 159 Wilmington NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 160 Raleigh NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 161 Pittsboro NC Solar 6.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 162 Morrisville NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 163 Raleigh NC Solar 3.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 164 Raleigh NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 165 Raleigh NC Solar 6.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 166 Goldsboro NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 167 Biltmore Lake NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 168 Lillington NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 169 Raleigh NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 170 Raleigh NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 171 Apex NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 172 Cary NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 173 Cary NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 174 Apex NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 175 Raleigh NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 176 Raleigh NC Solar 9.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 177 Raleigh NC Solar 3.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 178 Black Mountain NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 179 Apex NC Solar 6.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 180 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 181 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 182 Raleigh NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 183 Spring Hope NC Solar 7.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 184 Raleigh NC Solar 5.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 185 Raleigh NC Solar 5.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 186 Zebulon NC Solar 2.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 187 Henderson NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 188 New Bern NC Solar 3.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 189 Willow Spring NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 190 Pittsboro NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 191 Raleigh NC Solar 2.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 192 Weaverville NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 193 Cary NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 194 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 2.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 195 Raleigh NC Solar 4.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 196 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 197 Asheville NC Solar 7.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 198 Durham NC Solar 34.2                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 199 Asheville NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 200 Wilmington NC Solar 1.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes



Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources
Facility 201 Asheville NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 202 Leasburg NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 203 Fairview NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 204 Asheville NC Solar 14.6                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 205 Willow Spring NC Solar 2,000.0             Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 206 Raleigh NC Solar 1.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 207 Asheville NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 208 Wake Forest NC Solar 5.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 209 Asheboro NC Solar 2.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 210 Apex NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 211 Pittsboro NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 212 Candler NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 213 Pinehurst NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 214 Asheville NC Solar 7.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 215 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 216 Asheville NC Solar 4.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 217 Asheville NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 218 Louisburg NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 219 Asheville NC Solar 2.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 220 Raleigh NC Solar 9.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 221 Vass NC Solar 6.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 222 Pittsboro NC Solar 6.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 223 Fairview NC Solar 7.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 224 Cary NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 225 Henderson NC Solar 4,998.0             Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 226 Nashville NC Solar 2,000.0             Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 227 Cary NC Solar 15.0                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 228 Clayton NC Solar 407.0                 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 229 Hurdle Mills NC Solar 20.0                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 230 Angier NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 231 Fletcher NC Solar 3.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 232 Waynesville NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 233 Raleigh NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 234 Asheboro NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 235 Black Mountain NC Solar 5.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 236 Louisburg NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 237 Asheville NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 238 Cary NC Solar 4.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 239 Candler NC Solar 7.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 240 Weaverville NC Solar 10.1                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 241 Candler NC Solar 0.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 242 Fairview NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 243 Asheville NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 244 Southern Pines NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 245 Leicester NC Solar 5.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 246 Fairview NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 247 Asheville NC Solar 7.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 248 Ashville NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 249 Cary NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 250 Pittsboro NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
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 Capacity 
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Inclusion in 
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Facility 251 Weaverville NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 252 Black Mountain NC Solar 5.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 253 Raeford NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 254 Asheville NC Solar 8.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 255 Wilmington NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 256 Durham NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 257 Wilmington NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 258 Angier NC Solar 5.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 259 Asheville NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 260 Coats NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 261 Montreat NC Solar 2.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 262 Pittsboro NC Solar 1.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 263 Rocky Point NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 264 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 265 Chapel Hill NC Solar 16.0                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 266 Pittsboro NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 267 Hampstead NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 268 Raleigh NC Solar 8.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 269 Asheville NC Solar 5.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 270 Raleigh NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 271 Asheville NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 272 Clayton NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 273 Apex NC Solar 6.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 274 Apex NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 275 Apex NC Solar 6.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 276 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 277 Leland NC Solar 3.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 278 Weaverville NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 279 Raleigh NC Solar 7.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 280 Asheville NC Solar 6.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 281 Apex NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 282 Southern Pines NC Solar 1.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 283 Raleigh NC Solar 3.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 284 Asheville NC Solar 1.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 285 Candler NC Solar 10.1                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 286 Pittsboro NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 287 Fairview NC Solar 7.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 288 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 289 Fairview NC Solar 2.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 290 Raleigh NC Solar 7.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 291 Asheville NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 292 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 293 Wilmington NC Solar 7.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 294 Pittsboro NC Solar 5.2                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 295 Raleigh NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 296 Swannanoa NC Solar 1.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 297 Barnardsville NC Solar 4.4                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 298 Wilmington NC Solar 8.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 299 Asheville NC Solar 4.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 300 Pittsboro NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
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Facility 301 Apex NC Solar 96.0                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 302 Apex NC Solar 15.0                   Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 303 Asheville NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 304 Wilmington NC Solar 5.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 305 Candler NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 306 Asheville NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 307 Garner NC Solar 7.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 308 Chapel Hill NC Solar 7.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 309 Raleigh NC Solar 1.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 310 Wilmington NC Solar 4.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 311 Asheville NC Solar 4.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 312 Asheville NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 313 Fletcher NC Solar 6.1                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 314 Angier NC Solar 2.6                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 315 Lillington NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 316 Asheville NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 317 Asheville NC Solar 6.5                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 318 Asheville NC Solar 2.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 319 Asheville NC Solar 3.7                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 320 Morrisville NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 321 Sanford NC Solar 5.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 322 Raleigh NC Solar 4.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 323 Wilmington NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 324 Morrisville NC Solar 1.3                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 325 Fuquay-Varina NC Solar 3.8                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 326 Raleigh NC Solar 2.9                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 327 Kinston NC Solar 3.0                      Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 328 Asheville NC Solar Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 329 Fairview NC Solar 5.39 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 330 Cary NC Solar 7 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 331 Fuquay Varnia NC Solar 2.49 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 332 Newport NC Solar 7.6 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 333 Fuquay Varina NC Solar 0.82 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 334 Fletcher NC Solar 2.75 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 335 Siler City NC Solar 4.2 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 336 Asheville NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 337 Cary NC Solar 1.84 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 338 Candler NC Solar 7.975 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 339 Star NC Solar 2.3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 340 Fayetville NC Solar 5.71 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 341 Fayetteville NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 342 Asheville NC Solar 3.9 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 343 Asheville NC Solar 3.3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 344 Asheville NC Solar 3.2 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 345 Asheboro NC Solar 6.88 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 346 Wilmington NC Solar 1.63 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 347 Asheville NC Solar 7.1 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 348 Vass NC Solar 4.8 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 349 Waynesville NC Solar 3.62 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 350 Asheville NC Solar 7 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
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Facility 351 Raleigh NC Solar 3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 352 Alexander NC Solar 2.91 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 353 Pittsboro NC Solar 6 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 354 Raleigh NC Solar 2.49 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 355 Pittsboro NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 356 Chapel Hill NC Solar 4.158 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 357 Asheville NC Solar 3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 358 Asheville NC Solar 3.12 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 359 Angier NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 360 Asheville NC Solar 3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 361 Clayton NC Solar 2000 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 362 Raleigh NC Solar 4 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 363 Holly Springs NC Solar 3.8 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 364 Canton NC Solar 2 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 365 Godwin NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 366 Raleigh NC Solar 3.1 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 367 Asheville NC Solar 3.8 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 368 Coats NC Solar 3.84 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 369 Pittsboro NC Solar 8 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 370 Raleigh NC Solar 7.54 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 371 Raleigh NC Solar 8.64 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 372 Climax NC Solar 7.68 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 373 Aberdeen NC Solar 4.14 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 374 Smyrna NC Wind 10 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 375 Castalia NC Solar 3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 376 Weaverville NC Solar 7.5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 377 Benson NC Solar 3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 378 Broadway NC Solar 8.55 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 379 Raleigh NC Solar 3.84 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 380 Goldsboro NC Solar 4.2 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 381 Weaverville NC Solar 6 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 382 Pittsboro NC Solar 1.632 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 383 CAMERON NC Solar 4.3 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 384 Waynesville NC Solar 5 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 385 Asheville NC Solar 4.92 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 386 Hollister NC Solar 2.58 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 387 Weaverville NC Solar 3.84 Intermediate/Peaking Yes
Facility 388 Fletcher NC Solar 424 Intermediate/Peaking Yes

Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation
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Facility 1 Sumter SC Biogas Intermediate/Peaking Yes
South Carolina Generators:



 



 Requirement Location 

1
Summary of significant amendments or revisions to most recently filed 
biennial report (including amendments to type and size of resources 
identified

Chapter 4

2 Short-term action plan Chapter 7

3 REPS Compliance Plan
Attachment: NC 

REPS Compliance 
Plan

4

Most recent 10-year history and forecast of:  
- customers by each customer class,  
- energy sales (MWh) by each customer class,  
- utilities summer and winter peak load

Chapter 5

5

15 year table (w/ and w/o projected supply or demand side resources) of: 
 -Peak loads for summer and winter seasons of each year 
- annual energy forecasts  
- Reserve margins  
- Load duration curves 
- Effects of DR and EE programs on forecasted annual energy and peak loads

Chapter 5

6 Description of future supply-side resources including type of capacity / 
resource (MW rating, fuel source, base, intermediate, or peaking) Chapter 6

7

List of existing units in service with: 
- type of fuel(s) used 
- Type of unit (base, int, peak) 
- Location of existing unit 
- List of units to be retired  with location and date 
- List of units for which there are specific plans for life extension, 
refurbishment, or upgrading 
- Other changes to existing generating units that are expected to impact gen 
capability by 10% or 10 MW

Chapter 8

8

Planned Generation Additions with: 
- Type of fuel used 
- Type of unit (MW rating, base, int, peak) 
- Location if determined 
- Summaries of analyses supporting any new gen additions included in its 
15-year forecast

Chapter 6

9

List of all NUG facilities  
- facility name 
- location 
- primary fuel type 
- capacity (base, int, peak) 
- which are included in its total supply of resources

Chapter 10

10 Cumulative resource additions necessary to meet load obligation & reserve 
margins Chapter 6



 



 



 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 





                     



Compliance 
Year

Previous Year 
DEP Retail 

Sales 
(MWhs)

Previous Year 
Wholesale Retail 

Sales 
(MWhs)

Total Retail 
sales for REPS 
Compliance 

(MWhs)

Solar Set-
Aside 
(RECs)

Swine Set-
Aside 
(RECs)

Poultry Set-
Aside 
(RECs)

REPS 
Requirement 

(%)

Total REPS 
Compliance 
Obligation 

(RECs)
2015 37,490,737 212,347 37,703,084 52,784 26,392 202,536 6% 2,262,185
2016 37,084,787 120,748 37,205,535 52,088 26,044 255,925 6% 2,232,332
2017 37,500,664 121,215 37,621,879 52,671 52,671 257,740 6% 2,257,313



Final Order Modifying the Swine 
Waste Set-Aside Requirement and Providing Other Relief, 





Final Order Modifying the Poultry and 
Swine Waste Set-Aside Requirements and Providing Other Relief







Order Establishing Standard Rates and Contract Terms 
for Qualifying Facilities

Order on Motion to 
Suspend Avoided Cost Rates





2014 Actual 2015 Forecast 2016 Forcast 2017 Forecast
Retail MWh Sales 37,490,737     37,084,787                37,500,664     37,909,134     
Whoesale MWh Sales 212,347           120,748                      121,215           121,684           
Total MWh Sales 37,703,084     37,205,535                37,621,879     38,030,818     

2014 
(Actual)

2015 
(Projected)

2016 
(Projected)

2017 
(Projected)

Residential Accts 1,215,618        1,232,841                  1,247,894        1,265,529        
General Accts 198,063           199,849                      200,952           202,759           
Industrial Accts 2,123                2,109                          2,099                2,090                

2015 2016 2017
Total projected REPS compliance costs 175,742,700$ 238,968,551$ 251,665,511$           
 
Recovered through the Fuel Rider 150,405,592$ 206,151,650$ 214,179,630$           

Total incremental costs (REPS Rider) 25,337,108$   32,816,901$   37,485,881$             

Total including Regulatory Fee 25,370,140$   32,859,684$   37,534,751$             

Projected Annual Cost Caps (REPS Rider) 46,419,866$   74,002,944$   74,670,196$             

















  



  



 
 



 

EEB 70,188       75,098       79,255          
SBES 50,138       38,504       30,803          

Forecast Annual Energy Efficiency Impacts for the REPS Compliance Planning Period 2015-2017  
(MWhs)
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

been explained in FPL's testimony presented in support of its request for a 

determination of need for WCEC 3, because, whether with or without the 

proposed plant conversions, adding WCEC 3 in 2011 is the most economic 

resource available to FPL in 2011 through 2013, it would not be beneficial to 

FPL' s customers to implement any other alternative. Therefore, adding 

WCEC 3 in 2011 is necessary and appropriate if FPL is to proceed with the 

cleaner, high efficiency conversion of Canaveral and Riviera and continue to 

ensure system reliability. 

Is the 20% reserve margin planning criterions appropriate for use in 

FPL's IRP process? 

Yes. The 20% reserve margin reliability criterion utilized by FPL in its 

integrated resource planning process has been reviewed and approved by the 

Commission and it is appropriate and necessary to ensure reliable service for 

FPL' s customers. 

Could FPL lower the planning reserve margin reliability criterion to 15% 

and still provide reliable service to its customers? 

No. A 15% reserve margin is not adequate to ensure reliable service in FPL's 

system. 

How was FPL's current reserve margin criterion of 20% established? 

Prior to 1999 FPL used a reserve margin criterion of 15%. It should be noted 

that FPL's reserves at that time consisted more heavily of generation reserves, 

with load management contributing less than half of what it will provide in 

2014. However, the Commission initiated in the late 1990s a proceeding to 
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Q. 

A. 

detennine what the appropriate reserve margin criterion should be to ensure 

reliability of electric service in the future, recognizing rapid increases in 

electric loads, the introduction and expansion of new technologies, and 

recognition that fuel supply interruptions could occur. After audits were 

performed by the Commission Staff, and after several stakeholders, including 

Florida' s investor-owned utilities, presented their analyses and conclusions, 

all parties agreed that a 20% reserve margin for the investor-owned utilities 

was the appropriate level that would ensure reliability of service in the 

utilities' systems, as well as in peninsular Florida. These investor-owned 

utilities stipulated that they would agree to use a 20% reserve margin as one of 

the reliability criteria for resource planning, in addition to a probabilistic 

criterion such as LOLP, beginning in the summer of 2004. This stipulation 

was approved by the Commission. 

Why is a 15% reserve margin not adequate to ensure reliability in FPL 's 

system? 

Because a 15% reserve margin, as used in the resource planning process, 

would provide a level of generation reserves that would be too low to offset 

the consequences of commonly occurring differences between the 

assumptions used in FPL's long term plan and actual operating conditions, 

especially if those differences occur at times when FPL has scheduled planned 

maintenance outages for one or more generating units. 
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What differences are you referring to? 

There are a number of such differences, as one would expect when 

recognizing that six or more years can separate forecasts that are used to make 

resource decisions from actual conditions at the time the resource plan is 

implemented. To illustrate my point I will provide a numerical example that 

addresses two differences: one is the point in time during the year in which the 

peak load actually occurs, and the other is the difference between the actual 

magnitude of the peak load in a future year (2014) and the projected 

magnitude of the peak for that year that would have been forecasted six years 

earlier (2008). 

How wiU you present this illustration? 

I will first use a calculation very similar to that presented in Exhibit SRS-2 

attached to the testimony of FPL witness Sim to show, pursuant to the 

resource planning process FPL follows to determine future needs, how a 

projected reserve margin of 15% would be achieved for the summer of 2014. 

This calculation is presented in my Exhibit RS-3. The only difference between 

this calculation and that presented in SRS-2 is that the former includes 

sufficient firm generating capacity in FPL's portfolio to reach a reserve 

margin of 15%. The forecasted load for 2014 was developed in 2008 as part of 

FPL's IRP process. Column 3 shows the total projected capacity available in 

FPL's system in the summer of 2014 (27,502 MW). Column 4 shows the 

projected peak load in the summer of 2014 (26,576 MW). Column 5 shows 

the quantity of projected DSM available in the summer of 2014 (2,651 MW). 
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Column 6 shows the projected "firm" peak load; that is, that portion of the 

projected peak load that cannot be mitigated through the exercise of DSM. 

This projected "firm" peak load is equal to the projected peak load less the 

projected DSM, or 23,925 MW. It should be noted that this demonstrates that 

in its resource planning process FPL first considers all the cost-effective DSM 

as a resource before determining what additional supply-side resources are 

required. 

Column 7 shows the projected generation reserves compared to the projected 

"firm'' load. This projected generation reserve compared to projected "firm" 

peak load is equal to projected capacity available less projected "firm" peak 

load, or 3,577 MW. Column 8 shows the projected reserve margin that this 

projected generation reserve provides compared to the "finn" peak load; it is 

equal to the projected generation reserve against "finn" peak load divided by 

"f1rn1" peak load, expressed as a percent. This is the reserve margin that is 

used in FPL's resource planning process to develop and compare plans that 

will provide a 20% reserve margin relative to "finn" peak load. In this case, 

however, the projected reserve margin against the projected "firm" peak load, 

after all the DSM is utilized is 15% in the summer of 2014. As column 9 

shows, FPL would need to add I ,208 MW of additional finn capacity in order 

to meet the 20% reserve margin criterion. 

30 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

Q. 

A. 

You indicated that the calculation above is consistent with FPL's resource 

planning process. How does FPL allocate resources to meet actual electric 

load? 

In actual daily operations FPL dispatches its generation resources in economic 

order, with lowest cost generation first, to produce all the electricity its 

customers need. It is only if generation resources are insufficient to meet 

actual load that the load management portion of DSM is utilized. I am 

providing an example of the effect of having only 15% reserve margin in my 

Exhibit RS-4, page 1 of 2. For simplicity, my example assumes that all the 

DSM consists of load management. First, it is assumed that actual conditions 

in 2014 are the same as shown on Exhibit RS-3. In other words, the peak load 

is 26,576 MW and total capacity available is 27,502 MW. Therefore, FPL 

would be able to meet the load and have 926 MW of unused generation. It 

would also have 2,651 MW of unused DSM for total reserves of 3,577 MW. 

This is the same total of reserves as shown on column 7 of Exhibit RS-3, but 

note that only 926 MW are generation reserves. In other words, in actual 

operations, generation reserves are only about one fourth of total reserves, 

with DSM providing three fourths of the reserve. Another way to look at these 

results is that, in effect, accepting a 15% reserve margin criterion would result 

in generation reserves that actually provide less than 4% operational reserve 

margin. Applying the rest of the reserve margin, which is provided by DSM, 

requires partial curtailment of service to customers who subscribe to load 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

control. Thls is the situation that would exist in 2014 if all happens as was 

forecasted six years earlier, in 2008. 

How would a difference between the projected and actual date of a year's 

peak load affect FPL's ability to meet its customer's needs? 

FPL's forecast typically projects that the summer peak load will occur in 

August and, at present, no plant outages for inspection and maintenance are 

planned during that month. However, the peak load can occur in June and 

July when such plant outages are planned. In fact, in the last 16 years the 

actual peak load day has occurred in August only 9 times. Therefore, it has 

been a fairly common occurrence that the peak day has occurred in June or 

July, instead of August. 

How would the actual peak day occurring in June of 2014 instead of 

August affect the results presented above, assuming FPL were to plan for 

a 15% reserve margin in 2014? 

Typically, about 800 MW of generation capacity will be out of service for 

planned maintenance in the month of June. Therefore, if the projected peak for 

2014 were to occur in June, instead of having 926 MW of generation reserves 

on the peak load day FPL would have only 126 MW of generation reserves. In 

other words, the operational reserve margin provided by generation resources 

in this situation would be not 4%, but only 0.5%. 
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I 
I Q. How would a difference between the actual and projected magnitude in 

I 2 the peak load affect FPL's ability to meet its customer 's needs? 

3 A. If the actual peak load in a particular year is significantly greater than had 

I 4 been projected at the time the resource plan was developed for that year as 

I 5 much as six years earlier, unless the reserves are adequate FPL would not be 

6 able to meet its customers' needs. 

I 7 Q. What has been the average percent difference between the actual peak 

I 8 load and the peak load forecast developed six years earlier? 

9 A. On average in the last four years the actual peak load has been 7.3% higher 

I 10 than had been projected six years before. As stated previously, FPL's resource 

I 11 plan that includes the proposed addition of WCEC in 2011 and the 

12 conversions of Canaveral and Riviera by 2013 and 2014, respectively utilizes 

I 13 FPL's most recent peak load forecast developed in 2008. 

I 14 Q. How would your results above change if instead of the actual peak in 

I 
15 2014 occurring in August it occurred in June, and if the actual magnitude 

16 of the peak load were 7.3% higher than the forecast, consistent with the 

I 17 three-year average percent variance, and assuming that FPL plans for a 

I 
18 IS% reserve margin in 2014? 

19 A. The actual peak load in June of 2014 would be 28,516 MW, which would 

I 20 exceed by 1,814 MW the amount of generation capability of 26,702 MW. In 

I 
21 other words, if "average" differences were to occur in only these two areas 

22 that affect FPL's ability to meet its customers' needs, based on a 15% reserve 

I 23 margin criterion FPL would be short of generation resources to serve its 

I 
I 
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I 
I customers and would be forced to exercise 1,814 MW of the DSM capability, 

I 2 or almost 70% of an DSM. In fact, FPL would then have zero generation 

3 reserves and would have only 821 MW of DSM left to address all other 

I 4 possible unexpected occurrences. 

I 5 Q. Under these circumstances wouldn't FPL return to service all generation 

6 facilities that are scheduled for planned maintenance to meet the higher 

I 7 than proj ected peak load? 

I 8 A. FPL would indeed try to bring as many of the resources as possible back in 

9 service. However, depending on the type of technology scheduled for planned 

I 10 maintenance, the type of maintenance activity to be performed or the stage at 

I II which the maintenance work is when there are indications that a significant 

12 peak load is likely, FPL may not be able to return generation to service 

I 13 quickly enough to meet the peak load requirement. It should be noted that as 

I 14 FPL continues to add advanced gas turbines to its system, there will be less 

I 
15 and less flexibility regarding scheduling planned outages. For advanced gas 

16 turbine technology, inspections and maintenance must be performed on a 

I 17 strict schedule to avoid the risk of catastrophic technical failure. 

I 
18 Q. In your calculations above have you assumed that any unplanned 

generation or t ransmission outages would occur on the peak day? 19 

I 20 A. No. The results provided above assume that all generation that is scheduled to 

I 
21 operate on the peak day is operating at maximum capacity and that there are 

22 no transmission intenuptions. Similarly, this calculation assumes that there 

I 23 are no fuel intenuptions and that FPL is not providing emergency assistance 

I 
I 
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Q. 

A. 

to other utilities. In other words, the calculations represented in these 

examples reflect perfect perfonnance of all systems, with only commonly 

recurring differences between actual operating conditions and the forecast on 

which the resource plan is based. The results above indicate that even if 

everything in 2014 were to occur exactly as projected, generation reserves 

would only be adequate to mitigate the effect of a combination of unplanned 

outages and interruptions totaling up to 926 MW. To put this in perspective, 

FPL has more than 20 generating units with generating capacity greater than 

400 MW, of which 9 have a generating capacity greater than 630 MW. 

Therefore, unplanned outages that could exceed 926 MW are not rare. 

If the only deviation from the forecast is that the peak occurs in June when 

800 MW of capacity is out of service for a planned maintenance outage, the 

resulting generation reserves of 126 MW would not be adequate to mitigate 

the effect of any unplanned outage except for one occurring in FPL's smallest 

peaking units. As can be seen, the 15% reserve margin criterion is not 

adequate to ensure reliable service. 

How would the results with the higher adjusted peak load occurring in 

June of 2014 change when FPL maintains a 20% reserve margin? 

As shown in Exhibit RS-3, maintaining a 20% reserve margin would require 

total generation capacity to be 28,711 MW in 2014. As shown in Exhibit RS-

4, page 2 of 2, this plan would result in available generating capacity of 

27,911 MW (after accounting for the 800 MW out for planned maintenance in 
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11 
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Q. 

A. 

June 2014) plus 2,635 MW of DSM for a total of 30,546 MW of resources 

against the higher adjusted total peak of 28,516 MW. In this situation FPL 

would be able to meet load demand, provided that it exercises 605 MW of 

DSM, leaving a DSM reserve of 2,030 MW to meet any other unexpected 

circumstance. It is important to note that even with a 20% reserve margin in 

2014, the occurrence of ordinary differences between planned and actual peak 

load conditions such as those presented in this example could use up all 

generation reserves and about 23% of available DSM would have to be 

utilized. That leaves only 77% of the DSM reserves, and no generation 

reserves to offset all other unplanned occurrences, against which the reserve 

margin is intended to protect FPL's customers. For this reason FPL believes 

that maintaining a 20% reserve margin criterion for resource planning 

purposes is in the best interest of its customers. 

Is this example intended to demonstrate that FPL's 20% reserve margin 

criterion will always be the correct level of reserve margin to apply to 

resource planning? 

No. This example shows that the Commission should dismiss any suggestion 

that a 15% reserve margin planning criterion would be adequate. The results 

above show that a 15% reserve margin reliability criterion is totally 

inadequate to ensure that FPL could provide reliable service to its customers. 

Furthermore, these analysis results demonstrate that the additional reliability 

provided by a 20% reserve margin planning criterion compared to what it 

would be with a 15% reserve margin is very valuable to FPL's customers. 
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The question regarding the proper level of reserve margin for future resource 

planning processes would need to be addressed in an independent proceeding 

and the implementation date of any change should be far enough into the 

future to allow utilities to incorporate it into their strategic and operational 

planning processes, especially because it could well be determined that a 

reserve margin greater than 20% would be appropriate in the future. It is 

important to note that the reserve margin criterion is a critical starting point in 

a utility's multi-year process of identifying need for new resources, obtaining 

data on the various alternatives, evaluating those alternatives, selecting the 

best alternative to meet that need, negotiating contract for equipment and 

construction services or purchased power, and presenting a petition to the 

Commission to obtain a determination of need. If this basic foundation of the 

process were to be changed as part of the need determination proceeding, 

there would be no basis on which a utility could begin the planning process. 

This view is consistent with the Commission's own views, expressed in 

Commission Order No. PSC-03-0175-FOF-EI regarding a need determination 

petition for Progress Energy Aorida's Hines Unit 3 in which the Commission 

stated that it is inappropriate to consider a change to the reserve margin 

planning criterion in a particular utility' s need determination proceeding. 
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-------------------
CalcuJation of FPL's Reserve Margin in Summer of 2014 

Maintaining a IS% Reserve Margin 

(I) (2) (3) = (1)+(2) (4) (5) (6)=(4)-(5) (7)=(3)-(6) (8)=(7)1(6) (9)=((6)* I .20)-(3) 

Forecast of MW Needed 
Projections Projections Projection Peak Sununer Forecast Forcca.~t Sununcr Res. to Mect20% 

August ofFPL Unit of Finn of Total Load DSM of Finn of Summer Marginsw/o Rc.~crve 
of the Capability Purchases Capacity Forecast •• Foreca~t ••• Peak Reserves Additions Margin 
Year CMW> JMY!1 .!MID JMY!1 JMY{)_ JMY{} JM.ffi ..rM !MID 

2014 25,002 2,500 27,502 26,576 2,651 23,925 3.S77 15.0% 1,208 

Maintaining a 20% Reserve Margin 

(I) (2) (3} = (I }+(2) (4) (5) (6)=(4}-(S} (7)=(3)-(6) (8)=(7)/(6) (9)=((6)* I .20)-(3) 

Forecast of MW Needed 
Projections Projections Projection Peak Summer Forecast Forecast Summer Res. to Mcet 20% 

August ofFPL Unit of firm of Total Load DSM of Finn of Surruner Margins w/o Reserve 111~0 

of the Capability Purchases Capacity Forecast •• Forecast*** Peak Reserves Additions Margin i~l 
Year J.MID. .!MID J.M.W ..!MID. JMY{)_ JMYQ !MW> ..rM !MW ;;o c. z 

<(Jg~ 

2014 26,536 2,17S 28,71 1 26.S76 2.6SI 23,92S 4,785 20.0 % (0) ;~r ~r-
-a" 
o;;o, 
::~£!! 

~ 
• The Peak Load Forecast is FPL's Feb 2008 load forecast that include.~ Lee County load. 3: 

~· 
• • DSM values shown represent cumulative load management and incremental conservation capabiJjty. 
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Year 

2014 

2014 

2014 

EXAMPLE WHY 15% RESERVE MARGIN IS INADEQUATE 

OPERATIONS WITH NO WCEC 3 NOR PLANT CONVERSIONS 

ADDED 325 MW PPA TO MEET 15% RESERVE MARGIN IN 201 4 

Total Available Generat ing DSM 
Generating Planned Generat ing Peak Capacity Available DSM 

Capacity Maintenance Capacity Load Reserves for Use Reserves 
Month Week (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) 

August 4 271502 0 27,502 26,576 926 2,651 2,651 

The above outcome assumes everything occurs in 2014 exactly as forecasted six years earlier, in 2008. 

June 271502 (800~ 26,702 26,576 126 2,635 2,635 

The above outcome assumes that the forecasted peak occurs in June; otherwise, there is no change. 

June 27,502 (800) 26,702 28,516 (1 ,814) 2,635 821 

The above outcome assumes that the peak occurs in June, and that the actual peak is higher than forecasted, 
and the variance is equal to the average percent variance observed in 2004 · 2007. 

Total 
Reserves 

(MW) 

3,577 

2,761 

821 

t'l1t'11t::J >< >< 0 

~9~ 
- · '"0 C1> ;,<>i 
'(>~9 
• .f>. '< 0 

? ~100 - ~. 
0 <> t'l1 ..., "' ..... 
~~ 

~------------------------------------------------------------~ ~ 
Note: 

The results above assume that all generating capacity except that explicitly scheduled for maintenance is operating at 
maximum capacity (i.e., no forced outages), that there are no fuel supply interruptions or transmission interruptions, 

and that FPL is not providing assistance to any other utility. 

Ja s· 
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EXAMPLE WHY 15% RESERVE MARGIN IS INADEQUATE 

OPERATIONS WITH WCEC 3 AND CONVERSIONS OF CANAVERAL AND RIVIERA 

Year 

2014 

2014 

2014 

Note: 

Total Available Generating DSM 
Generating Planned Generating Peak Capacity Available DSM 

Capacity Maintenance Capacity Load Reserves for Use Reserves 
Month Week (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) 

August 4 . 28,711 0 28,711 26,576 2,135 2,651 2,651 

The above outcome assumes everything occurs in 2014 exactly as forecasted seven years earlier. 

June 28,711 (800) 27,911 26,576 1,335 2,635 2,635 

The above outcome assumes that the forecasted peak occurs in June; otherwise, there is no change. 

June 28,711 (800) 27,911 28,516 (605) 2,635 2,030 

The above outcome assumes that the peak occurs in June, and that the actual peak is higher than forecasted, 
and the variance is equal to the average percent variance observed in 2004 - 2007. 

Total 
Reserves 

(MW) 

4,786 

3,970 

2,030 

The results above assume that all generating capacity except that explicitly scheduled for maintenance is operating at 
maximum capacity (i.e., no forced outages), that there are no fuel supply interruptions or transmission interruptions, 
and that FPL is not providing assistance to any other utility. 



A Look at January 11, 2010 If FPL Had Planned to a 15% Total Reserve Margin Criterion

I. What Actually Occurred with FPL Planning to a 20% Total Reserve Margin Criterion

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

= (2) ‐ (3) = (4) ‐ (5) = (1) ‐ (6) = (7) / (6) = (7) ‐ (5) ‐ (3)

Forecasted Total 
Total Forecasted  Firm Load Total  Reserve

Projected Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load or Remaining After EE Reserves Margin as Generation
Capacity Peak Load Utility EE After EE LM  and LM % of Firm Reserves

Load
(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW)

(1)
2009 TYSP resource plan 
projection for Summer 2010 22,916 21,147 220 20,927 1,899 19,028 3,888 20.4% 1,769

(2)
2009 TYSP resource plan 
projection for Winter 2010 26,852 18,790 114 18,676 1,705 16,971 9,881 58.2% 8,062

(3) Adjustment 6,196

(4)
Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour

26,852 24,872 1,705 23,167 3,685 15.9% 1,980

(5) Adjustments (1,980) (561) (561)

(6)
Operating conditions on 2010 
Winter peak hour 24,872 24,311 1,144 23,167 1,705 7.4% 561

(7) Adjustment 561

(8)
Operating conditions on 2010 
Winter peak hour 24,872 24,872 1,144 23,728 1,144 4.8% 0

(9) Adjustment (750) (750) (750)

(10)
Operating conditions on 2010 

Winter peak hour
24,122 24,122 394 23,728         394 1.7% 0

Note that all subsequent rows present adjustments to show how Jan 2010 peak day actual conditions differed from planned conditions shown on 
row (2)
Load Adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day

Generation / Load Management Adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day

Emergency Sales adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day resulted in 24,346MW of FPL load and 561MW of emergency sales.
Total load (FPL and 3rd parties) served is 24,872MW

TP Unit 4  Adjustment  (if occurred at peak hour) 
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A Look at January 11, 2010 If FPL Had Planned to a 15% Total Reserve Margin Criterion

II. What Is Projected to Have Occurred If FPL Had Planned to a 15% Total Reserve Margin Criterion

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

= (2) ‐ (3) = (4) ‐ (5) = (1) ‐ (6) = (7) / (6) = (7) ‐ (5) ‐ (3)

Forecasted Total 
Total Forecasted  Firm Load Total  Reserve

Projected Forecasted Forecasted Peak Load or Remaining After EE Reserves Margin as Generation
Capacity Peak Load Utility EE After EE LM  and LM % of Firm Reserves

Load
(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW)

(1)
2009 TYSP resource plan 
projection for Summer 2010 22,916 21,147 220 20,927 1,899 19,028 3,888 20.4% 1,769

(2)
2009 TYSP resource plan 
projection for Winter 2010 26,852 18,790 114 18,676 1,705 16,971 9,881 58.2% 8,062

(1a)
Adjusted resource plan for 
Summer 2010 assuming 15% 
RM criterion

21,882 21,147 220 20,927 1,899 19,028 2,854 15.0% 735

(1b)

Adjusted resource plan for 
Winter 2010 assuming the 

same Summer/Winter ratio 
for total projected capacity

25,640 18,790 114 18,676 1,705 16,971 8,669 51.1% 6,850

(3) Adjustment  6,196

(4)
Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour

25,640 24,872 1,705 23,167 2,473 10.7% 768

(5) Adjustments (1,980) (561) (561)

(6)
Operating conditions on 
2010 Winter peak hour 23,660 24,311 1,144 23,167 493 2.1% (651)

(7) Adjustment 561

(8)
Operating conditions on 
2010 Winter peak hour 23,660 24,872 1,144 23,728 (68) ‐0.3% (1,212)

(9) Adjustment (750) (750) (750)

(10)
Operating conditions on 
2010 Winter peak hour

22,910 24,122 394 23,728 (818) ‐3.4% (1,212)

Load Adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day

Note that all subsequent rows present adjustments to show how Jan 2010 peak day actual conditions would have differed from planned 
conditions shown on row (2b) if FPL had planned to a 15% total reserve margin

Generation / Load Management Adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day

Note:  An inability to serve 68 MW would impact ~39,000 customers. An inability to serve 818 MW would impact ~471,000 customers.

Emergency Sales adjustments on Jan 2010 peak day resulted in 24,346MW of FPL load and 561MW of emergency sales.
Total load (FPL and 3rd parties) served is 24,872MW

TP Unit 4  Adjustment  (if occurred at peak hour) 
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2 

•

1. What does a projected LOLP value really mean?

2. LM customer “fatigue” benchmarking results.
3. Benefits of generation reserves during pre-hurricane periods.

4. Emergency declarations and regulatory scrutiny.

•

1. A “looking back” analysis of the Winter peak day of 2010 and what might
have occurred if FPL had entered that January having a Summer GRM of
10% or 5%*

2. A “looking forward” analysis using the year 2021
3. Why 10% is a reasonable value for the new GRM criterion

•
* Unless otherwise noted, all GRM values are Summer GRM values (because the
Summer GRM values will have the most impact on resource planning) 
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•
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•

w/ 5% GRM           w/ 10% GRM
 ----------------  -------------------

Month

Projected 
Days per 
Individual 

Month 

Projected 
Cumulative 
Days per 

Year

Projected 
Days per 
Individual 

Month 

Projected 
Cumulative 
Days per 

Year

January 0.000018 0.0000 0.000003 0.0000
February 0.000000 0.0000 0.000000 0.0000

March 0.000030 0.0000 0.000004 0.0000
April 0.000002 0.0001 0.000001 0.0000
May 0.000065 0.0001 0.000022 0.0000
June 0.001522 0.0016 0.000819 0.0008
July 0.000436 0.0021 0.000351 0.0012

August 0.001456 0.0035 0.001203 0.0024
September 0.031795 0.0353 0.023089 0.0255

October 0.000506 0.0358 0.000210 0.0257
November 0.000000 0.0358 0.000000 0.0257
December 0.000000 0.0358 0.000000 0.0257
Annual Days per Year =



6 

•

•

•
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•

•

– No greater than 10 events/year

– Events should be spread out throughout the year (e.g., not all in
summer or extreme winter events)

– Events should not be prolonged (e.g., greater than 2-3 hours)

•

- He implied a range for which fatigue may occur: “Survey results 
indicate that the maximum realistic call duration for ERCOT is 4 
hrs. and frequency should be no greater than 10 events/year.”
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•

•

– For example, a hurricane impacting the St. Lucie units (almost
2,000 MW of generation/gross output), must go to 60% output as
early as 24 hours prior to land fall, and complete shut down at 18
hours prior to hurricane winds at the site.

•

•
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•
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•

– Turkey Point hurricanes would
reduce the total reserve margin
from 21.0% (year 2021) to 13.9%

– St. Lucie hurricanes would reduce
the total reserve margin from
21.0% (year 2021) to 12.2%
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•

– FPL’s plan based on its interpretation of EOP-002 which is to
declare an EEA-2 when LC capability is less (or close to less)
than the required reserves necessary to cover the loss of largest
FPL unit (FM2 at 1,515 MW by 2021)

Note:  EEA-3 is when load shedding is eminent or underway

– FPL plan will not result in a declaration for limited (e.g., less than
400 MW) use of LC

FPL has not declared an EEA under EOP-002

– From discussions with peers in the Southeast and limited
information on NERC website, FPL’s practice appears to be
consistent with historical declarations in other regions
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•

– Standard implies that a declaration of an EEA-2 is linked to LC
deployment

– FRCC procedure linking the FRCC Emergency Capacity Plan with
EOP-002 does clarify triggers for EEA-2

•
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Most SPP RE EEA-2 and 3s in 
2011 and 2012 are small to 
medium entities (<7,5000MW).   

FRCC declarations are 
those by  Duke and NSB 
on January 11, 2010   

SERC EEA-2 and 3s in 
2012 were by one small 
entity (<2,000MW).    

•
– NERC states that EEA-2 events calling solely for activation of DSM

or interruption of non-firm load will be excluded from the metric in the
future as demand response is a legitimate resource and are not of
direct concern regarding reliability.
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•

1. “All resource plans with identical total reserve margins are not
created equal” from an operational perspective  (a higher GRM
plan will result in significantly more total resources - generation
and load management - available for system operators than a
lower GRM plan in severe peak conditions)

2. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to be more
reliable from an LOLP perspective (slides 3 through 5)

3. A resource plan with a higher GRM value is projected to have to
use its LM resources less frequently (from 12/06/13 presentation)

•
– This point can be demonstrated by a “look backwards” analysis of

Winter 2010 (slides 15 – 17 and Appendix slides 24 - 27)

– This point can also be demonstrated by a “looking forward”
analysis for Summer and Winter for the year 2021 (slides 18 & 19
and Appendix slides 28 -33)
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•
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•

– FPL’s load was 24,872 MW,  6,196 MW higher than forecasted
– FPL entered day with 7.4% reserves, all in load management (LM)

– 24,872 MW of generation was available

– FPL implemented C/I LM and voltage reduction (561 MW)

– FPL sold 526 MW of emergency power

– 1,144 MW of LM remained available during the peak hour

– No firm load was curtailed by FPL or any other Florida utility

– Several hours after the peak hour Turkey Point 4 (PTN4) tripped
with 750 MW of generation
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Actual: 8.4% GRM No No If PTN4 would have tripped prior to the 
peak, FPL would have implemented 
additional LM 

w/ 10% GRM No No A 10% GRM (as compared to a 5%) would 
have resulted in a 659 MW increase in LM 
reserves, and no utilities would have had to 
shed firm load
Similar to the 8.4% GRM scenario, if PTN4 
would have tripped prior to the peak, FPL 
would have implemented additional LM 

w/ 5% GRM No Yes W/O TP4 either FPL or another utility in 
Florida would have had to shed 52 MW of 
firm load impacting over 30,000 customers

* The actual analyses are presented in Appendix slides 24 - 27
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•

•

•
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-------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------

w/ 10% GRM w/ 5% GRM

Increased 
Total 

Reserves w/
10% GRM

w/ 10% GRM w/ 5% GRM

Increased 
Total 

Reserves w/
10% GRM

Total Reserves    
Remaining after Load,
EE, and Generation 
Adjustments

34 (169) 202 2,921 2,193 728
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•

- Expected unavailable generation (687 MW) 

- The generation loss of the largest the largest unit (1,515 MW) 

- Real time operating reserves deployable within 15 minutes as part of the
Florida Reserve Sharing Group (450 MW by 2021)
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•

•

-

-

-

•

•
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) = (1) - (6) = (7) / (6)
= (7) - (5) -

(3) 
= (9) / (2)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE 

Forecasted 
LM (w/o 

scram MW)

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 
After EE 
and LM 

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

Generation 
Reserve 
Margin 

All firm load 
served by 

FPL and/or 
other FL 
utility? 

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%) ---
2009 TYSP 
resource plan 
projection for 
Summer 2010

22,916 21,147 220 20,927 1,899 19,028 3,888 20.4% 1,769 8.4% ---

2009 TYSP 
resource plan 
projection for 
Winter 2010

26,852 18,790 114 18,676 1,705 16,971 9,881 58.2% 8,062 42.9% ---

Note that all subsequent rows present adjustments to show how Jan 2010 peak day actual conditions differed from planned conditions shown on row (2)

---
Increase in FPL 
load served after 
EE (w/o DSM)

6,196 ---

Resulting 
operating 
conditions on 
2010 Winter peak 
hour 

26,852 24,872 1,705 23,167 3,685 15.9% 1,980 8.0%
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(1,980) (561) (561) ---
Operating 
conditions on 
2010 Winter peak 
hour

24,872 24,311 1,144 23,167 1,705 7.4% 561 2.3%

Emergency sales 
(recallable)

526 ---

Operating 
conditions on 
2010 Winter peak 
hour 

24,872 24,872 1,144 23,728 1,144 4.8% 0 0.0%

TP Nuclear 
Adjustment 

(750) (750) (750) ---

Operating 
conditions on 
2010 Winter peak 
hour 

24,122 24,122 394 23,728 394 1.7% 0.0%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

= (2) - (3) = (4) - (5) = (1) - (6) = (7) / (6)
= (7) - (5) -

(3) 
= (9) / (2)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE 

Forecasted 
LM (w/o 

scram MW)

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 
After EE 
and LM 

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

Generation 
Reserve 
Margin 

All firm load 
served by 

FPL and/or 
other FL 
utility? 

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%) ---
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted  
LM (w/o 

scram MW)

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LM

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as % 
of Firm Load

Generation 
Reserves

Generation 
Reserve 
Margin

All firm load 
served by 

FPL and/or 
other FL 
utility?

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)  ---

 ---

Modify the 2009 TYSP 
resource plan for Summer 
2010 to achieve a 10% 
GRM

23,262 21,147 (72) 21,219 1,899 19,320 3,941 20.4% 2,115 10.0%  ---

Using Winter vs Summer 
differentials, and the 
modified Summer 
resource plan, create a 
comparable resource plan 
for Winter 2010

27,216 18,790 (37) 18,827 1,705 17,122 10,094 59.0% 8,426 44.8%

Increase in FPL load 
served after EE but prior 
to LM utilization

6,231

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour due to load

27,216 (37) 25,058 1,705 23,353 3,863 16.5% 2,158 8.6%

(1,980) (561) (561)

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, & 
generation adjustments

25,236 24,497 1,144 23,353 1,883 8.1% 739 3.0%

Emergency sales 526

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, & 
generation 
adjustments+Em. Sales

25,236 25,023 1,144 23,879 1,357 5.7% 213 0.9%

TP Nuclear Adjustment (750) (750) (750)

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, 
generation & TP 
adjustments

24,486 24,273 394 23,879 607 2.5% 213 0.9%

* The 2010 Tony letter showed FPL unit capability as 23,333 MW for Winter 2010 & 22,142 MW for Summer. The Winter/Summer ratio is 1.054.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak 
Load After 

EE

Forecasted  
LM (w/o 

scram MW)

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LM

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

Generation 
Reserve 
Margin

All firm load 
served by FPL 
and/or other FL 

utility?
(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)  ---

 ---

Modify the 2009 TYSP 
resource plan for Summer 
2010 to achieve a 5% 
GRM

22,204 21,147 806 20,341 1,899 18,442 3,762 20.4% 1,057 5.0%  ---

Using Winter vs Summer 
differentials, and the 
modified Summer 
resource plan, create a 
comparable resource plan 
for Winter 2010

26,102 18,790 418 18,372 1,705 16,667 9,435 56.6% 7,312 38.9%

Increase in FPL load 
served after EE but prior to 
LM utilization

6,231

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour due to load

26,102 418 24,603 1,705 22,898 3,204 14.0% 1,499 6.1%

(1,980) (561) (561)

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, & 
generation adjustments

24,122 24,042 1,144 22,898 1,224 5.3% 80 0.3%

Emergency sales 526

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, & 
generation 
adjustments+Em. Sales

24,122 24,568 1,144 23,424 698 3.0% -1.8%

TP Nuclear Adjustment (750) (750) (750)

Resulting operating 
conditions on 2010 Winter 
peak hour w/ load, LM, 
generation & TP 
adjustments

23,372 23,818 394 23,424 -0.2% -1.9%

* The 2010 Tony letter showed FPL unit capability as 23,333 MW for Winter 2010 & 22,142 MW for Summer. The Winter/Summer ratio is 1.054.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted 
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)
5% GRM resource plan 26,838 25,560 1,230 24,330 2,150 22,180 4,658 21.0% 1,278 5.0%

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
Load *

2,300

Lower-than-projected  EE 
Reduction *

(111)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

26,838 27,860 1,119 26,741 2,150 24,591 2,247 9.1% 97 0.3%

Unavailable Generation * (2,415)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

24,423 27,860 1,119 26,741 2,150 24,591 (169) -0.7% (2,319) -8.3%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted 
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as % 
of Firm Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)

10% GRM resource plan 28,116 25,560 174 25,386 2,150 23,236 4,880 21.0% 2,556 10.0%

Higher-than-Projected 
Peak Load *

2,300

Lower-than-projected  EE 
Reduction  *

(16)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

28,116 27,860 158 27,702 2,150 25,552 2,564 10.0% 414 1.5%

Unavailable Generation * (2,530)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

25,586 27,860 158 27,702 2,150 25,552 34 0.1% (2,117) -7.6%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.



30

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted  
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)

Winter resource plan 
corresponding to the 
Summer plan w/ 5% GRM

28,287 23,601 637 22,964 1,597 21,367 6,920 32.4% 4,686 19.9%

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
Load *

2,124

Lower-than-projected  EE 
Reduction  *

(57)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

28,287 25,725 580 25,145 1,597 23,548 4,739 20.1% 3,142 12.2%

Unavailable Generation * (2,546)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

25,741 25,725 580 25,145 1,597 23,548 2,193 9.3% 596 2.3%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted 
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as % 
of Firm Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)

Winter resource plan 
corresponding to the 
Summer plan w/ 10% 
GRM

29,634 23,601 90 23,511 1,597 21,914 7,720 35.2% 6,033 25.6%

Higher-than-Projected 
Peak Load *

2,124

Lower-than-projected  EE 
Reduction  *

(8)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

29,634 25,725 82 25,643 1,597 24,046 5,588 23.2% 3,991 15.5%

Unavailable Generation * (2,667)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

26,967 25,725 82 25,643 1,597 24,046 2,921 12.1% 1,324 5.1%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
 = (2) - (3)  = (4) - (5)  = (1) - (6)  = (7) / (6)  = (1) - (2) or  = (9) / (2)

 = (1) - (4)

Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted 
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as 
% of Firm 

Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)
5% GRM resource plan 26,838 25,560 830 24,730 2,550 22,180 4,658 21.0% 1,278 5.0%

Higher-than-Projected Peak 
Load *

2,300

Lower-than-projected  EE 
and LM Reduction *

(230)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

26,838 27,860 830 27,030 2,321 24,710 2,128 8.6% -192 -0.7%

Unavailable Generation * (2,415)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

24,423 27,860 830 27,030 2,321 24,710 (287) -1.2% (2,608) -9.4%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.
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Total 
Projected 
Capacity 

Forecasted 
Peak Load

Forecasted 
Utility EE

Peak Load 
After EE

Forecasted 
LC

Forecasted 
Firm  Load 

After EE and 
LC

Total 
Reserves

Total 
Reserve 

Margin as % 
of Firm Load

Generation 
Reserves

GRM

(MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) (%) (MW) (%)

10% GRM resource plan 28,116 25,560 830 24,730 1,494 23,236 4,880 21.0% 2,556 10.0%

Lower-than-projected  EE 
and LM Reduction *

2,300

Lower-than-projected  EE 
Reduction  *

(134)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour

28,116 27,860 830 27,030 1,360 25,671 2,445 9.5% 1,086 3.9%

Unavailable Generation * (2,530)

Resulting actual operating 
conditions on 2021 peak 
hour after Generation 
Adjustment

25,586 27,860 830 27,030 1,360 25,671 (85) -0.3% (1,445) -5.2%

* A 9% adjustment was made to the starting point value in the first row.



Year
Weather Impact

(MW)
Cold Buildup

(Heating Degree Hours)**
2009-2010 4,410 919
2010-2011 2,479 815

  1989-1990* 3,497 789
1996-1997 1,727 743
1988-1989 1,428 738
2002-2003 2,164 669
1995-1996 1,764 669
2007-2008 1,223 654
2000-2001 1,125 653
2008-2009 1,190 575

*1989 Christmas experience
** Heating Degree Hours are the number of degrees that the hourly temperature is below 66 °F

Winter Peak

Docket No. 150196-EI 
Winter Peak Weather Impact

Exhibit RF-9, Page 1 of 1

Exhibit Label
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March 2, 2015 

- VIA HAND DELIVERY -

Thomas Ballinger 
Division ofEngineering 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Scott A. Goorland 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 
(561) 304-5633 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 
E-mail: scott.goorland@fpl.com 

Re: Florida Power & Light Company's 2015 Status/Update report on Storm 
Hardening/Preparedness and Distribution Reliability 

Dear Mr. Ballinger: 

Pursuant to Order No. PSC-06-0781-PAA-EI, I am enclosing for filing in the above docket the 
original and seven copies of Florida Power & Light Company's ("FPL's") status report and 
update of its Storm Preparedness Initiatives, which was filed in Docket No. 060198-EI on June 
1, 2006. Consistent with Staffs request at its October 30, 2006 workshop, FPL has consolidated 
into the enclosed document the following additional information: 

(1) Wood Pole Inspection Report required by Order No. PSC-06-0144-PAAEI, 
issued in Docket No. 060078-EI on February 27, 2006; 

(2) Distribution Reliability Report required by rule 25-6.0455, F.A.C.; and, 

(3) A discussion ofFPL's 2012 results for storm hardening facilities; 

lfthere are any questions regarding this transmittal, please contact me at 561-304-5633. 

~~ Scott A. Goorland 

Enclosures 

cc: Jim Dean, Director, Division of Economic Regulation 

Florida Power & Light Company 

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY- FPL's MARCH 2. 2015 FILING 

In 2014, FPL continued to invest in and take significant steps to strengthen its 
electrical infrastructure and enhance its emergency response capabilities. Included 
in this ongoing work were pole inspections, system infrastructure hardening, 
vegetation management, as well as other storm preparedness initiatives. 
Additionally, FPL continued to deliver excellent overall reliable service for its 
customers. 

In 2015, FPL plans to continue its efforts to accelerate the strengthening of its 
electric infrastructure against severe weather and maintain its strong everyday 
reliability for customers. 

This filing provides details about these efforts and is organized into two major 
sections: (1) Storm Preparedness/Infrastructure Hardening; and (2) Reliability. The 
first section concentrates on FPL's efforts to strengthen its distribution and 
transmission systems and enhance storm response capabilities. Initiatives 
addressed in this section include: Pole Inspections; System Hardening; 10 Storm 
Preparedness Initiatives; and 2015 Storm Season Readiness. The second section of 
this report includes information about FPL's service reliability, including 2014 results 
and 2015 plans for the distribution and transmission systems. 

The following are brief overviews of each of these two sections: 

Section 1: STORM PREPAREDNESS/INFRASTRUCTURE HARDENING 

Pole Inspections 

Distribution - In 2014, consistent with its FPSC-approved plan, FPL initiated its 
second eight-year pole inspection cycle. 

• In 2014, FPL inspected approximately 1/8 of its pole population and 
completed all remaining follow-up work resulting from the 2013 pole 
inspections. 

• In 2015, FPL plans to complete inspections on approximately 1/8 of its pole 
population, as well as complete all remaining follow-up work resulting from 
the 2014 pole inspections. 

Transmission - In 2014, FPL completed all transmission pole/structure inspections 
consistent with its FPSC-approved plan. 

• In 2014, FPL performed ground level visual inspections on 100% of its 
transmission poles/structures. Additionally, FPL performed climbing or bucket 
truck inspections on approximately 1/6 of its wood poles/structures, 1/6 of all 
500kV structures, 1/10 of its other concrete and steel poles/structures and 
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conducted storm and pre-construction mitigation patrols on all concrete and 
steel poles/structures. Also , FPL completed all follow-up work resulting from 
the 2013 inspections. 

• In 2015, FPL plans to conduct ground level visual inspections on 100% of its 
transmission poles/structures; perform climbing or bucket truck inspections 
on approximately 1/6 of its wood poles/structures, 1/6 of all 500kV structures 
and 1/10 of its concrete and steel poles/structures: and complete all follow-up 
work identified from the 2014 inspections. 

System Hardening 

Distribution 
Consistent with FPL's FPSC-approved 2013-2015 Electric Infrastructure Storm 
Hardening Plan (see Order PSC-13-0639-PAA-EI in Docket No. 130132-EI), FPL 
continued to implement its three-prong approach in 2014 by applying: (1) extreme 
wind loading criteria (EWL) to critical infrastructure facilities (CIF) : (2) incremental 
hardening, up to and including EWL, to "Community Project" feeders; and (3) 
construction design guidelines that require EWL for the design and construction of 
all new overhead facilities, major planned work, relocation projects, and daily work 
activities. 

• In 2014, FPL applied EWL on 75 feeder projects serving various CIF, e.g. , 
police/fire stations and water treatment plants , one highway crossing and 16 
"01" switches. FPL also applied incremental hardening to 21 "Community 
Projects", i.e ., feeders that serve essential community needs such as grocery 
stores , gas stations and pharmacies. Additiona lly, FPL's Design Guidelines 
were applied to all new construction and other construction activities 
described above. Finally, FPL installed submersible equipment to mitigate the 
impact of significant water intrusion in six of the 12 vaults in the Miarni 
downtown electric network that are located just at or within the FEMA 100-
year flood elevation levels . 

• FPL also continued to promote overhead-to-underground conversions in 
2014, completing one project that qualified under its Governmental 
Adjustment Factor (GAF) tariff. 

• In 2015, FPL plans to apply EWL on 65 CIF feeder projects . one highway 
crossing and 16 "01" switches. FPL will also incrementally harden, up to and 
including EWL, 38 Community Project feeders. FPL's Design Guidelines will 
again be used for all new construction activities. Finally, FPL will complete its 
efforts to install submersible equipment to mitigate the impact of significant 
water intrusion in the remaining six vaults in the Miami downtown electric 
network that are located just at or within the FEMA 1 00-year flood elevation 
levels. 
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Transmission 
Storm hardening details for Transmission are provided in Storm Preparedness 
Initiative No. 4 

Storm Preparedness Initiatives 

(1) Vegetation Trim Cycles- In 2014, FPL continued its three-year average cycle 
and mid-cycle programs for feeders and its six-year average trim cycle for laterals. 

(2) Joint Use Audits - Approximately 20 percent of FPL's jointly used poles are 
audited annually through its joint use surveys. Additionally, joint use poles are 
inspected through FPL's pole inspection program. Survey and inspection results 
continue to show that through FPL's joint use processes and procedures, along with 
cooperation from joint pole owners and third-party attachers, FPL has properly 
identified and accounted for joint use facilities. 

(3) Six-year Transmission Structure Inspection Cycle - In 2014, FPL performed 
ground level visual inspections on 100% of its transmission poles/structures. 
Additionally, FPL performed climbing or bucket truck inspections on approximately 
1/6 of its wood transmission system poles/structures, 1/6 of its 500 kV structures, 
1/10 of its other concrete and steel poles/structures and conducted storm and pre
construction mitigation patrols on all concrete and steel poles/structures. 

(4) Hardening the Transmission System -In 2014, FPL continued executing its plan 
to replace all wood transmission structures in its system, completed the replacement 
of all ceramic post insulators with polymer insulators within its system and continued 
with its installation of flood monitoring equipment in substations that are more 
susceptible to flooding. 

(5) Distribution Geographic Information System (GIS) - FPL completed its five 
originally approved key Distribution GIS improvement initiatives in 2011. These 
initiatives included developing a post-hurricane forensic analysis tool and the 
addition of poles, streetlights, joint use survey and hardening level data to the GIS. 
Updates to the GIS continue as data is collected through inspection cycles and other 
normal daily work activities. 

(6) Post-Storm Forensic Collection/Analysis - FPL has post-storm forensic data 
collection and analysis plans, systems and processes in place and available for use. 
No major storms affected FPL's service territory in 2014; therefore, no forensic 
collection or analysis was required. 

(7) Overhead (QH) and Underground (UG) Storm Performance - FPL has plans, 
systems and processes in place to capture OH and UG storm performance. No 
major storms affected FPL's service territory in 2014; therefore, no data collection or 
analysis was required. 
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(8) Increased Coordination with Local Governments - In 2014, FPL continued its 
efforts to improve local government coordination. Activities included: (1) meetings 
with county emergency operations managers to discuss critical infrastructure 
locations in each jurisdiction; (2) inviting federal, state, county and municipal 
emergency management personnel to participate in FPL's annual company-wide 
storm preparedness dry run and; (3) FPL External Affairs managers conducted 483 
community presentations, providing information on storm readiness and other topics 
of community interest. 

(9) Collaborative Research on Hurricanes/Storm Surge - Collaborative research 
efforts led by the Public Utility Research Center (PURC) have resulted in greater 
knowledge of appropriate vegetation management practices during storm and non
storm periods, wind during storm and non-storm events, and hurricane and damage 
modeling to further understand the costs and benefits of undergrounding. 

(1 0) Natural Disaster Preparedness/Recovery Plans - FPL's Storm Emergency Plan 
identifies emergency conditions and the responsibilities and duties of the FPL 
emergency response organization for severe weather and fires. The plan covers the 
emergency organization, roles and responsibilities and FPL's overall severe storm 
emergency processes. These processes describe the planning activities, restoration 
practices, public communications, and coordination with government, training, 
practice exercises and lessons-learned evaluation systems. The plan is reviewed 
annually and revised as necessary. 

2015 Storm Season Readiness 

FPL's comprehensive storm plan focuses on readiness, restoration and recovery in 
order to respond safely and as quickly as possible in the event the electrical 
infrastructure is damaged by a storm. FPL is well-prepared for the 2015 storm 
season and continues to train and hone its storm preparedness and response 
capabilities. 

In addition to the initiatives to strengthen its system and improve storm 
preparedness discussed previously, FPL will complete the following additional storm 
preparedness activities prior to the start of storm season: 

• Extensive storm restoration training based on employees' storm roles; 
• Annual company-wide hurricane dry run in late April/early May; 
• Management workshops throughout the storm season to keep focus on key 

storm restoration policies/processes; 
• Plan for and review of mutual assistance agreements to ensure they are 

adequate and ready; 
• Continue to focus on improving outage communications and estimated 

restoration times to customers; 
• Clear vegetation from all feeder circuits serving top critical infrastructure (e.g. 

top CIF hospitals, 911 centers, special needs shelters, police and fire 
stations, etc.) prior to the peak of hurricane season; and 
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• Implement new technology to be utilized by storm damage assessors to 
improve damage assessment collection/analysis capabilities. 

Section 2: RELIABILITY 

Total FPL System (Distribution and Transmission)- Overall reliability is best gauged 
by SAlOl (System Average Interruption Duration Index), considered the most 
relevant and best overall reliability indicator because it encompasses two other 
standard industry performance metrics for reliability: SAIFI (System Average 
Interruption Frequency Index) and CAIDI (Customer Average Interruption Duration 
Index). In 2014, FPL continued to provide strong overall reliability for its customers, 
achieving an overall adjusted SAlOl of 66.6 minutes (2013- 65.6 minutes). 

Distribution - FPL's 2014 overall adjusted distribution reliability, as measured by 
SAlOl was 63.8 (2013 - 61.4). 2014 adjusted results for SAIFI were 0.99 
interruptions per customer (2013 - 0.89 interruptions). Adjusted 2014 results for 
CAIDI were 64.5 minutes (2013- 68.7 minutes) and adjusted MAIFie for 2014 was 
8.7 momentary events (2013- 9.1 momentary events). 

Transmission - In 2014, FPL's Transmission/Substation adjusted SAlOl was 2.8 
minutes (2013 - 4.2 minutes), adjusted SAIFI was 0.21 interruptions per customer 
(2013 - 0.22 interruptions) and adjusted MAIFI was 0. 7 momentary events (2013 -
0.7 momentary events). 
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FILED MAR 16, 2015 
DOCUMENT NO. 01468-15 
FPSC- COMMISSION CLERK 

Florida Po\\er & Light (·om pan~ 
7011l nherse Bnule\anl 
.Juno Beach, FL 33-t08-ll.t211 
( 561 ) 30-t-5226 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 

rvtarch 16 . .:2 0 15 

Rc: Docket No. ; Petition for ApprO\al of Florida Powet· & Light 
Compa ny's Demand-Side Management Plan 

Dear M~. Stau ffer: 

Please lind cnclo~ed rur tiling the Petitiun 1tlr Apprm al or Florida Plmer & Light 
Compan) ·s ( .. I·PL"s") Demand-Side \1anagcmcnt ('"DSM") Plan. including Attachment I 
(I Pl.'s propo~ed DSI\1 Plan \\ ith Appcndi\. A and ,\ppendi\. B) and Attachment 2 (tariff sheets 
propused for cancellation in both kgislati\ c and final tt.mnat ). 

Consi~tent \\ ith direction rccei\ cd from I PSC staff. FPL \\ill also be submitting 5 hard 
copie~ and 3 compact di~cs containing FPI ·"filing in ekctronic furmat. 

If there arc an: questions regarding this filing. please contact me at 561-30-1--5226. 

Sincere!). 

s .lcssico A. ( 'ono 
Jessica A. Cano 
!·Ia. Bar No. OOJ 73 72 

I .tK lusurc" 
cc: lh.·re~a I an. F~q .. Division or l.cgal Sen ice~ 

Flonda Power & L1 ght Company 

700 Un1verse Boulevard. Juno Beach FL 33408 



BEFORE. THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In rc: Pl·titiun for :\pprm al of 
I lorida Po\\l'r & LightlolllJXlll) ·s 
Demand-Side f\.lanagcment Plan 

Docket Nu. 

Fik:-d: March 16. 2015 

PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S 
DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 

REQtlEST TO CANCEL CLOSED ON CALL TARIFF SHEETS 

!lorida Pm\l'r & Light ( ·ompan: (·"1-PI ... ur .. the Comp<1n) .. ). pursuant tu Sectiun 366.~C. 

!lorida Statute~: Rules 25-9.001(.>). 25-17.00.21. and .28-10(1.201. f·lorida Administrati\l' Code: 

and Order Nu. PSC-1-l-0696-FOF-HI (issued Ike 16. 201-+). pl'titinns the llurid<1 Public 

Sen icc Cum111ission ( .. Commission .. ) to apprmc !·Pl. ' s Demand-Side r-.lanagcmcnt ( .. DSi\1 .. ) 

Plan ( .. Dsr--,1 Plan .. or .. Phln .. ) tiled here\\ it h. including the cancellation of the closed ( >n ('all 

tmiff" sheet-. and consolidation of custumers into the open Residential Load Control tariff. and to 

authori/e FPI. to reco\ er thruugh the Fnerg: Con sen at ion Cost Recu\ er: ( .. LlCICl clause the 

reasunabk and prudent e:-.;penditurcs assuciated \\ ith the implementation of this [)Si\ I Plan. In 

-,upport \lfthis petition FPL. states as foii()\\S : 

I. I· PL. is a corporation \\ ith headquarters at 700 l 'niverse Bmtlc\ard. Junu Reach. 

!· lorida 33-lOX. FPL is an im e-.tor-m\ ned uti lit) operating under the jurisdiction ,1f this 

( ·ummission pursu<1nt to the pro\ isions of Chapter 3(16. Florida Statutes. An: pleading. nwti,1n . 

notice. order (lr other document required to he sen ed upon I· Pl. or filed h~ an~ part) to rh i~ 



Kenneth ,\. Hoffman 
Vice President Regulator: Afbir-. 
I lorida 1\l\\er & l.ight Compan: 
215 S. Monroe Street. Ste 810 
Tallahassee. I L .12.101 
(850) 521-.1919 
(850) 521-.19.19 (t~p.;) 
Ken.Hoffman a fpl.com 

.lc -. ~ica .\. Carw. Lsq. 
Principal .'\ttt~rne: 
I lorida P(l\\Cr & Light Cu. 
700 l n i' er~c B h d 
Juno Beach. II . 33~08 
( 5() I) 30~-522() 
(561) 691-71.15 (1~1 :-.. ) 

.le~~ica.Canu a fpl.com 

' This Petition is being filed consistent '' ith Rule 28-106.20 I. l· la. Admin. ( 'ndc. 

I he agenc) affected is the f-lorida Puhlic Sen icc ('(1mmission. located at 25~0 Shumard Oak 

Houlnard. Tallaha~see. Florida 32.199. lhi~ ca~e doe-; not imuh c re\ cr~al or nwdification (lf an 

agenc: decision or an agenc: ·s propused action. rhcrcl'ure. ~uhparagraph (c) and portions of 

~ubparagraphs (e). (!') and (g) of Rule 28-106.201(2) arc not applicable tP thi~ Pctiti~1n. In 

compliance\\ ith subparagraph (d). 1-"PI. states that it i-, not Kllll\\ n \\ hich. if an:. pf the issue~ pf 

material li1et set forth in the bod) of this Petition. or the [)SI\,1 Plan ;md attachment'> likd 

here\\ ith. may he disputed h) others. 

3. FPL is suh_ject to the Florida Fncrg: J .. rticienc\ anJ ( ' nn~cr\ation /\ct 

("l+l:C A "). Sections 3Ml.80-366.85 and ~03.519. Florida Statutes. Pursuant to 1-FIT A and the 

Commission rules implementing 1-LTCA . FPL i~ required tL) lile a DSI\1 Plan fur Commission 

apprO\alto meet the nC\\ DSIVI (ioals established for I Pl. h:-. Order No. PSC-1~-0696-1-01--H I . 

See ~3<16.82(7). Fla. Stat. (201~): Rule 25-17.002l(~).lla . :\dmin. Code. I·PI. also is entitled to 

-,eek rcun cr:-. of associated c\penditures through the LCCR clause. Sec ~36(d(2( I I). Fla . Stat. 

(20 I~) : R ulc 25-1 7 .()I 5. I Ia . Admin . lode. I· PI has a ~uh-,tantia I interest in \\ hcthcr the 

l'ummi ..;-,ion appnl\ es its DSM Plan and authori/l''> cost ITUl\ cr\ for Plan implementation 

c:-..pcnditures and customer inccnti\ cs. 



FPL 's Proposed DSM Plan 

-;pecilicall: targeted at In\\ income residential customers). sC\Cn business programs. a 

Cunscnation Research and De\clopment ( .. CRIY') program for e\aluating nC\\ technologic~. ~l 

Cogeneration :md Small Pm\er PrnductiPn prngram. and ~e\en ~nlar Piluts that e\.pire at the end 

uf 2015. 1 I· PI'-; lm\ income program. \\hik itself not cost-eiTccti\e. \\ill enhance lm\ income 

cu~tlnner a\\areness of and accc~s to (il cnng: eflicienc: education. (ii) lo\\-cost and quick-

pa:hack mca~ure~. and (iii) other DS\1 programs that are cust-ciTeL·ti\e. cunsistcnt 1\ith the 

directi11n prm idcd h) the Contmi~~inn in Order Nu. PSC-I-l--06l)6-l Of.-U ' · 

herein h\ reference . !he subparts uf Rule 25-17.0021(-1-). I Ia . ,\dmin. Code. selling li.1rth the 

rcquinxl inf(xmation l"l1r each proposed prugram. arc satisfied therein. FPL's DSM Plan includes 

/\ppendi.\ /\. '' hich shll\\ ~ the indi' idual pwgram cost-elh~cti' encss screening test results. using 

the Commi~sion·s appru1 ed cost-cffccti1 ene~s methodolng:. FPL ·s DSI'vl Plan alsu includes 

/\ ppend i' B. '' h ic h ~hm1 s the spec i tic changes to FPI. · s e\ ist ing DSM programs that arc 

retlL·cted in ih propu~ed Plan. The Je,elopment ol· 1-'PL's propused Plan relied upnn the same 

cust-etTecti\enc~s-related inpuh and assumption~ that \\ere utili/ed and accepted b) the 

Cummissinn in !-Pl.'s recent DSl'vl Goals duckct (Docket 0J11. 130199-LI). lhe resulting Plan 

retlech related impach to the number nf measures and le' ci s of rebates that can be nlrered cost-

etTecti\ eh at this time. 

11'1 . · -. s,,Jar l'iluh 11ere appro1ed b) <lrder '\.n. J>S( -- 11 -0079-1':\ .\-I c(i. :"-.<mc of the St1l3r l'ilnh i' current!) en-.t

dkctilc. Pur-.uant tu ' tipulatiu n a ppn11ed b) Order "''· I''>C-1 -1-06.\2-1.01 -1.(1. these pilot' 11ill e"pire at the end 
u l 201 :' . I "PI i-, !WI propu-, ing an) chang~: -, tu ih Snl ~1r l'ilt'h a nd d1'e' nut inknd tu sccl-. an) chang e -. tn the pi J,,h· 
Prn g ram '->tandanb pre1 iuu -. 1) apprn1 ed b) < \ lllllni ,, in n Staff. 



Cancellation of FPL 's Closed Residential On Call Tariff Sheets 

6 . l·pr almost three decades. FPL"s DSM Plan has included S\lll1e fi.ll·m Pl. residential 

IPad management. Within 1:PL ·s current Residential l.oad Management DS:\1 program there arc 

customers participating under t\\0 different tariffs: the ··Residential On Call"" taritT r·on Call 

I aritr·l ''hich has been closed to nc" participants since 2!HU. and the ··Residential LPad 

CPntwl"· tari ff' ( .. Load Control Tariff"). \\ hich \\as apprm ed as a piiPt in 2003 and a-. a 

permanent program 111 2007. Both the On Call rarifT and the Load Contrul l"aritT pw\ ide 

re-..idential customer-. \\ lw \ ~)luntecr \(l participa!L' 111 the prngram a nwnthl: hill credit in 

n:changc t<.1r permitting FPL to interrupt the po\\er to certain appli~1nces (i.e .. central electric air 

conditiuning. electric space heating. electric \\ ater heater-.. and S\\ imming poP I pumps. l (·red its 

'an dqx~nding upon the I) pe and control C) cle of appliance~ sekctcd h) the custumer. I he 

onh diiTerencc het\\een the closed and open tariffs i-.. the hill credit amount li.)r t\\O of the 

applia111.:c Ctlntrol uption~: central electric air conditioning C)Ciing and electric \\atcr heating. 

These load management tariffs enable the Company to reduce demand at time~ or S) -..tem 

emcrgencie-.;. alllm ing the Company to Jeter or <noid capacity add itions that \\ould othem isc be 

needed. 

7. 1\s a result of normal program attrition. participation in the clo~ed On Call lariiT 

has been declining since its clusure. Toda). unl) about 30°·o of the total participants in the 

merall Residential Load l'vlanagement program remain on the closed On Call Taritl. :\-..part uf" 

this DS I'vl Plan. I· Pl . is propusing to transfer the remaining customer-. participating under the 

clu-..ed < )n Call Tariff to the open Load Cnntwl [ ariff and cancel all tariff' sheet... assl1ciatcd '' ith 

the clu-..ed On Call Tariff. Srecificall). I· PL requests cancellatiun of I Pl.'s I hird Re\ i~eJ I ariiT 

Sheet No. X.207. Fourth Re\ i~ed Tariff Sheet 1\lo. X.20X. and Second Re\ i~ed I aritl Sheet No. 



8.209. Those tariff sheets, in both legislative and proposed final format, are attached to this 

petition as Attachment 2. Customers transferred from the closed to the open tariff would be 

notified after issuance of the consummating order in this docket, and would begin seeing the new 

bill credits consistent with the currently-approved Load Control Tariff thereafter, consistent with 

each customer's billing cycle? 

8. After cancellation of the closed On Call Tariff sheets and transfer of remaining 

customers to the Load Control Tariff, all participating residential customers will receive the same 

bill credits for the same type of participation. This addresses a price disparity that currently 

exists between the two groups of participating customers, who provide identical benefits to the 

general body of customers. As demonstrated in Attachment A to the DSM Plan, the open tariff 

(that will continue for all participants) is highly beneficial from a participant's perspective.3 

Moreover, this consolidation will lower both administrative and incentive ECCR costs to the 

general body of customers, while maintaining more than sufficient program participation for FPL 

to meet its new DSM Goals. 

Conclusion 

9. FPL's DSM Plan is designed to achieve the annual DSM Goals established by the 

Commission in Order No. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU. FPL's DSM Plan will reduce the growth rate 

of weather-sensitive peak deman~, reduce and control the growth rate of energy consumption, 

increase the conservation of expensive resources, and increase the efficiency of the electrical 

system, as demonstrated by the data included in Attachment I. Additionally, FPL's DSM Plan 

2 Regardless of the fact that the program remains cost-effective for participants, customers who are transferred from 
the closed On Call Tariff to the open Load Control Tariff would be free to terminate their participation in the 
program at any time with seven days' notice (including prior to the transfer), consistent with the current tariffs. 

3 Consistent with Attachment A, the program will continue to be referred to as the "Residential Load Management 
(On Call) Program." 
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can be reasonably monitored. FPL's monitoring efforts for each of its DSM programs and 

research projects are set forth in the program summaries in FPL 's DSM Plan. For all the 

foregoing reasons, FPL's DSM Plan, including the transfer of customers from the closed to the 

open Residential Load Control Tariff and cancellation of associated tariff sheets, should be 

approved. 

WHEREFORE, FPL respectfully requests that the Commission: (i) approve FPL's DSM 

Plan, as provided in Attachment I; (ii) approve the cancellation of FPL's Residential On Call 

Tariff, the transfer of remaining customers on that tariff to the open Residential Load Control 

Tariff, and the revised tariff sheets provided in Attachment 2; (iii) authorize FPL to recover 

reasonable and prudent expenditures associated with the implementation of this DSM Plan 

through the ECCR clause; and (iv) grant such other relief as may be appropriate. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jessica A. Cano 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, Florida 33408 
Tel: (561) 304-5226 
Fax: (561) 691-7135 

By: s/ Jessica A. Cano 
Jessica A. Cano 
Florida Bar No. 37372 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Third Revised Sheet No. 8.207 

Cancels Second Revised Sheet No. 8.207 

RATE SC..rnfJULii:: RSL 

,'\:PPUCATIO}~: 

Rl'.SIDBl>mA-L LOAQ ~Wf.AGEMEl>IT PROGRAM 
fiFPb "{»I CAUs'' ~GRAM) 

ECLO&BfJ SGHBfJUU!) 

A.VAILABLE: 

'HI Clt!lte!BIIIB Rleeiyiftg ser-viee ll!HieP Rate SekeEl~:tle RS I nfte weFe aethe pafl:ieipants-itl this pmgfSftl: as ef PLfJFil l , l!ll~E aml 'Nile 
~lii!I!El at least ene eflhe fellewiag installed eleetrieal BpflliaAees e11 !he pR1mises that was IJesigM!ea es eL'\:pFill , lQQ~: 

2. Ceatfal eleetrie air eeeEliaeaisg 

*Geaa-sl eleckie spaee heatiBg systems ale11e life i11eligi.ele tef PfegF!IDl partieiflatiBII. These systems life eligiele teF 
:PI'EiflJ'EIIft J!ll!'tieipatiell f!Ri3' ,.~1111 eRe. eF RlBft! eflhe etkeF 3 a}lflliaHees listed ~\'B is si~eEl Bf! fuF pm:tieipaliBft: 

. ·~ ... ;~~-> ·. •. ~~:~:·.: - ~- . - . . . 
Tltis Rate Sehe61tle is aet applieaele ler seP<'iee 1e eefflfllealy e•,u1ea fiieilities ef eat~tieiBiftitim; EOOJ!ef'atiy~ er hamell\'lflllfS' 
asseeiatiett5. SeF:iee 1mder this Rate Sehedlile is net li'allSfef&ble te eithet· Be'.V Gustemers f8!ill.e5tittg sep,riee at any pFemtses that 'NBRI 
desigsated by a CustemeF ~eiJ!&ting ifl this pftlgfiiiB ~!fiat" te ,'\:pfil I, 20QJ OR te tile Clllltamef!l partie~IIBHg itt t9is JlffigFCIIH Bli ef 
Apiill, 2QQ3 wile Elis881'11inae SOI'Yiee at llle pfeHiises Elesi~a priar te J..pl'ill, 2QQ3. 

SERVICE: 

UMITATiml OF SBRVlCe: 

The .Jome 111 speeifiea iR Rate Seaediile RS 1. The spesified eleelrieal BpflliaRees sltal:l he iatern1pted at l;l!e eptiea eflhe CtUf!flaHY by 

~401>11lH.Y CRI\fJIT: 

fJW.'ICii: fOPTIO~!l A!'PLICAIULITY CRefJIT 

I. $HQ 
1.. CeRII'Illeleetrie aif eef!Eiiliellisg f:Optiea C) Apfil Oeleeer $€i.QQ 

ApFil Oeteeer $9.QQ 
4. $ 3.QQ 

$2.00 
6. Ct!Bifal eleelrie spaee heating (OJ:lliBR S) $4.00 

Tete! mBflthly a'edit shall net e!Eeeea 4Q f!BPeefll: efthe Rftte Sehedale RS 1 "B85e eRE!f8Y CflMge" aerually iRettHea far the memh (if !he 
Bueget Billing PlaR is selellle&, Re~l e~ ebarges will be lltilized ia the ealelllaliefos, Hat the le·,•eliii!E!El el!arges) IIBd ae ereilit will be 
applied te fBElltee the Mi11iRn1m llill speeil:ied ea Rse SeaeilYle RS I. 

}~at<!: Ofltiea C er Optien S (listed below) may be seleeted fer eid181' eeHtfSl ail' eeneitiellring er heating systea1s. If lle!h llflpliilllr8B 

RESERVED FOR FUTURE USE 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Aprill, 20G3 



FLOR1DA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

RESERVED FOR FUTURE USE 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: 

Third Revised Sheet No. 8.207 
Cantels Second Revised Sheet No. 8.207 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

ECaRliH"tlea fftltJt Sheet }le. &.207) 

INTERRUPTION SCIIEDULES FOR ELECTRICAL ,<\."!'UANCliS 

Aorill tbreegh Oetetler 31: 

S 11:m. Ia 11 am. 
4 II•"'• te lQ p.m. 

Fourth Revised Sheet No. 8.208 
Cancels Third Revised Sheet No. 8.208 

;; JUt. te 19 p.m. 

1.. CeREFai eleell'ie air eeflttitieRiRg eEjllipm.SJttJBay tie mterRlJltedllluler Bfle eflhe fellwNL"'lg eptieas seleeletl tly the CQltem~r: 

ifiterruptiea ame ef 11p Ia 18Q miflttles per day. If B.efmal eperaaea ef the Pfegrem is aet able Ia pFevitle suf.lieie11t tle.1!1111ld 
reaaetiea te aio.'tlft 8li emergeaey simatien, eealfal eleekie air eeeai1:ieBers may be iHtfl'ftlJllee fer 17.S mifl'd:les tiering II~' 39 
lUiRUI;e f'l!l'iaa •;,oith II Sltlfltil&li\18 inll!fftlfltiBU mne eftijl Ia 219 Rli1Uile9Jltlf !ley. 

~ etjltipmeflt m&y tie iatemljMed up te, Bllt oot te enueetl, 1 gg m.iHilles per day. 

4. Ce!Hml eleell'ie spaee lieeting eEJUipment ffi~' tie iRieffllfllea aaEler eae efthe fullev.oing Bf!li8ft5 selested tly !be CllStemer: 

illlelntjltiea liMe efttp te 18Q mmBtes per day. 

~ I!Ejllipmest Rl£t31 be iateFfllplea lip 18, ti\H Ret Ia 1!11Beeti, I8Q minlltes per a&y. 

The limitatiBfiS ea interruptien5 ef eleell:leel e~llif!meflt sh&llHet ilflflly Elurillg emergeReies eR lhe Cemp;my's syslem er te interfllpli8ft5 

I~f Of SBRWCE: 

Dllriag sef"'illl! ueder this ~te S6.1!eelllle, a Cll!Jtefl~eF fll&y tliseeHti1.n1e sep;jee 9y giviRg lite C8Rlf!BBY seve11 (7) days ati>Jaeee neliee. If, 
llfi8H se>.•eR (7) Eleys atl"oo•&llee Aeliee. the C'llstemer re~¥Jests te ehllflga iAleFI'SfllieR: efjtiens, the seleetieH ef eleel:rieal8flplillftees eeaaeelea 
te lite leaa ml!flagi!Blt!IIt eqnipmeAt, er h!F;e aile er tH.e~e llflfllianees remw.<ea fffim pllftieipatiee ie die pregfi!J\'I aH er se9seqei!Ht te Ajiril l , 
19!13, the~t lite Ctl9temer .. ill ee ieeligible te pllftieipate furtller in the f!regr-am. 

SPBCfAL PROVISIO~IS 

FeiiSBH~ saeh 115: e!IE!eSSP,·e instaUatiea eea~ evefflil'eE!IltRtlersii!eEI heating er eeeliHg t~ttttipment er a$e!'H1&1 utili21Kiee ef 
e~¥JipmS11t, ineletlil1g 'i'tie~Hiee er eill.er limitetl eeeup~ resitleeees. 

::!. Yilliflg ~mEier IRis ~alB Sehedule ·.viii eemme~~ee 11pen ~ iflaialla!ielt l!fla eea1plel:ien ef F8tfllife6 iHspee!iell5 ef tile Jeall 

3. Mllllif!le llllils ef llfl}' p11!1i~~tthw llflf!Hali6e type lt11lst all tie ee!llleelea wilh leatl maaagemMt eljl:lil!tReat ta ~¥Jillify fer the et'tlt:lit 
at;tribumele te that applianee iyt1e. lR sueh eireltlMliillees, a~· a single eredit fer that llf']3li1111€6 type ·,viii tie applied. Peel sweeps, 
)ohee eei:IJ!lea with l!i!ttl flH~s, l!fe iBeiHtled iB tkis eateger~·. 

(CaRliflttet:l elt Skeet l-Ie. 8.2091 
RESERVED FOR FIITllR£ USE 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: Aug~:~st te, lQQ' 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

(Centinuea fFem Shaet Ne. 8.2.G8) 

Second Revised Sheet No. 8.209 
Cancels First Sheet No. 8.209 

4. :lftsta:llel:illft af the laaEl manllgelftee:t t!Etllil!'lftef!t at the Cusrometls hetne i5 te 5e the sale Fe!ijl6RSi~lity ef 11 lfeesse&; 
iadepelldeBt e&RinteteF. The Cll!ltemer agt•ees fual: lhe CemJ!&n;' shell ft6t ae liable far IIR:y tlafaeges BF iajw:ies tltat 
tna~· aeei:IF as a result afd!e iateFRlpties ev Nlle~el'l ef eleetrie seFYiee ~Y&Rt te the terms ef1llis seheElele. 

$. The fellevAeg types ef eleetrie walef l!eatef!l are iaelfgil!le fur plll'l:iei):llltian in tile f!Fegram: sei&F 'Ntttef heaters; heat 
reeBYilfY u:Rim BHEI heat flYRll' water heaters. 

IJ. If the Caffi):l!lflY tll!leatti.nes thllt d!e Castemer sa lengl!r lt!ies eee 8F mere ef d!e I!N'lienees sigeell Uf1 far pFI!gram 
fl&rtieif!atia&; tllell lite Campen;' Jtas ll!e right te remeve the illli'FOf!RIIte Ieall managemest t!Etllitneent ani! te 
EiiseAf!liilllle tile &fll'fep'fiate ereElits. 

+. The Clt!iteft!eF shall gi.Ye the Cemf!BHY BREl tbe lieell!lea, iAEiepe!tEiest e&Rtr~~eter reasllftal!le Beeest~ fat· ies!ell:ifig; 
maiB•·ining; testisg anEI Felnev~sg Ute Ce1upaBy's le!HI FRIIIlBgl!ll'lent eljliipmeli!; aad far ·rel'i1'3·iRg ~tat the equtplllest 
efteetively e&Rifels the Castellll!l"s appliooees aa istel'leea l:!y iftis seheeale. 

8. If Ike CIIHifla&Y determines that Ute eA'eet ef elj_Uiprsent iste!ruptiens has l!eea aiiset l!y llte Clt!itemer's YSe ef 
BliflllleiHe!ltluy 8F altemati"re elee!fieal HEIUipmi!At; d!e.n seFYiee ID!Ser tl1is selteeule may l!e tfiseenllm~ea 1111a d!e 
Custemer hilled fer all twier Mamilly CfeE!its raeei•o"ee IHWier thi!l &ate SelledHie e\'er a fleAea set te e!!eeeEl silt (e) 
fAtllitltB. 

9. If the Camp1111y deteFmines ll!at its leas IBIIABgl!ft!eBt eE!~flRleRt a11: 1l1e Custemer's Jll'eRli~es has aeeB fl!!laeree 
.iRsfleeti•, e 5,- flll!eliaaisal, eleelrieal ef elher Ele¥iees er aeliiens (''taslJieriRg"), tki!A the Cempaay may difleestiffi!e the 
Custelt!l!r's partieipatias is tile pregl'l!lfl 1111a l!ill-4:er all elifll!ll<Ses iRYeh•Bii iu reiBBval af tlte leatl m8811gemest 
equipmea~ flllt!i ilflplieahle investigative eharges. The CeHlflaAY may reeill all prier 'MeHII!Iy Credits reeei\'ea by Ike 
Custemer ieA! 1111 esle5li5hed tlllllpe•ing ll!lte. If sae& a Elate eannet· be estllllliske&; thea reaillillg ef ll!s MeBthl.y 
CmElits shall he far lhe lesser ef tae oomher af mestkA reeeiyi11g serviee uaeer tllis Rate Sehl!liule er d!e previelt!i 
twek·e (1 ~ AlBRlffll. 

IQ. SeA iee u!Hier this Rate Seheauls is ilflplieaBie ettiy te eligiale eleelrieal I!EjttiJll*est that vrt2s instal lee &t ike Elesigsatea 
premises as af April l, 1QQd, lllstallt*ies ef any sew (bat nat Fef!leel!lfli!Rt) eleetr-ieal appliBRees aft ar subsequer~t le 

i\pfil I' 2003 wm net l:!e elfgil!le rer SerYiee li!JQeF th.is Rate Selll!e!lle. 

II. Sep,•iee !lASer this Ra!:e Sehetlule tllll}' Ret l:!e eemeined with asy eli!SF Ros5itleatial. Leas Man&ge~'l!eat l'FI!granl er llfiY 
ether pregram wilh a pra•;isieR fer ereeitisg 1111 ll!e Cw;temel''s tl'leflthly Sill tar eligiale eleatl'ieal appliBAee!l eeRReeled 
Ia I eaa lfltltlagement equipn1ent wtlieh m11y l:!e effered ay F-PL in the futl!re. 
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FLORID\ PO\\ ER & LIGIIT COi\JP.\:\\ 

First Re' ised Sheet :\o. 8.2 17 
(·an eels Original Sheet ~o. 8.217 

El ',Ill! '\ II. \_L_I () \12_(_ 1_)_'\j Ill II I'IW< d{ \'\J 

I{ \ II ',l 111.1 ll I I I{ I I' 

.\\.\11 .\Ill I 

\_l'l'lll_ \~__~(_)_'>. 

I" l u'ln1111.:r' rc·e·e·i1 int,> 'en ie·e· unckr I{ ate· ',e·lll·dulc· 1{',-l 11 lin ckcl ttl partie·ipalc' 111 tiJi, Re·,ide'llli:d I tJ;Jd ( ontrol l'mt,>ran1 l ''l'r<lgro.un··) 
on tJr alkr .\pnl I. ~I ill_> :1nd 11 h<1 utili/cat ka't one· ol the li>llo11 lllt' in,t:dkd e·lc·dncal 'li'Piiance·, at the lthltlllle-r·' pre·mi,c: 

I. 

-t 

l tJlll cnlional ele-c-tric ll:tlLT hc:Jle'l 
l'cJJtralckctric :1i1 u>llllitillnint,> 

S11 imm int,> I" H>l I'Ulllp I inc·ludint,> i'' ><II '" e'e'l" :1' crppn >priatc I 
( ..:ntralclcctnc 'pace· he·atin:c* 

•:•t e·ntral ,·lcl'lrie· 'p:tcc hc:Jiint,> ') 'icllh :done· ;rrc ine·li:cihk lor l'rnwa111 partie·ip:ltioll. I he·": "'lcnh :tre· ~ligibl.: !hr 
l'ro:cram particip:1tion onl: 11hcn one'lt>r Jll<~rcl <~I. the other_-; appli:ulcc' li,te·d :thole i, I arc I 'i:cncd Ul' li>r partie·i p;.Hion. 

lhi' Rate· ',chcduk i, tH>l :lpplie·:rhlc- ltJr "·nice· II> u>JnnH>nil-<lllllcd lire·ihtic' ol condominium. UH>pnatile'. or hom.::nlllll'rs' 
,l...,...,iKiati<Jih. 

',I.R\Il I 

11\111.\110"< Ill SIR\'ICI 

I he· "llllc' ;1, 'l'l?cilicd in Rate 'iche·dulc- 1{',-l_ I he 'pccilie·d e·kl'lrical applianc·e·, 'h:tll he· intcrruptc:d at the· option ol'thc l 'omp<til) t'>) 
me·;uh ol load 11\anat,>e'lllcnt equipment ilhtalled <11 the l thtomer\ prcnli,c. 

\I< 1'\ II II Y CRI.UII: 

-'· 
-t 
5. 
h. 

_ __!2L\-1 l I_(_(_JI' 1_1(_)'\ L 

('ome'lllionale·ketrie· 11atcr hc:rte-r 
I cntr;d cke·tnc air conditionlnt,> tl lptio11 l 
lcntr:d e·lc-ctric air conditioning 1 I lptit>lt..., 1 

"" immint,> I''"'' pump 
l cntral elce·tric 'l'acc hcatint,> I I lption l 
l'cntr;d c·lcc:tric 'l'acc hc·atint,> illptitJn Si 

\1'1'1 ll .\llll Ill 

lcar-mullll 
\pril-1 Jctohcr 
\l'ril-1 Jctohcr 
Y c·ar-n >UJJd 

'\m c·mhc-r- \larch 
'\, 11 c'lll her-\ 1 arc·h 

(!{IIlli 

o;, 1.50 

" _,_till 
"l)_()l) 

'!, 3.1111 

"~.110 
\.-UIO 

I otalnmnthl: c-rcdil 'hall not c·,cced ~II pe-rcent ol the Rate· ',chcdulc- I{S-1 "lla'l' I nc·rg: l hart,>c" aduall: incurred li>r the month (if the 
lludt<ct llilling l'lan i' ,elected. :tctualcncr:c1 cho~rgc' 11ill he utili/eel in the c·akulatitllh. not the lc:1cli/cd chart'c'l :md IH> e r~dit "ill be 
applied to reduce· the· \lininllllll hill 'pccilicd on Rate ',e·hcduk 1{',-l. 

'\tJtc: I lptionl or I lption ', ili,lc'd h..:lo11) ma: he 'l'kcted li>r eithe1 c·cntral o~ir e·onditionint,> or hcatint' ') 'lc'll'. 11-holh app liance I)(X:S 

arc· partici1'atint,> in the l'rot'r<Jlll. the ''tlllc optitJn lllU't he 'ckclL'cL 

il tlllliJJuc·d n11 ',heel '\o. X.~ I X 1 

l~sued h~: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariff\ 
EffectiH: .\ugu~t J.t, 2007 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

(Continued from Sheet No. 8.2I7) 

INTr:RRllPTJON SCHEDULES FOR EU~CTRICAL APPLIANCES 

Second Revised Sheet No. 8.218 
Cancels First Revised Sheet No. 8.218 

The Customer's participating electrical appliances will be interrupted only during the following periods except as noted below: 

April I through October 3I: 

November I through March 3I: 

2 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 

5 a.m. to II a.m. 
4 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 

The interruption schedules available for each appliance are as follows: 

I. Conventional electric water heating equipment may be interrupted up to, but not to exceed, 240 minutes per day. 

2. Central electric air conditioning equipment may be interrupted under one of the following options selected by the Customer: 

Option C equipment may be interrupted an accumulated total of 15 minutes during any 30 minute period with a cumulative 
interruption time of up to 180 minutes per day. If norrnal operation of the Program is not able to provide sufficient demand 
reduction to divert an emergency situation. central electric air conditioners may be interrupted for 17.5 minutes during any 30 
minute period with a cumulative interruption time of up to 210 minutes per day. 

Option S equipment may be interrupted up to. but not to exceed, 180 minutes per day. 

3. Swimming pool pump equipment may be interrupted up to, but not to exceed, 240 minutes per day. 

4. Central electric space heating equipment may be interrupted under one of the following options selected by the Customer: 

Option C equipment may be interrupted an accumulated total of 15 minutes during any 30 minute period with a cumulative 
interruption time of up to 180 minutes per day. 

Option S equipment may be interrupted up to, but not to exceed, 180 minutes per day. 

The limitations on interruptions of electrical equipment shall not apply during emergencies on the Company's system or to interruptions 
caused by force majeure or other causes beyond the control of the Company. 

TERM OF SERVICE: 

During service under this Rate Schedule. a Customer may change interruption options or the selection of electrical appliances connected to 
the load management equipment or discontinue service under this Rate Schedule by giving the Company 7 days advance notice. If the 
Customer requests to have one or more appliances removed from participation in the Program, the Customer will be ineligible to 
participate with such appliance(s) again in the Program for one year (12 months) from the time participation ended. 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

I. The Company shall not be required to install load management equipment if the installation cannot be economically justified for 
reasons such as: excessive installation costs, oversized/undersized heating or cooling equipment or abnormal utilization of 
equipment, including vacation or other limited occupancy residences. 

2. Billing under this Rate Schedule will commence upon the installation and completion of required inspections of the load 
management equipment. 

3. Multiple units of any particular appliance type must all be connected with load management equipment to qual icy for the credit 
attributable to that appliance type. In such circumstances. only a single credit for that appliance type will be applied. Pool sweeps, 
when coupled with pool pumps, are included in this category. 

(Continued on Sheet No. 8.219) 

Issued by: S. E. Romig, Director, Rates and Tariffs 
Effective: August 14,2007 



FLORID\ PO\\ ER & LIGHT (0:\IP \~\ 

1 ( nntinucd li·nnl \he·ct '\o. X.21 X I 

First Re' ised Sheet "o. 8.219 
Canl'eb Original Sheet 'lo. 8.219 

4 lthtalbtion nl'thc load tllallat'cmcnt equipment at the l uqotnct-', prctllt'c 1' to he· the· 'ole· re·,pnththtltll ol'.t licc'thccL indcpcncknt 

contractor I he· ( ustomcr <lt'rcc' that the· ( onlp~ttll ,h,tllnot he· liable- lin ~Ill) dalllaf'C' ot mimic·, thatma' oc·cur a' a rc,ult ol'thc 
inlLTruption or rc·,torali<>ll nl'c·lcctric 'LTI icc pur,uanl to the terms ol thi, R:tlL' \c·h,·duk. 

5. I he li>llo11int' l)P''' olc:lcl'lric 11ater hc~tter' ~trc inclit>ihk li>r p~trticip~tlton itllhc l'rot'ram: "'lett ll~llL't hcalch. he·~tl rccllle'r) 
unih and heal I'Utllp 11 atcr heater' 

h. II the ( ompan: cklL-rtninc' that the ( thlotllcT nn 1\lllf'L'I ll'L'' nne· nr mnrc ol-thc ·IJ'I'klttcc' ,i;cncd up l(>i l'rot't~llll parlicipatiL>tl. 
then the· ( nmpan: ha' the rit>hl to rc'tlllllc' the· ~IPI'n>prialc' load lll~tllat'Clllc'lllc'quiptllc'lll and lL> di'L'<>tllinuc· the ~tpprnpri~tlc crc·dih. 

7. I he ( Lhlomcr shall t'ile' the ( otlll'<llll and the liccn,ccL imkpc·nJcnt u>ntr.tctor rc-~N>nahk ~ll·c·c·" li>J itht.tllitl!,'. lll~tintainin['. 

lcslillt' and rcm\llillt' the ( >llnpan1\ load matt<lt'Cillettl e·quiptncttl. and lor ll'l'il\in!,' th~tl the· equiptnc·nt c:ll\:c·tilc'l) u>tllrnl, the 
( Lhtomcr\ appliance' a' inlc'tlckd In this RaiL' \c·heduk. 

X. II' the ( ompalll determine' that the· ci'll:L'l or equipment inlc'rruptillt\' ha' hc·ctl L>lhct h: the ( 'ttsl\llllct-', the ol 'uppk·tncnl<irl ()\' 
altcrnati1c ele-ctrical cquipn11.:nt. then sen ic·c· umkr this Rate \chcduiL· tll~t-' he di,continued ~tnd the lu,lotncr hille-d li>r <tllpri<>r 
\lonthl: Crc·dih rcc·cilc'd under this l{atc \chcduk o1cr a period not to e''.cccd st'. ihlnH>tllhs. 

''- II' the Cotnpan_l dctcnninc's that ih load Jll<lllat'c'lllc'tll cquil'lllcnl at the· ( usl<>nlcr\ l'rcmi'c h<ts hcc·n tendered inc·l'kctilc' h) 
mechanicaL electrical ur other dc1 icc'' ur actions ("tampcrint>"i. thc·n the ( otnp<tlll tlla) discontinue the· l u'lotncr·, partic·ipali\ln 
in the i'rot'ralll ami hill li>r all c''-I'Cihc' im nil cd in rcn1o1 al ol' the load tllalla),'.Cillc'lll c·quipnwnl. plus applic·ahk in1 c'slit>alil c 
chart'cs. I he Compan: ma: rchill all prior .\1onthl: Credits rccci1cd In the· ( u'l<llllcr li'<llll an cstahli,hc·d tampcrint' date. II' sud! 
a Jatc cannot be c'l<thlishcd. then rchillint' ol'the \lnnthl: ( rcdih ,hall he li>r the k"cr \ll.lhe· nutnhcr ol'months recci1 in),'. sen icc 
under this Rate \chcduk nr the prc1 ious l11ch c t 121 tlll>llths_ 

Issued h~: S. E. Romig, Dirertor, Rates and Ta.-iffs 
Effel'ti\C: .\ugust I~. 2()()7 
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• I=PL 

March 2, 2015 

Shevie Brown 
Division of Economics 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: 2014 Demand-Side Management (DSM) Annual Report 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

In accordance with Rule 25-17.0021 (5), Florida Administrative Code, Florida Power & Light 
Company ("FPL") is submitting its 2014 DSM Annual Report. The Report includes the results 
ofFPL's DSM Plan as approved by Order No. PSC-11-0346-PAA-EG (consummated by Order 
No. PSC-11-0590-FOF-EG). FPL's DSM Plan consists of the DSM programs approved by the 
Commission in 2004 and subsequent modifications approved by the Commission in 2006. 

FPL developed internal demand and energy targets ("FPL Targets" ) following the Commission' s 
approval of its current DSM Plan. The FPL Targets are based on the incentive levels and a 
similar program mix contained in FPL' s approved DSM Plan as well as adjustments for 2012 
Florida Building Code changes. Below is a table comparing FPL's 2014 performance to the FPL 
Targets: 

Re s idential and Business Combined Residential Busine ss 
Actual Total Actual Total Actual Total 

Achic•·ed FPL. Target %Variance Achie•·ed FPL. Target % Variance Achie..ed FPL. Targe t % Variance 

Summer Peak I\IW 142.1 131.1 8 %. 99. 1 80.3 23%) 43.0 50.8 -1 5",. 

Winter Peak l\1\\' 66.6 79.0 -16% 51.1 56.0 -9~0 15.5 23. I -33~ · 

G\\ h En erg~· 222.1 156.4 42% 162 6 101 . 1 6 1 ~ · 59.4 55.3 7".o 

On a combined basis, FPL achieved the Summer MW and GWh targets. The value of demand 
and energy savings for FPL' s general body of customers is unrelated to whether the savings 
occur in the residential or business sector. 

In the enclosed report, FPL' s performance is compared to the demand and energy goals 
established by Order No. PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG, issued December 30, 2009, in Docket No. 
080407-EG ("2009 Goals"). The results are summarized on page one of the attached report. In 

Florida Power & Light Company 

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408 



2014 DSf\1 Annual Report Transmittal 
p. 2 

2014, FPL achieved DSM sa\ings within !5°/;) of the residential Summer l\1\\. and business 
Winter :vtW goals. On a combined basis, FPL 's 2014 achie\ emenh exceeded 2013. FPL · s 2014 
residential and business sector-le\·el achin·ements also exceeded 2013. \\ith the e.\ception of 
business C1Wh. Achievement in the business sector continues to be affected In customers 
deferring p rojects due to budget constraints as a result of the slow economic rectl\'er~. As 
indicated in the transmittal letter accompanying last year·s DS\1,\nnual Report \ariances from 
the 200<) DSM (}oals are expected because FPL's appnwed DSM Plan \\as not designed to meet 
the 200<) Cioals. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you h~n·e any questions. 

Sincere!). 

~rr··,.j t;<Ju.'IV 
Wa\ ne Besle\ - -
Director, Demand-Side Management Programs 

Lnc Insures 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
2014 DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Comparison of Achieved MW and (.JWh Reductions\ . Goals 

Residentiall3uilding Envelope 

Residential Duct System Testing and Repair 

Residential Air Conditioning 

Rcsidenti:J! Load Management (On Call) 

Residential Ne\\ Construction (BuildSmart') 

Residential Low Income Weatherization 

Residential I lome Energy Sun eys 

l3usincss Heating. Ventilating & Air (\mditioning 

l3usiness E ftic ient Lighting 

l3usiness Building Envelope 

l3usiness Custom Incentive 

l3usiness Water Heating 

l3usiness Refrigeration 

l3usiness On Call 

Commerc ial/lndustrial Demand Reduct ion 

l3usiness Energy E\aluation 

Residential Solar Water I !eating: Pilot 

Residential Solar Water Heating t Low Income New Construction) Pi lot 

l3usiness Solar Water l leating Pilot 

Residential Photo\oltaic Pilot 

l3usiness Photo\ oltaie Pilot 

Business Photo\ oltaic for Schools Pilot 

Research & De\eloprnent I Other Conservation Activities 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

Comparison o f Achieved MW and GWh Reductions 

v. Annual Commission Goals Established December 30, 2009 

Reporting Period: 2014 

Residential and Business Combined (@ Generator) 

Summer Peak MW Reduction Winter Peak MW Reduction 

Annual Annual 

Annual Total Commission Annual Total Commission 

Year Achieved Established Goal %Variance Achieved Established Goal %Variance 

2010 1292 110.4 17% 59.4 41 3 44% 

2011 146.2 142.2 3% 64.2 52.3 23% 

2012 139.9 166.5 -16% 70.9 61 .9 15% 

2013 127.0 179.8 -29% 55.6 69.4 -20% 

2014 142.1 183.6 -23% 66.6 74.6 -11% 

2015 172.2 710 

2016 155.9 66.3 

2017 140.1 61 .1 

2018 128.7 56.4 

2019 118.3 51 .4 

Resident ial (~Generator) 

Summer Peak MW Reduction Winter Peak MW Reduction 
Annual Annual 

Annual Total Commission Annual Total Commission 
Year Achieved Established Goal %Variance Achieved Established Goal %Variance 

2010 92.9 67.7 37% 38.2 33.2 15% 

201 1 109.5 79.7 37% 46.2 42.4 9% 

2012 88.5 90.2 -2% 40.7 50.3 -19% 

2013 84.7 98.5 -14% 40.7 563 -28% 

2014 99.1 104.3 -5% 51 .1 60.2 -15% 

2015 100.7 55.9 

2016 95.9 51 .3 

2017 91 .4 47.0 

2018 87.4 43.2 

2019 83.3 39.4 

Business (G Generator) 
Summer Peak MW Reduction Winter Peak MW Reduction 

Annual Annual 
Annual Total Commission Annual Total Commission 

Year Achieved Established Goal %Variance Achieved Established Goal %Variance 

2010 36.2 42.7 -15% 21 .3 8.1 162% 

2011 36.8 62.5 -41% 18.0 9.9 82% 

2012 51 .4 76.3 -33% 30.3 11 .6 161% 

2013 42.3 81 .3 -48% 14.9 13.1 14% 

2014 43.0 79.3 -46% 15.5 14.4 8% 

2015 71 .5 15 1 

2016 60.0 15 0 

2017 48.7 14.1 

2018 41 .3 13.2 

2019 350 12.0 

Page 1 

GWh Enerav Reduction 
Annual 

Annual Total Commission 
Achieved Established Goal %Variance 

204.1 204.3 0% 

261 .1 295.2 -12% 

211 .0 360.3 -41% 

214.2 389.4 -45% 

222.1 394.1 -44% 

360.5 

317.6 

279.0 

253.3 

228.5 

GWh Enerav Reduction 
Annual 

Annual Total Commission 
Achieved Established Goal %Variance 

141 .3 119.6 18% 

196.1 145.8 35% 

140.9 168.8 -17% 

138.7 186.7 -26% 

162.6 200.0 -19% 

193.0 

183.4 

174.2 

166.4 

157.5 

GWh Enerav Reduction 
Annual 

Annual Total Commission 
Achieved Established Goal %Vanance 

62.8 84.7 -26% 

64.9 149.4 -57% 

70.1 191 .5 -63% 

75.5 202.7 -63% 

59.4 194.1 -69% 

167 5 

134.2 

104.8 

86.9 

71 .0 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Building Envelope 
January 1981 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 4,010,837 2,483,638 18,159 0.7% 

2011 4,056,428 2,493,710 36,448 1.5% 

2012 4,141,910 2,528,354 54,891 2.2% 

2013 4,226 ,978 2,562,588 73,508 2.9% 

2014 4,311,223 2,596,138 92,321 3.6% 

2015 4,394,802 2,629,080 111 '135 4.2% 

2016 4,477,937 2,661,746 129,948 4.9% 

2017 4,560,569 2,694,101 148,761 5.5% 

2018 4,642,575 2,726,069 167,575 6.1% 

2019 4,720,827 2,755,712 186,388 6.8% 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 0.27 0.29 

Winter kW Reduction 0.37 0.40 

kWh Reduction 663 703 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $377 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $3,299 
Net Benefits ($000) $98 

<1> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 502,577 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

14,041 

13,675 

11,639 

8,420 

8,752 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

<.;umwanve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1> Level% 

14,041 0.6% 

27,716 1.1% 

39,355 1.6% 

47,775 1.9% 

56,527 2.2% 

Program Total 

@Meter @Generator 

2,391 2,577 

3,217 3,467 

5,801 ,116 6,155,390 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 2 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(4,118) 

(8,732) 

(15,536) 

(25,733) 

(35,794) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,010,837 

2011 4,056.428 

2012 4,141 ,910 

2013 4,226,978 

2014 4,311,223 

2015 4,394,802 

2016 4,477,937 

2017 4,560,569 

2018 4,642,575 

2019 4,720,827 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Duct System Testing and Repair 
August 1991 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

1,708,376 

1,710,053 

1,728,433 

1,746,346 

1,763,618 

1,780,313 

1,796,819 

1 ,813, 111 

1 ,829,136 

1,843,562 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 
Participants Level% 

17,741 1.0% 

35,772 2.1% 

54,093 3.1% 

72,704 4.2% 

91,608 5.2% 

110,513 6.2% 

129,418 7.2% 

148,323 8.2% 

167,227 9.1% 

186,132 10.1% 

Per Installation 
@Meter @Generator 

0.17 0.19 

0.19 0.21 

378 401 

Utility Cost per Installation $449 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $913 
Net Benefits ($000) $1 

<
1
> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 478,515 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
P artici pants 

16,348 

3,575 

1,277 

1,294 

2,032 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
t;UmUiaiJve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1> Level% 

16,348 1.0% 

19,923 1.2% 

21,200 1.2% 

22,494 1.3% 

24,526 1.4% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

355 383 

394 424 

768,520 815,454 

Page 3 

(g-d) 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(1 ,393) 

(15,849) 

(32,893) 

(50,21 0) 

(67,082) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Air Conditioning 
October 1990 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 4,010,837 3,172,427 106,731 3.4% 

2011 4,056,428 3,180,593 221 ,154 7.0% 

2012 4,141,910 3,206,087 343,459 10.7% 

2013 4,226.978 3,227,951 473,914 14.7% 

2014 4,311,223 3,225,622 612,872 19.0% 

2015 4,394,802 3,219,71 5 751 ,830 23.4% 

2016 4,477,937 3,212,539 890,787 27.7% 

2017 4,560,569 3,205,241 1,029,745 32.1% 

2018 4,642,575 3,176,065 1,168,703 36.8% 

2019 4,720,827 3,158,213 1,307,661 41 .4% 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 0.53 0.57 

Winter kW Reduction 0.19 0.20 

kWh Reduction 1,131 1,200 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $630 

Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $76,399 
Net Benefits ($000) $353 

(t) Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 1,239,291 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

99,897 

113,907 

101,156 

105,164 

121,349 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
vUmUiatiVe 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1
> Level% 

99,897 3.1% 

213,804 6.7% 

314,960 9.8% 

420,124 13.0% 

541,473 16.8% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

64,568 69,593 

22,523 24,276 

137,258,649 145,641,035 

i 
(g-d) 
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Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under} Projected 

Participants 

(6,834) 

(7,350) 

(28,499) 

(53,790) 

(71 ,399) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,010,837 
2011 4,056,428 

2012 4,141,910 

2013 4,226,978 

2014 4,311,223 
2015 4,394,802 
2016 4,477,937 
2017 4,560,569 
2018 4,642,575 
2019 4,720,827 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Load Management (On Call) 
July 1986 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

3,225,872 
3,255,563 

3,323,845 

3,390,413 

3,454,858 
3,515,137 
3,574,972 
3,634,304 
3,693,010 
3,747,962 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 
Participants Level% 

15,900 0.5% 
33,100 1.0% 

51,600 1.6% 

71 ,400 2.1% 

94,700 2.7% 
118,000 3.4% 
141,300 4.0% 
164,600 4.5% 
187,900 5.1% 
211,200 5.6% 

Per Installation 
@Meter @Generator 

1.98 2.14 

1.88 2.03 

2 2 

Utility Cost per Installation 1£
1 $68 

Total Utility Program Cost ($000) IJJ $55,462 

Net Benefits ($000) $473 

<
1
> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 784,965 

<
2

> Based on cumulative active participants at year-end= 810,074 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

6,826 
8,021 

13,910 

15,370 

10,395 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

l;UmUJatJve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1> Level% 

6,826 0.2% 
14,847 0.5% 

28,757 0.9% 

44,127 1.3% 

54,522 1.6% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

20,604 22,207 

19,548 21 ,069 

17,100 18,144 

<
3

> Includes depreciation, return & rebates paid in 2014 to active participants who signed up in 2014 & prior years 

i 
(g-d) 
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Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(9 ,0741 
(18,253J 

(22,843) 

(27,2731 

(40,178) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 

Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,010,837 

2011 4,056,428 

2012 4,141,910 

2013 4,226,978 

2014 4,311,223 

2015 4,394,802 

2016 4,477,937 

2017 4,560,569 

2018 4,642,575 

2019 4,720,827 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Residential New Construction (BuildSmart0 ) 

February 1996 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

18,505 

30,508 

36,750 

39,597 

41,313 

43,189 

43,800 

44,274 

45,278 

46,918 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 
Participants Level% 

1,612 8.7% 

3,282 6.7% 

5,431 6.3% 

7 ,582 6.0% 

9,635 5.8% 

11,581 5.5% 

13,528 5.3% 

15,474 5.2% 

17,421 5.1% 

19,368 5.0% 

Per Installation 

@Meter @Generator 

0.78 0.85 

0.28 0.30 

1,273 1,351 

Utility Cost per Installation $209 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $732 
Net Benefits ($000) $199 

111 Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 22,515 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

2,089 

2,317 

2,943 

2,600 

3,503 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

L;umwanve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<11 Level% 

2,089 11.3% 

4,406 9.0% 

7,349 8.6% 

9,949 7.9% 

13,452 8.1% 

Program Total 

@Meter @Generator 

2,750 2,964 

982 1,059 

4,459,000 4,731,311 
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(g-d) 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

477 

1,124 

1,918 

2,367 

3,817 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,010,837 

2011 4,056,428 

2012 4,141 ,910 

2013 4,226,978 

2014 4,311,223 

2015 4,394,802 

2016 4,477,937 

2017 4,560,569 

2018 4,642,575 

2019 4,720,827 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Low Income Weatherization 
April2004 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

693,875 

701,181 

715,361 

729,439 

743,345 

757,104 

770,786 

784,380 

797,867 

810,704 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 
Participants Level% 

581 0.1% 

1,190 0.2% 

1,828 0.3% 

2,496 0.3% 

3,197 0.4% 

3,897 0.5% 

4,598 0.6% 

5,299 0.7% 

5,999 0.8% 

6,700 0.8% 

Per Installation 

@Meter @Generator 

0.22 0.23 

0.07 0.08 

474 503 

Utility Cost per Installation $142 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $126 
Net Benefits ($000) $5 

(l) Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 1,961 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

837 

1,666 

2,505 

844 

884 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

L;umUJattve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1
> Level% 

837 0.1% 

2 ,503 0.4% 

5,008 0.7% 

5,852 0.8% 

6 ,736 0.9% 

Program Total 

@Meter @Generator 

192 206 

66 71 

418,808 444,385 
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(g-d) 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

256 

1,313 

3,180 

3,356 

3,539 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Home Energy Surveys 
January 1981 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

g h 
(g/c) 

Projected Actual 
t,;umutatlve 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative Annual Number Number of Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration of Program Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% Participants Participants<1l Level% 

2010 4,010,837 4,010,837 75,000 - 100,000 1.9%-2.5% 139,837 139,837 3.5% 

2011 4,056,428 4,056,428 150,000-200,000 3.7% - 4.9% 159,620 299,457 7.4% 
£01£ 4,141 ,910 4,141,910 225,000 - 300,000 5.4"/o- 7.2"/o 145 069 444, !:'>~0 1 U.f"lo 

2013 4,226,978 4,226,978 300.000 - 400,000 7.1% - 9.5% 147,012 591 ,538 14.0% 

2014 4,311,223 4,311,223 375,000 - 500.000 8.7%- 11.6% 197,794 789,332 18.3% 

2015 4,394,802 4,394,802 450,000- 600,000 10.2%- 13.6% 

2016 4,477,937 4,477,937 525,000- 700,000 11.7%- 15.6% 

2017 4,560,569 4,560,569 600,000- 800,000 13.2%- 17.5% 

2018 4,642,575 4,642,575 675,000- 900,000 14.5%- 19.4% 

2019 4,720,827 4,720,827 750,000- 1,000,000 15.9% - 21.2% 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $60 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $11 ,919 
Net Benefits ($000) N/A - No kW or kWh reductions attributed to this program 

(lJ Cumulative participants prior to 2010 = 2,751,350 

i 
(g-d) 
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Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

64,837 - 39,837 

149,457-99,457 
~1~ ,0Lti- 144~ 

291 ,820-191 ,820 

414,332 - 289,332 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 605,498 

2011 620,548 

2012 635,972 

2013 651 ,779 

2014 667,980 

2015 684,583 

2016 701,598 

2017 719,037 

2018 736,909 

2019 755,226 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Heating, Ventilating & Air Conditioning 
February 1990 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

378,692 

369,436 

340,406 

349,806 

340,390 

330,789 

321,447 

312,369 

303,562 

295,033 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 
Participants Level% 

18,668 4.9% 

38,212 10.3% 

57,831 17.0% 

77,380 22.1% 

97,364 28.6% 

117,349 35.5% 

137,333 42.7% 

157,318 50.4% 

177,302 58.4% 

197,286 66.9% 

Per Installation 
@Meter @Generator 

1.00 1.08 

0.38 0.41 

1,343 1,425 

Utility Cost per Installation $494 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $6,386 
Net Benefits ($000) $299 

(ll Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@ Generator) = 325,170 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

10,611 

8,789 

12,224 

12,936 

12,932 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
vumwatlve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<1> Level% 

10,611 2.8% 

19,400 5.3% 

31,625 9.3% 

44,561 12.7% 

57,493 16.9% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

12,932 13,939 

4,930 5,313 

17,369,491 18,430,245 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 9 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(8,057) 

(18,812) 

(26,207) 

(32,819) 

(39,871) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Efficient Lighting 
June 1984 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 842,587 449,346 1,489 0.3% 

2011 863,530 459,025 3,104 0.7% 

2012 884,994 468,857 4,837 1.0% 

2013 906,991 478,855 6,681 1.4% 
2014 929,535 489,033 8,630 1.6% 

2015 952,639 499,405 10,579 2.1% 

2016 976,317 510,064 12,526 2.5% 

2017 1,000,584 521,076 14,477 2.6% 

2016 1,025,454 532,390 16,427 3.1% 
2019 1,050,943 544,034 18,376 3.4% 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 

Winter kW Reduction 0.63 0.66 
kWh Reduction 5,033 5,340 

2014 

Utility Cost per Installation $364 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $513 
Net Benefits ($000) $65 

111 Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@Generator) = 270,713 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

3,810 

3,509 
4,397 
2,742 

1.411 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
{.;umUJatlve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants(1> Level% 

3,810 0.8% 
7,320 1.6% 

11,716 2.5% 
14,458 3.0% 
15,869 3.2% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

1,411 1,521 
692 961 

7,102,339 7,536,079 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 10 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

2,321 
4,216 
6,880 
7,777 
7,239 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Building Envelope 
June 1995 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

g h 
(g/c) 

Projected Actual 
L;umUiatJve 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative Annual Number Number of 

Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration of Program Program 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% Participants Participants<1l 

2010 455,771 455,771 8,602 1.9% 6,358 6,358 

2011 467,099 458,497 17,720 3.9% 5,864 12,222 

2012 478,709 460,989 27,329 5.9% 6,765 18,987 

2013 490,608 463,279 37,404 8.1% 6,760 25,747 

2014 502,802 465,398 47,922 10.3% 7,466 33,213 

2015 515,300 467,377 58,440 12.5% 

2016 528,108 469,667 68,958 14.7% 

2017 541,234 472,276 79,476 16.8% 

2018 554,687 475,210 89,994 18.9% 

2019 568,474 478,479 100,512 21.0% 

Per Installation Program Total 
2014 @Meter @Generator @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 7,466 8,047 

Winter kW Reduction (2) 0.00 0.00 -16.59 -17.88 

kWh Reduction 1,951 2,070 14,563,373 15,452,758 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $1 ,013 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $7,563 
Net Benefits ($000) $219 

<fl Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@Generator) = 80,192 

<
2l The negative value is the result of the proportionately large participation in the Window Treatment measure 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

1.4% 

2.7% 

4.1% 

5.6% 

7.1% 

i 
(g-d) 
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Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(2,244) 

(5,498) 

(8,342) 

(11 ,657) 

(14,709) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Ught Company 
Business Custom Incentive 
April1993 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 139,467 90,912 282 0.3% 

2011 142,934 92,890 564 0.6% 

2012 146,487 94,924 846 0.9% 

2013 150,128 97,015 1,128 1.2% 

2014 153,859 99,165 1,410 1.4% 

2015 157,683 101,376 1,692 1.7% 

2016 161,603 103,649 1,974 1.9% 

2017 165,619 105,985 2,256 2.1% 

2018 169,736 108,387 2,538 2.3% 

2019 173,955 110,855 2,820 2.5% 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 

Winter kW Reduction 1.07 1.16 

kWh Reduction 7,766 8,241 

2014 
Utility Cost _per Installation $237 
Total Utility Program Cost {$000} $289 
Net Benefits ($000) $106 

<1> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@ Generator) = 34,162 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

2,586 

2,098 

2,335 

3,795 

1,220 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
~;umUiatlve 

Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<,> Level% 

2,586 2.8% 

4,684 5.0% 

7 ,019 7 .4% 

10,814 11.1% 

12,034 12.1% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

1.220 1,315 

1,311 1.413 

9,477,099 10,055,865 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 12 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

2,304 

4,120 

6,173 

9,686 

10,624 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Water Heating 
May 2006 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 80,321 73,863 187 0.3% 

2011 82,317 75,512 383 0.5% 

2012 84,363 77,197 589 0.8% 

2013 86,460 78,920 802 1.0% 

2014 88,609 80,683 1,021 1.3% 

2015 90,812 82,488 1,241 1.5% 

2016 93,069 84,344 1,461 1.7% 

2017 95,382 86,252 1,681 1.9% 

2018 97,753 88,212 1,900 2.2% 

2019 100,182 90,227 2,120 2.3% 

Per Installation 

2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 

Winter kW Reduction 0.62 0.67 

kWh Reduction 4,304 4,566 

2014 

Utility Cost per Installation $3,517 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $11 
Net Benefits ($000) $0 

(ll Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@Generator)= 180 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

25 

6 

23 

34 

3 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

~vumuJatlve 

Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants<,> Level% 

25 0.0% 

31 0.0% 

54 0.1% 

88 0.1% 

92 0.1% 

Program Total 

@Meter @Generator 

3 3 

2 2 

13,341 14,156 

Page 13 

(g-d) 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(1 62) 

(352) 

(535) 

(713) 

(930) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Refrigeration 
May 2006 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% 

2010 87,601 45,200 304 0.7% 

2011 89,778 46,020 607 1.3% 

2012 92,010 46,868 906 1.9% 

2013 94,297 47,749 1,196 2.5% 

2014 96,641 48,668 1,474 3.0% 

2015 99,043 49,630 1,751 3.5% 

2016 101,505 50,623 2,029 4.0% 

2017 104,028 51,647 2,307 4.5% 

2018 106,613 52,703 2,584 4.9% 

2019 109,263 53,793 2,862 5.3% 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 

Winter kW Reduction 0.86 0.93 

kWh Reduction 4,871 5,169 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $125 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $120 
Net Benefits ($000) $67 

(ll Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@ Generator) = 546 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

40 

141 

60 

66 

958 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

l,;UmUJatJve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants(1l Level% 

40 0.1% 

181 0.4% 

242 0.5% 

308 0.6% 

1,266 2.6% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

958 1,033 

824 888 

4,667,858 4,952,924 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 14 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

(263) 

(426) 

(665) 

(889) 

(208) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business On Call 
June 1995 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

f g h 
(g/c) 

Projected Actual 
t.;umu1at1ve 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative Annual Number Number of 

Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration of Program Program 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% Participants Participants(,> 

2010 1,723,593 1,632,987 6,524 0.4% 1,901 1,901 

2011 1,766,434 1,667,052 13,048 0.8% 5,662 7,562 

2012 1,810,340 1,702,125 19,572 1.1% 4,473 12,035 

2013 1,855,337 1,738,233 26,096 1.5% 6,073 18,108 

2014 1,901,452 1,775,401 32,620 1.8% 4,914 23,023 

2015 1,948,714 1,813,654 39,144 2.2% 

2016 1,997,150 1,853,020 45,668 2.5% 

2017 2,046,791 1,893,527 52,192 2.8% 

2018 2,097,665 1,935,203 58,716 3.0% 

2019 2,149,804 1,978,077 65,240 3.3% 

Per Installation Program Total 
2014 @Meter @Generator @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 4,914 5,297 

Winter kW Reduction 0.00 0.00 0 0 

kWh Reduction 1.0 1.2 4,963 5,676 

2014 

Utility Cost per Installation !<J $38 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) 1~ 1 $3,965 
Net Benefits ($000) $164 

<l> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 (@ Generator) = 90.6 

<21 Based on cumulative active participants at year-end= 104.0 

(J) Includes depreciation, return & rebates paid in 2014 to active participants who signed up in 2014 & prior years 
Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

0.1% 

0.5% 

0.7% 

1.0% 

1.3% 

Page 15 

{g-d) 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
{Under) Projected 

Participants 

(4,623) 

(5,486) 

(7,537) 

(7,988) 

(9,597) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,895,780 

2011 5,017,468 

2012 5,142,180 

2013 5,269,992 

2014 5,400,981 

2015 5,535,225 

2016 5,672,807 

2017 5,813,808 

2018 5,958,314 

2019 6,106,411 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction 
May 2000 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

3,780,346 

3,867,976 

3,957,941 

4,050,300 

4,145,112 

4,242,438 

4,342,340 

4,444,883 

4,550,133 

4,658,155 

d 

Projected 

Cumulative Number 
of Program 
Participants 

6,333 

12,666 

18,999 

25,332 

31,665 

37,998 

44,331 

50,664 

56,997 

63,330 

e 
(d/c) 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

0.5% 

0.6% 

0.8% 

0.9% 

1.0% 

1.1% 

1.3% 

1.4% 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

7,786 

7,038 

16,255 

5,657 

10,129 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 
L.;umUJatJve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants(1l Level% 

7,786 0.2% 

14,825 0.4% 

31,080 0.8% 

36,737 0.9% 

46,866 1.1% 

Per Installation Program Total 
2014 @Meter @Generator @Meter 

Summer kW Reduction 1.00 1.08 10,129 

Winter kW Reduction 0.64 0.69 6,457 

kWh Reduction 10.93 11.60 110,710 

2014 

Utility Cost per Installation ILl $74 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) (J) $17,633 
Net Benefits ($000) $65 

<
1l Cumulative participants prior to 2010 {@ Generator) = 210.5 

(Z) Based on cumulative active participants at year-end= 238.8 

<
3
l Includes rebates paid in 2014 to active participants who signed up in 2014 & prior years 

Note: One Customer, Participant or Installation equals one Summer kW 

@Generator 

10,917 

6,960 

117,471 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 16 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

1,453 

2,159 

12,081 

11,405 

15,201 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Energy Evaluation 
October 1990 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

f g h 
(g/c) 

Projected Actual 
~.,;umwat1ve 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative Annual Number Number of Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration of Program Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants Level% Participants Participants<1> Level% 

2010 534,490 534,490 6,000 1.1% 13,228 13,228 2.5% 

2011 547,697 541,775 12,000 2.2% 11,690 24,918 4.6% 

2012 561,576 549,390 18,000 3.3% 12,089 37,007 6.7% 

2013 575,598 557,344 24,000 4.3% 12,101 49,108 8.8% 

2014 590,087 565,645 30,000 5.3% 12,822 61,930 10.9% 

2015 604,956 574,301 36,000 6.3% 

2016 620,071 583,321 42,000 7.2% 

2017 635,559 592,714 48,000 8.1% 

2018 651,590 602,491 54,000 9.0% 

2019 667,785 612,659 60,000 9.8% 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $592 

Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $7,588 
Net Benefits ($000) N/A - No kW or kWh reductions attributed to this program 

<1> Cumulative participants prior to 2010 ; 141,194 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 17 

Cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

7,228 

12,918 

19,007 

25,108 

31,930 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 4,010,837 

2011 4,056,428 

2012 4,141,910 

2013 4,226,978 

2014 4,311,223 

2015 4,394,802 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Solar Water Heating Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c d 

Projected 

Total Number Cumulative Number 

of Eligible of Program 

Customers Participants (IJ 

4,010,837 0 

4,056,428 4,588 

4,137,322 9,470 

4,217,507 14,444 

4,296,778 15,344 

4,379,458 16,244 

e 
(d/c) 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

0.0% 

0.1% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

0.4% 

0.4% 

Per Installation(') 

2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 0.22 0.24 

Winter kW Reduction 0.45 0.49 

kWh Reduction 1,482 1,573 

2014 

Utility Cost per Installation $1,306 

Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $1,460 
Net Benefits ($000) ($108) 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

0 

523 

1,145 

1,084 

1 '118 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

(.;umulatlve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants Level% 

0 0.0% 

523 0.0% 

1,668 0.0% 

2,752 0.1% 

3,870 0.1% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

242 261 

495 533 

1,628,718 1,728,184 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 18 

cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

0 

(4,065) 

(7,802) 

(11,692) 

(11 ,474) 

(IJ Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG) 

<
2
> Reflects only the 1,099 electric water heaters replaced (gas = 19 replacements) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Solar Water Heating (Low Income New Construction) Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

f g h 
(g/c) 

Projected Actual 

cumulative 
Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative Annual Number Number of Cumulative 

Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration of Program Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants <1> Level% Participants Participants Level% 

2010 4,010,837 404 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

2011 4,056,428 404 200 24.8% 0 0 0.0% 

2012 4,141,910 404 400 33.0% 113 113 9.3% 

2013 4,226,978 404 600 37.1% 103 216 13.4% 

2014 4,311,223 404 800 39.6% 266 482 23.9% 

2015 4,394,802 404 920 38.0% 

2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

Per Installation Program Total 

2014 @Meter @Generator @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 0.22 0.24 59 63 

Winter kW Reduction 0.45 0.49 120 129 

kWh Reduction 1,482 1,573 394,212 418,287 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $4,022 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $1,070 
Net Benefits ($000) ($1 08) 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 19 

cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under} Projected 

Participants 

0 

(200} 

(287) 

(384) 

(318} 

<
1

> Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG} 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Solar Water Heating Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants <1> Level% 

2010 534,490 534,490 0 0.0% 
2011 547,697 547,697 43 0.0% 
2012 561,576 561,533 94 0.0% 
2013 575,598 575,503 157 0.0% 
2014 590,087 589,930 233 0.0% 
2015 604,956 604,724 243 0.0% 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

Per Installation(£> 

2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 0.90 0.97 

Winter kW Reduction 0.06 0.07 

kWh Reduction 3,301 3,502 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $22,969 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000} $69 
Net Benefits ($000) ($1) 

f g 

cumulative 
Annual Number Number of 

of Program Program 
Participants Participants 

0 
9 

22 
7 
3 

h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

0 0.0% 
9 0.0% 

31 0.0% 
38 0.0% 
41 0.0% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

3 3 

0 0 

9,902 10,507 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 20 

cumu1at1ve 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

0 
(34\ 
{63) 

(119) 
(192 

<
1
> Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PM-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG) 

<
2
> Reflects only the 3 electric water heaters replaced (gas= 0 replacements) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Residential Photovoltaic Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants (l) Level% 

2010 4,010,837 4,010,837 0 0.0% 

2011 4,056,428 4,056,428 340 0.0% 

2012 4,141,910 4,141,570 680 0.0% 

2013 4,226,978 4,226,298 1,020 0.0% 

2014 4,311,223 4,310,203 1,360 0.0% 

2015 4,394,802 4,393,442 1,760 0.0% 

2016 

2017 

2018 
2019 

Per Installation 
2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 3.01 3.24 

Winter kW Reduction 0.11 0.12 

kWh Reduction 9,854 10,456 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $18,006 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $4,628 
Net Benefits ($000) ($144) 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

0 
271 

225 

278 

257 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

(.;umulatlve 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants Level% 

0 0.0% 

271 0.0% 

496 0.0% 

774 0.0% 

1,031 0.0% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

773 833 

28 30 

2,532,499 2,687,159 

i 
(g-d) 

Page 21 

(.;UmUJanve 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

0 

(69) 

(1 84) 

(246) 

(329) 

<
1
> Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Photovoltaic Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Total Total Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 
Number of of Eligible of Program Penetration 

Year Customers Customers Participants <1
> Level% 

2010 534,490 534,490 0 0.0% 

2011 547,697 547,697 63 0.0% 

2012 561,576 561,512 130 0.0% 

2013 575,598 575,468 201 0.0% 

2014 590,087 589,886 281 0.0% 

2015 604,956 604,676 361 0.1% 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

Per Installation 

2014 @Meter @Generator 

Summer kW Reduction 11.96 12.89 

Winter kW Reduction 0.36 0.38 

kWh Reduction 37,798 40,107 

2014 
Utility Cost per Installation $40,242 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) $2,052 
Net Benefits ($000) ($77) 

f 

Annual Number 
of Program 
Participants 

0 

31 

66 

56 

51 

g h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

cumulative 
Number of Cumulative 
Program Penetration 

Participants Level% 

0 0.0% 

31 0.0% 

97 0.0% 

153 0.0% 

204 0.0% 

Program Total 

@Meter @Generator 

610 657 

18 20 

1,927,722 2,045,448 

Page 22 

i 
(g-d) 

cumulative 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

0 

(32) 

(33) 

(48) 

(77) 

<
1
> Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG) 



DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ANNUAL REPORT 

Utility: 
Program Name: 
Program Start Date: 
Reporting Period: 

a b 

Total 
Number of 

Year Customers 

2010 534.490 

2011 547,697 

2012 561,576 

2013 575,598 

2014 590,087 

2015 604,956 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

2014 

Summer kW Reduction 

Winter kW Reduction 

kWh Reduction 

2014 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Business Photovoltaic for Schools Pilot 
May 2011 
2014 

c 

Total Number 
of Eligible 
Customers 

1,334 

1,334 

1,334 

1,334 

1,334 

1,334 

d e 
(d/c) 

Projected 

Cumulative Number Cumulative 
of Program Penetration 

Participants <1J Level% 

0 0.0% 

18 1.3% 

40 3.0% 

61 4.6% 

79 5.9% 

107 8.0% 

Per Installation 
@Meter @Generator 

3.88 4.18 

0.12 0.12 

12,268 13,017 

Utility Cost per Installation $21 ,537 
Total Utility Program Cost ($000) <2l $1,357 
Net Benefits ($000) ($376) 

f g 

ljUmuratrve 
Annual Number Number of 

of Program Program 
Participants Participants 

0 
0 

0 

29 

63 

h 
(g/c) 

Actual 

Cumulative 
Penetration 

Level% 

0 0.0% 

0 0.0% 

0 0.0% 

29 2.2% 

92 6.9% 

Program Total 
@Meter @Generator 

245 264 

7 8 

772,863 820,062 
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i 
(g-d) 

cumulatrve 
Participation Over 
(Under) Projected 

Participants 

0 
(18) 

(40) 

(32) 

13 

<
1l Original Dec. 2014 expiration (Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG) extended through year-end 2015 (Order No. PSC-14-0632-FOF-EG) 

<
2
l Includes depreciation & return in 2014 for participants who signed up since inception 



RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 

Conservation Research & Development ("CRD") Program: CRD is an umbrella program 
under which FPL researches a wide variety of new technologies to evaluate their potential for 
reductions in peak load and energy as well as customer bi ll savings. Florida's climatic conditions 
are unique so the studies must incorporate the effects of our hot humid environment. favorable 
evaluation results can lead to incorporation in FPL's DSM programs. Examples of technologies 
that have been included are: Energy Recovery Ventilators; Demand Control Ventilation; and 
Residential Air Conditioning Duct Plenum Seal. Examples of other potentially viable candidates 
currently being considered are: variable speed pool pumps; hotel occupancy sensors; and 
residential heat pump water heaters. 

f.PL partners in its research projects with the Florida Solar Energy Center and engineering 
departments of several Florida universities. In 20 I 4, FPL had active research projects with five 
universities. In addition, FPL participates in relevant co-funded projects through the U.S. 
Department of Energy ("DOE''). This co-funding enables FPL to participate in larger research 
projects at a fraction of the total cost. 

In 2014, two CRD projects were completed. The first was field testing of a water misting system 
for the condenser coils of air-cooled large HV AC and refrigeration equipment at a supermarket. 
The second was Phase I of the co-funded DOE Building America Deep Retrofit project which is 
aimed at improving energy efficiency of existing homes with low-cost (''shallow") and higher
cost ("deep'') retrofits. 

Two projects began in 2014 which will be completed in 2015. First is Phase II of the DOE 
project which is focusing on a new set of deep retrofit measures. Equipment was installed in 
2014 and data collection and analysis will be conducted in 2015. Second is a field research 
project at a supermarket to quantify the savings of a control system which varies the speed of the 
evaporator fan and the position of the supply air damper on a large rooftop HY AC unit. 

Renewable Research & Demonstration ("RRD"): RRD's overall objectives are to: (a) increase 
awareness of mainstream solar technologies; and (b) evaluate emerging renewable technologies 
and their applications. The three strategies to meet these objectives are: 

I. Demonstrate commercially-available photovoltaic ("PV") or solar water heating 
(''SWH") systems in real-world field installations. 

2. Conduct specific research projects to quantify the performance of renewable products 
which are less well known, but worthy of closer examination. 

3. Educate contractors and the public about the proper way to install solar systems for best 
performance. 

To achieve these, FPL has: installed PV systems and educational displays at public facilities with 
large numbers of visitors, funding scientific research conducted by Florida universities or other 
qualified laboratories to test emerging renewable energy technologies, and partnering wi th 
universities and technical centers to increase access for solar contractors' training and providing 
education to FPL's residential and business customers. 

In 2014, FPL completed four renewable demonstration installations - the Central Florida Zoo in 
Sanford. Equine Assisted Therapies at Tradewinds Park in Coconut Creek, Florida Gateway 
College in Lake City, and the Palm Beach Zoo. FPL also completed four renewable research 
projects - a solar tracker, hybrid thin film PV, hybrid solar thermal panels, and a solar thermal 
assisted residential HV AC. Data will continue to be collected on several of the sites for longer 
term analysis. 

24 



OTHER CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES 

Cugcncratiun & Small Power Production: The uhjcctive of this prugram j , tu LKilitall' 
\.'(\gcncratiPn and ~mall r(\\\l'f produ~:tion facilitie-;. In 201 -L thne \\efL' pun:ha ~c~ tr(lfll thirteen 
f~!CiiltiL·s. The~c lileilitie~ pmduccd 2.50i GWh. sumrnL·r demand (\f 74X MW and\\ inter d~.·nwnd 
uf 2 14 \1\\ 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Generic investigation 
into the aggregate electric 
utility reserve margins planned 
for Peninsular Florida. 

DOCKET NO. 981890-EU 
ORDER NO. PSC-99-2507-S-EU 
ISSUED: December 22, 1999 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

APPEARANCES: 

JOE GARCIA, Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

JAMES D. BEASLEY and LEE WILLIS, Ausley & McMullen, Post Office Box 
391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302, appearing on behalf of Tampa 
Electric Company. 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, Davidson, 
Dekker, Kaufman, Arnold & Steen, 117 South Gadsden Street, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of Reliant Energy 
Power Generation. 

VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN and JOHN MCWHIRTER, McWhirter, Reeves, 
McGlothlin, Davidson, Dekker, Kaufman, Arnold & Steen, 117 South 
Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of 
the Florida Industrial Power Users Group. 

GARY L. SASSO, Carlton, Fields, Ward, Emmanuel, Smith & Cutler, 
P.A., Post Office Box 2861, St. Petersburg, Florida 33731, 
appearing on behalf of Florida Power Corporation. 

MATTHEW M. CHILDS, Steel, Hector & Davis, 215 South Monroe Street, 
Suite 601, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of 
Florida Power & Light Company. 

DEBRA SWIM, Leqal Environmental Assistance Foundation, 1115 North 
Gadsden Street Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on behalf of 
Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF) . 
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ROY YOUNG, Young, van Assenderp and Varnadoe, P. A., P. o. Box 
1833, Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1833, appearing on behalf of the 
City of Lakeland and Kissimmee Utility Authority. 

PAUL SEXTON, Thornton Williams & Associates, 215 South Monroe 
Street, Suite 600-A, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on 
behalf of the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council, Inc. 

JON C. MOYLE, JR. Moyle, Flanigan, Katz, Kolins, Raymond & Sheehan, 
210 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, appearing on 
behalf of PG&E Generating Company. 

ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT, Landers & Parsons, 310 West College Avenue, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, appearing on behalf of Duke Energy New 
Smyrna Beach Power Company, Ltd., L.L.P. 

FREDERICK M. BRYANT, General Counsel, Florida Municipal Power 
Agency, 2010 Delta Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32315, 
appearing on behalf of Florida Municipal Power Agency. 

THOMAS J. MAIDA, III, Foley 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, 
Electric Cooperative. 

& Lardner, Post Office Box 508, 
appearing on behalf of Seminole 

KENNETH A. HOFFMAN, Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, Purnell and 
Hoffman, P. o. Box 511, 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 420, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0551, appearinq on behalf of the City of 
Tallahassee. 

MICHAEL B. WEDNER, Office of General Counsel, 117 West Duval 
Street, Suite 480, Jacksonville, Florida 32202, appearing on behalf 
of Jacksonville Electric Authority. 

ROBERT V. ELIAS, GRACE JAYE and COCHRAN KEATING, FPSC Division of 
Legal Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0850, appearing on behalf of the Florida Public Service 
Commission Staff. 
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ORDER APfROVING STIPULATION 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

During our reviews of the Ten Year Site Plans filed in 1997 
and 1998, we expressed concerns about the adequacy of the reserve 
margins planned for Peninsular Florida. At the December 15, 1998, 
Internal Affairs meeting, we directed staff to open this docket to 
consider the reserve margins planned for Peninsular Florida 
electric utilities. 

By Order No. PSC-99-1274-PCO-EI, nineteen issues were 
identified for consideration in this proceeding. The investor
owned utilities, the cooperative utilities, several municipal 
utilities, the various intervenors, and Commission staff filed 
testimony concerning these issues. The hearing was scheduled for 
November 2nd and 3rd, 1999. 

At the outset of the hearing, Florida Power & Light Company 
(FPL), Florida Power Corporation (FPC), and Tampa Electric Company 
(TECO), presented a proposal designed to settle the case; 
addressing what they believe are the Commission's major concerns. 
By the proposal, these three utilities stipulated to voluntarily 
adopting a twenty percent reserve margin planning criterion. Each 
of these three utilities would achieve the twenty percent level by 
the summer of 2004. Further, pursuant to the proposal, no 
decisions would be made . concerning the specifically enumerated 
issues, and the docket would be closed. FPL, FPC, and TECO would 
be the only utilities adopting the twenty percent criteria. 

Other parties argued in support of and against the proposal. 
The Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG) requested 
additional time to present a counter-proposal. The hearing was 
continued until November 30, 1999, and the parties were directed to 
attempt to reach a negotiated settlement. FIPUG offered a counter
proposal on November 17, 1999. No settlement was reached. 

At the continued hearing, we considered both proposals. After 
discussion, FPL, FPC, and TECO agreed to further modifications to 
their proposal. A document incorporating these agreed-upon changes 
was filed on December 15, 1999. A copy of this document 
(hereinafter the "Stipulation") is included in this Order as 
Attachment A and is incorporated herein by reference. FPL, FPC, 
and TECO have each agreed to achieve a planned twenty percent 
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reserve margin by the sununer of 2004. In response to concerns 
expressed by some of the other parties, each utility has agreed to 
mak~ a good faith effort to notify the Commission if it opts to 
modlfy.the t~enty percent criterion. The three utilities signing 
the Stlpulatlon further acknowledge in paragraph 9 at page 4 that 

the Commission shall retain the ability and discretion to 
consider all facts and circumstances applicable to a 
given utility and/or peninsular Florida. Further, with 
respect to the evaluation of the adequacy of reserves in 
peninsular Florida, the Commission may employ any 
methodology and consider any facts and circumstances it 
deems appropriate, subject to applicable legal 
requirements. 

We approve the Stipulation agreed to by Florida Power & Light 
Company, Florida Power Corporation, and Tampa Electric Company. It 
addresses the basic concern about the adequacy of planned reserve 
margins for Peninsular Florida. Collectively, these three 
utilities plan for approximately 80 percent of the Peninsular 
Florida load. Thus, a twenty percent planning criterion adopted by 
these three utilities is a significant increase over the fifteen 
percent criterion currently employed. 

Further, we will convene a workshop to receive and consider 
information regarding how distributed resources, both demand and 
supply-side, may be used to meet Florida's energy service 
reliability needs. In addition, we will convene a workshop for the 
consideration of the appropriate relationship between the non-firm 
load of an individual utility and the total reserves required to 
maintain the utility's appropr i ate reserve margin. 

Based on the foregoing, it is therefore 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
Stipulation agreed to by Florida Power & Light Company, Florida 
Power Corporation, and Tampa Electric Company, which is included in 
this Order as Attachment A and is incorporated by reference herein, 
is approved. It is further 
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ORDERED that this docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 22nd 
day of December, ~-

~-
BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E A L ) 

RVE 

NOTJCE OF FUBTHER PROC~~DINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.569 ( 1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's fina l action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15} days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the ~lorida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, 
Division of Records and reporting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This 
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fi!inq must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance 
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in 
Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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BEFORE THE FWRIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Generic investigation into 
the aggregate electric utility 
reserve margins planned for 
Peninsular Florida 

Docket No. 981890-EU 

STIPULATIQrf 

WHEREAS, the Florida Public Service Commission initiated this proceeding regarding 

reserve margins of Peninsular Florida utilities in December 1998; and 

WHEREAS, subsequent to that date Staff and parties identified certain issues to be 

addressed and procedures to be followed; and 

WHEREAS, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), FJorida Power Corporation (FPC), 

and Tampa Electric Company (TBCO) (colloctively, the IOUs) have asserted, and continue to assert, 

that the scope of the proceeding has been expanded beyond the intent of the Commission, and that 

th~ procedural posture of this proceeding is such that the Commission ·cannot lawfully take fonnal 

action that would affect their substantial interests at this time; and 

WHEREAS, in Orders No. PSC-99-1274-PCO-EU and No. PSC-99-1716-PCO-EU the 

Comni.ission ovcnuled the IOUs' procedwal objections. cJarified the scope of the docket, identified 

specific issues to be addressed, and confirmed its intent to conduct a fonnal evidentiary proceeding 

in this docket and take the actions it deems appropriate; and 

WHEREAS, Reliant Energy Powa Geqeration, Inc (Reliant Energy), Florida Industrial . . . -

Power Users Group (FIPUG), PG&E Generating Company (PG&E), the LegaJ Environmental 

Assistance Foundation, Inc. (LEAF), and Duke Energy North America, LLC, and Duke Energy New 

Smyrna Beach Power Company, Ltd., LLP (Duke EnCigy), (hereinafter referred to as Intervenors), 

filed Petitions to Intervene in which they alleged the actions contemplated by the Commission in this 

docket would affect their substantial interests; and 
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WHEREAS, the Conunission granted Intervenors' petitions to intervene, and Intervenors 

have participated as full parties to the proceeding; and 

WHEREAS, on October 29, 1999, FPC, acting on behalf of the IOUs, submitted to the 

Commission Staffa proposal for the resolution of the issues in this proceeding; and 

WHEREAS, upon receipt of the proposal the Commission continued the hearing scheduled 

for November 2, 1999 and convened on that date a conference of all parties for the purpose of 

discussing the proposal of the IOUs; and 

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the IOUs' proposal, without waiving their respective 

litigation positions and for the purposes of compromise and settlement, the undersigned, representing 

all of the parties to this proceeding that have been identified by the Commission or allowed by 

Commission to intervene, have decided to prepare this Stipulation, and present it to the Commission 

for the purpose of concluding this docket. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties stipulate and agree as follows: 

1. The IOUs will each volunuuily adopt a minimum reserve margin planning criterion 

of twenty percent (20%). 

2. The twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion wiU be a minimwn; no 

maximum or cap will be represented or implied by this criterion. 

3. No utility other than the three IOUs identified hereinabove is agreeing to adopt a 

twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion by virtue of this Stipulation. 

4. The IOUs will calculate the minJmum twenty percent (20%) reserve margin by 

employing their current methodology; i.e., Reserve Margin(%)= [(Total Finn Capacity - Peak Finn 

Demand)/Peak Firm Demand] x I 00, where Total Finn Capacity will be based on generating 

capacity owned by the IOUs or capacity for which there is a firm commitment to these IOUs and 

2 
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where Peak Firm Demand means totaJ demand reduced by demand side resources. 

5. The IOUs will undertake to implement the twenty percent reserve margin criterion 

over a transition period of four years, meaning that they will plan to achieve a twenty percent (200/o) 

reserve margin by the Summer of2004. 

6. The IOUs agree to adopt the twenty percent (20%) reserve margin planning criterion 

with the good faith intention of maintaining that planning criterion for the indefinite future. but each 

lOU must reserve the prerogative individually to modify its planning criteria to adapt to relevant . 

circumstances. By the same token~ it is Wlderstood that the Commission remains free to initiate an 

investigation or to take other appropriate action to review and to respond to any changes that the 

IOUs may make in the futw'e regarding their planning criteria. 

7. Should any IOU exercise its prerogative to change its·twmty percent (200/o) minimwn 

reserve margin planning criterion discussed herein, such IOU will make a good faith effort to 

provide notice of the change to the Commission. 

8. Neither the adoption·by the IOUs of the orinimum twenty percent (20%) planning 

criterion nor the approval of this Stipulation by the Commission shall be deemed to create any 

presumption that capacity additions must be through any particular mix of generation and/or 

demand~side resoUrces. Nor shalJ said adoption or approval be deemed to create any preswnption 

with respect to any proposals for adding generating capacity or create a presumption that a 

generating capacity addition proposed by any entity is not needed. All current and future 

prncecdings under the Electrical Power Plant Si~ing Act, including those for the consideration of 
•' . . .. 

merchant plants. and all statutes, rules, regulations, and policies bearing on the Commission's 

determination of need for new generation (including the need detennination criteria in § 403.519, 

Florida Statutes); the IOUs' obligation to solicit proposals for generating capacity; and the 

3 
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obligations of the IOUs to otherwise prudently avail themselves of reasonably available conservation 

alternatives and cost-effective resource options; and the obligations of the IOUs to best serve their 

retail customers through their respective resource planning processes, are unaffected by this 

Stipulation and the approval thereof. 

9. The parties acknowledge that for all regulatory purposes, the Commission shaU retain 

the ability and discretion to consider all facts and circumstances applicable to a given utility and/or 

peninsular Florida. · Fwther, with respect to the evaluation of the adequacy of reserves in peninsular 

Florida, the Commission may employ any methodology and may consider any facts and 

circumstances it deems appropriate, subject to applicable legal requirements. 

· 10. The Commission is encouraged to take the following actions in conjunction with the 

approval of this Stipulation: 

A.. Convene a workshop, with the participation and the assistance of the 

Regulatory Assistance Project, to receive ·and consider information regarding how distributed 

resources~ both demand and supply-side, may be used to meet Florida's energy service reliability 

needs, to be followed by any additional proceedings and/or actions relative to this matter that the 

Commission deems appropriate. 

B. Convene a worlcshop for the consideration of the appropriate relationship 

between the non-firm load of an individual utility and the total reserves required to maintain the 

utility's appropriate minimum reserve margin, to be followed by any additional proceedings and/or 

actions relative to this matter that the Commissi9n-deems appropriate. .. .. . . 
11. The parties enter into this Stipulation for the pwpose of effecting a compromise and 

of achieving closure of this docket. By its· participation in this Stipulation, no party expresses its 

endorsement of any individual provision included by any other party. 

4 
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12. By entering this Stipulation, no party waives any position it has taken with respect 

to any aspect of this proceeding or any of the issues identified in this proceeding or any other 

proceeding. Further, no party waives the right and opportunity to petition the Corrunission to 

institute any action designed to provide any relief deemed appropriate or desirable by that party at 

any time. 

13. The parties to this Stipulation agree that, by approving this Stipulation, the 

Commission does not waive its right and ability, pursuant to governing law, to initiate any 

proceeding or take any action for which it has requisite jurisdiction and authority. 

I 4. In the event the Commission declines to approve this Stipuh1tion 1n its entirety, it 

shall become null and void~ 

AGREED this /'I_ day of December 1999. 

Charles A. Guyton 
Steel Hector 
215 South Monroe Street, Ste. 601 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1804 
Attorneys for Florida Power & Light Company 

amesA. cGee 
Legal Department MC A5E 

· Florida Power Corporation 
Post Office Box 14042 
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St. Petersburg, FL 33711 

Gary L. Sasso 
Carlton, Fields, Ward, Emmanuel, Smith & 

Cutler, P.A. 
Post Office Box 2861 
St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2861 

Attorneys for Florida Power Corporation 
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Driving energy efficiency too slow 

October 22nd, 2011 >Energy Efficiency, Utilities >John D. Wilson > 
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Florida energy regulators have been in the slow 
lane, dragging out the implementation of a 2009 
law mandating stronger energy efficiency 
programs. 

Page 1 of6 

Just a brief update for those who are interested in why Florida is moving so slowly on energy 
efficiency. As recently noted by the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, "regulators 
in Florida ... took actions to render their energy savings target ineffective." Similarly in response, the 
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy is protesting the regulatory decision to effectively eviscerate the 
energy efficiency goals set by the Florida Public Service Commission for Florida Power and Light 
and Progress Energy Florida. 

Yesterday, we filed our brief protesting the rollback decision. Essentially, we are asking the 
Commission to reconsider its decision under a corrected interpretation of Florida law. Here's the crux 
of our legal argument: 

The Commission violated Fla. Stat. §366.82(7) . .. by relying on this statutory provision 
as authority to effectuate a change in FPL's and PEF's applicable conservation goals. 
This is a clear procedural violation as §366.82(7) only allows the Commission to, 
following the adoption of goals pursuant to the goal setting provisions of the statute, 
approve, modify, or deny DSM plans submitted by utilities to ensure the plans meet 
applicable goals. The Commission simply cannot adopt or change goals pursuant to 
§366.82(7); rather, the statute is clear and unambiguous in that goals can only be adopted 
or changed pursuant to §§366.82(2), (3) and (6), Fla. Stat. 

... the legislative history of the 2008 amendments to the statute is clear that the 
Legislature intended for more robust conservation goals to be set, and that the 

http:/ /blog.cleanenergy .org/20 11/10/22/ driving -energy -efficiency -too-slow/ 11/25/2015 
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Commission must find ways to meet the goals in the most efficient and cost-effective 
manner. Thus, the Commission's orders are in direct contravention to legislative intent. 

The brief asks the Commission to either approve the plans submitted earlier this year by the utilities 
(which the utilities believe will achieve the goals), or to approve the parts of the plans that the 
Commission believes are reasonable. Ifthe commission only approves part of the plans, it should 
direct the utilities to file improved plans. 

The process for reviewing these plans has now stretched to over a year and a half. During that time, 
SACE has continuously argued that Florida's utilities have proposed energy efficiency plans with 
bloated costs. (See our comments filed here, here, here, here, and hear. Hear! Hear!) Then, Florida 
utilities have argued that those bloated costs are the reason that the programs should be rolled back. 
The Florida Public .Service Commission's responsibility is to direct the utilities to develop cost
effective plans that reflect industry best practices, as Susan Glickman recently reminded us. 

In their Original Plan Filings, Some Florida Utilities Proposed Energy Efficiency 
Programs with Bloated Costs 
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Notes: "Saved Energy Cost" is calculated as the total cost to the utility (program costs plus incentives) per total annual energy savings 
attributed to those programs, irrespective of measure life. A program with a saved energy cost of 40 ¢per kWh with an expected measure life 
often years would cost about 4 ¢per kilowatt hour per year. See tables 2 and 3 of our findings for the data illustrated above. 

Ironically, on the same day that the Florida Public Service Commission argued that helping customer 
save energy was too expensive, it also (!.pproved a program that will require existing customers to 
subsidize the energy bills of new businesses, but the Commission did not examine the costs and rate 
impacts of that program. Deeply hypocritical and misguided, as energy efficiency promotes job 
growth and helps existing businesses manage their bottom line. 

Tags: ACEEE, electric rates, Energy Efficiency, Florid~ florida power and light, FPL, public service 
commission 

3 Comments 

~Comments RSS 

Very nice post. I just stumbled upon your blog and wished to say that I've really enjoyed surfing 
around your blog posts. 
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September 27, 1999 

Ms. Blanca S. Bay6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

RE: DOCKET NO. 981890-EU 

Dear Ms. Bay6: 

Steel Hector & Davis LLP 

215 South Monroe, Suite 601 

Tallahassee. Florida 32301-1804 

850.222.2300 

850.222 8410 Fax 

www.steelhector.com 

Matthew M. Childs, P.A. 

·.'I 

Enclosed for filing please find an original and 
fifteen(15) copies of Florida Power & Light Company's Rebuttal 
Testimony of Roberto R. Denis in the above referenced docket. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Florida Power & 
Light Company's Rebuttal Testimony of Roberto R. Denis has been furnished 
by Hand Delivery*, U.S. Mail this 27th day of September, 1999 to the 
following: 

Robert V. Elias, Esq.* 
Leslie J. Paugh, Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
FPSC 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Room 370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

James D. Beasley, Esq. 
Ausley & McMullen 
227 South Calhoun Street 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Paul Sexton, Esq. 
Thornton Williams & Assoc. 
P.O. Box 10109 
215 South Monroe St. #600A 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esq. 
John T. LaVia, III, Esq. 
Landers and Parsons, P.A. 
P .0. Box 271 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

John Roger Howe, Esq. 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Roy C. Young, Esq. 
Young, van Assenderp et al. 
225 South Adams Street, #200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Fla. Public Utilities Co. 
Mr. Jack English 
401 South Dixie Highway 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402 

Debra Swim, Esq. 
Ms. Gail Kamaras 
LEAF 
1114 Thomasville Rd. Suite E 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Jim McGee, Esq. 
Florida Power Corp. 
P.O. Box 14042 
St. Petersburg, FL 33733 

Jeffrey Stone, Esq. 
Beggs & Lane 
P.O. Box 12950 
Pensacola, FL 32576 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esq. 
McWhirter Reeves 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

John w. McWhirter, Jr., Esq. 
McWhirter Reeves 
Post Office Box 3350 
Tampa, FL 33601-3350 

Frederick M. Bryant, Esq . 
General Counsel 
Fla. Municipal Power Agency 
2010 Delta Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32315 

Ms. Michelle Hershel 
Fla. Electric Cooperative Assoc. 
Post Office Box 590 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
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Mr. Ken Wiley 
Florida Reliability 
Coordinating Council 

405 Reo Street, Suite 100 
Tampa, FL 33609 

City of Homestead 
Mr. James Swartz 
675 N. Flagler Street 
Homestead, FL 33030 

City of Lakeland 
Mr. Gary Lawrence 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, FL 33801 

Ci t y of St. Cloud 
Mr. J. Paul Wetzel 
1300 Ninth Street 
St. Cloud, FL 34769 

City of Vero Beach 
Mr. Rex Taylor 
Post Office Box 1389 
Vero Beach, FL 32961 

Fort Pierce Utilities 
Mr. Thomas W. Richards 
Post Office Box 3191 
Ft. Pierce, FL 34948 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SECOND REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERTO R. DENIS 

DOCKET NO. 981890-EU 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1999 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Roberto Denis and my business address is 9250 West Flagler 

Street, Miami, Florida 33174. 

Have you previously testified in this docket? 

Yes. 

What Is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

I have previously filed testimony in rebuttal of Mr. Slater, the witness for the 

Duke entities, in accordance with the pre-hearing order in this docket. This 

rebuttal testimony responds to the testimony of the Staff witnesses, Mr. 

22 Ballinger and Mr. Trapp. While I address a number of specific observations 

23 of their testimony, my rebuttal testimony has six major points. 
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First, Staffs exercise of looking at historic projections of reserve margins 

over time rather than looking at reliability criteria used for planning is 

misleading . . It ignores the historic reasons that past projections of reserve 

margins have been above reserve margin criteria, and it fails to recognize 

years of Commission practice that have approved reliability criteria that are 

consistent with the 15% minimum reserve margin criterion that the Florida 

Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) has employed for the last two years. 

Second, Staff's analysis and conclusions regarding the FRCC's 15% reserve 

margin are flawed. The analysis fails to demonstrate either that the 15% 

minimum reserve margin proposed for Peninsular Florida by the FRCC is 

inappropriate or why a 20% reserve margin criterion proposed by Staff is 

appropriate. 

Third, Staff's testimony and focus on reserve margin fails to acknowledge the 

reliability of Peninsular Florida system as measured by Loss-of-Load 

Probability (LOLP). Staff's dismissal of LOLP appears to be based solely on 

disagreement with the outcome of recent LOLP analyses performed for 

Peninsular Florida. While Staff questions projected unit availability rates, the 

rates used are consistent with recent experience. Staffs rejection of the . 

LOLP studies is therefore arbitrary and unreasonable. The Commission has 

long recognized use of LOLP to measure supply adequacy for Peninsular 

Florida, and Staffs suggestion that the Commission adopt a reserve margin 

criterion without consideration of LOLP fails to recognize the reliability of the 

Peninsular Florida system. 
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Fourth, Staffs suggestion that reliance upon non-committed capacity to 

achieve reserve margin criteria is a departure from years of Commission 

practice that would damage rather than enhance reliability. The Commission 

has never required utilities to replace firm resources with non-firm resources, 

though the state has had these resources available for many years. 

Fifth, Staffs suggestion that a one-size-fits-all reliability standard should be 

adopted for Peninsular Florida and individual utilities fails to recognize the 

varying degrees of reliability among the numerous systems that comprise 

Peninsular Florida and advances a concept of central planning that the 

. Commission should reject . . If there are reliability problems within the State 

of Florida, they are first and foremost individual utility problems that must be 

addressed at an individual utility level. For much the same reason a single 

standard should not be applied in judging individual utilities' Ten-Year Site 

Plans. 

Sixth, it is inappropriate for the Commission to adopt in this proceeding a 

policy, creation of a 20% reserve margin criterion, and apply it retroactively 

to assess the suitability of Ten-Year Site Plans filed when there was no such 

policy in place and when prior Commission practice was consistent with the 

use of planning criteria utilized by individual utilities. The unfairness of 

Staffs recommendation should be readily apparent to the Commission. 
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Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 

A. Yes. My exhibit consists of the following document: 

Document No. RRD-2: Commission Approved Reliability Criteria 

Q. Before continuing, do you have any general concerns with this 

proceeding? 

A. Yes. The testimony presented by Staffs witnesses reinforces FPL's 

concerns about the type of proceeding we are involved in and whether or not 

the results will have any. binding impact on FPL and its customers. FPL has 

stated its concerns on several occasions about these issues. What began 

as a generic investigation into reserve margin methodology has become a 

proceeding to determine and enforce a new reserve margin standard. . 

Let me be clear in stating FPL's position one more time. FPL does not 

· question the Commission's authority to investigate these issues, nor do we 

seek to limit or impede the Staffs ability to carry out any directive from the 

Commission. 

However, a generic investigation, such as this docket, is not intended in my 

opinion, to determine guilt or innocence, but rather to educate the 

Commission on issues the Commission has identified to be of interest. What 

concerns us here is process, not authority. If the Commission wishes, after 
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considering all of the information presented, to initiate a rulemaking to 

establish a reserve margin standard, that is certainly within the Commission's 

discretion. 

Aside from the general process concerns, I am also disturbed by the 

introduction of issues which are only peripherally related to reserve margin 

methodology, and the participation in this proceeding by entities which are 

not regulated utilities who will be required to comply with the outcome, nor 

will be substantially affected in any way. The issues related to merchant 

plants, which were supposed to be the subject of a separate investigation as 

I understand it, have not only been reintroduced in this proceeding, but seem 

to be influencing some of the recommendations. This generic investigation 

has expanded in scope well beyond what is necessary to fill the 

Commission's needs for information. 

In summary, I believe · this investigation is inappropriately directed at 

enforcing a yet-to-be identified standard, over1y broad in its scope, and I 

would go so far to say that what we have here is a solution in search of a 

problem. Nevertheless, I will address the specific factual allegations raised 

in Staff's testimony. 
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I. Staffs Misleading Failure to Distinguish Historic Projections of Reserve 

Margin Levels from Reserve Margin Criteria, Their Failure to 

Acknowledge Improved System Reliability and the Reliability Standards 

That Have Withstood the Test of Time. 

Q. On pages 4 and 5 of his direct testimony, Mr. Ballinger reports a decline 

in utility "planned reserve margins for Peninsular Florida", discusses 

his perception of the driving forces behind the trend, and then 

concludes with the observation that "caution should be taken before 

adopting any reliability standard that has not withstood the rigors of 

time testing." What is your response? 

A. I have two points I would like to make. First, Mr. Ballinger fails to explore the 

reasons underlying the apparent "decline" in planned reserve margins. Had 

he done so, he would have discovered that historic projections of reserve 

margins did not result solely from reliability standards used in resource 

planning. Other considerations, well known to the Commission, influenced 

projected reserves. Second, when one considers the Commission's 

decisions over the period 1984 through 1999, particularly the 1989 through 

1999 period Mr. Ballinger addresses in his testimony, it is clear that a 15% 

reserve margin criterion and a LOLP criterion of 0.1 day/year have not only 

withstood the rigors of time testing, but also have been repeatedly approved 

by the Commission as reasonable planning criteria. 
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Q. 

A. 

Please explain your observatic~m that Mr. Ballinger fails to explore the 

reasons underlying the apparent "decline" in planned reserve margins. 

On page 4 of his testimony, Mr. Ballinger reports what he calls "planned 

reserve margins" for Peninsular Florida. He goes on to recount his opinion 

as to why the "planned" reserve margins have declined and then concludes 

that "caution should be taken before adopting any reliability standard that has 

not withstood the rigors of time testing". He is confusing reserve margins 

projections resulting from a reliability planning process with historic 

projections of reserve margins which may have resulted from other 

considerations in addition to reliability planning. 

The "planned reserve margins" of approximately 50% he reports were not 

· reserve margins that were the product of reliability standards. At no time 

. during the period 1984 through present has any Peninsular Florida utility or 

the FRCC or its predecessor had a 50% or even a 40% reserve margin 

criterion. The historically high reserve margins in the mid-to-late 1 980s 

reported by Mr. Ballinger were due to other well documented factors that Mr. 

Ballinger has ignored or overlooked. A comparison of "planned reserve 

margins" with current reserve margin planning standards or criteria is, at 

best, misleading when the "planned reserve margins" resulted from 

considerations other than reliability. It makes it appear that there has been 

a dramatic decline in the reserve margin planning standard, and that is not 

the case. 
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Q. 

A 

You stated that there were well documented factors that explain the 

historically high reserve margins in the mid-to-late 1980s, other than 

the factors cited by Mr. Ballinger. Please explain? 

Mr. Ballinger overlooks the fact that the high reserve margin levels of the 

mid-to-late 1980s and early 1990s are readily attributable to two Commission 

actions associated with the implementation of the Florida Energy Efficiency 

and Conservation Act {FEECA): i) adoption of very aggressive, mandatory 

conservation goals, and ii) the approval of oil backout projects. I will address 

each, in turn. 

In its implementation of FEECA in 1981, the Commission approved 

mandatory conservation goals that required utilities to reduce demand and 

energy by certain Commission prescribed percentages. When these 

Commission-approved goals were factored into utilities' load forecasts, there 

was an immediate increase in the resulting reserve margins, simply due to 

lowered projections of firm load. 

The introduction of these conservation goals resulted in some initial 

reluctance to cancel or defer new generating units that were already planned 

but not yet under construction. In some cases, these units remained in 

individual electric utility plans {and were subsequently built) for reasons other 

than reliability, with the utility's resulting reserve margin increasing. 

The impact of the Commission's conservation goals on reserve margins is 
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perhaps most easily seen in two determination of need cases decided by the 

Commission in 1981. Prior to the Commission's adoption of conservation 

goals, both Tampa Electric Company (TECO) and Orlando Utilities 

Commission (OUC) had been planning major coal unit additions for the mid-

1980s. After the Commission adopted its mandatory conservation goals, the 

need for these plants could no longer be based on a reliability standard 

alone. The Commission noted in TECO's Big Bend 4 decision, "achievement 

of the conservation goals would obviate Peninsular system's need for Big 

Bend 4 from an adequacy viewpoint." In the OUC Stanton Unit 1 case the 

Commission noted that with the recently approved FEECA goals the unit was 

not needed to meet a Peninsular Florida reserve margin criteria until 1992, 

six years after its scheduled in-service date. Ultimately, the Commission 

justified the need for these units on an immediate oil backout and fuel 

savings rationale as well as longer term reliability needs (needs in the earty 

· 1990s). That leads me to the other factor that explains the high reserve 

margin levels of the mid-to-late 1980s. 

This other factor was based on another aspect of FEE CA. It concerned an 

intent to reduce reliance on foreign oil - oil backout. As a result, the 

Commission made a concerted effort to reduce the reliance of. Florida utilities · 

on foreign oil by promulgating an oil backout rule, approving a major oil 

backout project, and approving power plant construction that was based 

upon economic savings associated with displacing oil-generated power. This 

policy, which promoted power plant additions not based on meeting reliability 

criteria, also contributed to Peninsular Florida reserve margins increasing 
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dramatically to the levels reported in Mr. Ballinger's testimony. 

In 1982, for example, the Commission approved the St. John's River Power 

Park Units 1 and 2 based on oil backout. In addition, in 1982 the 

·Commission approved the construction of two 500 kV transmission lines and 

associated coal-by-wire purchases as an oil backout project under the 

Commission's recently adopted oil backout rule. The Commission 

acknowledged that the projects would increase reliability but stated that their 

primary purpose was oil backout. 

When the combined capacity of these four coal units, 2,200 MW and the 

coal-by-wire purchases of approximately 2,600 MW, were reflected in 

Peninsular Florida's reserve margins (reserve margins that were already 

inflated by Commission mandated conservation goals) in the mid-to-late 

1980s, the resulting reserve margins were quite large. However, it would be 

misleading to suggest that these resulting reserve margins were the product 

of reserve margin or planning standards which were then in place. 

For FPL, planning criteria have not declined in the 1989-to-present period 

Mr. Ballinger discusses. In fact, FPL bolstered its planning criteria in 1997 

when it began using a 15% Winter reserve margin in addition to its 15% 

Summer reserve margin criterion and its 0.1 day/year LOLP criterion. 

10 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 ' 

15 • 

16 

17 

18 

'19 

20 

. 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. 

A. 

On Page 4 of his testimony, Mr. Ballinger suggests that reevaluated 

maintenance procedures have led to the emergence of unprecedented 

generating unit availabilities. He then suggests that such improved 

availabilities have not stood the test of time and should be discounted 

for their effect resulting In lower planned reserve margins. What Is 

your response? 

I can only speak for FPL, but improved generating performance has been a 

management objective, a conscious effort by FPL. Of course, that is also 

exactly what the Commission intended when it proposed for investor-owned 

utilities a Generating Performance Incentive Factor (GPIF) almost twenty 

years ago. It was adopted to provide utilities an incentive to improve their 

generating performance, including their unit availabilities. Not surprisingly, 

that is exactly what has happened and continues to happen. The factor is 

designed to provide a· reward for improved unit performance and to penalize 

unit performance that does not exceed prior performance. 

Because FPL has higher unit availability in 1999 than in 1989, FPL's system 

and Peninsular Florida's systems are more reliable. Fewer outages of 

shorter duration mean that units are available more of the time to meet 

system requirements. The impact of improved unit availability is directly 

captured in FPL's other reliability methodology: LOLP. Its impact on the 

LOLP factor has been dramatic, driving the value well below the standard of 

0.1 days/year. Ignoring the favorable impact of improved unit availabilities 

on system reliability, as Mr. Ballinger and Mr. Trapp suggest in promoting a 
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higher reserve margin standard, in effect d~nies FPL's customers the 

savings that result from that improvement. 

Q. Mr. Ballinger cautions about adopting a reliability standard that has not 

withstood the rigors of time testing. What reliability criteria have 

withstood the rigors of time testing since 1989? 

A. Looking to Commission orders where the Commission has had occasion to 

review and approve reliability criteria since 1989, I conclude that there are 

two reliability criteria that have withstood the rigors of time testing and 

Commission review: a minimum reserve margin of 15% and a Loss of Load 

Probability of 0.1 days/year. 

In the last decade the Commission, in a variety of cases, has reviewed and 

. based some aspect of its decision on reliability criteria on at least twenty-two 

occasions. Attached to my testimony is Document No. RRD-2, which 

summarizes those decisions. As you can see, in nineteen of the twenty-two 

decisions the Commission approved or relied upon a reserve margin 

criterion. In fifteen of those nineteen decisions the Commission approved a 

reserve margin criterion of 15% (and in one case the Commission approved 

a reserve margin criterion as low as 10%). Indeed, in 1996 the Commission 

even adopted a rule that embraces a 15% reserve margin criterion. 1M 

Commission's most recent approval of a 15% reserve margin criterion was 

jo May of this year. 
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In addition to addressing reserve margin, in eleven of those decisions, the 

Commission also approved a LOLP of 0.1 day/year as an appropriate 

reliability criterion. Not once in the last ten years has the Commission 

approved a LOLP standard of other than 0.1 day/year. 

Adopting a reserve margin standard of 20% would deviate significantly from 

prior Commission practice in the majority of cases decided In the last ten 

years. A 20% standard has been approved only four times in the last 

decade; and in each instance it was for a relatively. small utility compared to 

the size of Peninsular Florida. · In fact, · on at least one occasion the 

Commission observed that its approval of the 20% reserve margin was 

related to the size. of the utility. In TECO's 1992 IGCC need case the 

Commission noted that its 20% "winter reserve margin is a reasonable one 

for a utility of Tampa Electric's size." 

II. Staff's Analysis of the FRCC's Reserve Margin Assessment Is Flawed. 

Q. What conclusions did Staff's draw from their analysis of the FRCC's 

assessment of Its 15% reserve margin last year? 

A. In response to the 1998 FRCC's Assessment of the 15% reserve margin, the 

Staff performed an analysis to assess the adequacy of the FRCC 15% 

reliability standard. 
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Staff arrived at the following conclusions from its analysis: 

The FRCC Load and Resource Plan summer reserves were found to 

be adeguate for the entire 1 0-year horizon. 

Generating capacity may be inadequate during the 1999/2000 and 

2000/2001 Winter seasons. 

In fact, Staff suggested there was only a 6% probability that Peninsular 

Florida could be short by 955 MW for the Winter of 1999/2000. For the 

Winter of 2000/2001 there was an 8.3% probability the Peninsular Florida 

could be short as much as 1 041 MW. 

Q. What conclusions do you draw from your review of the Staff's critique 

of the FRCC's assessment of Its 15% reserve margin criterion in 1998? 

A. First, Staff's conclusions last year bear remembering. The only problem that 

Staff identified was a near-term Wjnter:anly problem in two specific years. 

No problem was identified with Summer reserve margins. There was no 

long-term reliability problem. and there was no proposed 20% reserve margin 

standard. 

Second, even the above-mentioned conclusion of only a two-year Winter 

potential problem is overstated, since Staffs analysis of the FRCC's 

assessment of its 15% reserve margin standard was flawed in a manner that 

made its results too pessimistic. (Mr. Villar's rebuttal testimony addresses 

the studies performed by FRCC in an attempt to correct the flaws in Staffs 
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f~nalysis.) 

As flawed as it was, Staffs analysis still shows that there is a greater than 

90% probability that no problem will occur even in those two Winters. When 

Staffs analysis is corrected to account for its flaws, there was not even a 

short term reliability problem based upon the 1998 Ten-Year Site Plans. 

Third, Staff did not recommend a new reliability standard as a result of its 

analysis last year. Even though it had concerns about the Ten-Year Site 

Plans submitted as well as the FRCC's 15% reserve margin criterion, the 

concerns were not serious enough to warrant the adoption of a new and 

different reliability standard. 

Q. In his testimony Mr. Ballinger has offered an entirely new critique of the 

FRCC's assessment of its 15% reserve margin criterion. Please explain 

why you think his critique Is flawed? 

A. Mr. Ballinger begins his critique (starting on page ·6 of his testimony) with 

three "shortcomings~ about the FRCC's assessment: load diversity, off-peak . 

· periods, and load forecast error rates. I will address each in turn. 

Mr. Ballinger takes the position that instead of using coincident load data to 

measure reserve margin the FRCC should use non-coincident load data is 

unsound. 
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Peninsular Florida is comprised of numerous utilities which h~ve different 

customer mixes and are geographically spread over 400 miles. These 

individual systems do not experience their peak demand at the same time. 

It would be illogical to expect that weather patterns, a large driver of peak 

load, would drive utility loads over such a large area to simultaneous peaks. 

The FRCC's refinement in 1999 of applying a diversity factor in its testing of 

the suitability of its 15% reserve margin standard is appropriate. It reflects 

reality and proper planning. 

Q. Mr. Ballinger also takes issue with the FRCC using peak periods to 

measure reserve margins and advocates, on page 7 of his testimony, 

that the FRCC should also measure reserve margins in off-peak 

periods. Please respond. 

A. In Florida, the Winter peak typically occurs in December or January. 

Summer peaks generally occur in the June through September period. The 

remaining six months, generally considered to be "shoulder" or off-peak 

months, are typically when utilities plan outages of their units for 

maintenance. Since maintenance scheduling is a manageable activity with 

a short-term (less than 1 year) horizon, it is a short-term or operational 

concern not a long-term planning concern. It would make no sense to 

project or consider reserve margins for off-peak months beyond one year in 

the future, and even for the near-term, utilities can manage the reserve 

margins at any point in time by managing maintenance schedules. When 

the FRCC analyzed the reasonableness of 15% reserve margin criterion, it 
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appropriately ignored system peaks occurring in off-peak months when a 

number of units were on maintenance, because these "peaks" resulted from 

mild weather. If a problem occurs in an off-peak month, it is more 

appropriately addressed by short-term planning, e.g. managing planned 

outages, not as part of a long-term planning process intended to identify the 

need for new capacity. 

Q. Mr. Ballinger's third observation regarding the FRCC's reserve margin 

assessment is found on page 8 of his testimony and states that the 

FRCC used a simple average of load forecast error rates and that 

allowing over-and under-forecast rates to net out each other 

understates the load forecast error. Please respond. 

A. Mr. Ballinger's observation was based on only a selected portion of the 

FRCC's wori<. In both its 1998 and 1999 analyses of the suitability of its 15% 

reserve margin standard, the FRCC used both a simple averaging approach 

recognized by Mr. Ballinger and a "worst case" approach which Mr: Ballinger 

did not recognize. The simple averaging approach to load forecast errors did 

allow over- and under- forecasts to net out against each other. This was not 

done to understate the load forecast error, but rather to give a true picture of 

what actual loads, on average, were being experienced. This approach· 

property balances system reliability vs. cost by recognizing that over 

forecasting can lead to overbuilding, and thus higher costs, as surely as 

under forecasting can have an effect on ratepayers. 
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The FRCC's use of the worst case load forecast was designed to give the 

FRCC a projection of "needed" reserves if the worst accuracy levels of recent 

load forecasts were to recur. Use of the worst case forecast resulted in a 

finding that, even in the very unlikely case in which the recent historical worst 

forecast accuracy levels occur every year for the next 1 0 years, no action by 

Peninsular Florida utilities is now necessary. 

Q. Mr. Trapp states that his 20% reserve margin criterion is based upon 

the analyses performed by Mr. Ballinger. What is your response? 

A. Mr. Trapp's 20% reserve margin recommendation and Mr. Ballinger's 

supporting analyses are flawed. Mr. Villar is addressing the flaws with Mr. 

Ballinger's Exhibit __ (TEB-3), so I will focus on Mr. Ballinger's 

Exhibit __ (TEB-2). 

First, it should be noted that not even Mr. Ballinger suggests that his analysis 

supports on (TEB-2) a 20% reserve margin standard as proposed by Mr. 

Trapp. Second, the analysis confuses operating reserves with reserve 

margins. Third, the simple response is that if utilities had reserve margins 

as low as 15%, they would plan their maintenance differently to be able to 

meet their operating reserve margin requirement. I do not believe this 

analysis shows the Commission that more than a 15% reserve margin 

standard is reasonable or necessary. 

Consider Mr. Ballinger's starting point - he examines capacity advisories 
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issued during 1998 and 1999. Under the extreme weather plan implemented 

pursuant to the Commission's extreme weather rule, capacity advisories are 

the first of three reactions available to Peninsula Florida utilities to meet 

extreme weather conditions. The other two more elevated status situations 

are alerts and emergencies. In 1998 Mr. Ballinger shows 12 capacity 

advisories. In 1999 year to date Mr. Ballinger shows 9 capacity advisories. 

Now, consider that the triggers for advisories are either forecasted extreme 

temperatures or any individual utility making a public appeal for its customers 

to conserve. This is the lowest level of notice in the current emergency plan, 

and it does not equate to a capacity shortfall in Peninsular Florida. Dealing 

with advisories merely means an efficient management of available 

resources when extreme weather threatens. 

What Mr. Ballinger's exhibit shows is that Peninsula Florida, despite a very 

hot 1998 and an unprecedented natural gas pipeline interruption, has 

experienced the mildest status of notice only 21 days during the course of 

the roughly 630 days during the period examined. That is a low incidence of 

advisories. 

Only once does Mr. Ballinger show that the operating reserve margin was not 

met. Once again, that is an extremely tow level of incidence during the 

period examined. Even in that one instance, that does not mean there was 

a service interruption. That means the operating reserve was slightly below 

the prescribed level. That does not even mean that there would have been 

service interruptions if the largest unit on the system had tripped. There were 
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other resources available that could have been impleme_nted before a service 

interruption occurred. 

Mr. Ballinger then lowers actual operating reserves by the difference 

between the planned reserve margin and either a 15% or 16% reserve 

margin to determine how often the operating reserve margin would have 

been violated. I have several observations. First, even then there would 

have been a low incidence of the operating reserve margin having been 

violated - 2 to 5 times in 630 days. Second, nothing can be concluded from 

the exhibit, because it is unreasonable to assume that utilities would plan 

their maintenance the same way they did with a 15 or 16% reserve margin 

as they did with a 17-19% reserve margin. Third, it fails to show the 

operational measures available to avoid service interruptions if the largest 

unit tripped off-line. Fourth, it fails to address the probability of the largest 

unit tripping off-line coincident with the other extremes Mr. Ballinger posits. 

Finally, it shows that the extreme weather operational plan developed at the 

instruction of the Commission to address extreme weather circumstances is 

working as intended. There is not now, as there was not when the 

Commission decided to require a plan, a need to build new capacity to 

address weather extremes. 
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Ill. Staff Fails to Acknowledge the Reliability of the Peninsular Florida 

System as Measured by Loss Of Load Probability. 

Q. Please explain your earlier observation that Staff's testimony falls to 

acknowledge the reliability of Peninsular Florida as measured by Loss 

of Load Probability? 

A. . . I am quite concerned that Staffs testimony and recommendations fail to 

meaningfully discuss reliability as. measured by Loss of Load Probability. Mr. 

Ballinger makes a few passing references to LOLP, but quickly moves 

beyond it after mentioning the impact of generating unit availability on LOLP, 

leaving the erroneous impression.that LOLP is no longer a valid measure of 

reliability. Mr. Trapp, in making a·recommendation of a 20% reserve margin 

-criterion, appears to ignore LOLP and the reliability of the Peninsular.Fiorida 

system as measured by LOLP. 

In 1997, and again in 1998, the FRCC performed LOLP reliability 

assessments for Peninsular Florida. The LOLP analyses . show that 

Peninsular Florida is a most reliable system and that it would continue to be 

reliable with the resource plan developed while utilizing the 15% reserve 

margin standard adopted by the FRCC. 
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I 
I 1 Q. Please explain the LOLP approach and how It Is used to measure 

2 reliability? 

I 3 

I 4 A. LOLP analyses are probabilistic analyses performed on computer models 

5 that measure the probability that load will exceed available generation on an 

I 6 electric system. The analyses are far more refined than reserve margin 

7 analyses. LOLP analyses take into account a number of factors that reserve 

I 8 margin calculations cannot reflect, such as: scheduled and forced outages, 

I 9 assistance from interconnected utilities, hour1y peak demands, seasonal 

10 capabilities of generating units, and seasonal capabilities of DSM. 

I 11 

12 The end product of a LOLP assessment is an expected value of the number 

I 13 of times that load will exceed available generation in a given system over a 

I 14 time-horizon. The generally accepted standard of LOLP reliability within the 

15 industry is 0.1 days/year. LOLP values lower than this suggest that a system 

I .16 is reliable, and values. above this level suggest that a closer look needs to be · 

17 taken at reliability. 

I 18 

I 
19 Q. Do you believe the Commission should continue to recognize LOLP as 

20 one measure of system reliability? 

I 21 

22 A. Yes. LOLP is still a valid method of measuring system reliability. That is why 

I 23 FPL continues to use dual reliability criteria of 15% Summer and Winter 

I 
24 minimum reserve margins and an LOLP of 0.1 day/year. Moreover, what the 

25 Commission said in 1981 about the value of analyzing Peninsular Florida 

I 22 
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reliability through LOLP remains true today: 

In addition to capacity sufficient to meet system peak demand, 

an electric utility must maintain reserve capacity sufficient to 

cover scheduled and forced outages. The amount of reserve 

capacity required by an electric utility is a function of many 

factors, including but not limited to system generation mix, unit 

forced outage rates, unit sizes, maintenance cycles, peak and 

off peak demands, and transmission tie dependency. On a 

complex system such as Peninsular Florida, which has over 

two hundred generating units ranging from 0.1 megawatts to 

over 800 megawatts, generation adequacy must be evaluated 

by probabilistic loss of load probability (LOLP techniques which 

take into account numerous factors. An LOLP index of 0.1 

days per year for firm load has generally been accepted by the 

electric utility industry as the goal of generation expansion 

planning. (Order No. 9749). 

Staffs failure to acknowledge either the continuing value of LOLP analysis 

· or the reliability of Peninsular Florida as measured by LOLP makes Mr. 

Trapp's recommendation of a 20% reserve margin criterion inappropriate, as 

Florida's electric system is highly reliable at a 15% reserve margin. 
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IV. Mr. Trapp's Recommendation that Non-Committed Capacity be 

Recognized in the Computation of Reserve Margins is Inconsistent with 

Prior Commission Practice and Would Damage Rather than Enhance 

Reliability. 

Q. What do you understand Mr. Trapp's position to be regarding whether 

non-committed capacity should be recognized in the calculation of 

reserve margins? 

A. On page 19 of his testimony, Mr. Trapp suggests that the potential 

contribution of non-committed capacity should be considered in the 

calculation of individual utility reserve margins if the FRCC and individual 

utilities credibly quantify the availability of merchant plant capacity being 

developed in Florida. 

He also states that he is not troubled by recognizing merchant capacity that 

is "planned and certified." However, he then has a discussion of 2500 MW 

of merchant capacity that is scheduled to be placed in-service and is not 

subject to a determination of need. Since there is no listing of the projects 

comprising Mr. Trapp's 2500 MW and Mr. Trapp has testified the projects 

require no determination of need, it is difficult to discern whether these 

projects fit his criteria of "planned and certified." 
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Why do you believe that Mr. Trapp's observations regarding the 

recognition of non-committed capacity In reserve margin are 

inconsistent with prior Commission practice? 

For years the Commission has dealt with the issue of utility reliance upon 

non-committed capacity and related issues. The Commission has 

consistently determined that non-committed capacity should not be treated 

as firm capacity, declining to recognize non-committed capacity in the 

computation of reserve margins and declining to require utilities to make 

capacity payments to Qualifying Facilities (QFs) for as-available energy. 

Three prior Commission decisions evidence the Commission's prior practice 

of not recognizing non-committed capacity in reserve margin calculations . 

Those three cases are the -Dade County Resource Facility expansion 

determination of need, the Commission's reserve margin rulemaking, and the · 

recent Duke New Smyrna determination of need proceeding. 

What did the Commission have to say about the contribution of non· 

firm generating resources to system reliability and the proper 

calculation of reserve margins In the Dade County case? 

In the Dade County Resource Recovery Facility's determination of need, the 

facility did not have a firm contract to sell its output, making it an 

uncommitted capacity resource; the Commission had this to say about its 

potential contribution to reliability: 
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We find that Dade County's expanded solid waste facility will 

not contribute to the reliability and integrity of the state's 

electric system. Dade County has not committed to sell firm 

capacity pursuant to a Commission-approved contract. Dade 

County has only stated that it might sell as-available energy 

from its expanded facility. Because there are no plans to sell 

firm capacity, there is no way to analyze any effect on the 

state's reliability and integrity due to Dade County's energy 

sales. (Order No. PSC-93-1715-FOF-EQ). 

The Commission went on to state the following about the proper calculation 

of reserve margins: 

Because there is no firm capacity commitment, the only 

consequence to FPL is that its customers will not receive any 

as-available energy from Dade County if the facility expansion 

is not complete. A utility's reserve margin is calculated using 

only firm capacity sources. (Order No. PSC-93-1715-FOF-EQ). 

Q. What did the Commission say about the recognition of uncommitted 

capacity resources in reserve margin calculations in the reserve margin 

rulemaking docket? 

A. In the Commission's reserve margin rulemaking proceeding, the Commission 

adopted a reserve margin standard of 15% (''to achieve an equitable sharing 
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Q. 

A. 

of energy reserves, Peninsular Florida utilities shall be required to maintain, 

at a minimum, a 15% planned reserve margin") and adopted a rule provision 

that only firm power purchases were to be recognized in calculating reserve 

margins absent a waiver. (Order No. PSC-96-1076-FOF-EU). That rule 

provision provides: 

(2) Treatment of Purchased Power. Only firm purchase power 

agreements may be included as a resource for purposes of 

calculating a planned or operating reserve. A utility may 

petition for a waiver of this requirement based on a very high 

availability of specific non-firm purchases. Rule 25-6.035(2). 

What did the Commission have to say about the recognition of 

uncommitted generating resources In long-term reserve margin 

calculations in the recent Duke New Smyrna need case? 

In the recent Duke New Smyrna need determination case, the Commission 

found that absent a contract for its .output the unit could not be counted for 

long-term reserve margins: "The capacity should be considered for hourly 

and short term operating reserves, but not for long term planning reserve 

margins, unless contracted for." (Order No. PSC-99-0535-FOF-EM). 
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Q. 

A. 

Are there other Commission decisions in which the Commission has 

indicated that non-committed generating resources should not be 

treated as firm capacity? 

Yes. Beginning with its cogeneration rules, and continuing well into the 

implementation of those rules, the Commission had to address the issue of 

whether as-available energy provided by QFs should be treated as a 

capacity resource by purchasing utilities or just as energy. The Commission 

consistently chose to price as-available energy without recognizing any 

capacity contribution to the purchasing utility. 

For instance, in 1983 when adopting cogeneration rules the Commission had 

this to .say about the uncommitted resource of as-available energy: 

"[b]ecause as-available energy carries with it no enforceable assurances as 

to quantity, time or reliability of delivery, the rule provides that no capacity 

payments shall be made to a QF for the delivery of as-available energy." 

(Order No. 12634). In response to a proposal that as-available energy be 

given capacity payments, the Commission stated, "there was no showing that 

what, in essence, is an interruptible source of supply, not controlled by the 

utility, would be able to permit a prudent utility to defer any capacity related 

costs." (Order 12634). 

Similarly, the Commission promulgated rules for identifying avoided units for 

pricing cogeneration, and those rules required utilities not to include non

contracted-for QF capacity when determining the avoided unit. The 
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Commission noted that this decision not to recognize non-committed 

capacity in generation expansion plans was intentional. (Order No. 13247). 

Looking back at Commission practice over time, Mr. Trapp's suggestion that 

non-committed capacity and as-available energy should be recognized in the 

calculation of reserve margins if its impact can be credibly quantified is 

surprising. His suggestion is inconsistent with prior Commission practice and 

a Commission rule. Indeed, the Commission has stated that the impact on 

reliability of an uncommitted resource cannot be analyzed absent a firm 

contract. 

Q. How could reliance on uncommitted capacity damage reliability? 

A., · · If utilities begin to count upon resources that are uncommitted instead of 

· their own plants upon which· they have first claim or instead of entering into 

firm contracts for capacity, then utilities would be counting upon non-firm 

capacity to meet firm load. This results in a less reliable system than a 

system that relies solely upon firm capacity resources. 
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V. Staff's Uniform Approach to Measuring Reliability for Peninsular Florida 

and Individual Utilities Ignores System Differences and May Mask 

Underlying Reliability Problems. 

Q. Does a single reliability criterion of a reserve margin of 20% make good 

planning sense for both Peninsular Florida and Individual Utilities? 

A. No. As l pointed out in my direct testimony, there are fundamental 

differences among the various utility systems that comprise Peninsular 

Florida. I will not repeat those distinctions, but they do affect the reliability 

of systems differently. FPL has found that measuring reliability on its large 

system is best done through dual reliability criteria. Criteria applicable to a 

.large system such as FPL's or Peninsular Florida's are not necessarily 

equally applicable to smaller utilities. It is not uncommon for smaller utilities 

to have reserve margin criteria which are larger than those of large utilities, 

and that practice simply recognizes one of the many differences among 

systems. 

Staff has abandoned LOLP without any explanation or justification, and is 

encouraging the Commission to adopt a single reserve margin standard for 

every utility in the state, without regard for size or any other distinguishing 

-characteristics. Staff suggests no other standard for judging Ten-Year Site 

Plan suitability other than the very simple approach of whether in every year 

every plan shows a reserve margin of 20%. If it is 20% or above, it is 
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VI. 

Q. 

A. 

suitable. If it is below 20% for any given year out of a ten year horizon, then 

the plan is to be judged unsuitable. 

The problem with the criterion is that it does not really address whether Ten

Year Site Plans are suitable or serve as a general measure of whether 

electric systems are reliable. That judgement has to be made. after extensive 

reviews of the various elements comprising and under1ying each plan. That 

judgement is not made by the simplistic assessment of whether in every year 

for a ten-year horizon the reserve margin meets arbitrary standard. 

Mr. Trapp's Recommendation that a New 20% Reserve Margin Criterion 

be Applied Retroactively to Judge the Suitability of Ten-Year Site Plans 

Is Unreasonable and Unfair. 

Starting on page 3 of his testimony Mr. Trapp urges the Commission to 

adopt a 20% reserve margin criterion and to use the criterion to judge 

the suitability of Ten-Year Site Plans. What Is your response? 

I have two responses. First, I am surprised by the recommendation. I did 

not know that the suitability of Ten-Year Site Plans was contested in this 

case. If I had, I would have submitted FPL's Ten-Year Site Plan in my direct 

testimony as an exhibit and discussed why it should be found suitable. 
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Second, the site plans pending before the Commission were submitted in 

April of this year, five months before Mr. Trapp made his recommendation, 

and the underlying planning work was conducted almost a year ago. I think 

it is most unreasonable for the Commission to apply any standard it may 

adopt in this case retroactively to judge the suitability of any Ten-Year Site 

Plans. The plans should be judged on their individual merit, not on an 

arbitrary standard suggested five months after they were filed. While I could 

elaborate upon the basic unfairness of Mr. Trapp's recommendation that his 

more demanding standard be applied retroactively to judge plans developed 

well before a hint of a new standard was issued, I trust the Commission to 

see the readily apparent unfairness of Mr. Trapp's recommendation. 

V. Other General Observations 

Q, What other observations do you have regarding the Staff's testimony? 

A. I have a number of other concerns regarding Mr. Trapp's testimony. 

First, I agree with his conclusion on page 11 of his testimony that there 

should not be a limit on the ratio of non-firm load to MW reserves, but his 

suggestion that more study is needed is surprising and troubling. Mr. Trapp 

suggests, but does not document, that there is a problem requiring further 

study. 
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Second, Mr. Trapp makes an observation on page 12 of his testimony that 

it is not clear whether lost revenues associated with avoided off-system sales 

that would have been made in the absence of the DSM program have been 

considered in the program cost-effectiveness, and suggests that perhaps 

the Commission may want to revisit this in conservation program approval 

dockets or ECCR. To my knowledge no attempt has been made by the 

. Commission in any proceeding using avoided cost to measure cost

effectiveness, whether conservation dockets or cogeneration pricing dockets, 

to quantify the avoided off-system sales that would have been made by the 

avoided unit. As a practical matter, the analysis that he suggests should be 

done, cannot reasonably be performed. This refinement of conservation 

cost-effectiveness is not warranted, not practical nor possible, and the 

Commission should not address this issue in any docket. 

Third, on page 13 of Mr. Trapp's testimony there is another suggestion that 

should be critically reviewed. He would recognize the non-committed 

capacity, in the Southern Company and in other regions, that is consistently 

available in Florida. Of course, he does not explain how such a probabilistic 

analysis would be performed or considered in the non-probabilistic reserve 

margin analysis. He just makes the observation without explanation or 

justification. I find this unsupported suggestion troubling. There is no basis 

for the Commission to judge its validity. 
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