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Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A. My name is Myron R. Rollins.  My business address is 11401 Lamar Avenue, Overland Park, Kansas 66211.

Q.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A. I am employed by Black & Veatch Corporation.  My current position is Project Manager.

Q.
Please describe your responsibilities in that position.

A. As a project manager, I am responsible for the management of various projects for utility and nonutility clients.  These projects encompass a wide variety of services for the power industry.  The services include load forecasts, conservation and demand-side management, reliability criteria and evaluation, development of generating unit addition alternatives, fuel forecasts, screening evaluations, production cost simulations, optimal generation expansion modeling, economic and financial evaluation, sensitivity analysis, risk analysis, power purchase and sales evaluation, strategic considerations, analyses of the effects of environmental regulations, feasibility studies, qualifying facility and independent power producer evaluations, power market studies, and power plant financing.

Q.
Please describe Black & Veatch.

A.
Black & Veatch Corporation has provided comprehensive engineering, consulting, and management services to utility, industrial, and governmental clients since 1915.  Black & Veatch specializes in engineering, consulting, and construction associated with utility services, including electric, gas, water, wastewater, telecommunications, and waste disposal.  Service engagements consist principally of investigations and reports, design and construction, feasibility analyses, rate and financial reports, appraisals, reports on operations, management studies, and general consulting services.  Present engagements include work throughout the United States and numerous foreign countries.
Q.
Please state your educational background and experience.

A. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from the University of Missouri – Columbia.  I also have two years of graduate study in Nuclear Engineering at the University of Missouri – Columbia.  I am a licensed professional engineer and a Senior Member of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers.

I have over thirty years of experience in the power industry specializing in generation planning and project development.  In the past ten years, I have been the project manager for over 100 projects, the vast majority of which are for Florida utilities.  Florida utilities for which I have worked include Lakeland –Electric, Kissimmee Utility Authority, Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), JEA, City of Tallahassee (City), Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID), City of St. Cloud, Utilities Commission of New Smyrna Beach, Sebring Utilities Commission, City of Homestead, Florida Power Corporation, and Seminole Electric Cooperative.

I was responsible for the development of Black & Veatch’s POWRPRO chronological production costing program and POWROPT optimal generation expansion program.  I am also responsible for power market analysis and project feasibility studies.  I have been responsible for supporting need for power petitions on a number of power plants in Florida including Stanton 1, 2, A, and B; Cedar Bay; Cane Island 3; McIntosh 5; Treasure Coast Unit 1; and the Brandy Branch Combined Cycle Conversion.  I also participated in the need for power proceeding for the Hardee and Hines projects.  I have presented expert testimony on several occasions before the Alaska, Indiana, Missouri, and Florida public service commissions and have presented numerous papers on strategic planning and cogeneration.

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide an overview and summary of the Taylor Energy Center (TEC) Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1].  In addition to this general summary, I will discuss the economic parameters used to evaluate alternatives available to meet the capacity needs of FMPA, JEA, RCID, and the City of Tallahassee (collectively referred to as the Participants).  I will also discuss the environmental considerations included in the analysis of TEC.  I will describe the screening analyses for all supply-side alternatives.  I will analyze TEC’s consistency with Peninsular Florida’s capacity and reliability needs.  I will conclude my testimony by discussing the consequences of delaying the addition of TEC for each of the Participants.
Q.
Are you sponsoring any exhibits to your testimony? 

A.
Yes.  Exhibit __ [MRR-1] is a copy of my résumé.
Q. 
Are you sponsoring any sections of the Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit TEC-1?
A.
Yes.  I am sponsoring Sections A.1.0, A.2.0, A.4.1, A.4.2, A.4.3, A.4.4, A.4.5, A.5.1, A.5.2, A.5.3, A.5.4, A.5.6, A.6.6, A.10.0, B.9.0, C.9.0, D.9.0, and E.9.0, all of which were prepared by me or under my direct supervision. 
Q.
Please summarize the Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1].
A.
The TEC Need for Power Application, Exhibit TEC-1 is submitted in support of the Site Certification Application (SCA) by the Participants for the construction of the Taylor Energy Center in accordance with the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act.  TEC is proposed to be a 765 MW (net) supercritical power plant that will be designed to burn a blend of pulverized coal and petroleum coke (petcoke), with commercial operation planned for May 1, 2012.  TEC is proposed to be developed on a site consisting of approximately 3,000 acres located approximately 5 miles southeast of Perry, in Taylor County, Florida.  
The determination of need for TEC is being sought under Section 403.519 of the Florida Statutes.  The joint Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1], is based upon the collective needs of the Participants.  The proposed ownership percentages of TEC are as follows:

· FMPA – 38.9 percent.

· JEA – 31.5 percent.

· RCID – 9.3 percent.

· City of Tallahassee – 20.3 percent.
The Participants went through a multistage evaluation process to develop the most cost-effective generation expansion plan that would meet the corresponding need for capacity for each Participant.  The first step involved developing detailed cost and performance estimates for TEC. 

The second step involved the development of cost and performance estimates for numerous supply-side alternatives to TEC.  Supply-side alternatives were developed in the following categories: renewable technologies, conventional technologies, advanced technologies, energy storage technologies, distributed generation, and emerging technologies.  Supply-side alternatives included units that are specific to each Participant, using available existing sites as well as other joint ownership alternatives.

All supply-side alternatives were screened for economics, feasibility, and reliability for use in each Participant’s system.  The screening process resulted in a wide range of alternatives being selected for further detailed economic evaluations and sensitivity analyses, including simple cycle combustion turbines, combined cycle, pulverized coal (including participation in TEC), circulating fluidized bed (CFB), biomass, and integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC). 

The third step in the evaluation process to determine the most cost-effective expansion plan for each Participant involved conducting a Request for Proposal (RFP) process for purchase power in lieu of participation in TEC.  The RFP requested purchase power bids from 100 to 750 MW for contract terms of 10 years or more.  The Participants received two bids from one bidder.  Both bids were substantially higher in cost than TEC.  The RFP process is described in the testimony of Paul Arsuaga.
The fourth step in the evaluation process was to conduct a detailed system evaluation of self-build and purchase power alternatives.  Economic assumptions and fuel price forecasts were developed for base case and sensitivity analyses.  A chronological optimal generation expansion model was used to determine the least-cost expansion plans for the self-build and purchase power alternatives.  The evaluation was conducted over a 30 year planning period from 2006 through 2035.  The least-cost expansion plans for each Participant determined by the optimal generation expansion model were modeled using a detailed chronological production cost model to obtain annual production costs.  Fixed costs, including fixed charges on new unit additions, purchased power capacity costs, fixed operating and maintenance (O&M) costs for new unit additions, and natural gas transportation charges for firm delivery of natural gas (for any new combined cycle alternatives), were considered in the detailed system analyses described in the testimony of Bradley Kushner.  In addition, environmental considerations were factored into the analyses, including the forecast cost of emissions allowances for current and potential future regulatory requirements.  Conservation and demand-side management (DSM) measures were evaluated, and cost-effective conservation and DSM measures were included in the analyses.  The cumulative present worth costs (CPWC) of all of these annual costs were determined and used as the basis to compare expansion plans.
The analyses performed indicate that participation in TEC represents the least-cost capacity expansion plan for each Participant when compared to the most economical alternate self-build capacity expansion plans under base case assumptions and most of the sensitivity assumptions.  

Q.
Please describe the economic parameters used in the Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1].

A. A 2.5 percent annual general inflation rate was used.  Escalation rates of 2.5 percent annually were used for capital and O&M costs.  An annual rate of 5.0 percent was used for the long-term tax-exempt bond rate, interest during construction rate, and present worth discount rate.  Alternatives were evaluated over a 30 year planning period from 2006 through 2035.
The fixed charge rate (FCR) represents the sum of a project’s fixed charges as a percent of the initial investment cost.  When the FCR is applied to the initial investment, the product equals the revenue requirements needed to offset the fixed charges during a given year.    
Simple cycle combustion turbines were assumed to have a 20 year financing term, while natural gas fired combined cycle units were assumed to be financed over 25 years.  Solid fuel generating unit alternatives were assumed to have a 30 year financing term.  Given the various financing terms, different levelized FCRs were developed for the alternatives considered.  All levelized FCR calculations used the 5.0 percent tax exempt municipal bond interest rate, a 2.0 percent bond issuance fee, an assumed 0.50 percent annual property insurance cost, and a debt service reserve fund equal to 100 percent of the average annual debt service requirement earning interest at an interest rate equal to the bond interest rate of 5.0 percent.  The resulting 20 year FCR (for simple cycle combustion turbine options) is 8.972 percent, the 25 year FCR (for combined cycle options) is 7.915 percent, and the 30 year FCR (for solid fuel options) is 7.254 percent.
Q.
Why are different financing terms used for the different generating technologies when calculating the FCR?
A. The financing terms used in this analysis correspond to typical financing terms available from underwriters that issue municipal bonds.  Thus, bonds issued to finance simple cycle combustion turbine units typically have shorter financing terms than those issued to finance solid fuel generating facilities.  The use of a 30 year financing term for TEC is conservative given that TEC’s expected actual service life is 35 to 50 years or more.
Q.
Please describe how the 2.5 percent annual general inflation rate was established.
A. The 10 year historical inflation rate was reviewed when the analysis of TEC was begun, and found to average approximately 2.5 percent annually over that period.
Q.
In your opinion, are these economic parameters appropriate for use in this Need for Power Application?

A. Yes.  They are consistent with economic parameters that we have been using in similar evaluations before the Commission and more importantly, they are internally consistent across all the evaluations.  
Q.
Please describe the pending environmental regulations considered in the Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1].

A.
There were two pending environmental regulatory programs considered.  These programs are the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA’s) Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR), both finalized in 2005.  CAIR and CAMR are regulatory programs designed to reduce emissions in 28 states (including Florida) and the entire US, respectively.  The former will reduce nitrogen oxide (NOx) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions, while the latter will reduce mercury (Hg) emissions.  Both programs are structured to reduce emissions by imposing statewide limits or caps on the amount of pollutants that can be emitted in tons per year.  It is up to each affected state to develop a method for meeting these caps, which is subject to the EPA’s approval.  The programs will be implemented in phases with the first phase for NOx emission reductions under CAIR starting in 2009.  The first phase for SO2 emission reductions under CAIR and Hg emission reductions under CAMR will begin in 2010.  The second phase for NOx and SO2 emission reductions under CAIR will start in 2015, and the second phase for Hg emission reductions under CAMR will start in 2018.  

Q.
Does the EPA provide any model or suggested means of meeting the statewide emission caps?

A.
Yes.  The EPA has developed a recommended model cap-and-trade program for meeting the emission caps for each state, which is similar to the program currently in use for meeting emission reductions in the EPA’s Acid Rain Program.  Under the proposed cap-and-trade program, states will receive allowances corresponding to each state’s cap or emission limit.  States will decide which emission sources to regulate, and distribute allowances accordingly on an annual basis.  An allowance represents the ability to emit a given amount of NOx, SO2, or Hg.  Regulated sources within the state, which are expected to consist primarily of electric generating units, will then be required to possess enough allowances to equal the amount of pollutants emitted by each regulated source every year.  Under the proposed cap-and-trade program, allowances will be fully transferable and can be bought, sold, traded, or saved for future use.  A utility with more than one regulated generating unit can distribute their allowances in any manner to ensure that each unit has enough allowances to cover its emissions for the year.

Q.
Will the State of Florida participate in the EPA’s recommended cap-and-trade program?

A.
Yes, the State of Florida adopted rules to implement CAIR and CAMR using a cap-and-trade program nearly identical to EPA’s recommended approach.  DEP adopted its CAIR-implementation rules on August 15, 2006, and they became effective on September 4, 2006.  We are also aware that DEP received a Petition challenging portions of its CAIR-implementation rules related to the formula used to distribute allowances within the state, and that these specific portions have not been adopted and will not be effective until the rule-challenge Petition is resolved.  DEP has submitted the adopted rules to EPA for approval as a revision to Florida’s State Implementation Plan (SIP).  Ultimately, the EPA must approve Florida’s SIP for it to become completely effective.  If EPA does not approve Florida’s rules, EPA’s  Federal Implementation Plan (FIP), finalized on April 28, 2006, will apply.  Regarding CAMR, DEP adopted its implementation rules on August 17, 2006, and these rules became effective on September 6, 2006.  DEP must also submit its CAMR-implementation rules to EPA for approval, and this deadline is November 17, 2006.  DEP’s CAMR rules are also nearly identical to EPA’s recommended approach, except that DEP is withholding 25 percent of the available allowances for 6 years between 2012 through 2017.  Also, DEP’s rules for both CAIR and CAMR set aside a certain number of allowances each year for new units, such as those at TEC.
Q.
How were the effects of CAIR and CAMR incorporated into the detailed economic analysis?

A.
Forecasts for emission allowances were developed by Hill & Associates to reflect the cost to reduce emissions of SO2 and NOx by one ton per year, and Hg emissions by one ounce per year (refer to the testimony of Matthew Preston).  These costs were incorporated into the fuel prices for both existing and candidate units in the economic analysis based on the emission rates of the units.  Emission rates for units in each Participant’s existing system were provided by the respective Participant.  Emission rates for TEC were provided by Sargent & Lundy (refer to the testimony of Paul Hoornaert).  Emission rates for candidate units were developed by Black & Veatch based on each unit’s fuel, uncontrolled emission rate, emission control equipment, and best available control technology (BACT) expected emission permit limits.  An individual fuel price adder was calculated and applied to existing and candidate units (including TEC) based on this information.  This is discussed in more detail in the testimony of Bradley Kushner.
Q.
What other environmental considerations have been included in the analysis of TEC?  
A.
Although regulation of carbon dioxide (CO2) is currently not required, the Participants chose to evaluate the potential impact on the economic analysis for TEC of potential future regulation of CO2 emissions.  This discussion about the analysis is provided for information purposes only, as it does not relate to an existing legal requirement.  

The Senate has considered bills requiring reductions in CO2, which is a greenhouse gas, as well as implementation of a potential tax on carbon based emissions.  Hill & Associates provided a forecast of CO2 emissions allowance prices for use in the economic analysis based on implementation of a proposed cap-and-trade program that would regulate CO2 emissions from utility generating units.  The forecast emissions allowance prices are discussed in the testimony of Matt Preston.

Black & Veatch included these projected CO2 emissions allowances costs in a sensitivity case.  These costs were added to the fuel price in the same manner that SO2, NOx, and Hg allowance costs were treated in the base case.  As a result, one of the economic analyses presented in Sections B.6, C.6, D.6, and E.6 of the Taylor Energy Center Need for Power Application, Exhibit __ [TEC-1], and discussed in the testimony of Bradley Kushner, includes the costs for complying with current as well as potential future environmental programs.  

Q.
Were allowance allocations for existing units that will be granted to each Participant based on their existing generation resources considered in the economic analyses?

A.
No.  As stated above, the cost of purchasing allowances for all existing and candidate units was included in the economic analyses.  Similar to the capital cost and fixed O&M costs for existing units, the value of the allowance allocations for each Participant’s existing units would be the same for all plans and was therefore not included in the economic analyses.
Q.
How were supply-side alternatives selected for detailed economic analysis?
A. A screening analysis was conducted for the conventional and emerging technologies as well as the renewable, advanced, energy storage, and distributed generation technologies.  The supply-side screening considers each alternative’s feasibility, levelized cost, and overall reliability to meet each Participant’s capacity and energy needs.  The most promising technologies were selected for further economic analyses.  
Q.
Please describe the methodology used in the supply-side screening.

A.
The supply-side screening considered both economic and non-economic aspects of each type of technology.  The non-economic aspects included the technology’s developmental status, fuel or resource availability, reliability, feasibility, and the technology’s overall ability to meet each Participant’s forecast capacity needs.  Economics for the technologies were captured in the development of a range of levelized costs for each type of technology.  
Q.
How were the levelized costs for each supply-side alternative developed?

A.
Levelized costs are representative of an all-in cost for each type of technology.  The levelized cost for each alternative is determined on a dollar per MWh basis and includes capital costs, fuel costs, and O&M costs.  The levelized cost is calculated to reflect an all-in cost for energy at a given capacity factor and is used to make screening level comparisons of different technologies.      
Q.
Why are levelized costs used in the screening analysis?
A.
Levelized costs convert varying annual costs to a single, level annual cost that has the same present value as the original varying annual costs.  Levelized cost comparisons of supply-side alternatives provide a good method for screening a large number of alternatives into a smaller number of supply-side alternatives that are the most capable of providing low cost energy.  The alternatives that passed the initial screening were then evaluated on a more detailed basis, as described in the testimony of Bradley Kushner.

Q.
Please describe the results of the supply-side screening.

A.
Before a supply-side alternative can be appropriately considered for analysis on a levelized cost basis, the technology’s reliability and feasibility to meet the Participants’ capacity needs must be established.  Several of the renewable technologies considered are still in the research and development stage.  As a result of a lack of commercial demonstration, the biomass gasification IGCC, parabolic dish, central receiver, solar chimney, ocean thermal, and marine current technologies were eliminated from further economic evaluation.
The effectiveness of renewable technologies is highly dependent on the availability and sufficiency of the various renewable resources utilized for electric power production.  Based on transmission considerations, renewable technology alternatives considered in this analysis were geographically limited to the State of Florida.  Therefore, wind energy, solar parabolic trough, geothermal, and hydroelectric technologies were eliminated from further economic analysis because of insufficient available resources.  While landfill gas (LFG) is available at various sites throughout the state, most of the available LFG is already being utilized by other utilities, including JEA.  Additionally, the amount of LFG available is not sufficient to mitigate the need for additional capacity for any of the Participants.  Thus, LFG generation was not considered for further evaluation.
Advanced technologies were screened by development status and feasibility.  The advanced combustion turbine, fuel cell, and coal technologies are still considered developmental stage technologies.  Due to the early developmental stages of these technologies and the uncertainty relating to reliability and cost, these advanced technologies were not considered for further evaluation.

The remaining nonconventional supply-side technologies were examined on a levelized cost basis, and were evaluated against the levelized costs of the conventional technologies.  As a result of this comparison, municipal solid waste mass burn, refuse derived fuel, solar photovoltaic, pumped hydroelectric energy storage, lead-acid battery energy storage, compressed air energy storage, reciprocating engine, and microturbine technologies were eliminated from further economic analyses.

A few nonconventional supply-side technologies appeared favorable when compared to conventional alternatives on a levelized cost basis, but were eliminated from further analyses for various non-economic reasons.  These technologies include co-fired biomass, anaerobic digestion, and nuclear.  The anaerobic digestion alternatives would not provide sufficient capacity because of limitations on biogas fuel quantities available to the Participants to defer the need for TEC.  These projects are typically less than 1 MW in size because of biogas resource limitations.  
Co-fired biomass was eliminated due to the lack of units that could be converted to biomass co-firing among the Participants.  In addition, co-firing would not add to the existing capacity resources of a Participant, but would only alter the fuel sources.  
The nuclear alternative is both too large for the Participants to undertake alone, and new designs are not considered available for commercial operation prior to 2021.  In addition, while the capital costs for nuclear alternatives appear attractive, these are based primarily on vendor estimates.  No new domestic nuclear units have been started in more than 25 years.  While it may be possible to achieve the estimated costs, they represent a tremendous reduction from the costs of the most recently constructed US nuclear unit.  For these reasons, nuclear alternatives were not considered available for the Participant capacity needs.  
Q.
What was the result of the screening analysis?
A.
The overall result of the supply-side screening was that advanced, energy storage, and distributed generation technologies did not pass all of the criteria of the supply-side screening to merit further economic analysis.  One renewable alternative, direct-fired biomass, warranted further consideration.  Although adequate resources would need to be confirmed for a specific biomass project and location, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine the cost effectiveness of a 30 MW direct-fired biomass facility.  The other technologies considered in the detailed economic analyses, presented in Sections 5 and 6 of Volumes B through E of Exhibit __ [TEC-1], included all conventional technologies, IGCC, and the General Electric LMS100 combustion turbine.  

Q.
In general, how did the renewable technologies compare to the conventional technologies in the levelized cost comparison?

A.
Although resources for most renewable technologies are not available to meet the capacity needs of the Participants in Florida, they are competitive with conventional alternatives in other areas of the country.  Because of transmission import limitations, renewable generating alternatives were limited to those available within Florida.  Alternatives that can be competitive in other areas of the country include wind, parabolic trough, hydroelectric, geothermal, landfill gas, and biomass.  Wind energy is intermittent and therefore cannot provide firm capacity.  In addition, as discussed in the testimony of Ryan Pletka, wind resources in Florida are generally insufficient for economical wind energy generation.  Biomass may be competitive on a small scale, if resources can be obtained within Florida.
Q.
Are there any benefits to peninsular Florida associated with the addition of TEC?

A. Yes.  As a reliable and efficient supercritical pulverized coal unit, TEC will increase reliability as well as fuel diversity in peninsular Florida.  TEC will help fill Florida’s need for additional generation over the next 10 years to maintain adequate reserve requirements.  It will also diversify Florida’s fuel mix by adding coal fired generation, and thus displace some future natural gas fired capacity, which is subject to higher price volatility than coal and potential supply disruptions.  In addition, having diversity of fuel supplies can limit potential disruptions in electric service resulting from fuel supply interruptions and, thus, can increase system reliability.  
Q.
What are the consequences to the Participants of delaying TEC?

A. Delaying TEC would result in reduced reliability and higher costs.  If TEC is delayed, the Participants’ ability to meet their respective reserve margin requirements in 2012 will be affected.  FMPA, JEA, RCID, and the City of Tallahassee’s reserve margins will drop to approximately 2 percent, 13 percent, 15 percent, and 14 percent, respectively.  RCID would need to increase their purchases under an existing contract to maintain its reserve margin.  The lower reserve margins would increase the probability that each Participant would not be able to serve its member loads in the event of unforeseen circumstances.
The economic consequences of delaying TEC until May 2013 vary for each Participant.  However, a 1 year delay in commercial operation of TEC will result in higher CPWCs for each Participant compared to commercial operation in May 2012.  If other capacity resources were installed to meet each Participant’s reserve margin, costs would increase.  The economic consequences of a 1 year delay in commercial operation of TEC are approximately $25.9 million for FMPA, $41.7 million for JEA, $25.5 million for RCID, and $4.4 million for the City of Tallahassee. 

Q.
Does this conclude your pre-filed testimony?
A. 
Yes.  
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Mr. Rollins is a project manager in Enterprise Management Solutions. He is responsible for management of system planning and feasibility studies encompassing the areas of integrated resource planning, load forecasting, generation planning, cogeneration, site selection, and other special studies. 

Mr. Rollins specializes in generation planning and project development. He is responsible for numerous power supply studies incorporating integrated planning techniques. Mr. Rollins was responsible for the development of Black & Veatch’s POWRPRO chronological production costing program and POWROPT optimal generation expansion program. He is also responsible for power market analysis and project feasibility studies. Mr. Rollins extends his expertise in generation system planning to the area of need for power certification of power plants.

Mr. Rollins has broad expertise in planning and project development that enables him to assist clients in the development of expansion plans and specific projects in a realistic manner that incorporates the required balance between engineering and cost considerations as well as sociopolitical and licensing considerations. With this experience, Mr. Rollins has successfully helped utility and developer clients add value to their systems and projects throughout his career.

Mr. Rollins has presented expert testimony on several occasions before the Alaska, Florida, Indiana and Missouri Public Service Commissions, and has published numerous papers on strategic planning and cogeneration. He is past chairman of the Mo-Kan section of the American Nuclear Society and a senior member of IEEE.
Representative Project Experience 
Need for Power Certification, Orlando Utilities Commission, Florida 

2005-2006
Project Manager.  Managed the preparation of a Need for Power Application for Orlando Utilities Commission’s Stanton Energy Center Unit B.  Stanton B is a proposed IGCC unit to be constructed at Stanton Energy Center in Orlando, Florida.  The application was submitted to the Florida Public Service Commission under the Electrical Power Plant siting Act.  The Need for Power Application evaluated Stanton B against other self-build alternatives and demand-side management alternatives.  The Florida Public Service Commission unanimously approved the need for Stanton B.
Need for Power Certification, Florida Municipal Power Agency, Florida

2005

Project Manager. Managed the preparation of a Need for Power Application for Florida Municipal Power Agency’s (FMPA’s) Treasure Coast Energy Center (TCEC) Unit 1. TCEC Unit 1 is a proposed 1x1 F class combined cycle unit to be constructed on a greenfield site in Ft. Pierce, Florida. The application that was submitted to the Florida Public Service Commission under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. The Need for Power Application evaluated TCEC Unit 1 against other self-build alternatives, purchase power from a request for proposals (RFP) process, and demand-side management alternatives. The Florida Public Service Commission unanimously approved the need for TCEC Unit 1. 
Integrated Resource Plan, City of Tallahassee, Florida

2005-2006
Project Manager. Managing an integrated resource plan (IRP) for the City of Tallahassee. The IRP involves extensive evaluation of gas and coal fueled alternatives. More than 140 demand-side management (DSM) measures were evaluated. The IRP includes extensive evaluation of the impacts from the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR).  Biomass generation was evaluated as part of the IRP.  Extensive probabilistic risk analysis was also conducted.  
Integrated Resource Plan, JEA, Florida

2005-2006
Project Manager. Managing an integrated resource plan (IRP) in conjunction with JEA. The IRP involves extensive evaluation of gas and coal fueled alternatives including the development of site-specific estimates. Requirements for the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) were included in determining air quality control additions necessary for existing units. Demand-side management (DSM) evaluation made use of previous work conducted by Black & Veatch as part of JEA’s Conservation Goal Docket before the Florida Public Service Commission. 

Integrated Resource Plan Review, City of Lakeland, Florida

2005

Project Manager. Managed the review of the development of the City of Lakeland’s integrated resource plan (IRP). The review encompasses all aspects of the IRP including load forecast, fuel forecast, development of supply side alternatives, life extension, and expansion planning. In addition, Black & Veatch evaluated demand-side management alternatives for the City of Lakeland. 

Expert Testimony, Indiana Municipal Power Agency, Indiana

2004

Project Manager. Presented expert testimony before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission for issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. The testimony covered the technical and economic feasibility for three coal generating unit projects in which the Indiana Municipal Power Agency planned to participate.

St. Johns River Power Park Annual Report, JEA, Florida

2004

Project Manager. Managed preparation of the annual report on the operation and maintenance of St. Johns River Power Park consisting of two 675 MW pulverized coal units burning a mix of coal and petroleum coke. The units are jointly owned by Florida Power & Light Company and JEA. The annual operation and maintenance report is required to be submitted to the bond trustee under JEA’s bond covenants.

Ten Year Site Plan, Orlando Utilities Commission, Florida

2004

Project Manager. Managed the preparation of the Ten Year Site Plan for Orlando Utilities Commission as required by the Florida Public Service Commission. The Ten Year Site Plan is an integrated resource expansion plan for the utility including load forecast, fuel price forecast, demand side management, and generation expansion.

Stock Island Combustion Turbine Unit 4 Development and Licensing, Florida Municipal Power Agency, Florida

2004

Project Manager. Managed development of the project description, the conceptual design, the development of lease and operating agreements, and permitting and licensing of a LM6000 simple cycle combustion turbine located at Key West, Florida. In addition, studies of the method of project execution, either EPC or traditional design and construction management, were developed along with a detailed schedule and cost estimate.

Combined Cycle Site Selection Study, Florida Municipal Power Agency, Florida

2004

Project Manager. Managed the site selection study for a 1x1 F class combined cycle for Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA). The site selection study initially evaluated four FMPA member generation sites. From those four sites, two were selected for detailed evaluation. The site selection study evaluated fatal flaws and permitting requirements, natural gas supply, water supply, wastewater disposal, and transmission interconnection requirements. The study evaluated construction and operating costs differences between the two sites. The study also evaluated the ability to deliver power to the East system and the associated economic impacts of wheeling costs to get power to the East system. The study recommended selection of a site in St. Lucie County. Final permitting is currently under way for construction of the unit.

Independent Assessment, Edwards & Angell, Florida

2003

Project Manager. Managed an independent assessment of the current state and cost to complete of a partially completed combined cycle repowering project in Lake Worth, Florida for Edwards & Angell, the City of Lake Worth’s bond attorney. The study involved developing an estimate to complete the project as a simple cycle combustion turbine and providing consultation on the development of a new natural gas transportation agreement and a memorandum of understanding between the existing owner, AES, and the new purchaser of the project, Florida Municipal Power Agency. The assignment also involved review and advise on numerous other project agreements.

Cane Island 4 Feasibility Study, Florida Municipal Power Agency, Florida 

2002

Project Manager. Managed a feasibility study for the installation of a 1 x 1 F class combined cycle at the existing Cane Island Power Park. The study addressed site arrangement, the availability of cooling water, and the disposal of wastewater.
Project Manager
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