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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Steven R. Sim, and my business address is Florida Power & Light 2 

Company, 9250 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174. 3 

Q. Have you previously submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 4 

A. Yes. 5 

Q. Are you sponsoring any rebuttal exhibits in this case? 6 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following 6 exhibits that are attached to my rebuttal 7 

testimony:  8 

Exhibit SRS – 6: Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the 9 

Testimonies of Witnesses Rábago, Wilson, and 10 

Mims; 11 

Exhibit SRS – 7: Commission Proceedings Approving or Applying 12 

20% Reserve Margin; 13 

Exhibit SRS – 8: Duke Energy Progress, North Carolina Integrated 14 

Resource Plan (Annual Report), September 1, 2015;  15 

Exhibit SRS – 9: Relevant Testimony from FPL Witness Rene Silva in 16 

the Petition to Determine Need for Riviera Plant and 17 

Cape Canaveral Plant (Docket Nos. 080245-EI and 18 

080246-EI); 19 

Exhibit SRS – 10: A Look at January 11, 2010 If FPL Had Planned to a 20 

15% Total Reserve Margin Criterion;  21 
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Exhibit SRS – 11: The Need for a 3rd Reliability Criterion for FPL: A 1 

Generation-Only Reserve Margin (GRM) Criterion; 2 

and, 3 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 4 

A. My rebuttal testimony discusses and/or responds to the three intervenor 5 

witnesses in this docket: Mr. Karl Rábago (Environmental Confederation of 6 

Southwest Florida (ECOSWF)), Mr. John Wilson (Southern Alliance for 7 

Clean Energy (SACE)), and Ms. Natalie Mims (SACE). 8 

Q. How is your rebuttal testimony structured? 9 

A. My rebuttal testimony contains 5 main parts. Part I provides an overview in 10 

which I first summarize key points of FPL’s filing in this docket that the three 11 

intervenor witnesses do not contest. I then summarize my view of the key 12 

points in each of the intervenors’ testimonies. Then my testimony examines 13 

problems inherent in each of their testimonies. I begin with ECOSWF’s 14 

witness, Mr. Rábago (Part II), and then review the testimonies of SACE’s 15 

witnesses, Mr. Wilson (Part III) and Ms. Mims (Part IV). In Part V, I offer my 16 

conclusions that their collective testimonies: (i) seek to shift the discussion 17 

away from the facts of this docket and disregard Florida Public Service 18 

Commission (FPSC) decisions and basic principles of resource planning, (ii) 19 

offer recommendations that, when examined critically, would not be in the 20 

best interests of FPL’s (and peninsular Florida’s) customers, (iii) repeatedly 21 

attempt to convey the impression that the FPSC is not doing its job, and (iv) 22 

contain a number of other incorrect and/or misleading statements. I conclude 23 



  

 5

that these witnesses’ testimonies are unreliable and should not be given 1 

serious consideration in this docket. 2 

 3 

Part I: Overview of Key Points  4 

 5 

Q. Please provide a concise summary of key positions in FPL’s filing. 6 

A. FPL’s filing includes the following three key positions: 7 

-  Based on two of the three reliability criteria (20% minimum total reserve 8 

margin, and 10% minimum generation-only reserve margin or GRM) that 9 

FPL utilized in 2014 (when the bulk of FPL’s analyses were performed) 10 

and in 2015 (when analyses were completed and FPL’s filing for a 11 

determination of need for OCEC Unit 1 was made), FPL projects a 12 

significant resource need of 1,052 MW starting in the year 2019, and this 13 

projected resource need increases in subsequent years. 14 

- The most cost-effective self-build generation option identified by FPL 15 

with which to meet that need is the OCEC Unit 1 combined cycle (CC). 16 

- No non-FPL generating option was submitted in response to FPL’s March 17 

2015 capacity request for proposals (RFP) solicitation that met the RFP’s 18 

Minimum Requirements. Thus, no viable market alternatives to OCEC 19 

Unit 1 were offered. 20 

21 
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Q. Do any of the intervenor testimonies contest the results of FPL’s analyses 1 

based on FPL’s existing reliability criteria that project this large resource 2 

need beginning in 2019? 3 

A. No.  4 

Q. Do any of the intervenor testimonies contest the results of FPL’s analyses 5 

that led to the selection of OCEC Unit 1 as the most cost-effective self-6 

build generation option with which to meet this need? 7 

A. No. 8 

Q. Do any of the intervenor testimonies contest the fact that no viable 9 

market alternatives to OCEC Unit 1 were offered in response to FPL’s 10 

capacity RFP solicitation? 11 

A. No. 12 

Q. Please summarize your view of the intervenors’ testimonies.  13 

A.  The following points summarize their testimonies:  14 

1) The intervenors attempt to shift the focus of the discussion away from the 15 

facts of the case by disregarding FPSC decisions and basic principles of 16 

resource planning. 17 

2) Mr. Rábago’s testimony has as a main theme that FPL has a “campaign” 18 

to build new power plants that is “out of control” and that this alleged 19 

campaign has been in place for several decades. In an attempt to justify 20 

this contention, he presents deeply flawed statements that attempt to 21 

compare load growth first with a pattern of power plant construction and 22 

second with a change in the size of FPL’s 2019 CC unit. In addition, by 23 



  

 7

making his unsubstantiated claim of a long “campaign” of building power 1 

plants Mr. Rábago fails to recognize that the FPSC has conducted 2 

numerous hearings analyzing the need for, and the economics of, new 3 

power plants before approving the need for, and cost recovery for, these 4 

plants.  5 

3) Mr. Wilson’s testimony attempts to avoid the reality of FPSC precedent 6 

and prudent utility resource planning practice by stating that OCEC Unit 1 7 

would not be needed if FPL’s reliability criteria were simply ignored. He 8 

then offers a recommendation that FPL’s reliability criteria be replaced 9 

with the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council’s (FRCC) lower 15% 10 

total reserve margin criterion. In making this “change the rules after the 11 

game (i.e., the analyses) is over” recommendation, he appears willing to 12 

accept that this would result in lower reliability not only for FPL’s 13 

customers, but also for all utility customers throughout peninsular Florida, 14 

and would automatically lower the cost-effectiveness of all demand side 15 

management (DSM) options on FPL’s system. Mr. Wilson fails to 16 

consider prior Commission decisions confirming that a utility’s need 17 

determination proceeding is not the appropriate forum for consideration of 18 

the existing total reserve margin criterion that applies to all of peninsular 19 

Florida’s investor-owned utilities (IOU). Mr. Wilson’s claim that FPL has 20 

done no analyses justifying its 20% total reserve margin criterion is 21 

incorrect. Analyses addressing the merits of a 20% reserve margin versus 22 

a 15% reserve margin have been performed, and two such analyses are 23 
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attached as exhibits to this rebuttal testimony. Each of these analyses 1 

shows that FPL’s system would be significantly less reliable if his 2 

recommended 15% criterion were used. Mr. Wilson also attempts to 3 

convey the impression that the stipulation that led to the establishment of a 4 

minimum 20% total reserve margin criterion for the three IOUs was 5 

something that was established by the FPSC with very little consideration. 6 

He ignores the fact that the docket was initiated by the FPSC due to 7 

significant concerns regarding electric system reliability in Florida and 8 

that an extensive investigation was conducted regarding this issue. In 9 

regard to FPL’s GRM criterion, Mr. Wilson is open to such a third 10 

reliability criterion as long as it addresses only load management (LM), 11 

not energy efficiency (EE). He mischaracterizes FPL’s analyses which led 12 

to the establishment of the GRM criterion as not addressing both LM and 13 

EE, when the results of the actual analyses, after using optimistic-for-EE 14 

assumptions, clearly show the need for the GRM criterion which accounts 15 

for both LM and EE. 16 

4) All three intervenor testimonies attempt to leave the impression that the 17 

FPSC is not doing its job. Each witness’ testimony includes claims of: (i) a 18 

long-standing “campaign” to build new power plants that has been 19 

ignored by the FPSC, (ii) a reliability criterion stipulation that was 20 

approved by the FPSC after only minimal consideration and/or (iii) 21 

mistakes in a recent docket.  These claims, either directly or indirectly, 22 

suggest that the FPSC is not providing oversight of Florida utilities 23 
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including FPL. These testimonies do not acknowledge the extensive 1 

evidentiary hearings that the FPSC has conducted regarding resource 2 

option decisions, both generation and DSM, in Florida and for FPL.  3 

 4 

My rebuttal testimony will examine each of these points. In addition, I will 5 

also discuss a number of incorrect and/or misleading statements made in the 6 

intervenor testimonies. After considering the problematic points in the 7 

intervenors’ testimonies summarized above, and the incorrect and/or 8 

misleading statements, I conclude that the intervenor testimonies are 9 

unreliable and not worthy of serious consideration by the FPSC in this docket. 10 

 11 

Part II: Mr. Rábago’s Testimony 12 

 13 

Q. What is the main theme in Mr. Rábago’s testimony? 14 

A. The main theme is that FPL is somehow manipulating its reliability criteria as 15 

part of an on-going campaign to build new generating units. This is indicated 16 

by the following statement in his testimony:  17 

“The Company application is characterized by results-oriented 18 

arguments that use the reserve margin criteria as the vehicle for 19 

justifying a power plant building campaign.” (Page 11, Lines 1 & 2) 20 

21 
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Q. On what basis does Mr. Rábago make this claim? 1 

A. Mr. Rábago appears to base this claim on a comparison over time of 2 

percentage growth in capacity built by FPL with forecasted growth in load. He 3 

states the following in his testimony:  4 

“Q.  The Company forecast seems to indicate that all major drivers of 5 

demand and demand itself are likely to grow at an average rate of 2% 6 

or less during the period of 2015 - 2024. What is the rate of capacity 7 

increases the Company has implemented? A. The Company has 8 

increased capacity at a rate of about 5% average annual growth since 9 

2000, when the Reserve Margin settlement order was issued. The 10 

NPGU in this Application would continue that trend of growth.” (Page 11 

13, Line 24 through Page 14, Line 4.) 12 

Q.  What is your interpretation of this passage? 13 

A.  Mr. Rábago appears to be indicating that something is amiss because FPL is 14 

building capacity faster than load is growing.  15 

Q. Is such an occurrence out of the ordinary? 16 

A. Not at all. In fact, it is to be expected. The increase in a utility’s load is almost 17 

never the only factor in determining how much generation is needed. Other 18 

factors that are completely unrelated to load, such as cost-effective retirements 19 

of existing generating units and the end of power purchase agreements, also 20 

increase the amount of new generation that is needed. Mr. Rábago ignores this 21 

fundamental fact about utility resource planning. 22 
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Q. Does Mr. Rábago make any other statements about generation capacity 1 

growth compared to load growth? 2 

A. On page 5, starting at line 5, Mr. Rábago makes the following statement: 3 

  “Q. How does this proposal compare with the plant addition 4 

contemplated in the Company’s 2014 Ten Year Site Plan (“TYSP”)?  5 

A. The proposed NPGU is 353 MW larger3 than that contemplated in 6 

the 2014 TYSP—a 28% larger plant reflecting an increase in capacity 7 

of 5.5% per year in the planned unit size over the time from 2014 to 8 

2019… This significant increase in the already planned growth in 9 

generation stands in stark contrast to forecasted growth rates for 10 

customer population, load, and household income over the same 11 

period.” 12 

 13 

Mr. Rábago apparently believes that the increase in the size of the projected 14 

2019 CC in FPL’s 2014 Ten-Year Site Plan (TYSP or Site Plan) to the 15 

ultimately selected 2019 CC (OCEC Unit 1) is or should be tied to load 16 

growth. Once again Mr. Rábago demonstrates a lack of understanding of 17 

utility resource planning as well as a failure to review FPL’s filing documents. 18 

His mistake would have been evident if he had more carefully reviewed FPL’s 19 

filing to see that FPL’s projected resource need in 2019 was 1,052 MW, which 20 

might have been met by any generating unit of 1,052 MW or larger, including 21 

the 1,269 MW CC listed in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan. Then a review of the 22 

petition and my direct testimony in this docket would have shown that the 23 
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1,622 MW OCEC Unit 1 was selected because it was the most cost-effective 1 

self-build generating unit identified by FPL. The smaller CC unit provided in 2 

the 2014 Site Plan was a reasonable placeholder at the time FPL was in the 3 

midst of conducting extensive analyses to determine its best self-build 4 

generating option. Those analyses selected a larger CC unit included in this 5 

filing as the most economic choice to serve FPL’s customers. 6 

Q. Is there evidence that rebuts Mr. Rábago’s contention that FPL has a 7 

campaign to build new power plants? 8 

A. Yes. One has to look no further than FPL’s DSM actions to-date. As of the end 9 

of 2014, FPL had implemented approximately 4,793 MW of DSM. After 10 

accounting for FPL’s 20% total reserve margin criterion, this amount of DSM 11 

is equivalent to approximately 5,752 MW of equivalent power plant capacity 12 

that has been avoided by DSM. Stated another way, FPL’s DSM activities 13 

through 2014 have avoided the construction of the equivalent of 14 new power 14 

plants of 400 MW each. These actions are hardly consistent with those of a 15 

utility which is conducting a “campaign” to build new generation.   16 

Q.  Please discuss the subject of loss of load probability (LOLP) in regard to 17 

Mr. Rábago’s testimony. 18 

A. Mr. Rábago’s testimony makes a couple of LOLP-related statements in regard 19 

to FPL and its LOLP reliability criterion that include the following: 20 

- “Q. How does the Company forecast LOLP? A. It does not.” (Page 6, 21 

Lines 5 & 6) 22 
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- “The (FPL’s) LOLP numbers are enormously lower than the LOLP 1 

standard of 0.1 days per year that the Company asserts is required to 2 

maintain system reliability…The LOLP rises to 0.007782 by 2018—still a 3 

massive difference from the 0.1 day LOLP standard the Company claims 4 

to use. The Company provided data that showed that under its projections 5 

in place at the time of that Docket, it anticipated an LOLP value of 6 

…0.007782 in 20187, on the eve of the intended operation of its NPGU.” 7 

(Page 7, Line 3-11) 8 

 9 

These two statements in Mr. Rábago’s testimony are again problematic. First, 10 

the two statements are clearly contradictory. On the one hand, he states that 11 

FPL does not forecast LOLP. Then, he immediately quotes FPL projections of 12 

LOLP values. Clearly one of his statements cannot be correct. The reality is 13 

FPL annually projects LOLP as part of its ongoing resource planning work, 14 

and these LOLP values are supplied to the FPSC each year in response to the 15 

FPSC Staff’s Supplemental Data Requests as part of the Ten-Year Site Plan 16 

filing process.  17 

 18 

There are also at least two problems with his second statement. First, he 19 

appears to believe that as long as the LOLP reliability criterion is met, then a 20 

utility system is automatically reliable. He ignores the fact that both LOLP and 21 

reserve margin criteria are commonly used as complementary perspectives in 22 

evaluating utility system reliability. Both perspectives are valuable. 23 
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 1 

Second, and related to his first problem, he believes that a relatively low 2 

LOLP value is an indication of an unnecessarily overbuilt generation system. 3 

He refers to FPL’s projected LOLP values as “outrageously low” (Page 3, 4 

Line 9). He fails to understand that LOLP projections are not infallible, which 5 

is why multiple reliability criteria are regularly used in utility resource 6 

planning. 7 

 8 

An example may help. Later in my rebuttal testimony, I discuss a recent and 9 

very difficult day for FPL’s system operators. The day was January 11, 2010. 10 

Load was higher than expected, and a higher-than-normal amount of FPL 11 

generation was either out-of-service or operating at less than full capacity. 12 

Other utility systems in Florida were also experiencing difficulties, and FPL 13 

provided support by implementing a significant portion of its load 14 

management capability to assist at least one other utility. 15 

 16 

The good news is that FPL’s system operators were able to serve all firm load 17 

customers that day, although it was a struggle. However, there is bad news for 18 

someone who believes, as Mr. Rábago appears to do, that a projected LOLP 19 

value even modestly below the LOLP criterion of 0.100000 essentially ensures 20 

system reliability. In FPL’s 2009 LOLP analyses, the projected LOLP for the 21 

next year of 2010 was 0.002255, an even lower LOLP value than Mr. Rábago 22 

refers to in his statement.  23 
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Therefore, even with this “outrageously low” LOLP projection for 2010, there 1 

was a struggle at FPL (and at other Florida utilities) to keep the lights on. This 2 

is a prime real-life reminder that no single reliability criterion is infallible. It is 3 

for this reason that there is value in using multiple reliability criteria. 4 

Q. Are there any other problematic statements in Mr. Rábago’s testimony? 5 

A. Yes. Mr. Rábago made a number of other incorrect and/or misleading 6 

statements in his testimony. These are presented in Exhibit SRS-6. I will 7 

discuss several of the more problematic statements. 8 

Q. What is the first statement of Mr. Rábago that you will discuss? 9 

A. On page 9, stating on line 10, Mr. Rábago states the following as a rationale 10 

for why he believes FPL should re-analyze its reliability criteria:  11 

“The potential for increased reliance on other generation in the 12 

Eastern Interconnection.” 13 

 14 

With this statement, it appears that Mr. Rábago does not recognize that:  15 

- Florida is different from most states in that it is a peninsula into which 16 

assistance from out-of-state entities to meet Florida’s power needs can 17 

essentially only come from one direction: from the north through Georgia; 18 

- There is only limited transmission capacity access into Florida from 19 

Georgia and much of this is already committed; 20 

- The bulk of FPL’s load is located at the southern tip of the long peninsula. 21 

Consequently, any assistance that might be possible from outside Florida 22 

would be economically challenged by wheeling rates and higher 23 
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transmission losses that would occur not only to get capacity and energy to 1 

Florida, but also down the Florida peninsula to FPL’s main load center;  2 

- In addition, there would have to be a generation supplier with excess 3 

capacity that they would be willing to sell on a firm basis at a price 4 

competitive with OCEC Unit 1. No such viable proposals were received in 5 

response to FPL’s capacity RFP; and, 6 

- FPL’s reliability analyses already account for the projected amount of firm 7 

capacity available through the transmission ties with Georgia.  8 

 9 

Based on these facts, it is evident that there is no viable significant untapped 10 

firm capacity from the Eastern Interconnection that can realistically be 11 

projected to meet FPL’s projected capacity needs that begin in 2019. 12 

Q. What is the next problematic statement from Mr. Rábago’s testimony 13 

that you will address? 14 

A. Mr. Rábago makes the following statement on page 15, beginning on line 12:  15 

“The Company evaluates the DSM resource option solely for its ability 16 

to meet all of the increase in forecasted need. This approach is 17 

unrealistic, does not consider matching an increase in demand side 18 

resources coupled with a smaller NPGU… Options not considered 19 

include sufficient demand side resources to defer the NPGU for a 20 

single year, for example. Instead, the Company constructs a 21 

hyperbolic hypothetical in which 800 MW of new DSM must be 22 

obtained solely through increases in the residential air conditioning 23 
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control program.” 1 

 2 

There are several problems with this passage. First, FPL does not view DSM 3 

cost-effectiveness in the context of this need determination docket “…solely 4 

for its ability to meet all of the increase in forecasted need” as he claims. FPL 5 

evaluates DSM options versus the planned generating unit on a per kW basis. 6 

For example, if a DSM measure is projected to reduce load by 1 kW, it is 7 

compared to 1.2 kW of the planned generating unit and assumes 8 

(optimistically-for-DSM) that the cost per kW of that generating unit is 9 

unchanged by “shrinking” the unit to a 1.2 kW size power plant. This provides 10 

the best opportunity for DSM measures to pass economic screening analyses 11 

versus generation.  12 

 13 

Second, the hypothetical Mr. Rábago refers to from my direct testimony was 14 

included merely to provide an example of the huge amount of additional, cost-15 

effective DSM that would be required to fully meet the need at a time when it 16 

is likely that some of the DSM approved in the 2014 DSM Goals docket, that 17 

is fully accounted for in FPL’s analyses, is no longer cost-effective (as is 18 

discussed later in Part IV of my rebuttal testimony). This example is designed 19 

solely to show how unrealistic it is to claim that additional DSM would be 20 

able to cost-effectively defer or avoid the need for OCEC Unit 1.  21 

 22 

In addition, Mr. Rábago’s contention that DSM, combined with a smaller 23 



  

 18

power plant, might cost-effectively defer or avoid OCEC Unit 1 is illogical. 1 

Later in this rebuttal testimony, I point out that even the DSM that was 2 

previously projected to be cost-effective in last year’s DSM Goals docket 3 

would now be projected to be less cost-effective. Therefore, additional DSM 4 

that was previously projected not to be cost-effective will not suddenly 5 

become cost-effective. The opposite will be true; the previously non-cost-6 

effective DSM will now be even less cost-effective. And, as explained in my 7 

direct testimony, different sizes of power plants – including smaller CC and 8 

combustion turbine units – were found not to be cost-effective compared to 9 

OCEC Unit 1.  10 

 11 

Mr. Rábago’s contention that two resource options, each of which is not cost-12 

effective versus OCEC Unit 1 (on either a per kW basis or as a large MW 13 

block), would somehow combine to be cost-effective versus OCEC Unit 1 is 14 

clearly neither accurate nor reasonable. 15 

Q.  Please address the following statement by Mr. Rábago: “The Company 16 

reliance on the 10% generation-only reserve margin is also a significant 17 

factor in the Company’s justifications for building new capacity.” (Page 17, 18 

Lines 15 & 16)  19 

A.  I have two reactions to this statement. First, it appears that Mr. Rábago may 20 

be making this statement to attempt to support his inaccurate and 21 

unsubstantiated claim of some long-term FPL strategy to unnecessarily build 22 

new power plants. Second, in this docket, the GRM is not a significant factor 23 
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in regard to determining FPL’s reliability need in 2019. As stated in my direct 1 

testimony, FPL’s projected resource needs beginning in 2019 are large 2 

regardless of whether the projection is based on the 20% minimum total 3 

reserve margin criterion (988 MW) or on the 10% minimum GRM criterion 4 

(1,052 MW). On a system the size of FPL’s (over 26,000 MW of total 5 

capacity), this 64 MW differential is quite small. In addition, and as also 6 

stated in my direct testimony, the 1,622 MW OCEC Unit 1 that was selected 7 

as FPL’s most cost-effective self-build generating unit satisfies both of these 8 

projected resource needs and would have been selected as the most economic 9 

self-build generation option even absent the GRM criterion. Therefore, the 10 

GRM criterion is not a significant factor in this docket.  11 

Q. Please address Mr. Rábago’s statement at page 16, starting on line 12:  12 

“The Company does not evaluate the solar option from the perspective of the 13 

time frame required to develop that option.” 14 

A. This statement is misleading because it omits key information that was 15 

explained in my direct testimony. FPL recognized that although it might be 16 

able to wait until approximately two years prior to the in-service date to place 17 

an order for the solar equipment to meet a given need, it also recognized that to 18 

do so would forego the opportunity to select a new CC unit. The latest date by 19 

which FPL could select a new CC unit as its self-build generating option, and 20 

still meet its 2019 resource need date, was approximately March 2015.  21 

 22 
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In my direct testimony, I outlined several uncertainties related to solar meeting 1 

all or a substantial portion of FPL’s 2019 need. These significant uncertainties 2 

included: (i) the need to quickly acquire large tracts of land for solar and the 3 

cost of that land, (ii) problems in being able to accurately project the cost of 4 

the PV equipment this far ahead of the 2019 in-service date, and (iii) whether 5 

FPL’s projections of the firm capacity value of solar were accurate enough at 6 

this time to attempt to address all or a substantial portion of FPL’s 2019 need 7 

with solar.  8 

 9 

FPL believed that these uncertainties regarding solar were too great to forego 10 

the opportunity to meet the 2019 resource need with other highly efficient 11 

generation options whose firm capacity contributions and costs were much 12 

better understood. Thus, in this instance, solar was appropriately evaluated 13 

based on the longer timetable for other generating technologies. 14 

Q. Please address Mr. Rábago’s statement at page 19, starting on line 14: “…      15 

the Commission should direct the Company to explore “extreme” or “fast 16 

response” demand response resources specifically designed to provide 17 

reliability support.” 18 

A.  This statement struck me as interesting for two reasons. First, Mr. Rábago 19 

appears to be unaware that FPL already has approximately 2,000 MW of fast 20 

response resources in its residential and commercial/industrial load 21 

management programs. Second, Mr. Rábago’s recommendation to pursue load 22 

management programs appears directly opposed to Mr. Wilson’s concerns 23 
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regarding such programs. (I will address Mr. Wilson’s concerns in Part III of 1 

this testimony.) 2 

Q. On page 13, on lines 15 and 16, Mr. Rábago states: “Q.  Does the risk-3 

adjusted analysis suggest the potential for over-building of capacity? A. 4 

Yes.” Do you agree? 5 

A. No. There are two problems in his statement. First, FPL did not utilize the risk-6 

adjusted load forecast discussed in FPL witness Feldman’s testimony in 7 

determining its 2019 need. FPL used its base load forecast which has a 50% 8 

probability that the actual load will be higher than the forecasted load. Second, 9 

the notion that the addition of OCEC Unit 1 is an example of “overbuilding” 10 

does not reconcile with reality. OCEC Unit 1 is being added because: (i) FPL’s 11 

reliability analyses show a significant need beginning in 2019, (ii) all 12 

reasonably achievable, cost-effective DSM have been accounted for in the 13 

resource need projection, (iii) OCEC Unit 1 was found to be the most cost-14 

effective self-build generating option, and (iv) a capacity RFP found no viable 15 

market alternatives to OCEC Unit 1. Thus, instead of this unit being an 16 

example of “overbuilding,” bringing OCEC Unit 1 into service in 2019 is 17 

exactly the appropriate resource addition for FPL’s customers. 18 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions regarding Mr. Rábago’s testimony. 19 

A. Mr. Rábago’s testimony is based on a mistaken belief that FPL has a 20 

“campaign” to build new power plants based on his incomplete observation 21 

that power plant capacity is growing faster than load growth. However, such 22 

differentials between growth rates in generation additions and growth rates in 23 
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load are to be expected due to plant retirements and the end of power purchase 1 

agreements. Mr. Rábago’s testimony is also paradoxical because he first 2 

claims that FPL develops no LOLP projections, but then he uses FPL’s LOLP 3 

projected values in his testimony. 4 

 5 

In addition, Mr. Rábago’s testimony also contains a number of incorrect 6 

and/or misleading statements, as discussed in this testimony and presented in 7 

Exhibit SRS-6. With these statements, and the other previously discussed 8 

problems regarding his testimony, Mr. Rábago has demonstrated that his 9 

testimony is unreliable at best.  10 

 11 

Part III: Mr. Wilson’s Testimony 12 

 13 

Q. What are the main themes in Mr. Wilson’s testimony? 14 

A. There appear to be four main themes in Mr. Wilson’s testimony, which I will 15 

paraphrase as follows: 16 

- If FPL’s current 20% minimum total reserve margin and 10% minimum 17 

GRM reliability criteria suddenly vanished, then FPL would not have a 18 

need in 2019.  19 

- FPL should change its reliability criterion to the same 15% total reserve 20 

margin criterion used by the FRCC for peninsular Florida. 21 

- FPL has not performed analyses that demonstrate that a 20% total reserve 22 

margin criterion is needed. 23 
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- FPL should not be using its 10% minimum GRM reliability criterion, but 1 

should use instead a different third reliability criterion that focuses only on 2 

load management. 3 

Q. What is your reaction to Mr. Wilson’s first theme that if FPL did not 4 

have its current reliability criteria, then it would not have a resource need 5 

in 2019? 6 

A. This is an effort by Mr. Wilson to ignore the facts. FPL does utilize both the 7 

20% total reserve margin and 10% GRM criteria, as well as the LOLP 8 

criterion. These criteria were used in 2014 when FPL continued its analyses of 9 

the best self-build generation with which to meet resource needs beginning in 10 

2019, and in 2015 when FPL completed its analyses and issued its capacity 11 

RFP. To pretend that these reliability criteria are not in place in the context of 12 

this need determination is illogical.  13 

  14 

 In the context of this need determination, an attempt to change the minimum 15 

20% total reserve margin criterion applicable to all peninsular Florida IOUs is 16 

analogous to changing the rules of the game after the game (i.e., the analyses) 17 

is over just to invalidate the final score. Allowing the “rules of the game” to 18 

be changed for the 20% minimum total reserve margin criterion retroactively 19 

after all of the analyses have been completed would result in great uncertainty 20 

in utility planning and decision-making, which is not a desirable outcome for 21 

a utility or its customers. 22 



  

 24

Q. Has the FPSC previously addressed the continued use of the 20% total 1 

reserve margin criterion and whether a change to this criterion should be 2 

an issue in a need determination filing? 3 

A. Yes. Since this criterion’s adoption, the FPSC has consistently and repeatedly 4 

upheld the use of the 20% total reserve margin criterion. It has also stated that 5 

a need determination docket is not the appropriate forum in which to attempt 6 

to change that criterion. Exhibit SRS-7 summarizes the FPSC’s rulings and 7 

statements regarding this criterion.  8 

Q. Mr. Wilson recommends that FPL should be instructed to use the same 9 

15% total reserve margin criterion as the FRCC uses for peninsular 10 

Florida. Does this recommendation make sense to you? 11 

A. No. A fundamental principle of utility resource planning is that all utility 12 

systems are different; therefore, what may make sense for one utility system 13 

will not necessarily make sense for another system. The peninsular Florida 14 

utility system is much larger than the FPL system. FPL is a subset of the 15 

FRCC system, making up roughly 50% of the FRCC system.  16 

 17 

Therefore, there are many more generators in the FRCC system than in FPL’s 18 

system. A general rule of thumb in utility reliability analyses is that, all else 19 

equal including the total MW amount of generating capacity, a utility system 20 

with more generating units is more reliable from an LOLP perspective than is 21 

a system with fewer generating units. As a result, larger utility systems, such 22 
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as the FRCC’s system, may be able to operate reliably with a lower reserve 1 

margin than smaller systems, such as FPL’s system, will require.   2 

Q. Are you familiar with the FRCC’s reliability analyses and, if so, are there 3 

aspects of its reliability analyses that are relevant to consideration of Mr. 4 

Wilson’s recommendation? 5 

A. Yes. I am familiar with the FRCC’s reliability analyses. I have served as a 6 

member of the FRCC’s Reliability Working Group (RWG) for many years 7 

and am currently serving as the chairman of the RWG. As such, I am familiar 8 

with the reliability analyses performed by the RWG on behalf of the FRCC. 9 

One aspect of the FRCC’s reliability analyses that is commonly overlooked is 10 

that although the FRCC’s reliability criterion is 15% total reserve margin, the 11 

FRCC actually expects a minimum total reserve margin level of 12 

approximately 19%. 13 

Q. Please explain. 14 

A. The FRCC’s 15% total reserve margin criterion is based on analyses that 15 

assume that peninsular Florida’s three IOUs – Tampa Electric (TECO), Duke 16 

Energy Florida (DEF), and FPL – will meet their 20% total reserve margin 17 

criteria that was agreed to in a joint stipulation with the FPSC approximately 18 

16 years ago. Together, these three IOUs comprise roughly 75% of the load 19 

and generating resources in the FRCC system. The respective percentages 20 

attributable to each IOU are roughly 50% for FPL, 20% for DEF, and 5% for 21 

TECO. 22 

 23 



  

 26

As a result of the IOUs’ 20% total reserve margin criterion, these three 1 

companies alone will provide the peninsular Florida system with a total 2 

reserve margin of approximately 15% even if all other utilities in the FRCC 3 

that comprise the remaining 25% of the total load and generation contribute 4 

nothing. This is shown by the following calculation: 5 

 6 

IOUs Non-IOUs 7 

(75% x 20%) + (25% x 0%) = 15% + 0% = 15% 8 

 9 

However, to better ensure reliability for the FRCC system, and to ensure that 10 

all utilities in the FRCC are contributing to peninsular Florida’s reliability, 11 

each member utility is expected to maintain a minimum of 15% total reserve 12 

margin. As a result, what the FRCC expects the minimum total reserve margin 13 

for peninsular Florida to actually be is shown below in a revised version of the 14 

previous calculation: 15 

 16 

(75% x 20%) + (25% x 15%) = 15% + 3.75% = 18.75% 17 

 18 

Therefore, the FRCC system is actually expecting that the effective total 19 

reserve margin for peninsular Florida will be at least 18.75%. 20 

Q. If the FPSC were to adopt Mr. Wilson’s recommendation to have FPL 21 

utilize a 15% total reserve margin criterion, would there be adverse 22 

consequences regarding the reliability of peninsular Florida? 23 
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A. Yes. The impact is shown in the new calculation below in which FPL’s 50% 1 

role in the FRCC system now shifts from using a 20% criterion to a 15% 2 

criterion. The resulting change in the total reserve margin for the FRCC is as 3 

follows: 4 

 5 

(25% x 20%) + (75% x 15%) = 5% + 11.25% = 16.25% 6 

 7 

As a consequence of Mr. Wilson’s recommendation, the effective minimum 8 

total reserve margin for peninsular Florida would drop from 18.75% to 9 

16.25%. This represents a significant lowering in projected reliability for all 10 

utility customers in peninsular Florida. 11 

Q. Would there be other unintended consequences from following Mr. 12 

Wilson’s recommendation to instruct FPL to lower its total reserve 13 

margin criterion from 20% to 15%? 14 

A. Yes. All DSM options would automatically become less cost-effective on 15 

FPL’s system. This is because, when analyzing the economics of 1 kW of 16 

demand reduction from DSM, DSM is now credited with avoiding at least 17 

1.20 kW of generation. Mr. Wilson’s recommendation would result in DSM 18 

now being credited with only avoiding 1.15 kW of generation.  19 

 20 

As a result, the projected avoided costs for a number of types of generator-21 

related costs (such as generator capital, fixed O&M, variable O&M, and 22 

capital replacement) that represent DSM benefits would automatically be 23 
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lowered. Consequently, the current trend of decreasing cost-effectiveness of 1 

DSM on FPL’s system would be exacerbated by Mr. Wilson’s 2 

recommendation and even less DSM would be cost-effective for FPL’s 3 

customers. This result would be the same regardless of whether the rate 4 

impact measure (RIM) or total resource cost (TRC) test was used to gauge 5 

DSM cost-effectiveness, because both tests calculate DSM benefits in an 6 

identical way. 7 

Q. Please summarize your view of Mr. Wilson’s recommendation that FPL 8 

should be instructed retroactively to use a 15% total reserve margin 9 

criterion. 10 

A. In an attempt to stop the construction of a highly efficient, low emissions 11 

power plant, Mr. Wilson’s recommendation would: 12 

- change the rules of the game after the game (i.e., the analyses) is over; 13 

- result in lower reliability for FPL’s customers; 14 

- result in lower reliability for all utility customers in peninsular Florida; 15 

and, 16 

- result in even less DSM being cost-effective for FPL’s customers. 17 

Therefore, my view is that Mr. Wilson’s recommendation should be rejected. 18 

19 
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Q. The third main theme of Mr. Wilson’s testimony deals with analyses of 1 

FPL’s reserve margin criteria. He mentions that a 2010 analysis for Duke 2 

Energy Carolinas resulted in a lowering of Duke’s reserve margin 3 

criterion. Please comment on this. 4 

A. Starting on page 7, line 20, and continuing through page 8, line 10, Mr. 5 

Wilson’s testimony states the following: 6 

“…in 2010, the North Carolina Utilities Commission required Duke 7 

Energy Carolinas to conduct a reserve margin study… The result of 8 

Duke Energy Carolinas’ reserve margin study (provided as Exhibit 9 

(JDW-2) was to reduce Duke’s reserve margin from 17% to 15.5%, 10 

which had a material impact on Duke’s resource plan.” 11 

 12 

Presumably, the intent of including this passage in his testimony was to imply 13 

that an analysis of reliability criteria for a utility will likely lower those 14 

criteria, thus lowering the amount of resources (generation and DSM) that a 15 

utility would need to add.   16 

 17 

However, what the Commission should be aware of is that Duke Energy 18 

Carolinas (DEC) has recently (2015) completed another analysis of its 19 

reliability criteria, using the same consultant, which has resulted in DEC not 20 

only increasing its Summer reserve margin criterion back to 17%, but also in 21 

DEC considering adding a new dual Summer/Winter reserve margin criterion 22 

for the first time. Exhibit SRS-8 presents this document: Duke Energy 23 
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Progress, North Carolina Integrated Resource Plan (Annual Report), 1 

September 1, 2015 which discusses this change in DEC’s reserve margin 2 

criterion on pages 11 and 12. 3 

 4 

Thus, contrary to what Mr. Wilson’s testimony implies, analyses of reliability 5 

criteria can also result in increases to reserve margin criteria and 6 

corresponding increases in resource needs.  7 

Q. In regard to analysis and setting of reliability criteria, Mr. Wilson 8 

appears to attempt to dismiss the 20% total reserve margin requirement 9 

for the IOUs as something developed by the FPSC with minimal 10 

consideration. Is that your impression as well? 11 

A. No. Although I was not a witness in that proceeding (due in part to DSM 12 

Goals responsibilities that year), my recollection of the activity surrounding 13 

that proceeding is that it was an issue the parties took very seriously. Mr. 14 

Wilson’s testimony attempts to almost dismiss the FPSC’s concerns and 15 

interest regarding the reliability of the Florida electric system by quoting only 16 

four brief statements made by the FPSC from what was an extensive 17 

investigation. 18 

 19 

However, as noted in Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU, the Commission 20 

expressed concerns about the adequacy of the reserve margins planned for 21 

Peninsular Florida as a result of its reviews of both the Ten-Year Site Plans 22 

that were filed in 1997 and 1998.  As a result, an investigation was opened to 23 



  

 31

consider the appropriate reserve margin for Peninsular Florida IOUs. That 1 

investigation included at least one workshop, comments, and ultimately 2 

testimony filed by an array of stakeholders. 3 

 4 

Mr. Wilson also fails to mention problems experienced by several Florida 5 

utilities who were planning to a 15% total reserve margin criterion and whose 6 

resource plans had a heavy dependency on DSM. Furthermore, the mere fact 7 

that the FPSC initiated such a docket indicates the seriousness the FPSC 8 

attached to this issue. 9 

 10 

For these reasons, I disagree with Mr. Wilson’s view that a less-than-serious 11 

look at Florida electric system reliability led to the FPSC’s adoption of the 12 

20% total reserve margin criterion for the peninsular Florida IOUs. I also view 13 

Mr. Wilson’s comments regarding the continued use of the 20% total reserve 14 

margin criterion by FPL to be a criticism not only of FPL, but also of the 15 

FPSC as well.       16 

Q.  Regarding that 20% criterion, Mr. Wilson states (paraphrasing) that 17 

FPL has not recently conducted an analysis of whether a 20% total 18 

reserve margin criterion is still appropriate. Is that true? 19 

A. No. This part of his testimony is perhaps best summarized by the following 20 

two passages from his testimony: 21 

 22 

- “Q. Has FPL provided any evidence in support of the need for a 20% 23 
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reserve margin? A. No. According to the testimony of Dr. Steven Sim, FPL 1 

utilized a minimum total reserve margin of 20% for both seasons; 2 

however, his testimony contains no reference to any FPL or third-party 3 

study or substantive analysis to validate this 20% RM criteria.”(Page 7, 4 

Lines 10-15); and, 5 

- “Q. Are you aware of any recent studies or substantive analysis conducted 6 

by FPL which would support the continued use of a 20% reserve margin? 7 

A. No.  In fact, FPL witness Dr. Steven Sim testified during his telephonic 8 

deposition taken in this matter on October 8, 2015, that no such study or 9 

substantive analysis existed.” (Page 7, Lines 3-7)  10 

 11 

The first statement is in regard to whether FPL has included a justification for 12 

its 20% total reserve margin criterion as part of this filing. FPL has not 13 

included such a justification because FPL believes such a justification is not 14 

required as part of a need determination filing. As indicated by the FPSC’s 15 

statements in past need determination proceedings presented in Exhibit SRS-7, 16 

the time to question an already established reliability criterion, such as the 17 

20% minimum total reserve margin, is outside a need determination docket, 18 

not during the docket.  19 

 20 

The second statement is in regard to whether FPL has performed analyses 21 

regarding whether a 20% total reserve margin criterion is still appropriate. 22 

Contrary to Mr. Wilson’s statement, FPL has performed such analyses. The 23 
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results of those analyses have led FPL to conclude that a 20% criterion is still 1 

appropriate for its system. 2 

 3 

In my deposition, I was asked at several points whether FPL had conducted 4 

analyses regarding the 20% total reserve margin reliability criterion.  My 5 

understanding of the intent of these questions was whether FPL had recently 6 

conducted an analysis that attempts to determine what single total reserve 7 

margin value is – at that point in time – projected to be the best total reserve 8 

margin value to use (i.e., an analysis similar to the DEC analysis Mr. Wilson 9 

presents in his testimony).  As I stated, FPL has not done such an analysis for 10 

many years. That is because FPL is operating under a Commission-approved 11 

stipulation, and, until FPL gets to a point where it begins to question whether 12 

that 20% reserve margin might not be appropriate, or is directed to utilize 13 

another total reserve margin criterion value by the Commission as a result of a 14 

generic proceeding, FPL will continue to plan its system based, in part, on that 15 

20% total reserve margin criterion.  16 

 17 

I also explained in the deposition that FPL has conducted other types of 18 

analyses designed to look at whether a 20% total reserve margin analysis is 19 

still appropriate. Such an analysis was presented in Docket Nos. 080245-EI 20 

and 080246-EI, Petition to Determine Need for Riviera Plant and Cape 21 

Canaveral Plant, by Florida Power & Light Company in the testimony of FPL 22 

witness Rene Silva. Mr. Wilson selectively chose to ignore that information 23 
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from my deposition. The relevant portions of Mr. Silva’s testimony, including 1 

both his testimony text and exhibits, are presented in Exhibit SRS-9. 2 

 3 

To further address any concerns about the continued appropriateness of FPL’s 4 

20% total reserve margin criterion, FPL has also performed a new analysis 5 

regarding this question, which is presented in Exhibit SRS-10. 6 

Q. Please explain the analysis approach taken in Exhibit SRS-10. 7 

A. The analysis approach starts with an earlier examination that FPL did in 8 

regard to whether a new GRM reliability criterion was needed. (Note that this 9 

earlier examination is presented later as Exhibit SRS-11 and will be discussed 10 

later in regard to FPL’s GRM reliability criterion.) 11 

 12 

The earlier examination is of the previously mentioned January 11, 2010 peak 13 

day, which was a very difficult day for FPL’s system operators and other 14 

systems around Florida. Fortunately, FPL’s system operators were able to 15 

continue to serve firm load that day. However, they used all of their available 16 

generating capacity, and their reserves consisted solely of a remaining portion 17 

of their load management capacity. Any combination of additional failures by 18 

FPL or third party generation, and/or higher load, that totaled slightly over 19 

1,100 MW would have resulted in the start of feeder rotations (i.e., 20 

temporarily ceasing electrical service to a designated number of customers, 21 

often on the same feeder, then resuming electrical service to those customers 22 

while sequentially temporarily ceasing electrical service to another group of 23 
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customers). In fact, a 750 MW unit failed only hours after the peak load 1 

occurred that day. Had it failed on the peak hour, FPL’s remaining reserves 2 

would have been reduced to less than 400 MW. This is shown on page 1 of 2 3 

of Exhibit SRS-10. 4 

 5 

The key point in regard to this discussion regarding the continued 6 

appropriateness of FPL’s 20% total reserve margin criterion is that FPL had 7 

planned the system to meet a 20% total reserve margin criterion in 2010, and 8 

it was able to maintain service to all firm load customers on that very difficult 9 

day. The question is whether FPL’s firm load customers could all have been 10 

served on that day if FPL had been planning instead to a 15% total reserve 11 

margin criterion and the exact set of circumstances occurred. 12 

Q. What were the results of this analysis and what conclusions do you draw 13 

from it? 14 

A. Service to firm load customers would not have been maintained if FPL had 15 

been planning to a 15% total reserve margin criterion. As shown on page 2 of 16 

2 of Exhibit SRS-10, FPL would have exhausted all reserves, both generation 17 

and load management, and would have been 68 MW short of firm load 18 

requirements. This would have necessitated feeder rotation at a level of 19 

approximately 40,000 customers. However, that situation could be worse. If 20 

the 750 MW unit failure had occurred at the peak hour instead of missing the 21 

peak by only several hours, then FPL would have been about 818 MW short 22 
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of firm load requirements, thus necessitating feeder rotation at a level of 1 

approximately 470,000 customers. 2 

 3 

The conclusion that FPL draws from this analysis of a recent, real-life event is 4 

that planning to a 20% total reserve margin criterion allowed FPL to maintain 5 

service to all firm load customers through a very difficult day, but if FPL had 6 

been planning to a 15% total reserve margin criterion, it could not have 7 

maintained service to all of its customers. 8 

Q. In regard to FPL’s GRM reliability criterion, would you please discuss 9 

FPL’s analysis approach and the results of those analyses that led FPL to 10 

implement the GRM reliability criterion?  11 

A. Yes. The analysis approach, and the results of the analyses, are summarized in 12 

Exhibit SRS-11. This is a PowerPoint presentation that was provided to FPL 13 

executives in late February 2014. At the conclusion of that meeting, a decision 14 

was made to implement a new 10% GRM reliability criterion to complement 15 

FPL’s existing 20% total reserve margin and 0.1 day/year LOLP reliability 16 

criteria. 17 

 18 

As Exhibit SRS-11 shows, one of the key findings of FPL’s analyses was that 19 

resource plans with identical total reserve margins are not equal in regard to 20 

system reliability if they differ in the amounts of DSM and generation that 21 

combine to get to that identical total reserve margin value. FPL’s analyses 22 

showed that resource plans with higher DSM levels are projected to have 23 
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higher LOLP, and thus are projected to have lower system reliability from an 1 

LOLP perspective, than are resource plans with lower DSM levels and with an 2 

identical total reserve margin level. 3 

Q. Is this the sole reason that FPL introduced its 10% GRM reliability 4 

criterion? 5 

A. No. It was only one of two primary reasons. The other reason was a look at 6 

how resource plans with identical total reserve margins, but different levels of 7 

DSM and generation, would fare when it came time to actually operate FPL’s 8 

system. 9 

 10 

One of the key considerations for resource planners is that a utility’s resource 11 

plan “sets the table” for the utility’s system operators who must then operate 12 

that system. Consequently, FPL’s resource planning and system operations 13 

groups have frequent communications. Early in 2010, FPL had experienced 14 

the previously mentioned difficult system operations day of January 11, 2010, 15 

and had recently received the FPSC’s order in the 2009 DSM Goals docket 16 

(Docket No. 080407-EG), which had set much higher DSM Goals than had 17 

been set for FPL before.  18 

 19 

The FPSC order meant that FPL’s resource plans would be more dependent on 20 

DSM resources, and less reliant on generation resources, than had been the 21 

case in the past. FPL began to look at what implications for system reliability 22 

might ensue from the current (or from a future) change in the generation/DSM 23 
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makeup of FPL’s resource plans. Both the resource planning and system 1 

operations groups were involved in this analysis and in an analysis of what 2 

occurred on January 11, 2010. 3 

Q. Do FPL’s system operators view DSM and generation from a different 4 

perspective than do FPL’s resource planners? 5 

A. Yes. They do so out of necessity. Whereas FPL’s resource planners view 6 

DSM (both EE and LM) and generation as resource options that can be 7 

implemented in future years, FPL’s system operators have to take an 8 

immediate “real time” view of resources at their disposal to manage and meet 9 

the electrical load.  10 

 11 

Consequently, FPL’s system operators are dealing with actual load from 12 

moment to moment. Any impact from EE has already occurred in the actual 13 

load they must react to. There is no “button” to activate additional EE as there 14 

is for both LM and generation resources. FPL’s analyses of system reliability 15 

recognized this reality for system operators. 16 

Q. Please describe how FPL conducted these system reliability analyses. 17 

A. In order to perform these analyses, FPL developed a “generation-only reserve 18 

margin” (GRM) metric, which is similar in some respects to TECO’s Supply-19 

Side Reserve Margin metric that they have used for over a decade in their 20 

resource planning. FPL then constructed alternate resource plans with 21 

identical total reserve margins, but different levels of DSM and generation 22 

(i.e., different GRM levels). Analyses were conducted that examined both 23 
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historical and future perspectives. The historical perspective consisted of a 1 

look at January 11, 2010. The future perspective consisted of a look at FPL’s 2 

then current resource plan for both the Summer and Winter of 2021, then 3 

modified the DSM/generation mix while maintaining the total reserve margin 4 

value.  5 

 6 

For both the historical and forecasted perspectives, FPL examined how well 7 

the system could be operated based on these resource plans given different 8 

assumptions of higher-than-forecasted load and/or generating unit 9 

unavailability. For both perspectives, the analysis results were that FPL’s 10 

system operators were projected to have more reserves at their disposal with 11 

resource plans that had a higher GRM than with a lower GRM.  12 

 13 

Thus, based on both resource planning type analyses involving LOLP 14 

projections, and on system operations type analyses involving projected levels 15 

of reserves, FPL decided to implement a third reliability criterion – the 10% 16 

minimum GRM criterion – in 2014 with a starting date of 2019. A 10% GRM 17 

value was selected as the criterion minimum value based on recommendations 18 

from FPL’s system operators because it closely matched various reserve 19 

requirements projected to be needed by the operators. 20 

Q. The fourth main theme in Mr. Wilson’s testimony concerns FPL’s GRM 21 

reliability criterion, and he states (paraphrasing) that FPL should not be 22 
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using its 10% minimum GRM reliability criterion, but a different third 1 

reliability criterion that focuses only on LM. Please discuss.        2 

A. Let me start by examining Mr. Wilson’s statements supporting a third 3 

reliability criterion that focuses on LM, but not EE. Starting on page 15, line 4 

18 of his testimony, he states:  5 

“I do agree with one of the reasons FPL gives for DSM programs 6 

adversely affecting LOLP relative to generation resources. Exhibit 20 7 

JDW-3(p.7) illustrates FPL’s discussion of load management 8 

‘fatigue.’22 I agree with FPL’s conclusion that evidence on this topic is 9 

‘inconclusive,’ but nonetheless, it is reasonable for FPL to plan 10 

around this issue. While customer response to load management 11 

requests is usually quite good for the first several times, FPL 12 

reasonably concludes that there should be ‘No greater than 10 13 

events/year,’ among other limitations. To the extent that a peak event 14 

repeatedly draws on load management resources, it could result in 15 

lower customer response and hence a higher LOLP associated with 16 

use of load management resources.” 17 

 18 

  In this statement, Mr. Wilson is partly correct, but mostly wrong regarding 19 

FPL’s findings in its analyses of the reliability of resource plans with identical 20 

total reserve margins, but differing levels of DSM. Although FPL did examine 21 

the concept of load management “fatigue” early in its analyses, it was not 22 
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accounted for in FPL’s analyses of LOLP for different resource plans or in 1 

FPL’s system operations-based analyses. 2 

 3 

As discussed in my deposition, the reason DSM options typically result in 4 

higher LOLP compared to generation options is because many DSM options 5 

can only provide a lower level of demand reduction in non-peak months 6 

compared to their contribution in peak months. Air conditioning-based DSM 7 

programs are a relevant example in Florida and for FPL. Air conditioning-8 

based kW demand reductions are lower in Spring and Fall months than in the 9 

Summer because air conditioners run less in those months. Thus, they provide 10 

less support if the utility system has unexpected outages of generation 11 

equipment. Furthermore, such cooling system-based DSM options typically 12 

offer little or no support in the Winter months on cold days. Conversely, 13 

generating units typically provide a constant level of output during most 14 

months and an even higher level of output in Winter months due to cooler 15 

ambient air temperatures. 16 

 17 

It is primarily for this reason that a resource plan heavily reliant on DSM 18 

options is typically projected to have higher LOLP on FPL’s system than 19 

another resource plan with less DSM but an identical total reserve margin 20 

value.  21 

 22 
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However, while load management “fatigue” was not a factor in these LOLP 1 

analyses that FPL performed, FPL does agree generally with Mr. Wilson on 2 

the need for a third reliability criterion (GRM) that takes into account levels of 3 

DSM. 4 

Q. Mr. Wilson’s testimony indicates that he is willing to consider the 5 

reliability implications of LM levels. Does his testimony indicate that he is 6 

also willing to consider the reliability implications of EE levels? 7 

A. No. This is shown by the following statement that appears beginning on page 8 

15, line 9 of his testimony: 9 

 10 

“FPL cites uncertainty about the performance of future EE programs, 11 

presenting a reliability risk in the form of load forecast uncertainty. This 12 

analysis is unreliable because it (1) is out of date (based on 2002 technology) 13 

and (2) is based on a simple average of program uncertainty without any 14 

evidence that averaging is the proper statistical technique, given the 15 

likelihood that there are relationships between the program outcomes.21 This 16 

type of analysis should be supported by a current evaluation, measurement 17 

and verification (EM&V) study conducted by an independent consultant and 18 

its novel application in this circumstance certainly requires greater scrutiny.” 19 

 20 

Mr. Wilson has misunderstood the use of the information on the page to which 21 

he is referring. That page was simply a look at what the uncertainty range 22 

might be for FPL’s then current annual DSM implementation if FPL’s 2002 23 
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DSM uncertainty values still applied. The 2002 values were used by me in 1 

constructing the page simply because I had that information readily available, 2 

and it was suitable for my objective to obtain a ballpark view regarding what 3 

DSM uncertainty levels might be. And, based on the portion of Mr. Wilson’s 4 

statement above referring to DSM evaluation, measurement, and verification, 5 

he clearly agrees that there is uncertainty surrounding the actual performance 6 

of DSM measures after they are installed. If there were no uncertainty, why 7 

incur all of the expense of evaluating, measuring, and verifying?  8 

 9 

However, no attempt was made to utilize uncertainty levels surrounding the 10 

performance of DSM installations in any of FPL’s previously described LOLP 11 

analyses of differing levels of DSM in resource plans that have identical total 12 

reserve margin values.  13 

Q. Why did FPL choose to ignore uncertainty regarding the actual 14 

performance of installed DSM measures and are there other uncertainty 15 

aspects of DSM that were also not used in FPL’s reliability analyses of 16 

DSM levels in resource plans? 17 

A. FPL chose to ignore uncertainty regarding actual performance of installed 18 

DSM measures at the time these analyses were performed in order to take an 19 

optimistic-for-DSM perspective regarding DSM’s impact on system 20 

reliability. In regard to the second part of the question, there is at least one 21 

other aspect of uncertainty regarding DSM that was also not included in FPL’s 22 
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analyses of DSM impacts on system reliability in order to maintain an 1 

optimistic-for-DSM approach.  2 

 3 

That aspect is the uncertainty regarding the number of DSM installations that 4 

will actually occur over the long-term. As evidenced in last year’s DSM Goals 5 

docket, DSM has become increasingly less cost-effective on FPL’s system. As 6 

a result, various DSM programs and their installations that may have been 7 

planned several years ago have either been cancelled or significantly scaled 8 

back due to a change in the programs’ cost-effectiveness. This adds 9 

uncertainty in resource planning that looks out more than a year or two into 10 

the future. 11 

Q. Therefore, in order to utilize optimistic-to-DSM assumptions in its 12 

analyses of the impacts on system reliability of different levels of DSM in 13 

resource plans with identical total reserve margins, is it correct that FPL 14 

chose to ignore uncertainty about both the actual performance of DSM 15 

installations and the actual versus projected levels of DSM installations? 16 

A. Yes. FPL’s analyses optimistically assumed that DSM performance was 17 

exactly as currently assumed in regard to kW reductions for any DSM 18 

installation, and FPL also assumed that all currently planned DSM 19 

installations in the future would occur exactly as projected. Even with those 20 

favorable assumptions for DSM, resource plans with higher levels of DSM – 21 

whether EE or LM – are projected to have higher LOLP values than other 22 
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resource plans with lower levels of DSM but with the same total reserve 1 

margin levels.  2 

 3 

To put it succinctly, resource plans with identical total reserve margins are not 4 

created equal in regard to system reliability if they differ in the amount of 5 

DSM and generation that is planned to achieve that identical total reserve 6 

margin value. Resource plans with higher DSM levels are projected to have 7 

higher LOLP and thus result in lower system reliability for FPL’s customers. 8 

Q. Are there any other problematic statements in Mr. Wilson’s testimony? 9 

A. Yes. The first one I will address appears on page 21, starting on line 20: 10 

 11 

“If FPL had made greater investments in energy efficiency and 12 

pursued opportunities to procure renewable energy in South Carolina, 13 

it might be possible for FPL to avoid adding any additional natural 14 

gas power plants – including the proposed OCEC Unit 1.” 15 

 16 

It appears that Mr. Wilson has taken efficiency seriously by recycling 17 

testimony he previously filed on behalf of SACE in South Carolina. That 18 

aside, Mr. Wilson’s suggestion to do more energy efficiency simply ignores 19 

the reality that there is no additional cost-effective DSM for FPL’s system (as 20 

discussed in Part IV of this rebuttal testimony) and that, all else equal, greater 21 

dependence on DSM in a resource plan results in higher LOLP and less 22 

reliability for FPL’s system. He appears to be advocating for higher electric 23 
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rates and lower system reliability for FPL’s customers. This is another 1 

recommendation lacking any reasonable measure of support.  2 

 3 

As for his suggestion to seek more renewable energy, FPL has already 4 

announced 233 MW more of solar will be added by the end of 2016. In 5 

addition, FPL will continue to look for additional cost-effective solar 6 

resources in its on-going resource planning work. 7 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Wilson’s statements regarding FPL’s evaluation of 8 

solar options? 9 

A. No.  Mr. Wilson made two related comments about FPL’s resource planning 10 

process and FPL’s evaluation of solar options. These two comments are as 11 

follows: 12 

 13 

- “FPL did not appear to consider solar resources as a generation 14 

alternative in its most recent ten-year site plan.” (Page 22, Lines 4 & 5); 15 

and, 16 

-  “FPL’s newest solar facilities are not the result of FPL’s resource 17 

planning process as described in the ten-year site plan, but are the result 18 

of some other business development process that is not clearly described.” 19 

(Page 22, Lines 10-12) 20 

 21 

Mr. Wilson is mistaken. Solar resources, particularly photovoltaic (PV) 22 

resources, are actively evaluated as a generation alternative in FPL’s resource 23 
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planning process. Mr. Wilson appears to be misinterpreting the intent of the 1 

description of FPL’s resource planning process in FPL’s 2015 Ten-Year Site 2 

Plan. The intent of this portion of the Site Plan is simply to provide a 3 

description of FPL’s resource planning process, not to provide a listing of all 4 

resource options that FPL is considering in that process. Furthermore, my 5 

direct testimony describes the evaluation of PV as a resource option that was 6 

considered for its potential to meet all or a substantial portion of FPL’s 7 

resource needs that begin in 2019. That alone should have made it clear that 8 

FPL is actively evaluating PV as a generation option.  9 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions regarding Mr. Wilson’s testimony. 10 

A. As with the testimonies of the other intervenor witnesses, Mr. Wilson’s 11 

testimony wants to shift the discussion away from reality. He wants to ignore 12 

the results of FPL’s reliability analyses which use FPL’s 20% total reserve 13 

margin and 10% GRM reliability criteria so that he can claim that there would 14 

be no projected need for new resources starting in 2019. However, FPL does 15 

plan its system using these two reliability criteria (and its LOLP criterion), 16 

and it does have a significant resource need beginning in 2019 that must be 17 

addressed. 18 

 19 

Mr. Wilson then recommends that FPL be instructed to use the same 15% 20 

total reserve margin criterion that the FRCC uses. However, Mr. Wilson does 21 

not acknowledge that FPL’s system and the FRCC’s peninsular Florida 22 

system are quite different, which means what may be an appropriate reliability 23 
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criterion for one system may not be appropriate for another system. 1 

Furthermore, Mr. Wilson does not understand that the FRCC’s continued use 2 

of a 15% criterion is based on the expectation that the 20% total reserve 3 

margin criterion used by the three IOUs ensures that peninsular Florida will 4 

actually be served by a minimum total reserve margin of almost 19%. Mr. 5 

Wilson’s poorly conceived recommendation, intended to not allow FPL to 6 

build what is projected to be the most fuel-efficient natural gas-fired 7 

generating unit in Florida, would result in a series of unintended negative 8 

consequences including: (i) lower reliability for FPL’s customers, (ii) lower 9 

reliability for all utility customers in peninsular Florida, and (iii) automatically 10 

decreasing the cost-effectiveness of all DSM options on FPL’s system. 11 

 12 

Mr. Wilson incorrectly claims that FPL has not performed any analyses that 13 

demonstrate that its continued use of the 20% minimum total reserve margin 14 

criterion is appropriate. Exhibit SRS-9 presents testimony and analyses 15 

regarding this subject that FPL previously provided in a prior need filing. In 16 

addition, Exhibit SRS-10 provides a new analysis based on a recent actual 17 

event in which the FPL system, if it had been based on a 15% instead of a 18 

20% total reserve margin criterion, would not have able to serve all of its firm 19 

load customers. 20 

 21 

In regard to FPL’s GRM reliability criterion, Mr. Wilson is open to a third 22 

reliability criterion in regard to LM, but not to EE. Not surprisingly, his 23 
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testimony seeks to avoid the analysis-based support for the GRM criterion, 1 

which shows that when analyzing two resource plans on FPL’s system with 2 

identical total reserve margins, but differing levels of DSM, the results are that 3 

the resource plan with lower DSM levels/a higher GRM value will have:  4 

- lower projected LOLP values, thus higher system reliability from an 5 

LOLP perspective; and,  6 

- more reserves from a system operator’s perspective, thus better allowing 7 

the system operators to deal with real time problems that may occur. 8 

 9 

As an advocate for ever-higher levels of utility DSM, it is understandable why 10 

Mr. Wilson might seek to ignore the results of FPL’s analyses regarding DSM 11 

levels and the reliability impact on the FPL system. However, in so doing he 12 

is providing still further evidence that he is seeking to shift the discussion in 13 

this docket away from the reality that FPL’s system operators and resource 14 

planners must operate in. In so doing, Mr. Wilson makes recommendations 15 

that are clearly not in the best interest of FPL’s customers.     16 

 17 

Finally, like Mr. Rábago and Ms. Mims, Mr. Wilson’s testimony also contains 18 

a number of incorrect and/or misleading statements. A few of these have been 19 

discussed on the preceding pages, and the rest are presented in Exhibit SRS-6. 20 

  21 
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With these statements and the other problems discussed above regarding his 1 

testimony, Mr. Wilson has clearly demonstrated that his testimony should not 2 

be given serious consideration by the FPSC in this docket.  3 

 4 

Part IV: Ms. Mims’ Testimony  5 

 6 

Q. What are the main themes of Ms. Mims’ testimony? 7 

A. Her testimony briefly discusses her contention that OCEC Unit 1 does nothing 8 

to improve fuel diversity for the FPL system.  9 

Q. What does Ms. Mims state in regard to fuel diversity? 10 

A. Ms. Mims’ view regarding fuel diversity is best conveyed by the following 11 

portion of her testimony: 12 

 13 

“In fact, in FPL’s 2015 Ten Year Site Plan, natural gas contributed to 68%  of 14 

the Company’s energy generation in 2014, and the Company forecasted 15 

that it is the only fuel type that will increase in 2016, and continue to grow 16 

from 2019 (when OCEC unit 1 is scheduled to come online) to 2024.2   17 

Ultimately, FPL anticipates that natural gas will be used to generate 73% 18 

of its energy in 2024.3 However, FPL anticipates solar energy contributing 19 

about 0.5% annually from 2019 to 2024, and the amount of energy coming 20 

from nuclear declining as a percentage of total generation in the same 21 

time frame.  It would seem that if FPL is truly trying to diversify its fuel 22 
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sources, at least one of these resources would be increasing as a percent 1 

of total generation over time, not just natural gas. (Page 4, Lines 1-10) 2 

 3 

Ms. Mims then presents her Table 1 which shows FPL’s projection of fuel mix by 4 

percentage by fuel/energy type by year for the years 2015 through 2024.  5 

Q. Are there problems with this statement and her table? 6 

A. Yes. There are at least two problems. First, she states that gas is the “only fuel 7 

type that will increase in 2016, and continue to grow from 2019 (when OCEC 8 

unit 1 is scheduled to come online) to 2024.” She mistakenly ignores the 9 

projection in her own table for solar that shows solar starting at 0.2% in 2015, 10 

then tripling its contribution in 2016 and continuing to contribute at least more 11 

than twice its 2015 value for the remaining years. Second, by selecting her 12 

starting year to be 2015 and her ending year to be 2024, she selectively 13 

ignores: (i) the increase in solar’s contribution in 2010, (ii) nuclear energy’s 14 

increased contribution that began in 2012 and 2013 when FPL’s nuclear 15 

uprate project was completed, and (iii) the projected impact of FPL’s new 16 

nuclear units Turkey Point 6 & 7 beginning in 2027, which will significantly 17 

reduce natural gas’ percentage of FPL’s fuel mix. 18 

Q. In regard to nuclear, has SACE been supportive of FPL’s efforts to 19 

enhance fuel diversity through additional nuclear capacity? 20 

A. No. SACE has actively opposed both the nuclear uprates project and the 21 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 project. Apparently, SACE is not as interested in fuel 22 

diversity for FPL’s system as they now claim to be in this docket. 23 
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Q. Does Ms. Mims’ testimony discuss the fact that the OCEC Unit 1 will 1 

utilize the new gas pipeline into Florida, thus increasing diversity of fuel 2 

supply sources for FPL and its customers? 3 

A. No. She has chosen to ignore this diversity of fuel supply benefit of OCEC 4 

Unit 1. 5 

Q. Did Ms. Mims’ testimony at least acknowledge that OCEC Unit 1, in 6 

addition to being the most cost-effective resource option with which to 7 

meet FPL’s 2019 resource need, will also be the most fuel-efficient fossil 8 

fuel generating unit on FPL’s system and thus minimize the amount of 9 

natural gas that will be used? 10 

A. No. She appears to have not considered the fact that other generating options 11 

that are feasible for meeting FPL’s 2019 resource need would result in higher 12 

amounts of natural gas being used. 13 

Q. Are there any other incorrect and/or misleading statements in Ms. Mims’ 14 

testimony? 15 

A. Yes. Exhibit SRS-6 presents at least a partial listing of incorrect and/or 16 

misleading statements made by Ms. Mims and the other intervenor witnesses 17 

in their respective testimonies.  18 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions regarding Ms. Mims’ testimony. 19 

A. In her testimony, as discussed briefly here, and presented in Exhibit SRS-6, 20 

Ms. Mims makes a number of incorrect and/or misleading statements.   21 

 22 

23 



  

 53

Part V: Summary and Conclusions 1 

 2 

Q. Please provide a summary of the testimonies of the three intervenor 3 

witnesses. 4 

A. The intervenors do not contest that:  5 

1)  when utilizing FPL’s existing reliability criteria, FPL projects a significant 6 

resource need (1,052 MW) beginning in 2019 and increasing in 7 

subsequent years;  8 

2)  the results of FPL’s analyses concluded that the OCEC Unit 1 is the most 9 

cost-effective self-build generating option with which to meet that 10 

resource need; and,  11 

3)  no non-FPL generating option was submitted in response to FPL’s 12 

capacity RFP solicitation that met the RFP’s Minimum Requirements, thus 13 

no market alternatives to OCEC Unit 1 were offered. 14 

 15 

In addition, there are inherent problems and flaws in the intervenor 16 

testimonies, most notably as follows: 17 

 18 

1) The intervenors attempt to shift the focus of the discussion away from the 19 

facts of the case by disregarding FPSC decisions and basic principles of 20 

resource planning. 21 

2) Mr. Rábago’s testimony has as its main point a false and unsubstantiated 22 

claim that FPL has a “campaign” to build new power plants now running 23 



  

 54

for several decades, during which he apparently believes the FPSC has 1 

failed to review and regulate the utility appropriately.  2 

3) Mr. Wilson’s testimony attempts to avoid reality by stating that OCEC 3 

Unit 1 would not be needed if FPL’s reliability criteria were simply 4 

ignored, including the 20% minimum total reserved margin criterion 5 

approved and applied by the FPSC since 1999 for all peninsular Florida 6 

IOUs.  7 

 8 

These problems, coupled with numerous other incorrect and/or misleading 9 

statements detailed in my rebuttal testimony and exhibits, demonstrate that the 10 

intervenor testimonies are unreliable and not worthy of serious consideration 11 

by the FPSC in this docket. 12 

Q. What would be the best decision in this docket for FPL’s customers? 13 

A. Based on multiple, appropriate reliability criteria, FPL has a large resource 14 

need beginning in the year 2019 which can only be met cost-effectively by 15 

additional generation. OCEC Unit 1 has been shown to be the most cost-16 

effective generation option for FPL’s customers. Therefore, it would be in the 17 

best interests of FPL’s customers for the FPSC to grant a determination of 18 

need for OCEC Unit 1.   19 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 20 

A. Yes. 21 



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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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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of Rábago, Wilson, and Mims
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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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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

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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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

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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Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information

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 



Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding
Type

Commission Statement /Action

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- 



Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding
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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. 



Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding
Type

Commission Statement /Action

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 



Docket No(s). / Order No(s). Company Proceeding
Type

Commission Statement /Action

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 
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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



Facility Name City/County State Primary Fuel Type
 Capacity 
(AC KW) Designation

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources
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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Inclusion in 
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Resources
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

Inclusion in 
Utility's 

Resources

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 

27 



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 

I I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

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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A. 

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. 
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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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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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3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

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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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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19 

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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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 =
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•
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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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– 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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-------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------

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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(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.
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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) (%)

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.




