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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 1 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 2 

OF 3 

CARLOS ALDAZABAL 4 

 5 

Q. Please state your name, address, occupation and employer. 6 

 7 

A. My name is Carlos Aldazabal. My business address is 702 8 

North Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602. I am employed 9 

by Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric” or the 10 

“company”) as Vice President Energy Supply.  11 

 12 

Q. Are you the same Carlos Aldazabal who filed direct 13 

testimony in this proceeding?  14 

 15 

A. Yes. 16 

 17 

Q. Have your title and duties and responsibilities changed 18 

since the company filed your prepared direct testimony on 19 

April 2, 2024? 20 

 21 

A.  No. 22 

 23 

Q. What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony? 24 

 25 
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A. My rebuttal testimony serves three general purposes.  1 

 2 

 First, I will address the proposal from the Office of 3 

Public Counsel’s (“OPC”) witness Lane Kollen to disallow 4 

planned generation maintenance expense based on a 5 

normalized number. 6 

 7 

 Second, I will respond to the direct testimony of witness 8 

Karl Rábago, filed on behalf of the League of United Latin 9 

American Citizens (“LULAC”) and Florida Rising, and his 10 

arguments that the Corporate Headquarters, Polk Fuel 11 

Diversity, and Sowuth Tampa Resilience Projects should be 12 

disallowed. 13 

 14 

  Third, I will respond to the direct testimony of Devi 15 

Glick, filed on behalf of the Sierra Club, and Ms. Glick’s 16 

recommendations regarding Big Bend Unit 4 and Polk Unit 17 

1. I will also respond to the proposed issues raised by 18 

Sierra Club based on Ms. Glick’s testimony. 19 

 20 

Q. Have you prepared an exhibit supporting your rebuttal 21 

testimony? 22 

 23 

A. Yes. Rebuttal Exhibit No. CA-2, entitled “Rebuttal 24 

Exhibit of Carlos Aldazabal,” was prepared by me or under 25 
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my direction and supervision. The contents of this 1 

rebuttal exhibit were derived from the business records 2 

of the company and are true and correct to the best of my 3 

information and belief. My rebuttal exhibit consists of 4 

the following two documents: 5 

 6 

Document No. 1 Tampa Electric’s Answer to OPC’s First 7 

Set of Interrogatories No. 7 8 

 Document No. 2 2022 Fuel Savings Associated with  9 

 Using Coal 10 

 11 

I. NORMALIZATION OF PLANNED GENERATION MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 12 

Q. On page 11 of his testimony, Mr. Kollen asserts that Tampa 13 

Electric deferred planned maintenance and “bunched the 14 

outages” in the projected test year to inflate test year 15 

planned generation maintenance expense. Is this accurate? 16 

 17 

A. No. Outages are scheduled based on planned maintenance 18 

schedules and to accommodate resource and parts 19 

availability. Major planned outage work occurs in uneven 20 

cycles. The uneven nature of planned outage work is 21 

reflected in the information contained in the company’s 22 

answer to OPC’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 37, which  23 

I have included as Document No. 1 in my rebuttal exhibit. 24 

  25 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Kollen’s recommendation for 1 

normalization of planned generation expenses in the 2 

company’s test year?  3 

 4 

A. No. Mr. Kollen’s normalization proposal is flawed in that 5 

he recommends normalization of historical average costs 6 

rather than the costs the company expects to incur in the 7 

test year. On page 11 of his testimony, he proposes using 8 

an average of expenses starting in the year 2019. 9 

Historical costs are not indicative of needed generation 10 

expenses in the test year.  11 

 12 

Q. OPC’s witness, Mr. Kollen provides an alternative 13 

solution to defer what he calls “abnormally high expense” 14 

more than his calculated level of normalized expense and 15 

amortize that deferral over an extended period. He opines 16 

that this approach would “attempt to allocate the 17 

benefits” of the planned maintenance to the periods 18 

benefitting from the planned maintenance scope of work 19 

and expenses. Please comment on that alternative 20 

approach.  21 

 22 

A. If the Commission decides to adjust the company’s test 23 

year outage expense, then I believe it is appropriate to 24 

defer the costs above the annual allowed or “normalized” 25 



5 
 

amount for recovery in future years. Further, I believe 1 

that such an adjustment, if applied, should be made using 2 

the approach described in the rebuttal testimony of Tampa 3 

Electric witness Jeff Chronister.  4 

 5 

II. TAMPA ELECTRIC PERFORMED A FULL COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR 6 

THE CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS 7 

Q. On page 51 of his testimony, Mr. Rábago asserts that the 8 

Commission should disallow rate recovery for the 9 

company’s Corporate Headquarters “until TECO produces a 10 

comprehensive BCA that fully considers alternatives to 11 

new building construction.” Did Tampa Electric perform a 12 

benefit-cost analysis for the project that included 13 

alternatives? 14 

 15 

A. Yes. As I explained in my direct testimony, Tampa Electric 16 

performed a net present value revenue requirement 17 

(“NPVRR”) calculation for the new Corporate Headquarters 18 

and compared it to two alternatives. This analysis was 19 

included in Document No. 9 of my Exhibit CA-1. That 20 

analysis shows that there is less than a $1 million net 21 

present value (“NPV”) differential between continuing to 22 

lease the existing corporate headquarters and purchasing 23 

the Midtown location. The company then compared this 24 

quantitative assessment against the resilience and 25 
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qualitative benefits that the new Midtown location 1 

provides.  2 

 3 

Q. Did the company consider alternatives other than 4 

construction of a new headquarters in Midtown? 5 

 6 

A. Yes. As stated in my direct testimony, Tampa Electric 7 

partnered with Colliers International, a global 8 

commercial real estate company, to explore various lease 9 

or own locations throughout our service area. Some of 10 

these options are listed on Document No. 8 of my Exhibit 11 

CA-1. The company also evaluated extending the lease of 12 

TECO Plaza or purchasing the existing building, as shown 13 

in Document No. 9 of my Exhibit CA-1. 14 

 15 

Q. What qualitative benefits did the company identify for 16 

the Midtown location? 17 

 18 

A. As I explained in my direct testimony, the company created 19 

an internal team of 18 director-level employees to 20 

evaluate several criteria, which are listed on Document 21 

No. 8 of my Exhibit CA-1. This team identified Midtown as 22 

the option that provided the highest level of these 23 

qualitative benefits. Additionally, as I explained in my 24 

direct testimony, the company also identified several 25 
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qualitative drawbacks to remaining in TECO Plaza, 1 

including flooding and storm surge risk, available 2 

capacity limits, and lack of dedicated parking. 3 

 4 

Q. How did the company weigh the expected costs of the TECO 5 

Plaza and the Midtown options against the identified 6 

benefits? 7 

 8 

A. After careful consideration, the company determined that 9 

the Midtown location was the best alternative from a 10 

value, resilience, and employee retention and 11 

satisfaction perspective. Furthermore, as the analysis 12 

proceeded, the need to locate the company’s headquarters 13 

away from potential flooding became a more important 14 

priority, especially since the economics of the options 15 

being considered were about the same. The company weighed 16 

the identified qualitative benefits of the Midtown 17 

location against the approximately $1 million difference 18 

in NPVRR cost and concluded that the benefits outweighed 19 

the $1 million difference in cost.  20 

 21 

III. TAMPA ELECTRIC’S POLK FUEL FLEXIBILITY PROJECT IS 22 

NECESSARY, PRUDENT, AND WILL BENEFIT OUR CUSTOMERS 23 

Q.  Mr. Rábago recommends that the Commission should disallow 24 

the Polk Fuel Diversity Project because the company has 25 
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not demonstrated the cost-effectiveness of the project. 1 

Do you agree with this recommendation?   2 

 3 

A. No. The decision to invest in a backup oil project of 4 

this nature was based upon the need to mitigate risk. 5 

Even with the growth in the company’s solar generation, 6 

Tampa Electric projects over 80 percent of its electricity 7 

for customers will come from natural gas fired generation. 8 

Florida’s peninsular geography means that the state and 9 

Tampa Electric can face challenges importing fuel or power 10 

when one or more of the current sources is constrained or 11 

fully subscribed. The fact that surrounding 12 

interconnection options are limited by geography makes 13 

on-site fuel diversity even more important than for 14 

utilities with interconnection options all around them.  15 

 16 

 The Polk Fuel Diversity Project mitigates the risk of 17 

service interruptions to customers due to a disruption or 18 

deficiency in natural gas supply or delivery. The Polk 19 

Fuel Diversity Project combines existing facilities, 20 

capabilities, and expertise at the Polk Power Station to 21 

expand the backup fuel oil capacity at Polk Power Station. 22 

This is a very effective and low-cost alternative for 23 

mitigating natural gas supply risk.  24 

 25 
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 As I explained in my direct testimony, the company also 1 

considered several alternatives including purchases of 2 

capacity, storage, liquified natural gas (“LNG”) storage, 3 

incremental firm gas transportation, solid fuel 4 

generation, purchased power, transmission, and renewable 5 

generation. The company determined that this project was 6 

the most feasible and logical option to add fuel 7 

diversity. In short, the company did not develop a 8 

quantitative cost-effectiveness analysis for the Polk 9 

Fuel Diversity Project because it is not needed. This 10 

project will be completed to mitigate fuel supply risk, 11 

which enhances reliability, and it is clearly the right 12 

option for Polk Power Station.  13 

 14 

IV. TAMPA ELECTRIC’S SOUTH TAMPA RESILIENCE PROJECT IS 15 

NECESSARY, PRUDENT, AND WILL BENEFIT OUR CUSTOMERS 16 

Q. On page 50 of his testimony, Mr. Rábago asserts that Tampa 17 

Electric did not provide a cost-benefit analysis for the 18 

South Tampa Resilience Project. Do you agree with this 19 

assertion? 20 

 21 

A. No. Tampa Electric performed a comprehensive cost-benefit 22 

analysis which showed that the South Tampa Resilience 23 

Project has a projected net benefit to customers of 24 

approximately $10 million CPVRR, excluding any benefit 25 
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from the value of reduced emissions. This net benefit 1 

includes projected fuel savings to customers of $137.9 2 

million, and is shown in Document No. 5 in Exhibit No. 3 

JA-1, which is attached to the direct testimony of Jose 4 

Aponte. This project was also scrutinized by the company’s 5 

capital leadership team and reviewed and approved by the 6 

Board of Directors.  7 

 8 

Q. Mr. Rábago also asserts that the project will have “new 9 

highly-pollution [sic] fossil fuel generation.” Is this 10 

an accurate characterization of the project? 11 

 12 

A. No. As stated in my direct testimony the South Tampa 13 

Resilience Project is expected to produce $137.9 million 14 

of cumulative projected fuel savings for customers. These 15 

engines are highly efficient, and, because of their 16 

efficiency, they operate using less fuel, which will also 17 

result in reduced CO2 emissions on our system over their 18 

operating life. 19 

 20 

Q. How will these natural gas burning engines result in 21 

reduced CO2 emissions? 22 

  23 

A. These reciprocating engines complement Tampa Electric’s 24 

portfolio of four large, efficient natural gas combined 25 
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cycle units. Because the reciprocating engines can 1 

dispatch very quickly (and turn off quickly, ramp up and 2 

down rapidly, and be cycled on and off repeatedly), they 3 

will allow Tampa Electric to dispatch its generating 4 

assets more efficiently. Large combustion turbines (“CT”) 5 

have a limited number of starts, must be started early to 6 

warm up, must be blended into the combined cycle, and 7 

then must run for several hours to meet minimum run times. 8 

By contrast, the company can dispatch the South Tampa 9 

reciprocating engines on and off to meet the load exactly 10 

when it is needed. Keeping the combined cycle steady while 11 

dispatching reciprocating engines to precisely match 12 

changing load demands uses less fuel and reduces emissions 13 

compared using large, combined cycle units to follow load.  14 

 15 

 Additionally, the quick start nature of the reciprocating 16 

engines allows them to cover spinning reserves without 17 

even turning on. Without the reciprocating engines, 18 

spinning reserves may have to be covered by keeping extra 19 

MW spinning in combined cycle mode which causes extra 20 

fuel to be used without serving more load. This more 21 

efficient and effective use of the combined cycle units 22 

will likely extend the life of those assets.  23 

 24 

Q. Also on page 50, Mr. Rábago criticizes the project on the 25 
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grounds that it will not receive “direct funding support 1 

from the U.S. Department of Defense.” Do you agree with 2 

this criticism? 3 

 4 

A. No. Although the government provided no “cash” funding 5 

support for the project, the lease agreement between the 6 

government and Tampa Electric allows “rent” to be paid in 7 

the form of in-kind consideration or “in-kind rent” which 8 

takes the form of Electrically Islanded Operations on 9 

MacDill Air Force Base (“MAFB”) in the event of a very 10 

rare, declared emergency.  11 

 12 

Q. Why was this rent-free land beneficial for the project?   13 

 14 

A. Available land in South Tampa is very limited. Securing 15 

an available parcel that could both accommodate these 16 

reciprocating engines and be permitted for their use would 17 

have been difficult, if not impossible, in this load 18 

congested area. This arrangement is a great solution that 19 

addresses a capacity need for the company and solves a 20 

resilience need for MAFB.  21 

V. TAMPA ELECTRIC’S PLANS FOR POLK UNIT 1 AND BIG BEND UNIT 4 22 

ARE PRUDENT AND WILL PROVIDE BENEFITS TO OUR CUSTOMERS 23 

Q. In her direct testimony, Ms. Glick asserts that Polk Unit 24 



13 
 

1 cannot mitigate the impacts of natural gas price 1 

volatility because the Integrated Coal Gasification 2 

Combined Cycle (“IGCC”) equipment is in reserve standby, 3 

because environmental regulations restrict potential IGCC 4 

operation, and because Polk Unit 1 has been unreliable. 5 

Do you agree with this analysis? 6 

 7 

A. No. Due to limited interconnects with other states, the 8 

amount of renewable power or replacement power that can 9 

be imported into the state is limited. Therefore, any 10 

renewable power or any replacement power must be generated 11 

within the state to meet reliability needs. Retaining the 12 

existing solid fuel assets of Polk Unit 1 is important to 13 

provide fuel diversity options and help mitigate the 14 

potential volatility of natural gas prices. With some 15 

necessary maintenance, Polk Unit 1 could return to IGCC 16 

operation within a year and help protect customers from 17 

high natural gas prices if the forward price curve shows 18 

petcoke prices will be lower than natural gas prices. 19 

Additionally, if Polk Unit 1 were to return to IGCC 20 

operation but retire before 2032, it would not be subject 21 

to any Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) emission standards. If Polk 22 

Unit 1 ceased operation after January 1, 2032, but before 23 

2039, co-firing a minimum of 40 percent natural gas would 24 

be required, or a Carbon Capture and Storage (“CCS”) 25 



14 
 

system with a 90 percent CO2 capture rate could be used. 1 

Finally, Polk Unit 1 has been a very reliable generating 2 

asset on our system, and it is expected to be even more 3 

reliable once converted to simple cycle operation in the 4 

Polk 1 Flexibility Project.  5 

 6 

Q. On page 33, Ms. Glick presents the net equivalent forced 7 

outage rate and argues that Polk Unit 1 has been 8 

“relatively unreliable.” Do you agree with her 9 

characterization of that information? 10 

 11 

A. No. As noted in Ms. Glick’s testimony, Polk Unit 1 had 12 

unusually high net equivalent forced outage rates 13 

(“NEFOR”) in the years 2020, 2021, and 2022; however, I 14 

do not view these anomaly years as an accurate predictor 15 

of future performance. There were two unexpected major 16 

forced outage events that caused significant down time 17 

during this period. However, several primary components 18 

of the combustion turbine and generator were refurbished 19 

to “like new” condition during the outage work. These 20 

refurbishments, along with the combustion system upgrades 21 

associated with the planned simple cycle conversion, 22 

incorporate robust, advanced combustion turbine 23 

technology and will position the unit for high reliability 24 

for its remaining useful life.  25 
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Q. On page 26 of her testimony, Ms. Glick also asserts that 1 

the Polk Unit 1 IGCC assets are no longer used and useful, 2 

and that the only reason that the company has not retired 3 

those assets is to keep them in rate base. Do you agree 4 

with this characterization of the company’s decision-5 

making? 6 

 7 

A. No. The IGCC assets on Polk Unit 1 are a unique, proven 8 

technology and have been in a designed layup configuration 9 

for the past several years. With certain evaluation, 10 

inspection, maintenance, and testing, the unit can be 11 

returned to service operating as an IGCC within a year. 12 

The primary equipment and systems within the IGCC have 13 

been maintained in a used and useful state and remain an 14 

integral component to mitigate risk related to volatile 15 

natural gas prices.  16 

 17 

Q. On page 27, Ms. Glick suggests that the Commission should 18 

order retirement of the Polk Unit 1 IGCC assets and create 19 

a regulatory asset to allow the company to recover some 20 

or all the undepreciated balance of the assets. Do you 21 

agree with this proposed treatment of the IGCC equipment?  22 

 23 

A. No. It is not appropriate to order the retirement of these 24 

assets since they are potentially useful and could benefit 25 
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customers in the future. However, I do agree that if the 1 

Commission orders the retirement of the IGCC equipment, 2 

then the remaining value of the assets should be 3 

transferred to a regulatory asset and recovered from 4 

customers. Of course recovery of the regulatory asset over 5 

a shorter period than the remaining life of the assets 6 

would increase customer bills. In addition, since a 7 

regulatory asset balance recovered over the remaining 8 

life of the assets would have the same impact on customer 9 

bills as keeping the assets in rate base for future use, 10 

I do not see the benefit in forcing retirement of the 11 

assets. In either scenario, customers would lose the fuel 12 

diversity benefits of retaining the IGCC components in 13 

service.  14 

 15 

Q. Ms. Glick asserts that Tampa Electric did not provide an 16 

analysis demonstrating that converting Polk Unit 1 to 17 

simple cycle operation is more economic than 18 

alternatives, including retirement. She also asserts that 19 

the converted unit will be only “marginally economic.” Do 20 

you agree with her assessment? 21 

 22 

A. No. First, Tampa Electric did compare the economics of 23 

converting Polk Unit 1 to simple cycle operation to 24 

alternatives, including early retirement of the combined 25 
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cycle components of Polk Unit 1. Second, this analysis 1 

showed that the conversion to simple cycle operation 2 

resulted in the most cost savings for customers when 3 

compared to a reference case with Polk Unit 1 continuing 4 

to operate as a natural gas combined cycle unit. 5 

 6 

 The company evaluated two additional options besides the 7 

conversion of Polk Unit 1 to simple cycle operation. In 8 

one of the options, the company analyzed retirement of 9 

the combined cycle components for Polk Unit 1 early in 10 

the year 2028. The second option evaluated an optionality 11 

case, in which Polk Unit 1 could operate in combined and 12 

simple cycle modes. Ultimately, the analysis showed that 13 

conversion of Polk Unit 1 to simple cycle mode is the 14 

most favorable option for customers, with an estimated 15 

CPVRR savings of $166.9 million, compared to an estimated 16 

$24.6 million savings for the early retirement option, 17 

and $39.1 million savings for the optionality case. 18 

 19 

 The Polk Unit 1 conversion is not only the most economic 20 

option for customers; it also provides additional 21 

dispatch flexibility to our system. Operating Polk Unit 22 

1 as a simple cycle combustion turbine will allow for 23 

faster starts, shorter up/down times, and lower 24 

turndowns, enabling Tampa Electric to better optimize 25 
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dispatch of the other assets in the generation portfolio. 1 

 2 

Q. On pages 42 to 44 of her direct testimony, Ms. Glick 3 

asserts that Big Bend Unit 4 was uneconomic to operate in 4 

2019, 2020, and 2023. Is this statement accurate? 5 

 6 

A. No. As Ms. Glick admits in her testimony on page 44, the 7 

approach of including long-term capital investments as a 8 

lump sum in a single year can give false uneconomic 9 

signals. Tampa Electric had large capital investments in 10 

the years 2019, 2020, and 2023 that resulted in false 11 

economic signals in Ms. Glick’s Table 6.  12 

 13 

Q. Why did Tampa Electric operate Big Bend Unit 4 using coal 14 

during the years referenced by Ms. Glick?  15 

 16 

A. Big Bend Unit 4 burned coal for a variety of reasons over 17 

the last five years. From 2019 through 2021, the unit 18 

operated on coal when the capacity was needed. The coal-19 

fired capacity was more than double the capability on 20 

natural gas and the additional capacity was needed to 21 

serve load and reserves. The unit also operated on coal 22 

for environmental reasons related to the Manatee 23 

Protection Plan or managing water levels at the plant.  24 

 25 
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Big Bend Unit 4 was also committed on coal during a 1 

Gulfstream Natural Gas System (“GNGS”) pipeline outage 2 

for about two weeks in March 2021. This was a significant 3 

pipeline outage for Tampa Electric and the state of 4 

Florida, in which Big Bend Unit 4’s dual fuel capability 5 

was critical to meet the demand of Tampa Electric 6 

customers.  7 

 8 

Other than the GNGS outage or environmental reasons, the 9 

unit was committed only when it was economic relative to 10 

the purchased power market or when constraints such as 11 

inbound transmission, availability of power supply, or 12 

system conditions prevented economic purchased power from 13 

displacing Big Bend Unit 4.  14 

 15 

 During Winter Storm Uri in February 2021, Big Bend Unit 16 

4 was committed on coal at maximum capacity to reduce 17 

natural gas requirements. Tampa Electric experienced a 18 

significant loss of natural gas supply during the event, 19 

and Big Bend Unit 4’s coal capability reduced system 20 

natural gas requirements. As natural gas prices spiked 21 

during the event, operating Big Bend Unit 4 on coal 22 

provided fuel savings for customers and mitigated natural 23 

gas pipeline penalties as pipeline alert days were posted 24 

every day. Penalties on pipeline alert days can be three 25 
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times the gas price when actual gas burns exceed scheduled 1 

burns.  2 

 3 

 In late 2021, the capability of Big Bend Unit 4 on natural 4 

gas was increased to a level like its coal-fired capacity. 5 

In 2022, with natural gas prices at their highest levels 6 

in years, Tampa Electric used coal in Big Bend Unit 4 7 

because it was more economic than natural gas. The 8 

estimated fuel savings for customers was over $32 million 9 

in 2022, as demonstrated in Document No. 2 of my rebuttal 10 

exhibit CA-2 titled, “2022 Fuel Savings Associated with 11 

Using Coal”. These savings are a direct result of Big 12 

Bend Unit 4 being dual fuel capable. 13 

 14 

 Although Ms. Glick claims on page 43 of her testimony 15 

that the market conditions in 2022 are rare and not 16 

expected to continue going forward, Tampa Electric 17 

prepares to be resilient and reliable in any number of 18 

unexpected scenarios. We have experienced extreme events 19 

(weather and other) recently and prepare for uncertain 20 

conditions going forward.  21 

 22 

Q. Are there other examples showing the benefits of dual 23 

fuel capability at Big Bend Unit 4? 24 

 25 



21 
 

A. Yes. In December 2022, Big Bend Unit 4 operated on coal 1 

to reduce portfolio natural gas requirements during 2 

Winter Storm Elliott. In 2023, Big Bend Unit 4 coal burn 3 

was at an all-time low. During 2023, the unit operated on 4 

coal early in the year to support environmental 5 

constraints. In August 2023, Tampa Electric experienced 6 

extreme heat and set a new summer peak record almost five 7 

percent greater than its previous summer peak. Gas 8 

pipeline alert days were issued daily throughout the 9 

summer, and there was very little delivered gas available 10 

in the Florida market. Again, Big Bend Unit 4 operated on 11 

coal to reduce system natural gas needs and to mitigate 12 

natural gas pipeline penalties.  13 

 14 

  In 2024, Big Bend Unit 4 has burned little coal year to 15 

date. The only coal burn took place on January 13, 2024, 16 

through January 16, 2024, as a winter storm drove natural 17 

gas prices to $12/MMBtu at the Henry Hub. The estimated 18 

fuel savings for customers was approximately $600,000 19 

during the event. Based on the extreme weather experienced 20 

during May 2024, we expect to commit Big Bend Unit 4 on 21 

coal this summer as needed to reduce system natural gas 22 

requirements and mitigate natural gas pipeline penalties.  23 

 24 

Q. On pages 45 and 46 of her direct testimony, Ms. Glick 25 
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projects that Big Bend Unit 4 will remain uneconomic to 1 

operate going forward. Do you agree with her analysis?  2 

 3 

A. No. Tampa Electric expects to operate Big Bend Unit 4 4 

mostly on natural gas. However, it is important that we 5 

maintain the coal capability on Big Bend Unit 4 for fuel 6 

diversity, resilience, and to minimize fuel expense for 7 

our customers.  8 

 9 

Dual fuel capability on Big Bend Unit 4 allows Tampa 10 

Electric to avoid buying additional firm gas 11 

transportation. The available gas transportation in 12 

Florida is limited and expensive. Given the limited 13 

availability of transportation, transportation is 14 

typically only available for the entire year, rather than 15 

seasonally, and for 10 to 15-year minimum terms. To serve 16 

a similar-sized 400 MW combined-cycle natural gas unit, 17 

the cost of incremental firm natural gas pipeline 18 

transportation would exceed $25 million annually. If this 19 

avoided cost of pipeline transportation was added to Ms. 20 

Glick’s Table 7, the projected net value of Big Bend Unit 21 

4 would be positive in all years.  22 

 23 

The dual fuel capability of Big Bend Unit 4 allows Tampa 24 

Electric to put the unit on coal for short periods of 25 
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time during periods of extreme demand and avoid the 1 

significant fuel expense of buying additional long term 2 

firm gas pipeline transportation.  3 

 4 

Q.  How does fuel switching capability at Big Bend Unit 4 5 

benefit customers? 6 

 7 

A. The fuel switching capability at Big Bend Unit 4 is 8 

important and can result in fuel savings for customers, 9 

help avoid pipeline penalties, reduce gas requirements 10 

during periods of extreme demand, and avoid the expense 11 

of long-term firm gas pipeline transportation. During 12 

extreme events or a pipeline disruption, onsite solid fuel 13 

for Big Bend Unit 4 could mitigate potential electric 14 

service interruptions for our customers. Big Bend Unit 4 15 

is the only dual fuel unit in the company’s portfolio 16 

capable of quickly switching from one fuel to another and 17 

remaining on that onsite fuel during an extended fuel 18 

interruption such as a cyber-attack similar to the 19 

Colonial pipeline incident in 2021, a terrorist attack on 20 

energy infrastructure, an operational pipeline failure, 21 

extreme winter weather such as Winter Storms Uri or 22 

Elliott, a hurricane in the Gulf Coast damaging natural 23 

gas infrastructure, or the Piney Point reservoir incident 24 

near a Gulfstream pipeline compressor in 2021.  25 
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Q. On page 47 of her testimony, Ms. Glick claims that Tampa 1 

Electric did not evaluate whether continued operation of 2 

Big Bend Unit 4 is in the best interest of the company’s 3 

customers. Is this statement correct?  4 

 5 

A. No. Tampa Electric evaluated continued operation of Big 6 

Bend Unit 4 and considers the continued operation of that 7 

unit to be in the best interest of the company’s 8 

customers. Big Bend Unit 4 currently has dual fuel 9 

capability and can operate using natural gas or coal. 10 

Considering the recent volatility of natural gas prices, 11 

the scarcity of available firm natural gas pipeline 12 

transportation and amount of pipeline alert days in 13 

Florida, and supply constraints on the natural gas 14 

pipelines during periods of extreme demand, keeping Big 15 

Bend Unit 4 in operation to provide fuel diversity and 16 

system reliability is crucial for our customers.  17 

 18 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Glick’s assumptions on the costs 19 

for Big Bend Unit 4 to comply with EPA’s Effluent 20 

Limitation Guidelines (“ELG”) rule?  21 

 22 

A. No. Ms. Glick’s environmental assessments are based on 23 

incorrect assumptions. Tampa Electric has already 24 

achieved compliance with the ELG rule through its deep 25 
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injection well (“DIW”) system. The discharge of flue gas 1 

desulfurization (“FGD”) wastewater to the DIW system is 2 

now permitted and regulated through the Florida 3 

Department of Environmental Protection’s (“FDEP”) 4 

Underground Injection Control (“UIC”) Program. Tampa 5 

Electric has already incurred the cost to comply with the 6 

ELG rule as part of its design and construction of the 7 

DIW system. 8 

 9 

 I do not know the exact source of the $129 million 10 

compliance cost estimate included in the EPA report cited 11 

in Ms. Glick’s testimony. It is possible that EPA made an 12 

erroneous assumption due to the fact that Big Bend’s 13 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) 14 

permit has been delayed. The EPA is not privy to 15 

additional information that has been provided to FDEP but 16 

has not yet reached EPA as a part of the formal review 17 

process. It appears that the EPA’s projections assume that 18 

Tampa Electric will design and build a zero-discharge 19 

system for FGD wastewater (and Bottom Ash and Fly Ash 20 

Transport Water). For plants that have no alternative to 21 

surface water discharge and no basis for exemption, the 22 

zero-discharge system is the only compliance option. 23 

However, Big Bend does have an alternative to continued 24 

surface water discharge, through its DIW system. Since a 25 
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zero-discharge system is not required at Big Bend Unit 4, 1 

EPA’s projected cost estimate is not applicable.  2 

 3 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Glick’s assumptions about Big Bend 4 

Unit 4 compliance with EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics 5 

Standards (“MATS”) regulations? 6 

 7 

A. No. Big Bend Unit 4 is already compliant with the MATS 8 

regulations and will continue to be compliant in the 9 

future. No additional costs will be incurred to continue 10 

operating the unit under MATS.  11 

 12 

Q.  What is the basis for Ms. Glick’s apparent 13 

misunderstanding? 14 

 15 

A. The lowest achievable filterable particulate matter 16 

(“FPM”) rate of 0.00953 lb/MMBtu referenced by the Sierra 17 

Club is incorrect. The Sierra Club referenced this rate 18 

based on the EPA MATS Technical Analysis, suggesting the 19 

Big Bend Unit 4 may not be able to comply with the new 20 

0.01 lb/MMBtu and may need controls to meet the compliance 21 

deadline by 2027. Tampa Electric was able to recalculate 22 

the lowest achievable filterable FPM rate of 0.00974 23 

lb/MMBtu using the same FPM hourly database data 24 

referenced by EPA, which is close to the FPM rate of 25 
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0.00953 lb/MMBtu referenced by Sierra Club. However, this 1 

is not the rate that would be used to determine 2 

compliance. The FPM rate must be recalculated using the 3 

30-boiler operating day data to make an appropriate 4 

compliance assessment with the new limit of 0.010 lb/MMBtu 5 

based on a 30-boiler operating day average. Tampa Electric 6 

recalculated the quarterly lowest achieved FPM rate using 7 

the actual 30-boiler operating day data. The average FPM 8 

rate on Big Bend Unit 4 was 0.0035 lb/MMBtu on a 30-boiler 9 

operating day average from January 1, 2023, through 10 

December 31, 2023. This FPM monitoring data shows that 11 

Big Bend Unit 4 will continue to demonstrate compliance 12 

with the new MATS Rule Revisions, including the FPM limit 13 

of 0.010 lb/MMBtu based on a 30-boiler operating day 14 

average. 15 

 16 

Q. On page 51 of her testimony, Ms. Glick suggests that the 17 

company could convert Big Bend Unit 4 to seasonal 18 

operation during winter peak months. Have you evaluated 19 

this alternative? 20 

 21 

A. No. The company needs Big Bend Unit 4 to be dual fuel 22 

operational during the entire year. Specifically, Tampa 23 

Electric customers benefit from Big Bend Unit 4’s coal 24 

capability during extreme events (weather or other) in 25 
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the summer and winter months to reduce portfolio gas 1 

requirements and to avoid having to acquire long-term firm 2 

natural gas pipeline transportation. Outside of the 3 

summer and winter periods, Big Bend Unit 4's coal 4 

capability provides fuel resilience in the event of a gas 5 

pipeline interruption. 6 

 7 

Q.  Ms. Glick also suggests the unit could be converted to 8 

operation solely on natural gas ahead of its retirement. 9 

Have you evaluated this alternative? 10 

 11 

A. No. As I previously stated, the dual fuel functionality 12 

of Big Bend Unit 4 provides needed fuel diversity and 13 

resilience that helps to mitigate risk associated with a 14 

natural gas supply interruption as well as mitigating the 15 

impacts of volatile natural gas prices. Without Big Bend 16 

Unit 4’s dual fuel functionality, Tampa Electric would be 17 

required to purchase incremental long-term gas 18 

transportation, and it would be detrimental to fuel 19 

resilience as it would increase the impact of a natural 20 

gas supply disruption for customers.  21 

 22 

Q. On pages 52 through 57 of her testimony, Ms. Glick argues 23 

that the company should retire all its coal-fired 24 

generation because it exposes customers to volatile fuel 25 
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prices and high environmental compliance costs. Do you 1 

agree with this conclusion?  2 

 3 

A. No. Tampa Electric does not rely on coal and petcoke as 4 

Ms. Glick suggests on page 54. Going forward, Tampa 5 

Electric projects coal as a percentage of generation mix 6 

to be less than one percent annually. Maintaining the 7 

dual fuel capability of Big Bend Unit 4 and Polk Unit 1 8 

will help our customers mitigate the risk of volatile 9 

natural gas prices as those dual fuel units provide an 10 

alternate fuel to natural gas during periods of price 11 

volatility. Specific examples of coal-fired generation 12 

mitigating natural gas price volatility are Winter Storm 13 

Uri, the high natural gas prices in 2022, and most 14 

recently, the four days of natural gas price spikes in 15 

January 2024, which I previously described. 16 

 17 

Q. On page 57 of her testimony, Ms. Glick asserts that Tampa 18 

Electric should replace its coal-fired assets with solar 19 

generation, energy storage, energy efficiency, and demand 20 

response. Do you agree that these resources could provide 21 

a substitute for the company’s coal-fired generation? 22 

 23 

A. No. While transitioning to solar generation, energy 24 

storage, energy efficiency, and demand response 25 
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technologies reduce carbon emissions, there are certain 1 

challenges associated with these technologies. For 2 

example, solar generation is not available to meet 3 

customer’s needs during early morning winter peaks. Solar 4 

generation requires significant amounts of land that 5 

simply may not be available in a compact, urban service 6 

territory like Tampa Electric’s. Solar generation, energy 7 

storage, energy efficiency, and demand response 8 

technologies are important tools that Tampa Electric 9 

supports to complement our generation resources. However, 10 

these alternative energy resources outlined in Ms. 11 

Glick's testimony are not a viable option to replace Tampa 12 

Electric’s coal units at this time.  13 

 14 

Q. On pages 58 through 63 of her testimony, Ms. Glick 15 

describes the Energy Infrastructure Reinvestment (“EIR”) 16 

program and recommends that the company should set an 17 

early retirement date for Big Bend Unit 4 and apply for 18 

EIR funding. Have you evaluated this program and 19 

considered Ms. Glick’s recommendation?  20 

 21 

A. Although Tampa Electric is aware of the EIR program, we 22 

have not evaluated its use as an early retirement 23 

mechanism for Big Bend Unit 4. As I previously stated, 24 

the continued operation of Big Bend Unit 4 as a dual fuel 25 
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unit is in the best interest of customers, and it provides 1 

added fuel resilience and helps mitigate volatile natural 2 

gas prices. Tampa Electric does not believe the EIR 3 

program is an economic alternative to accelerate the 4 

retirement of these assets, nor does the company believe 5 

they should be retired at this time. 6 

 7 

VI. TAMPA ELECTRIC’S POSITIONS ON SIERRA CLUB’S OTHER ISSUES 8 

Q. Should Tampa Electric recover Operating and Maintenance 9 

(“O&M”) costs associated with keeping integrated 10 

gasification, steam turbine, and/or heat recovery steam 11 

generator components at Polk Unit 1 in long-term standby, 12 

and what adjustments should be made?  13 

 14 

A. Yes. As I previously explained, the IGCC, steam turbine, 15 

and heat recovery steam generator components of Polk Unit 16 

1 should remain in service because they allow the unit to 17 

burn solid fuel. This provides fuel diversity and 18 

reliability benefits to the company’s customers. 19 

Consequently, the company should be able to recover the 20 

O&M costs associated with those components, and no 21 

adjustments should be made. 22 

 23 

Q. Should Tampa Electric recover O&M costs associated with 24 

injecting wastewater into deep wells at Polk Unit 1 and 25 
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Big Bend Unit 4, and what adjustments should be made? 1 

 2 

A. Yes. These wells are necessary to maintain compliance with 3 

applicable environmental regulations at those units. 4 

Again, maintaining the capability to operate Polk Unit 1 5 

and Big Bend Unit 4 on solid fuel provides fuel diversity 6 

and reliability benefits to Tampa Electric’s customers. 7 

As a result, the company should be able to recover O&M 8 

costs associated with the wastewater injection wells, and 9 

no adjustments should be made. 10 

 11 

Q. Should Tampa Electric recover any O&M costs associated 12 

with coal or petcoke combustion at Polk Unit 1 and/or Big 13 

Bend Unit 4, and what adjustments should be made?   14 

 15 

A. Yes. Maintaining the ability to burn solid fuel in Polk 16 

Unit 1 and Big Bend Unit 4 provides fuel diversity and 17 

reliability benefits to the company’s customers. As a 18 

result, the company should be able to recover O&M costs 19 

associated with coal or petcoke combustion at Big Bend 20 

Unit 4 and/or Polk Unit 1, and no adjustments should be 21 

made. 22 

 23 

Q. Should Tampa Electric be required to conduct an 24 

alternative analysis for retiring Polk Unit 1 and/or Big 25 



33 
 

Bend Unit 4 before their current retirement dates? 1 

 2 

A. No. Tampa Electric should not be required to conduct 3 

alternative analyses for retiring Polk Unit 1 or Big Bend 4 

Unit 4. As I stated earlier in my testimony, Tampa 5 

Electric performed an analysis of early retirement of the 6 

combined cycle components of Polk Unit 1 which 7 

demonstrated the conversion to simple cycle resulted in 8 

the greatest cost savings for customers. Tampa Electric 9 

did not evaluate retirement of Big Bend Unit 4 because, 10 

as previously stated, the dual fuel functionality of Big 11 

Bend Unit 4 provides needed fuel diversity and resiliency 12 

that helps to mitigate risk associated with a natural gas 13 

supply interruption or volatile natural gas prices. 14 

 15 

Q. Should Tampa Electric be required to conduct an analysis 16 

for retiring Polk Unit 1 and/or Big Bend Unit 4 earlier 17 

to avoid environmental compliance costs associated with 18 

EPA coal rules finalized in April 2024? 19 

 20 

A. No. As I previously explained, Tampa Electric has already 21 

evaluated whether these units will comply with these 22 

environmental regulations and determined that the company 23 

will not incur any incremental expense to comply with 24 

those regulations. 25 
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Q. Should Tampa Electric be required to evaluate procurement 1 

of additional solar and energy storage projects to 2 

facilitate the earlier retirements of Polk Unit 1 and Big 3 

Bend Unit 4. 4 

 5 

A. No. The company evaluated the level of cost-effective 6 

solar generation and energy storage it could implement in 7 

the near term and is seeking cost recovery for projects 8 

totaling approximately 490 MW of additional solar 9 

generation and 115 MW of energy storage capacity in this 10 

rate case. Furthermore, as I previously explained, these 11 

resources are not a viable option to replace Tampa 12 

Electric’s coal units at this time. 13 

 14 

Q.  Should Tampa Electric be required to apply for the U.S. 15 

Department of Energy’s Energy Infrastructure Reinvestment 16 

Program for Polk Unit 1 and/or Big Bend Unit 4? 17 

 18 

A. No. Again, Tampa Electric’s solid fuel units provide fuel 19 

diversity and reliability benefits that cannot be cost-20 

effectively replaced by solar and energy storage at this 21 

time, and those units should not be retired.  22 

 23 

Q.  Should Tampa Electric be required to cease all coal 24 

combustion at Polk Unit 1 by 2024 and Big Bend Unit 4 by 25 
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2025? 1 

 2 

A. No. For all the reasons I have already discussed in my 3 

testimony, these units should remain in-service and 4 

retain the equipment necessary to combust solid fuel. 5 

 6 

VII. SUMMARY 7 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony. 8 

 9 

A. My rebuttal testimony addressed statements made in the 10 

direct testimony of OPC’s witness Kollen, LULAC’s witness 11 

Rábago, and Sierra Club witness Glick. I explained why 12 

the Commission should reject witness Kollen’s proposal to 13 

reduce the company’s 2025 test year outage expense, and 14 

I recommended that if the Commission decided to adjust 15 

outage expense, then it should adopt the approach 16 

described in Mr. Chronister’s rebuttal testimony.  17 

 18 

  I addressed the assertions of Mr. Rábago, filed on behalf 19 

of LULAC, that the Corporate Headquarters, Polk Fuel 20 

Diversity, and South Tampa Resilience Projects should be 21 

disallowed. I explained that his arguments are unfounded, 22 

that these projects are prudent, and that Mr. Rábago’s 23 

recommendations should not be followed.   24 

 25 
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 I responded to the direct testimony of Ms. Glick, filed 1 

on behalf of the Sierra Club, and Ms. Glick’s 2 

recommendations regarding Big Bend Unit 4 and Polk Unit 3 

1. I explained that these units are useful, provide 4 

benefits to customers, and contrary to Ms. Glick’s 5 

recommendations, should not be retired or replaced at this 6 

time. I also explained that the costs of operating and 7 

maintaining the units should continue to be recovered in 8 

base rates.  9 

 10 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 11 

 12 

A. Yes. 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 
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37. Planned Maintenance.  For Tampa Electric Company, please provide for each of
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maintenance by unit with explanations for any variances of more than 15 
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2024 and projected test year December 31, 2025.  
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