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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 981890-EU 
SUBMITTED FOR FILING 08/16/99 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

Mark D. Ward 

Please state your name, address, occupation and employer. 

My name is Mark D. Ward. My business address is 702 North 

Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602. I am employed by 

Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric” or “Company”) in 

the position of Manager, Resource Planning. 

Please provide a brief outline of your educational 

background and business experience. 

I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical 

Engineering in 1984 from the University of Alabama in 

Huntsville. I 

held a number of engineering positions with various 

aerospace companies and the Department of Defense. In 

1996, I began my employment as a Consulting Engineer with 

In Tampa Electric’s Generation Planning department. 

February 1997, I was promoted to Manager - Resource 

Planning. I am responsible for managing Tampa Electric’s 

resource planning activities that include generation 

Prior to my employment with Tampa Electric, 
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A. 

expansion, fuel burn projections and system reliability. 

As manager of Resource Planning, I have also served on the 

Florida Reliability Coordinating Council’s (FRCC) Resource 

Working Group (RWG) since 1997. 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

The purpose of my testimony is to address the issues 

identified in Order No. PSC-99-1274-PCO-EU issued in this 

proceeding on July 1, 1999 and to explain Tampa Electric’s 

position regarding the appropriate methodology for 

calculating and evaluating reserve margins. 

Tampa Electric believes that it is important for the FRCC 

to adopt planning reserve margin criteria for the 

Peninsular Florida region that are evaluated on an 

aggregate basis. These criteria are indicators of regional 

reliability for generation planning purposes. The planning 

criteria most appropriate for aggregate Peninsular Florida 

are minimum seasonal firm reserve margins. Tampa Electric 

believes that as long as these criteria are met by the 

projected aggregate Peninsular Florida resources, the 

F1 orida Pub1 i c Service Commission (“Commission” ) should 

find that the Peninsular Florida system is reliable for 

planning purposes. 
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A. 

On an individual utility basis, Tampa Electric believe: 

that each utility may utilize the same or similar reservc 

margin methodologies for developing planning criteria a! 

are used for the aggregate Peninsular Florida region 

However, using the same or similar methodologies may result 

in reserve margin criteria that will vary from utility tc 

utility. These variations can result from the fact that 

individual systems have unique characteristics in bot1 

resources and system demand and energy requirements. The 

design and operation of the individual systems can produce 

different reserve margin criteria even though the same 

methodology is used. 

Have you prepared an exhibit in support of your testimony? 

Yes, my Exhibit No. (mW-1) consisting of 10 documents 

was prepared under my direction and supervision. 

Aggregate Peninsular Florida 

Are aggregate Peninsular Florida planning reserve margins 

needed? 

Yes. Tampa Electric believes that aggregate Peninsular 

Florida seasonal reserve margins are necessary to ensure a 
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reliable grid. Generally, the higher the reserve margin 

the more reliable the system. Aggregate Peninsular Florida 

reserve margins are also needed as a means to simplify the 

annual review process of Peninsular Florida's reliability 

and reduce the costs of annual workshops. The reserve 

margin is an analytical benchmark used in system planning 

to quantitatively assess the reliability of a specified 

electrical system by comparing available system energy 

resources with expected system demand requirements. The 

calculation of an aggregate Peninsular Florida reserve 

margin is an appropriate method for the Commission to use 

in assessing the reliability of the Peninsular Florida 

aggregate system. 

The reserve margin is an indication of energy resources in 

excess of the planned seasonal firm peak demand. These 

additional resources are needed to ensure Peninsular 

Florida has sufficient electric generating resources to 

reliably serve its firm customers during conditions of 

temporary seasonal weather extremes that may increase 

system demand requirements and/or the unexpected loss of 

generating resource capacity at the time of system peak. 

The seasonal Peninsular Florida reserve margins should 

consist of an appropriate mix of supply-side resources and 
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A. 

2 .  

contributions from Commission-approved demand-side 

management programs. The mix of supply-side and demand- 

side resources is a function of economics, customer 

acceptability, and system operating requirements. 

What are appropriate planning aggregate reserve margin 

criteria? 

Tampa Electric maintains a position consistent with the 

FRCC. It recommends seasonal minimum firm reserve margins 

for winter and summer as the appropriate planning criteria 

for Peninsular Florida. This recommendation is based on 

the collective operating experience of the FRCC utilities 

and is consistent with many other reliability councilsi 

planning criteria. 

Tampa Electric supports the FRCC aggregate 15 percent 

minimum firm reserve margin standard for Peninsular 

Florida's winter and summer forecasted non-coincident firm 

peak demands. These criteria are tested on an annual basis 

using the FRCC reserve margin methodology and assumptions. 

What is the methodology for determining the appropriate 

seasonal minimum firm reserve margin criteria for 

Peninsular Florida? 
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Q. 

Tampa Electric supports FRCCIs approach which is used to 

test the reserve margin criteria against historical 

performance levels as well as against certain 

contingencies. The information produced by this analysis 

can then be used in combination with appropriate 

engineering and economic judgement, and experience to 

adjust, if necessary, the reserve margin criteria. 

The approach utilized by the FRCC is based on examining how 

accurately the utilities have been able to project the 

component values of the reserve margin calculation. In 

order to calculate this level of accuracy, the utilities' 

projections over the most recent years are compared to the 

actual values for these years. The results of this 

comparison are used to develop "certainty factorsff for each 

component of the reserve margin calculation. A certainty 

factor is an average value based on historical variances 

between projected and actual values of the components used 

in the reserve margin equation. A detailed description of 

this equation is included in Document 1 of my exhibit 

entitled the "FRCC 1999 Reserve Margin Analyses. 

How should the Peninsular Florida planning reserve criteria 

be used? 
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Q. 

A. 

When the FRCC completes its reliability assessment and its 

Regional Load and Resource Plan, the FRCC should evaluate 

the ten-year projected planning reserves for Peninsular 

Florida using the adopted planning reserve criteria. The 

evaluation should consist of the FRCC comparing projected 

regional reserves with the minimum seasonal firm reserve 

margin criteria. This evaluation should be conducted on an 

annual basis with the results provided to the Commission. 

The FRCC 1999 Regional Load and Resource Plan is provided 

in Document 2 of my exhibit. 

How should the minimum firm reserve margins for the 

Peninsular Florida region be calculated? 

The firm reserve margins should be calculated using the 

industry accepted formula for projected winter and summer 

aggregate resources and system requirements applied to 

Peninsular Florida. The formula calculates the f irm 

reserve margins as the projected total firm supply-side 

resource capacity minus the projected seasonal non- 

coincident firm peak demand and planned unit outages 

divided by the projected seasonal non-coincident firm peak 

demand. The formula is presented in more detail in 

Document 3 of my exhibit entitled “Firm Reserve Margin 
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A. 

Calculation.” 

What are the components of the firm reserve margin 

calculation? 

The components of the firm reserve margin calculation may 

be classified as firm supply- side resources and seasonal 

firm peak demand. 

Firm supply-side resources include the aggregated firm 

installed and planned generating capacity of the Peninsular 

Florida utilities less planned outages less firm contracted 

capacity exports plus firm contracted capacity from non- 

utility generating and qualifying facilities plus firm 

contracted imported capacity from outside Peninsular 

Florida. 

The aggregate non-coincident firm peak demand includes all 

customers within the Peninsular Florida region except for 

those participating in Commission-approved, demand-side 

management programs and customers on interruptible or non- 

firm tariffs. The non-coincident firm peak is the 

aggregate forecasted seasonal firm peaks of all load- 

serving utilities in Peninsular Florida. 
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A. 

Yes. Aggregation of supply-side and demand-side data for 

the purposes of projecting Peninsular Florida's minimum 

firm reserve margins is the responsibility of the FRCC RWG. 

The RWG should aggregate Peninsular Florida firm capacity 

as resources that are contracted or owned by those 

utilities that have an obligation to serve Peninsular 

Florida customers. In addition, as-available supply-side 

resources are also aggregated and are accounted for in the 

Peninsular Florida region. The FRCC should also aggregate 

projected firm and non-firm loads. Non-firm loads include 

load management and interruptible loads. The aggregation 

of the data ensures that double counting of load and 

supply-side resources is avoided. 

Should the FRCC aggregate Peninsular Florida utilities' 

supply-side and demand data? 

The projected reserve margins and data should be calculated 

for ten years and published in the "FRCC 1999 Regional 

Annual Load and Resource Plan." 

What if the FRCC evaluation shows that Peninsular Florida 

projected planning reserves fail the reserve criteria? 

If the regional reserve margin criteria is violated in any 
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A. 

peak period, the FRCC Reliability Assessment Group would 

assess the data and provide an explanation to the FRCC 

Executive Board and the Commission. Assessment of 

individual operating entities within the region should be 

conducted by the Commission at its discretion. 

Individual Utilities 

Should the Commission establish one set of generation 

reserve margin standards or criteria to be applied to all 

of the individual Peninsular Florida Utilities? 

No. It would be inappropriate for the Commission to 

establish the same criteria values for each Peninsular 

Florida utility because "one size does not fit all." 

System reliability should be assessed on a utility specific 

basis because each system has unique characteristics in 

both resources and system demand and energy requirements. 

The design and operation of each system would likely result 

in different reserve margin criteria being appropriate even 

if the same methodology for determining criteria is used. 

Individual utilities should establish appropriate reserve 

margin criteria that will ensure their customers are served 

reliably but those criteria should be developed to meet 

each utility's unique characteristics. 
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A. 

What is the purpose of individual utility reliability 

criteria or standards? 

Planning reserve margin criteria are designed to assure 

that an individual utility can meet its firm peak demand 

requirements under certain contingencies. These 

contingencies include reasonably anticipated temperature 

extremes, unexpected losses of generating resources, and 

variations in the timing and magnitude of regional load 

growth. Such contingencies may vary from utility to 

utility. 

What reserve margin criteria are appropriate for Tampa 

Electric? 

A 1 5  percent minimum firm reserve margin criterion has been 

determined to provide Tampa Electric adequate energy 

resources during reasonably anticipated planning 

contingencies for both the winter and summer firm peak 

demands. In addition, Tampa Electric will adopt a 7 

percent minimum summer supply- side reserve margin 

criterion. A supply-side reserve margin standard 

establishes a balance of resources by requiring a minimum 

level of supply-side reserves while not limiting the 

contributions of demand-side management programs. 
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Q. 

A. 

Maintaining this balance of resources is a primary concern 

during summer months when supply-side resources are 

required to operate at high capacity factors while also 

experiencing capacity derations, thus reducing the amount 

of supply-side resources available for capacity reserves. 

Please refer to Document 4 of my exhibit entitled "1998 

Daily Peak Demand. Document 4 shows that typical daily 

summer peaks vary little from day to day and are relatively 

close to the level of the summer firm peak demand. 

What methodology should be used to develop an appropriate 

minimum reserve margin criterion for Tampa Electric 

Company? 

Tampa Electric has adopted a methodology similar to that 

used by the FRCC. This methodology is used to test the 

firm reserve margin criteria against historical performance 

levels as well as certain contingencies. The result of 

this analysis is used with appropriate engineering 

judgement and experience to adopt the reserve margin 

criterion or, if necessary, adjust the criterion to an 

appropriate level. 

The method used by Tampa Electric is based on the Company's 

historical and projected supply-side and firm peak values 

12 
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of the reserve margin calculation. In order to calculate 

this accurately, certainty factors are developed from 

ratios of actual and projected supply-side resources and 

for actual and projected firm peak demands. The ratio of 

the firm peak certainty factor and supply-side certainty 

factor is used to test the company's 15 percent minimum 

firm reserve margin standard. This concept is presented in 

more detail in Document 5 of my exhibit entitled "Firm 

Reserve Margin Criteria." Winter and summer minimum firm 

reserve margins for average and average absolute firm peak 

certainly factors provided a range of values from 10 

percent to 14 percent, thus supporting Tampa Electric's 15 

percent minimum firm reserve margin criteria. 

The supply-side certainty factor is the average value of 

the historical variances between planned and actual supply- 

side capacity resources available at the time of the 

seasonal firm peak demand. 6 of 

my exhibit entitled "Projected and Actual Supply-side 

Resources at Time of Peak Demand." This document 
illustrates the development of Tampa Electric's supply-side 

certainty factor using 14 years of projected and actual 

data. 

Please refer to Document 

The firm peak certainty factor is derived from the average 
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A. 

value of historical variances between planned and actual 

firm peak demands. In this case, the projected firm peak 

demands used in the certainty factor are those made five 

years prior to the year that the actual firm peak occurred. 

Firm peak projections five years earlier than the actual 

peak were used to account for the estimated time required 

to plan, permit, procure and construct new capacity 

resources. Please refer to Document 7 of my exhibit 

entitled IISummer Load Forecast Comparison and Winter Load 

Forecast Comparison.Ii Document 7 provides 19 years of 

projected and actual data firm peak data used to develop 

Tampa Electric's firm peak certainty factor. 

What methodology should be used to develop an appropriate 

minimum summer supply-side reserve margin criterion for 

Tampa Electric Company? 

The minimum summer supply-side reserve margin should be 

based on the summer supply-side certainty factor used to 

test the minimum firm summer reserve margin. The result of 

subtracting the supply-side certainty factor from one 

provides a value by which the minimum supply-side reserve 

margin can be tested. 

1 4  
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R. 

The results of this analysis are used with engineering 

judgement and experience to adopt the criterion or, if 

necessary, adjust the criterion to an appropriate level. 

Please refer to Document 8 of my exhibit entitled "Minimum 

Summer Supply-side Reserve Margin Criterion,Il which 

provides the derivation for testing the criterion. 

How should the minimum firm reserve margin and minimum 

summer supply-side reserve margin criteria be used by Tampa 

Electric? 

Tampa Electric proposes to use seasonal minimum firm 

reserve margins and minimum summer supply-side reserve 

margin criteria for future planning purposes. In its 

planning process, the Company will apply the dual criteria 

to determine the timing, size and type of resources 

required to reliably serve its customers. The resulting 

ten-year expansion plan, based upon the dual reserve margin 

criteria, will be filed with the Commission in April of 

2000 as part of the annual Ten-Year Site Plan. 

How should Tampa Electric's firm reserve margin be 

calculated? 

Like the FRCC, Tampa Electric calculates seasonal firm 

15 
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Q. 

A. 

0. 

A. 

reserve margins using the industry accepted reserve margin 

formula. It should be calculated for Tampa Electric's 

winter and summer projected hourly integrated firm peak 

demands. Tampa Electric's ten-year projected firm reserve 

margins should be included in the annual Ten-Year Site Plan 

filed with the Commission. 

How should Tampa Electric calculate summer supply-side 

reserve margins? 

The summer supply-side reserve margin should be calculated 

by dividing the difference of projected supply-side 

resources and projected total peak demand by the forecasted 

firm peak demand. The total peak demand includes the summer 

firm peak demand, and interruptible and load management 

loads. The summer supply-side reserve margin formula and 

its components are provided in Document 9 of my exhibit 

entitled IISummer Supply-side Reserve Margin Calculation.ti 

How should the Commission evaluate Tampa Electric Companyls 

reliability? 

The Commission may evaluate Tampa Electric's system 

reliability on an annual basis using the Company's annual 

Ten-Year Site Plan. If the FRCC projected firm reserve 

16 
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Q. 

A. 

margins meet the Peninsular Florida planning criteria, the 

Commission may not need to conduct a detailed review of 

reliability indicators. This 

review process and reduce the 

Tampa Electric's specific 

would simplify the annual 

costs of annual workshops. 

Should the Commission choo e to evaluate Tampa Electric's 

system reliability, it should do so by comparing projected 

firm and summer supply-side reserve margins to the 

Company's minimum firm and summer supply-side reserve 

margin criteria. If the projected reserves meet or exceed 

the planning criteria, then the Commission should determine 

that Tampa Electric's system and associated Ten-Year Site 

Plan are suitable and reasonable. 

Do you support Tampa Electric's positions on the detailed 

list of issues attached to the July 1, 1999 Order 

Clarifying Scope of Proceeding; Docket Procedures, and 

Establishing Issues? 

Yes. While my testimony focuses on what Tampa Electric 

considers to be the key issues to be resolved in this 

proceeding, I have also prepared Tampa Electric's positions 

on the specific issues attached to the Commission's July 1 

Order. I adopt those positions as if fully set forth in my 

17 
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testimony. 

set forth in Document 10 of my exhibit. 

Those issues and Tampa Electric's positions are 

Please summarize your testimony. 

Tampa Electric supports the FRCC aggregate Peninsular 

Florida 15 percent minimum firm reserve margin for both 

winter and summer non-coincident firm peak demands. This 

criterion should be based on the historical availability of 

firm supply-side resources and account for historical 

variations in forecasted peak demands. The firm reserve 

margin criteria is necessary to ensure a reliable grid f o r  

Peninsular Florida. 

The FRCC has the responsibility to evaluate and establish 

the Peninsular Florida reserve criteria and to aggregate 

Peninsular Florida supply-side resources and forecasted 

loads and calculate projected firm reserve margins. 

Peninsular Florida's planning reserve criteria should be a 

product of the FRCCI s annual reliability assessment-and the 

region's aggregate projected firm and supply-side reserve 

margins should be reported in the FRCCIs annual load and 

resource plan. 

The FRCC should also evaluate projected reserve margins 
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based on the planning criterion and report its findings to 

the Commission. The Commission should investigate 

individual utilities' reserves only if the projected 

aggregate Peninsular Florida reserves fall below the 

planning criteria. 

Tampa Electric does not support the concept of a universal 

reserve margin standard or criterion for all Peninsular 

Florida utilities because each utility's generation system 

and demand and energy requirements differ. These 

differences between utilities require different criteria. 

As a Peninsular Florida utility that has an obligation to 

serve, Tampa Electric has adopted minimum firm reserve 

margin and a minimum summer supply-side reserve margin 

criteria that are appropriate for ensuring adequate system 

reliability. Tampa Electric plans to maintain a 15 percent 

minimum firm reserve margin for both winter and summer firm 

peaks as well as a 7 percent minimum supply-side reserve 

margin for the summer firm peak. These criteria will be 

used by Tampa Electric in its annual resource planning 

process. Resulting resource plans will be included in the 

annual Ten-Year Site Plan filed with the Commission. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 
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Executive Summary 

The Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) conducts a review of the reliabilitj. 

of the Region on an annual basis in compliance with North American Electric Reliability 

Council (NERC) Standards. The FRCC analyzes its members' load and resources plans 

and submits its findings to the Florida Public Service Commission. For 1999, the FRCC 

conducted both reserve margin and loss-of-load-probability (LOLP) analyses of the load 

and resources projected for Peninsular Florida's utilities. However, because the results of 

the 1999 LOLP work were very similar to the results of the 1998 LOLP work, i.e., LOLP 

values for the peninsula are projected to be simificantlv lower than the generally 

accepted 0.1 daylyear standard, the FRCC chose to primarily focus its 1999 work on 

analyzing the projected reserve margin levels for the peninsula. A description of the 

work carried out as part of this reserve margin analysis, plus the results of the analysis. 

are presented in this document. 

The reserve margin analyses used projections of resources and demands which are found 

in the FRCC's 1999 Regional Load & Resource Plan, submitted to the Florida Public 

Service Commission on July 1, 1999. The FRCC analyses were directed towards 

determining whether the peninsula's composite reserve margin met the FRCC's 15% 

reserve margin criterion and towards confirming the continued adequacy of that standard. 

The FRCC used as its basis reserve margin analyses it had undertaken in 1998, 

considered the availability of additional data, and made improvements in its analysis 

techniques where warranted. 

Based on this analysis of projected reserve margins for the peninsula, plus the results of 

the 1999 LOLP work, it is clear that: (1) the FRCC's current projected reserve margin 

levels do meet and/or exceed the 15% standard; and (2) the FRCC concludes that the 

existing and planned resources for the peninsula will reliably meet the expected needs of 

the peninsula's electricity consumers over the 1999 through 2008 study period. In 

addition. the analysis confirmed that the FRCC's 15% reserve margin criterion continues 

to be suitable for planning purposes. 



Finally. due to the fact that most of the planned generating resource additions for the 

peninsula for the 1999 through 2008 time period are projected to burn natural gas. a letter 

from the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) Company has been included (as Exhibit I)  in 

this document to present the FGT’s most current view of natural gas availability for the 

peninsula during this time frame. 
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I. Introduction 

In September 1997, the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) adopted a 

new set of NERC Planning Standards. The NERC Planning Standards include a 

requirement to review and assess the overall reliability of the (NERC) Regions‘ electric 

systems to ensure that the Regions conform to their own Regional planning criteria and to 

the NERC Planning Standards. In 1998, the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

(FRCC) formally adopted a generation resource adequacy standard for reserve capacity. 

It is as follows: “The FRCC generation resource adequacy standard for reserve capacity 

shall be a 15% regional reserve margin based on firm load. Each year the FRCC 

composite Ten Year Load and Resource Plan shall be assessed to ensure that this 

resource adequacy standard of 15% regional reserve margin is maintained over the peak 

periods. Any peak period which does not meet this regional reserve margin standard 

shall be thoroughly assessed by the RAG (Reliability Assessment Group), and such 

assessment shall be forwarded to the FRCC Executive Board and to the Florida Public 

Service Commission.” 

The FRCC conducted analyses of the projected composite reserve margins for peninsular 

Florida during its 1999 work. A technical sub-group of the FRCC, known as the Resource 

Working Group (RWG), focused on two objectives. The first objective was to determine 

if the peninsula’s composite reserve margin met the FRCC’s 15% reserve margin 

generation resource adequacy standard. The second objective was to take a look at 

whether this 15% standard still appeared to be adequate. Supplemental work on loss-of- 

load (LOLP) was also performed and determined not to be a driving factor in reserve 

adequacy. 

In regard to the first objective, the FRCC’s work clearly showed that the composite 

reserve margin for the peninsula met the 15% standard. This fact has already been 

presented in the FRCC’s 1999 Regional Load & Resource Plan which was submitted to 

the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) on July 1,  1999. Consequently, this 



document focuses on the second objective: analyzing whether the 15% standard still 

appears to be adequate. These analyses were based on similar reserve margin anal!ises 

which were performed in the FRCC’s 1998 Reliability Assessment. The results of’ the 

1998 analyses supported both the 15% standard and the 1998 projected reserve margin 

levels for the peninsula. 

11. Methodology Used in the Analyses 

A. The Reserve Margin Concept 

When calculating a utility’s reserve margin, five separate component values are used: 

1 )  Amount of capacity (MW) available at the peak hour from the utility’s own 
generating units. 

2) Amount of capacity (MW) available at the peak hour from qualifying facilities (QFs) 

with which the utility has a firm capacity contract. 

3) Amount of capacity (MW) available at the peak hour resulting from the utility’s firm 

import capacity contracts. 

4) Peak hour load served by the utility (MW) before the effects of any demand side 

management programs (DSM) sponsored by the utility. (DSM encompasses 

incremental conservation, load management, and interruptible rate programs.) 

5) Capability (MW) of the utility’s DSM programs at the peak hour. 

When a utility projects a reserve margin, it is forecasting or projecting what each of these 

five component values will be at a peak hour in a given year in the future. These 

component values are then used to calculate reserve margin using the following formula: 
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Reserve margin (%) = (Total firm capacitv - Firm seasonal peak load) * 100 

(Firm seasonal peak load) 

Where: Total firm capacity = Utility generation capacity + firm QF capacity + firm 

import capacity 

and Firm seasonal peak load = Peak load served by the utility minus DSM MW. 

Utilities maintain reserves (Le., capacity resources over and above the exact MW amount 

that is projected to be needed for a given year) because they recognize that it is 

impossible to exactly predict the load which customers may require in the future, to know 

exactly when a generating unit may break and have to be taken out of service for repairs. 

etc. A utility maintains reserves in recognition of this inability to perfectly forecast all of 

these factors and to thus ensure that adequate generating resources will exist to cover 

uncertainties and allow the utility to reliably provide electric service. 

B. Deciding What Reserve Margin Level to Maintain 

The utility industry “standard” for reserve margin levels in the United States has been 

approximately 15% for some time. Years of operating experience have shown utilities 

that a 15% level of reserves “works”. In other words, this level of reserves enables 

utilities to reliably maintain the ability to provide electricity service to its customers 

while keeping electricity rates at a reasonable level. Providing higher levels of reserves 

means providing higher levels of firm capacity and/or of DSM. This results in a utility 

either purchasing more firm capacity through purchase contracts, building new 

generating units, and/or implementing more DSM. all of which have an impact on 

electricity rates. 

For its 1999 work of assessing the continued suitability of its 15% reserve margin 

standard, the FRCC chose an approach which combines the current projected reserve 

margins for the peninsula with a look at historical performance levels of the utilities. 

5 
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C. The FRCC’s Approach to Analyzing Reserve Margin Levels 

It should be understood that the FRCC’s approach to examining reserve margins is not an 

approach that necessarily determines an appropriate reserve margin level: rather i t  is an 

approach which can be used to test a particular reserve level against historical 

performance levels as well as against certain contingencies. The information produced by 

this analysis can then be used in combination with appropriate engineering / economic 

judgement and experience to adjust, if necessary, a predetermined reserve margin level, 

The approach utilized by the FRCC is based on examining how accurately the utilities 

have been able to project the component values of a reserve margin calculation. In order 

to calculate this level of accuracy, the utilities’ most recent projections are compared to 

the actual values for these years. The results of this comparison are used to develop 

“certainty factors” for each component of a reserve margin calculation. Then these 

”certainty factors” are applied to the current projected reserve margins for the peninsula 

in order to determine the effect of these variables on both a 15% reserve margin criterion 

and on the current projected reserve margins. 

The following four steps are used in these analyses: 

1 )  For each utility, the projection accuracy (i.e., a Certainty Factor) for each 
component of a reserve margin calculation is separately calculated: 

a) Utility installed generation. firm OF capacity, and firm import capacity (i.e., the 

first three component values identified in Section 1I.A. above): From previous years‘ 

reserve margin projections by each utility (such as those reported in Ten Year Site 

Plans, etc.), the projected values for utility installed generation, firm QF capacity, and 

net imports which are all expected to be available at the seasonal peak hour were 

extracted. These values are the utilities’ historical proiections of what they expected 

to have available. 



Then, from each utility‘s database, the actual amount of installed generation, firm QF 

capacity, and net imports which were available for each of these seasonal peak hours 

is extracted. 

A historical “Certainty Factor” for each of these capacity components of reserve 

margin is then developed by dividing the actual value for a given year by the 

historical projection for that year. For example, assume that the original projection for 

a given year called for 100 MW of installed utility generation to be available on the 

Summer peak hour, but only 94 MW were actually available that peak hour. In this 

case, a “Certainty Factor” of 94% ( 94 actual MW divided by 100 projected MW) for 

this component of reserve margin would be calculated. 

Since utilities do not plan to take their generating units out for planned maintenance 

during the time around seasonal peak hours, the 6% by which the utility in the 

example “missed” its projection is most likely due to a forced outage. A utility may 

experience either an abnormally small or an abnormally large amount of forced 

outages on the peak hour of any one year. Consequently, it is advisable to look at 

more than one year’s data when developing a Certainty Factor in order to determine 

what level of certainty is really historically representative for the utility. For its 1999 

analyses, the FRCC used comparisons of projections versus actuals for the last 6 

years in developing Certainty Factors for installed generation, firm QF capacity, and 

firm import capacity. The Certainty Factors for each were arithmetic averages of the 6 

years’ results of comparing projections versus actuals. 

I 

b) Load forecasts (i.e., the fourth component value identified in Section 1I.A. above): 

Certainty factors for load forecasts were also developed in a similar fashion to the 

approach explained above for developing certainty factors for the three capacity 

components of reserve margins calculations. However, unlike the averaging approach 

used to calculate one overall Certainty Factor for each of the capacity components, a 

separate Certainty Factor was developed for forecasts looking ahead 2 years, another 
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Certainty Factor was developed for forecasts looking ahead 3 years, etc. This is based 

on the premise that a projection of load only 2 years out should be more accurate than 

a projection of load made 3 years (or more) out. In other words, the further out one 

tries to forecast the less accurate one can expect the forecast to be. Therefore, the 

further out the forecast is, the greater the expected deviation from 1.00 in the 

associated Certainty Factor. 

Consequently, a series of Certainty Factors was developed for the load forecast 

component of reserve margin calculations. 

c) DSM capability (i.e.. the fifth Component value identified in Section 1I.A. above): 

When considering the total projected DSM capability for peninsular Florida, i t  is 

apparent that the majority of this capability is made up of the utilities' load 

management programs. As a result, the FRCC's approach focused on developing a 

Certainty Factor for load management. This was also based upon historical 

information. Each utility which offers load management reexamined both their 

confidence in being able to sign up and retain the required number of load 

management program participants to achieve the projected load management MW 

reduction values, as well as their confidence in the kw reductiodparticipant value 

they apply to the projected number of participants. (These reduction values are 

generally derived from past field monitoring and/or engineering estimates.) By 

combining these two confidence values, a load management Certainty Factor for each 

utility was developed. 

2) These individual utility Certainty Factors are combined into a composite, 

peninsular Certainty Factor for each component of the reserve margin 

calculation: 

For the three capacity components, and the load forecast component, this was done by 

first adding up all of the individual utilities' projected values to get a projected total. 

Then the individual utilities' actual values were added up to get an actual total. 
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Dividing the actual total by the projected total results in a composite peninsular 

Certainty Factor for each of these four reserve margin components. 

The load management Certainty Factors developed by each utility for the FRCC’s 1999 

work were then combined to form a composite value. Each utility‘s total load 

management capability was divided by the total sum of all utilities’ load management 

capability to derive a “weighting” of each utility’s contribution to the peninsula‘s total 

load management capability. Then each utility’s individual load management Certainty 

Factor was multiplied by this weighting factor and the resulting weighted Certainty 

Factors from each utility were added together to form the composite load management 

Certainty Factor for the peninsula. 

3) A “coincidence factor” for the composite load forecast was developed: 

The FRCC’s current projection of reserve margins, as shown in the FRCC‘s 1999 
Regional Load & Resource Plan, simply takes all of the components of a reserve margin 

calculation (utility installed generation, load forecast, etc.) for each utility and adds the 

components together. This approach is fine for four of the components: utility installed 

generation, firm QF capacity, firm import capacity, and load management capability, 

since all of these components for individual utilities can, and frequently do. operate at the 

same time. 

However. this approach tends to overstate the forecasted load which the peninsula will 

experience. This is because the various utilities tend to peak at different times of the day 

and/or days of the month. Consequently, a more accurate way to project a composite, 

total forecasted load for the peninsula is to address the fact that this load will be 

somewhat less than the sum of each utility’s individual load. The FRCC did not address 

this in its 1998 analyses of the 15% standard. However, the FRCC decided to make this 

improvement to its analysis approach in its 1999 work. The different timing of individual 

utility loads was addressed through the application of a non-coincidence adjustment 

factor which accounts, through the use of historical data, for the timing of individual 
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utility peaks. For its 1999 work. non-coincidence adjustment factors of 98.4% and 98.3% 

were used for Summer reserve margin and Winter reserve margin calculations. 

respectively. The application of these non-coincidence adjustment factors serves to 

properly lower the composite total forecasted load for the peninsula in its reserve margin 

calculations. This approach is consistent with the way that individual utilities plan their 

systems since they project their customers’ peak loads on a coincident basis. Thus, when 

projecting peak loads for utilities in the aggregate, it is appropriate to also do so on a 

coincident basis. 

4) The composite certainty and non-coincidence adjustment factors are applied to the 

current projection of peninsula reserve margins: 

The current projection of reserve margins for the peninsula (as shown in the FRCC’s 

1999 Regional Load & Resource Plan) is used as the starting point for applying the 

composite Certainty Factors and non-coincidence adjustment factors described above. 

The basic approach is to first apply the non-coincidence adjustment factor to more 

accurately reflect the total load for the peninsula. This results in a revised reserve margin 

projection. Then the individual Certainty Factors are applied, one at a time, to this revised 

reserve margin projection which results in a series of revised reserve margin projections. 

For example. assume that the current projection of utility installed generation capacity is 

30,000 MW for a given year and the calculated Certainty Factor is 0.90 for this 

component. The resulting revised utility installed generation capacity value would now 

be 27,000 MW (30,000 MW x 0.90 = 27,000 MW). Applying this revised component in 

the reserve margin calculation would yield a revised reserve margin. 

Once all of these factors have been applied, the final revised reserve margin projection is 

then compared to the original projection. In almost a11 cases, the final revised reserve 

margin projection is lower than the original projection of reserve margins. This is because 

the original reserve margin projection basically assumes that the values for all 

components of the reserve margin calculation are known with 100% certainty. (The 

application of the non-coincidence adjustment factor first results in a lowering of the 
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forecasted load and a corresponding increase in the revised reserve margin. However. the 

subsequent application of each of the various Certainty Factors generally serves to lower 

the values of each of the components. thus considerably lowering the revised reserve 

margin.) A common outcome of this method is for an original reserve margin projection 

in the 15% - to- 20% range to be revised down to a final value in the 1% - to - 5% range 

after all of the factors have been applied. The meaning of such an outcome is discussed 

below. 

The difference between the original projection and the final revised projection represents 

the reserve margin level that could be “needed” based on the utilities‘ most recent 

projected versus actual values. 

For example, assume that the FRCC‘s original reserve margin projection for the 

peninsula is 16% for a given year. Now assume that after each of the factors have been 

applied, the original projected 16% reserve margin level drops to a revised level of 2%. 

The difference of 16% - 2% = 14% indicates that a 14% reserve margin level could. 

based on the utilities’ most recent ability to project loads and have resources available to 

meet them, be sufficient to maintain reliable electric service during the peak hours of that 

year. 

This conclusion is drawn by the fact that if the original reserve margin projection had 

been 14%, the application of the factors would have resulted in a final revised reserve 

margin of 0%: i.e., the peninsula’s resources would have been exactly equal to the 

peninsula’s load after accounting for the uncertainties of all of the components. The 2% 

reserve margin value that is “left over” in this example, would be an additional reserve 

margin “cushion” over what the “needed’’ reserve margin is. Consequently, electric 

service during the peak hour should be maintained. 

Also in this example, note that both the FRCC’s 15% reserve margin planning criterion 

and the peninsula‘s projected 16% reserve margin could be deemed sufficient to maintain 

reliable electric service. 

1 1  
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On the other hand, assume again that the FRCC's original projected reserve margin for a 

given year was 16%, but now assume that the revised reserve margin level drops to -1 % 

after all of the certainty factors have been applied. In this example. the difference of 16% 

- (-1%) = 17% shows that a 17% reserve margin level could be "needed" to meet loads at 

seasonal peaks. In this example, the peninsular Florida utilities would want to examine 

whether any actions were necessary to correct or minimize the associated uncertainties to 

maintain reliable electric service at reasonable cost. 

D. The FRCC's 1998 and 1999 Analyses 

As mentioned above, the FRCC began using this basic approach to analyze the suitability 

of its current 15% reserve margin planning criterion in its 1998 work. In that effort, two 

decisions regarding the data to be used were made: 

1) The actual and projected values for the three capacity components (utility installed 

generation, firm QF, & firm imports) would be taken from 1993 through 1997. 

2) The projected values for load forecasts would start with the 1988 forecast projections 

for future years. 

These decisions were largely based on the recognition that utility methodologies and 

practices tend to change over time as new methods are developed, priorities change, etc. 

Therefore. it was important not to go back in time too far to extract data to work with. In 

1998. it was felt that the (then) most recent 5 years worth of data covering the period of 

1993 through 1997 was sufficient to address the actual-versus-projected performance of 

utility generators, firm QF capacity, and firm imports at peak hours. 

However, since it may take approximately 3-to-6 years to bring new power plants in- 

service from the time a need to add capacity is recognized, it was necessary to look at 

load forecasts going further back in time than 1993 in order to capture as many 3-to-6 

years ahead forecasts as possible, as long as these forecasts were deemed applicable. 

12 

' 1s 



The decision was made that forecasts from 1988-forward were applicable. The selection 

of the year 1988 as the starting point for forecast analyses was made primarily due to the 

fact that the current load forecasting methodology for the peninsula’s largest utilitl,. FPL. 

were first in place in 1988. The selection of a 1988 starting point also enabled the FRCC 

to look at forecasts of future load as much as 9 years out. 

For its 1999 work, another year (1998) of actual load, generation, etc. was available for 

use in the analysis. The FRCC faced the question of whether to drop the oldest year of 

data from its previous year’s work and replace it  with 1998 data, or to add this additional 

year‘s data to its previously developed database without any corresponding omission of 

older data. The decision was made to do the latter for the 1999 FRCC work but with the 

recognition that, in future years, it may be appropriate to drop off older data. 

For its 1999 work, new Load Management Certainty Factors were developed. These 

factors were not directly based on the factors used in the 1998 work. Instead. each utility 

was asked to place a new, “from scratch” certainty value on their projected load 

management capabilities using any new monitoring data available and their 1998 

experience with load management. 

In addition to these, there were two changes in the FRCC’s 1999 analysis approach 

compared to the analysis approach used in its 1998 work. Both changes represent needed 

improvements to the approach used in 1998 which were recognized while reviewing the 

1998 work. The first of these, the inclusion of a non-coincidence adjustment factor to 

more accurately compile a composite forecasted load for the peninsula, has already been 

discussed. The second improvement was to drop the 1993 Winter values for utility 

installed generation from the calculation of an installed generation Certainty Factor for 

Winter. 

In the Winter of 1993. the Winter seasonal peak load actually occurred very late (in 

March). This peak occurred after various utilities had assumed that the peak load for that 



Winter had already been experienced. Consequently, these utilities allowed generating 

units to come off-line for maintenance that had been planned for several weeks later in 

order to be better prepared for the upcoming Summer loads. These units were thus not 

available when this unexpectedly late Winter load was experienced. Since the installed 

generation Certainty Factor is designed to test “breakage” (or forced outages) of units 

that are expected to be in-service during all peak periods, it was felt that continuing to 

include the effects of this “unforced” maintenance experienced in 1993 was incorrect. 

Therefore, the actual and projected values for Winter 1993 were discarded in the FRCC‘s 

1999 analyses (except the analysis of one scenario which was included solely to provide a 

comparison to the 1998 work). 

111. Results of the 1999 FRCC Analyses 

A. Description of the Cases Analyzed 

The FRCC‘s 1999 reserve margin analysis work ultimately resulted in an examination of 

five cases. These cases are described in Table 1 .  

The Base Case is the case which the FRCC believes is the most meaningful case 

analyzed. I t  was constructed by adding the actual and projected 1998 values to the 

database used in last year’s analyses. In other words, one more year of data has been 

added to the database and the expanded database is then used to develop new Certainty 

Factors for: utility installed generation. firm QF’s, firm imports, and load forecast. The 

1999 Load Management Certainty Factors also replaced the factors used in  the 1998 

work. Then the effects of two improvements (which have been previously discussed) to 

the analysis approach were incorporated: the inclusion of a non-coincidence adjustment 

factor for load forecasts and the removal of the 1993 Winter data for utility installed 

generation. 
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Table 1 

Description of Cases in FRCC's 1999 Reserve Margin Analysis 

~_._I_-"I--.- ..... .................. 
Description of Cases 

-""I-.-- 

Name of Case .. ......-.ll....ll..._-.-.ll.tll.l..̂((.(.. . 

Base Case Most meaningful case. Contains 1998 actuals and projections added 
to last year's database, the new 1999 Load Management Certainty Factor, 
and 2 improvements to last year's approach: 
(1) addition of a non-coincidence adjustment factor for load 
forecasts, and (2) removal of Winter 1993 actual and projected 
data for utility installed generation. 

Scenario 1 For comparison with last year's work only. Contains 1998 actuals 
added to last year's database, and the new 1999 Load Management Certainty 
Factor, with no changes/improvements to last year's approach. 

Scenario 2 Base Case with worst value for utility installed generation availability 
applied every year. 

Scenario 3 Base Case with worst values for load forecast accuracy applied 
to each corresponding forecast year (i.e., worst value for 5-year 
out forecast applied to current 5-year out forecast, etc.). 

Scenario 4 Base Case with combination of worst values for utility installed 
generation availability and load forecast accuracy applied. 

The FRCC believes the Base Case is the most meaningful case because of these two 

improvements to the approach and because of the fact that it captures a truly 

representative set of values (i.e., a range of values including accurate to not-so-accurate 

projections) of the peninsular utilities' recent unit and firm purchase availability, load 

forecast accuracy, and the most current view of load management capability. 

In addition to the Base Case analysis, four other scenarios were analyzed. Scenario 1 is a 

"stand alone" analysis while Scenarios 2, 3, and 4 use the Base Case as a starting point. 

Scenario 1 is offered solely to provide a point-of-reference comparison to last year's 

FRCC work. In Scenario 1, neither of the two improvements to last year's analysis 

approach have been included. The only change to last year's results is the inclusion of the 

1998 actual and projected values to last year's database, which result in the development 
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of new Certainty Factors for four of the five components, and the use of the new-for- 1 999 

Load Management Certainty Factor 

Scenarios 2 ,  3, and 4 are best characterized as "worst case every year" analyses which 

focus on the two biggest "drivers" of the amount of reserve margin "needed": utility 

installed generation availability at peak hours and load forecast accuracy. 

Scenario 2 returns to the Base Case and uses its results as a starting point. Then the worst 

annual value for the availability of utility installed generation at the peak hour is 

extracted and inserted as the utility installed generation Certainty Factor for all years. 

This "worst case every year" scenario thus assumes that unit availability at the peak hour 

degrades to the worst value experienced during the last 6 years and remains at this low 

level with no remedial action by the utilities to improve the situation. 

Scenario 3 also uses the Base Case results as a starting point. In this scenario, the worst 

values for load forecast accuracy for 2-years out, 3-years out, etc.. are extracted and 

inserted for the corresponding load forecast Certainty Factor. For example, assunie that 

the worst case of load forecast accuracy for a 3-years out forecast was 12% too low while 

the multi-year average for a 3-year out forecast was 5% low. In Scenario 3, a "worst 

case'' Certainty Factor of 1.12 is substituted in place of the 1.05 Certainty Factor value 

for a 3-year out forecast used in the Base Case. Similar Certainty Factor substitutions 

occur for all other "years out" of the load forecast. This "worst case every year" scenario 

assumes that all of the worst levels of load forecast accuracy are now applied to the 

current peninsular composite forecast and that the utilities take no remedial action to 

improve the situation. Note that the extraction of the worst accuracy level for each year 

from forecasts done over multiple years is an even more damaging (and a less probable) 

assumption than the worst case utility installed generation availability assumption made 

in Scenario 2. 

Finally, Scenario 4 once again retums to the Base Case but now combines the "worst 

case" Certainty Factors for utility installed generation availability and load forecast 
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accuracy from Scenarios 2 and 3. This.most extreme “worst case every year” scenario 

basically assumes that the utilities simultaneously allow unit availability at peak hours, 

- and the accuracy of their load forecasts, to significantly degrade without taking remedial 

action. This scenario should be considered very unlikely. 

B. Results of the Analyses 

The results of the FRCC’s 1999 reserve margin analyses are presented in Tables 2 

through 5 .  Tables 2 and 3 focus on the results as they pertain to Summer reserve margins 

while the results presented in Tables 4 and 5 pertain to Winter reserve margins. 

These tables first present the FRCC’s reserve margin planning criterion (15%) and then 

present the FRCC‘s current projections of annual reserve margins for the peninsula in the 

columns marked “FRCC’s Current Projected Reserve Margin (%)”. The values in these 

columns have been previously reported in the FRCC’s 1999 Regional Load & Resource 

- Plan. 

Following these columns come the actual results of the analyses: the “needed” level of 

reserve margins as calculated for the Base Case and for Scenarios 1 through 4. In 

addition, two questions are addressed in Tables 3 and 5 .  The first of these questions is 

“Does the FRCC’s 15% minimum reserve margin planning criterion meet or exceed the 

calculated level of “needed” reserve margins for a given case?” If the answer is “Yes”, 

then the 15% minimum criterion can be considered adequate to maintain reliable electric 

service during peak hours. The second question is “Do the FRCC’s current projected 

reserve margins meet or exceed the calculated level of “needed” reserve margins for a 

given case?’‘ If the answer is “Yes”, then the peninsula’s projected reserve margins can 

be considered adequate to maintain reliable electric service during peak hours. 

Since the peninsula’s projected reserve margins are typically greater than the planning 

criterion of a minimum of 15%, a possible outcome is one in which the “needed” reserve 
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margin is greater than 15% but less than or equal to the projected reserve margins. With 

such an outcome, the projected reserve margins would still be considered adequate. 

Another possible outcome is one in which the “needed” reserve margin level is greater 

than both the minimum 15% criterion and the peninsula’s projected reserve margin for 

one or more years. Taken at face value, one might interpret this to indicate that neither 

the FRCC‘s planning criterion nor their projected reserve margins are adequate. 

However, this is not necessarily correct. Other factors need to be taken into consideration 

before reaching such a conclusion. 

First, when (for what year) does such a result appear? If this result appears for seven or 

more years out in the future, the utilities have sufficient time to adjust their capacity plans 

accordingly. Conversely, if such a result occurs prior to three years out, relatively little 

from a utility capacity planning perspective can be done due to the short lead time 

available. Consequently, the key time frame which this analysis approach focuses on is 

the Jrd through the 6‘h year out period. 

Second, how likely is it that the assumptions behind the analysis case in question will 

come to pass? If the answer is that the assumptions are not likely, then the potential 

concern is minimized or eliminated. Only if the assumptions are considered likely, and if 

the time frame in question is reasonably close at hand (i.e.. in the 3-to-6 years out range). 

is it prudent to be concerned with the results of this particular analysis. 

Finally, it is important to recognize that utilities have a significant amount of additional 

MW‘s available to them in the form of operational measures (e.g. public appeals, voltage 

reductions, load control “scram”, etc.) that are not included in these reserve margin 

calculations but which are already in place. These measures offer a significant safety 

factor at little or no cost to customers compared to construction or purchase alternatives. 
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(1) Results Regarding Summer Reserve Margins 

The results of the FRCC’s 1999 reserve margin analyses in regard to Summer reserve 

margins are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 presents the 15% reserve margin 

standard, the current projection of the peninsular Summer reserve margins. and the 

“needed” Summer reserve margin levels from the analysis of the Base Case. 

Table 2 

Results of 1999 FRCC Analysis of Summer Reserve Margins 

Year 
- - - - - - - - - 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

FRCC‘s 
Planning 
Criterion 
- - - - - - - - - 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

FRCC‘s 
Current 

Projected 
Reserve 

Margin (YO) 
--------- 

17 
16 
18 
20 
20 
19 
18 
17 
18 
17 

“Needed” 
Reserve 

Margin (YO) 
for: 

Base 
Case 
__-_-____ 

6 
8 
9 
10 
11 
10 
12 
13 
13 
13 

As shown in Table 2, the results for the FRCC’s Base Case show that the “needed” 
Summer reserve margin is 13% or less each year. This result indicates that both the 

FRCC’s reserve margin planning criterion of a 15% minimum level, and the FRCC’s 

higher-than-15% projected reserve margins for each year, are more than adequate to 

maintain system reliability during Summer peak hours. 
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Table 3 presents an expanded version of Table 2. In addition to the information presented 

in Table 2, the results of the Summer reserve margin analyses of Scenarios 1 through 4. 

plus a summary of comparisons of the results to the 15% standard and to the projected 

reserve margin, are added. 

Table 3 

Results of 1999 FRCC Analysis of 
Summer Reserve Margins (wlScenarios) 

Year 
-----___- 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

FRCC's 
Reserve 

Margin (%) 
Planning 
Criterion 
____----- 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

FRCC's 
Current 

Projected 
Reserve 

Margin (%) 
-_______- 

17 
16 
18 
20 
20 
19 
18 
17 
18 
17 

(1) Does 15% planning criterion meet/ I 
exceed "needed" reserve margins? I Yes Yes No for No for No for 

I last last 7 of 
I 3 yrs 6 yrs 10 yrs 
I 

meet/exceed "needed" reserve margins? I Yes Yes Yes No for No for 
I 8th& last 
I 10th yr. 4 yrs 

(2) Do current projected reserve margins 



The results for Scenario 1 are similar to those for the Base Case. I n  this scenario. the 

projected “needed” reserve margin is 1-to-2% higher than in the Base Case (due to 

Scenario 1 ‘s omission of the non-coincidence adjustment factor for load forecasts). 

Nevertheless, the resulting “needed” reserve margin is 15% or lower each year. which 

again means that both the planning reserve margin of a 15% minimum level and the 

higher-than- 15% projected reserve margins are adequate for maintaining system 

reliability . 

Only in the three “worst case every year” scenarios do the results change at all. In 

Scenario 2 (which is the Base Case, but with the worst case of utility installed generation 

availability at the peak hour assumed to occur every year), the results show that the 15% 

minimum reserve margin planning criterion is adequate for all except the Sth, 9”’, and IOth 

years of the projection. However, the FRCC’s projected reserve margins for all years still 

satisfy the “needed” reserve margin levels for this scenario. 

In Scenario 3 (which is the Base Case but with the worst cases of load forecast accuracy 

assumed to occur every year), the 15% minimum reserve margin planning criterion could 

be insufficient for the last 6 years. However, the FRCC’s projected reserve margins still 

satisfy the “needed” reserve margins in all years except the Sttl and 10‘” years of the 

projection. 

Finally, in Scenario 4 (which is a combination of Scenarios 2 and 3 in which the Base 

Case is modified to include both the worst cases of utility generation availability and load 

forecast accuracy every year), the 15% minimum reserve margin planning criterion could 

be insufficient for 7 of the 10 years and the FRCC’s projected reserve margins could be 

insufficient for the last 4 years of the projection period (i.e., the 7tt1, St”, gttl, and IO“’ 

years). However, even in this very extreme scenario, the FRCC’s projected reserve 

margins meet the “needed” reserve margin levels for the key 3-to-6 years out time period. 
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Conclusion Regarding: Summer Reserve Marpin Analvses: 

The FRCC concludes from this analysis of Summer reserve margins that its reserve 

margin planning criterion of a 15% minimum level, and its projected annual reserve 

margin levels, are adequate for maintaining reliable electric service during Summer peak 

hours for years 1999 through 2008. 

The minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion, and the FRCC‘s projection of 

annual reserve margins. meet or exceed the “needed” reserve margin levels calculated in  

both the Base Case and Scenario 1 .  Although the results from the remaining three ”worst 

case every year” scenarios show that the minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion 

could be insufficient for some of the years, it is unrealistic to believe that utility 

generation availability and load forecasting practices would remain unchanged if a trend 

of occurrences such as those depicted in these scenarios were to appear. 

Furthermore. the FRCC’s projected annual reserve margins are sufficient to “cover” all 

years in Scenario 2, are sufficient for all but the SIh and 10‘” years in Scenario 3, and are 

sufficient for all but the 7‘” through IOt1’ years in Scenario 4. The fact that all years are 

“covered” even in these “worst case every year” analysis until, at the earliest, 7 years out 

means that the utilities have more than enough time to alter their capacity addition plans 

if circumstances reflected in these scenarios begin to emerge. In addition, as previously 

mentioned. there are operational measures available which are not included in reserve 

margin calculations that would alleviate the effects of these uncertainties were they to 

occur. 

(2) Results Regarding Winter Reserve Margins 

The results of the FRCC’s 1999 reserve margin analyses in regard to Winter reserve 

margins are summarized in Table 4 and 5 .  Tables 4 and 5 are identical in format to Tables 

2 and 3, respectively. Table 4 presents the 15% reserve margin standard, the current 
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projection of peninsular Winter reserve margins, and the “needed” Winter reserve margin 

levels from the analysis of the Base Case. 

Table 4 

Results of 1999 FRCC Analysis of Winter Reserve Margins 

“Needed “ 
FRCC‘s FRCC‘s Reserve 
Reserve Current Margin (YO) 

Planning Reserve Base 
Year Criterion Margin (%) Case 

Margin (YO) Projected for: 

--------- -------- ----_--- --_--__-_ 

1999/00 
2000/01 
2001/02 
2002/03 
2003/04 
2004105 
2005/06 
2006/07 
2007/08 
2008/09 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

16 
18 
20 
21 
19 
19 
18 
18 
18 
15 

5 
-2 
-2 
-2 
-3 
-3 
0 
-1 
-1 
-1 

As shown in Table 4, the results from the Base Case show that the “needed” Winter 

reserve margin are not only significantly less than 15% each year, they are negative for 

most years. This is primarily due to the fact that forecasted very cold temperatures do not 
occur in Florida every year, but that the FRCC’s projected reserve margins for the 

peninsula & assume that they occur each year. Consequently, the Winter load forecast 

Certainty Factors for each year (approximately 94%) in the Base Case are substantially 

less than the corresponding Summer load forecast Certainty Factors each year 

(approximately 104%). This results in the projected load being lowered to the point in the 

Base Case where the “needed” reserve margin is negative for most years. Obviously, both 

the 15% minimum reserve margin planning criterion and the FRCC’s projected annual 

reserve margins are more than adequate to maintain system reliability during Winter peak 

hours under the assumptions analyzed. 
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Table 5 presents an expanded version of Table 4. In addition to the information presented 

in Table 4, the results of the Winter reserve margin analyses of Scenarios 1 through 4. 
plus a summary of comparisons of the results to the 15% standard and to the projected 

reserve margins, are also presented. 

Table 5 

Results of 1999 FRCC Analysis of 
Winter Reserve Margins (wlScenarios) 

Year 
--------- 

1999/00 
2000/01 
2001/02 
2002103 
2003/04 
2004105 
2005/06 
2006107 
2007108 
2 008/09 

FRCC's 
Reserve 

Margin (YO) 
Planning 
Criterion 
--------- 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

(1) Does 15% planning criterion meet/ I 

I 7 of 9 of 
exceed "needed" reserve margins? 1 Yes Yes Yes No for No for 

I 10yrs 10yrs 
I 

meevexceed "needed" reserve margins? I Yes Yes Yes No for No for 

I 10th yrs 10 yrs 

(2) Do current projected reserve margins 

I 2nd 8, 7 of 



The results for Scenario 1 are very similar to those for the Base Case (although the values 

are not negative). This same result is also reflected in the first of the “worst case ever)’ 

year” analyses, Scenario 2, in which the worst case utility generation availability at peak 

hour is assumed to take place every year. 

Only in the two “worst case every year” scenarios (Scenarios 3 and 4) in which the worst 

case of load forecast accuracy is assumed to occur every year do these results change. 

Both of these cases assume that very cold temperatures yilJ occur every year. In Scenario 

3. the minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion could be insufficient for 7 of the 

10 years. However, the FRCC‘s projected annual reserve margins would still be adequate 

for all but 2 of the 10 years (Le., the 2”d and 10* years). This means that for the key 

period, years 3-to-6, are still “covered” by the FRCC‘s projected reserve margin. Finally. 

in the most extreme scenario (Scenario 4) in which both the worst cases of load forecast 

accuracy and utility installed generation availability are assumed, the results indicate that 

the minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion could be insufficient for 9 of the 10 

years and the FRCC’s projected annual reserve margins could be insufficient for 7 of the 

10 years. 

Conclusions Regarding Winter Reserve Margin Analyses: 

The FRCC concludes from this analysis of Winter reserve margin that its reserve margin 

planning criterion of a 15% minimum level, and its projected annual reserve margin 

levels, are adequate for maintaining reliable electric service during Winter peak hours. 

The minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion, and the FRCC’s projection of 

annual reserve margins, meet or exceed the “needed” reserve margin levels calculated in 

the Base Case, in Scenario I ,  and in one of the “worst case every year” cases, Scenario 2. 

Even though the results from the “worst load forecast accuracy every year” Scenario 3, 

indicate that the minimum 15% reserve margin planning criterion could be insufficient, 
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the FRCC‘s projected annual reserve margins would still “cover” these circumstances for 

all but 2 years. One of those years is in the last ( loth) year of the projection and is, 

therefore, subject to at least several years of changed assumptions and new projections 

before that year is close enough to the present to be of real concern from a planning 

perspective. The other year for which the FRCC’s projected reserve margins could be 

deemed insufficient in this scenario (Le., the 2”d year) is obviously much closer. In fact. it 

is too close to fall into the 3rd through the 6‘h year time frame for which this analysis 

approach is really designed. Furthermore, the analysis does not take into account either 

the fact that very high Winter peaks do occur every year or utilities’ operational 

capabilities (load control program scram operation, etc.) which would effectively increase 

utility reserves. 

The key point of the results of this scenario is that for the key years (i.e.’ the 3rd through 

the 6“’ years) for which new capacity could realistically be added if a need was identified. 

no additional capacity over and above what is shown in the FRCC’s projected annual 

reserve margins is needed even assuming, unlikely as it may be, that the worst case load 

forecast accuracy occurs for each of these years. 

Finally. the results from Scenario 4 are driven by the very unlikely assumption that the 

worst case utility generation availability and the load forecast accuracy occur h 
combination each year, and that the utilities do not alter their forecasting or power plant 

maintenance processes (or their capacity plans) in response to these circumstances. This 

fact, plus the facts that very cold winter temperatures do not occur every year and the 

utilities’ operational capabilities are again not accounted for in the analysis, serve to 

significantly discount the significance that should be applied to the results of this most 

extreme of the “worst case” scenarios. 
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IV. Summary 

The FRCC's 1999 work regarding reserve margins for the peninsula had two objectives: 

(1) to determine if the current projected reserve margin for the peninsula met the FRCC's 

15% reserve margin generation resource adequacy standard; and. (2) to take a look at 

whether this 15% standard still appeared to be adequate. 

In regard to the first objective, the FRCC's current projected reserve margin levels & 
meet and/or exceed the 15% standard. This fact is demonstrated in the FRCC's 1999 
Regional Load & Resource Plan. 

As for the second objective, an analysis of the continued suitability of the 15% standard 

was carried out. The results of that analysis showed that this minimum 15Yo criterion 

continues to appear suitable for planning purposes based on an examination of past 

projected-versus-actual performance levels. 
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YEAR 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

c, 
v! 

YEAR 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
HISTORY AND FORECAST 

SUMMER PEAK DEMAND - (MW) 
ACTUAL 

PEAK 
DEMAND 

I t.1 W) 

26,608 
27.238 
27,662 
28,930 
29,748 
29.321 
31,801 
3231  5 
32,924 
37,153 

TOTAL INTER- LOAD FIRM 
PEAK RUPTIBLE MANAGE- PEAK 

DEMAND LOAD MENT DEMAND 

00 (MW) 0 
36,iea 
37,541 
38,223 
38,959 
39,781 
40,593 
41,433 
42,398 
43,252 
44.066 

1,225 
1,247 
1.265 
1,265 
1,284 
1,296 
1,317 
1,334 
1.352 
1,348 

1,540 
1,591 
1,578 
1,537 
1,509 
1 . 4 9  
1,478 
1,467 
1,457 
1,452 

34,023 
34,703 
35,380 
36,157 
36,988 
37.804 
38,638 
39,597 
40,443 
41,256 

(6) (7! (8) (9) (10) 
WINTER PEAK DEMAND - (MLV) 

ACTUAL 
PEAK 

DEMAND 
YEAR (rnw) 

1989 I 90 
1990 I 91 
1991 I 92 
1992 I 93 
1993 I 94 
1994 I 95 
1995 I 96 
1996 I 97 
1997 I 98 
199R I 99 

29,170 
24.978 
28,179 
27.21 5 
28.149 
32,618 
34,552 
34,762 
30,932 
35.907 

TOTAL INTER- LOAD FIRM 
PEAK RUPTIBLE MANAGE- PEAK 

DEMAND DEMAND LOAD MENT 
YEAR ( r w l )  (hiw) (twq (MW) - 

1999 I eo 
2000 I 0 1  
2001 I 02 
2902 I 03 
2C03 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 05  
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2J08 I 09 

IIOTE: FORECASTED SUMMER AND WINTER DEMANDS ARE NON-COIEICIDENT 

1 

39.9E9 
40,525 
41,865 
42,8C8 
43.725 
4 . 6 5 1  
25,553 
46,600 
47,502 
48,441 

1.1 73 
1.184 
1,178 
1,193 
1,200 
1,215 
1,225 
1,239 
1,233 
1,248 

2,839 
2,925 
2.891 

2,863 
2,870 
2,877 
2,885 
2,895 
2,907 

2 , e ~ r j  

35.977 
3 6 3 1  9 
37,793 
33,749 
39,663 
43,566 
41,450 
42,476 
43.374 
44,286 

YEAR 

1389 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1598 

YEP.R 

1299 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

(12) 
ENERGY 

NET 
ENERGY 

FOR LOAD 
(GWH) 

141,021 
142,490 
146,786 
147,728 
153,269 
159,353 
168.982 
173,327 
175,534 
187,868 

NET 
ENERGY 

FOR LOAD 
(GWH) 

165.371 
190,955 
195,687 
200,060 
204,884 
709,452 
214,094 
219,611 
223-1 79 
2 2 7 p 6 f i  

LOAD 
FACTOR 

(7:) 

60 07% 
55 7696 
EO 5a04 
58 2996 
58 8296 
62 049; 
59 14% 
57 26% 
57 64% 
57 72% 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

01 

59 25z 
60 59% 
60 6 i %  
60 43% 
60 3696 
60 29% 
EO 25% 
60 2;?0 
59 98% 
59 910: 

3 
G1 
V I  

1 pjT 



YEAR 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

1998 
I 997 

. 89-1998 %AAGR 

1999 
2000 
2001 

c, 
m 2002 

2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2009 

93-7-008 %AAGR 

GWH 

62.253 
65,022 
66.787 
67,008 
70.488 
74.128 
78.667 
81.047 
80.727 
88.200 

R U G L  b RESGENTLAL 
CUSTOMERS KWHiCUST 

5.151.81 2 11,993 
5,354,736 12.143 
5.484.780 12.177 
5,594,026 12.000 
5.709.685 12.345 
5.833.171 12.708 
5,955,574 13,209 
6.066.709 13,359 
6.185.747 13,051 
6.309.119 13.980 

3 95% 2 150.6 , 1721.5 

86.784 
89.141 
91.402 
93.708 
96.033 
98,337 
100,623 
102.c21 
105.160 
10i.460 

6.432.939 
6,559.408 
6.685.699 
6,809.302 
6,930,454 
7,049,691 
7.165.5f8 
7.233.3c.1 
7.359.732 
7.515 E 5  

13.451 
13,593 
13 671 
13,762 
13 857 
13 949 
14,040 
14,131 
14,211 
? 4  2 s  

2 42:; ? i4’,’a 0 E5?i 

GWH 

43,237 
44.919 
45.796 
45.888 
48.080 
50.454 
52.100 
53.086 
55.643 
59.052 

3 52?b 

58.626 
60.320 
62.041 
63.708 
65.301 
66.900 
66.448 
69.992 
71.551 
73,123 

2 43% 

FRCC REGl0t.I 
HISTORY AND FORECAST 

AS OF JANUARY I, :999 
EIIEPGY USE BY CUSTOMER TYPE - GV:H 

STREET h 
HIGHWAY 

C0MMEi)ClLL IE. CC 6:RLiL L!GHTINZ 
CUSTOMERS KWHICUST GWH CCSTOMERS KWH!CUST GWH 

618.010 
633,799 
645.580 
660.642 
676.150 
631.625 
705.921 
720,371 
737.205 
755,690 

69.962 
70.715 
70.938 
69.459 
71.i09 
72.951 
73.8G4 
73.193 
75.4i8 
78.143 

16.633 
16.676 
16.650 
16.656 
16.524 
17.025 
17.687 

18.707 
19.560 

ia.338 

25.E31 
26.065 
25.020 
24,680 
24,562 
25.954 
25,660 
25.523 
25.936 
26 994 

623.384 
639.761 
665,471 
674,190 
661.962 
655,718 
689.293 
718.515 
721.263 
724.593 

501 
506 
538 
552 
535 
562 
526 
600 
620 
614 

2 26% ? 245’0 182% 0 130.6 169% 2 29% 

772,370 
788.526 
804,892 
820.982 
836.863 

867,633 
882.695 
897.81 1 
912.927 

e52.392 

75.991 
76.497 
77.06C 
77.603 
78,030 
78.485 
78,891 
79 294 
73.635 
80.1 08 

19 259 
19 539 
19.894 
20.128 
20,502 
20,818 
21.ld3 
21.555 
11,930 
22 139 

26 903 
27.137 

27,678 
27.805 
27,413 
26.315 
25.145 
29 336 
29 536 

27,428 

713.322 
722.367 
725.335 
727,220 
i37.325 
745.671 
/25,625 
755,673 
773,861 
775.793 

-_ 

639 
658 
677 
697 
718 
735 
761) 
i a 2  
804 
819 

1 @e?/, 0 60% 155:; 0 6295 0 9496 2 92% 

CTHER 
SALES 
GWH 

3,503 
3.576 
3.735 
3.756 
3.877 
4 007 
4,165 
4.278 
4.536 
4.503 

3 0996 

4,665 
4.762 
4.919 
5,045 
5.169 
5.305 
5,438 
5.564 
5.692 
5 823 

2 53% 

TOTAL 
S l L E S  
GNH 

126.1 37 
130.600 
133.508 
1J3.8BO 

145,177 
153.2C5 
157.349 
160.233 
172.029 

3 51% 

139.503 

159.973 
174,546 
178,933 
183,286 
1b7.724 
192.099 
155,461 
2CO.810 
235.136 
209,382 

2 34?; 

R E S A L E  
win 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.000.6 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 !2>9’> 

(15) 

UTlLllY 
USE h 

LOSSES 
GWH 

14.884 
11.890 
13.276 
13.838 
13,766 
13,176 
15,777 
15.978 
15,301 
15.839 

0.69% 

16.400 
16.409 
16,754 
16,774 
17.160 
17.393 
17,632 
17,801 
18,043 
18.264 

1209; 

(15; 

h E L  
GWH 

141 .CZ1 
112.4:*3 
145.76E 
147.723 
153.X3 
159.353 
169.962 
173.327 
175.534 
187.8?3 

3 24% 

186.3,4 
190.C55 
195.637 

204,882 
209.4;: 
214 Cf-: 
2iG.5:; 
223.172 
227,645 

2 2:’ 

200.CF3 

i- 
o, 

2 



SUMMARY OF LOAD MANAGEMENT I lNTERRUPTl8LE LOAD - MW 
(SUM MER) 

fJSB 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

TO' 
LM 

1,540 
1,591 
1,578 
1,537 
1,509 
1,493 
1,478 
1,467 
1,457 
1,452 - 

OEU 0 

2 0  
2 0  
2 0  
2 0  
3 0  
3 0  
3 0  
3 0  
3 0  
3 0  

LLS TOTAL 
INT LM + INT. 

1,173 4,012 
1,184 4,109 
1,178 4,072 
1,193 4,059 
1,200 4,063 
1,215 4,085 
1,226 4,103 
1,239 4,124 
1,233 
1.248 

4,128 I 
4,155 I 

IUA 

12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 

- 
LAK 

52 5 
53 5 
54 5 
55 5 
57 5 
58 5 
59 5 
60 5 
61 5 
62 6 

NSB 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
e 
E 

OEU 01 

3 0  
4 0  
4 0  
4 0  
4 0  
4 0  
4 0  
5 0  
5 0  
5 0  

3 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

FPC 

1,003 312 
1,003 300 
932 297 
883 299 
857 296 
840 298 
826 300 
814 302 
805 334 
798 306 

,LS 
INT 

1,225 
1,237 
1,265 
1,265 
1,284 
1,296 
1,317 
1.334 
1,352 
1,348 

TOTAL 
LM + INT 

2,765 
2.838 
2,243 
2.802 
2,793 
2,785 
2,795 

2,809 
2,801 

2,800 

- 
KUA 

12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 

- 
- 
'EAR 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

- 

- 

- 
FKE 

4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 

- 
- 

F - 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 - 

- 
P - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

- 
Ff - 

502 
498 
453 
394 
353 
32 1 
293 
269 
24 8 
230 

- 
- 
324 
313 
30 1 
298 
300 
297 
299 
301 
303 
305 - 

- 
FI 

727 
775 
759 
eo8 
814 
820 
826 
83 1 
836 
84 1 

- 
- 
- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

- 
A 

146 
150 
154 
158 
162 
166 
170 
174 
178 
183 

- 

- 

- 
- 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 - 

- 
St - 

136 
140 
144 
149 
154 
158 
163 
168 
172 
177 - 

- 
- 
110 
112 
115 
117 
119 
121 
124 
126 
129 
131 - 

- 
T 

125 
128 
130 
133 
134 
136 
138 
140 
142 
143 

- 

- 

- 
222 
233 
233 
21 9 
220 
21 9 
22 1 
222 
222 
201 - 

LAK - 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 - 

- 
417 
433 
456 
467 
477 
487 
497 
505 
514 
522 - 

- 
22 
22 
23 
23 
24 
25 
25 
26 
26 
27 - 

SUMMARY OF LOAD MANAGEMENT INTERRUPTIBI Z LOAD - MW 
(WINTER) 

TO' 
LM 

2,639 
2,925 
2,894 
2,866 
2,863 
2,870 
2,877 
2,885 
2,835 
2,907 

- . ., - 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 - 

7 
0 9  
0 
0 9  
0 9  

1,293 432 
1,366 450 
1,394 456 
1,404 462 
1,415 468 
1,426 474 
1,437 479 
1,446 484 
1,455 489 I 1,464 494 

.A 

102 
105 
107 
11a 
113 
116 
118 
121 
124 
128 

- 

- 

263 212 
267 212 
271 199 
274 200 
277 199 
281 201 

286 202 
283 183 1 290 184 

2x1  201 

158 109 
205 111 
212 113 
218 116 
225 118 
231 120 
238 122 
245 124 
251 127 I 258 129 

- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

YEAR 

1999 I 00 
2000 I 01 
2001 I 02 
2002 I 03 
2003 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 06 
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2008 I 09 

NOTE A SINGLE FIUMSER DEPJOTES LOAD fJAN4GE~;lEFJT 
3 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIAGILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING CAPACITY 

AS OF JANUARY I, 1999 

NET CAPABILITY - MW 

WINTER 

FLORIDA KEYS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC. 22 22 

FLORIDA MUNICIPAL POWER AGENCY 453 478 

UTILITY SUMMER 

FLORIDA POWER CCRPORATION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COFJIPANY 

FORT PIERCE UTILITIES AUTHORITY 

GAINESVILLE REGIONAL UTILITIES 

6.CC2 7.727 

16.326 16.783 

119 

550 

119. 

563 

CITY OF HOMESTEAD 60 60 

J EA 

UTILITY BOARD OF THE CITY GF KEY WEST 

KlSSlMMEE UTILITY AUTHORITY 

CITY OF LAKELAND 

' CITY OF LAKE WORTH UTILITIES 

UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEW SMYRNA BEACH 

OCALA ELECTRIC UTILITY 

ORLANDO UTILITIES COMMISSION 

REEDY CREEK IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

2,628 2,733 

52 52 

172 

625 

95 

24 

11 

1 as 
660 * 

105 

24 

11 

1,632 1,689 

43 49 

SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 1,291 1,345 

CITY OF ST. CLOUD 

CITY OF TALLAHASSEE 

22 

490 

21 

SO8 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 3,433 3.587 

CITY OF VERO BEACH 150 155 

TOTALS: 
FRCC EXISTING CAPACITY 35,165 36.880 

NON-UTILITY GENERATING FACILITIES (FIRM): 2,076 2,129 

TOTAL FRCC EXISTING: 37,241 39,009 

4 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

GEN MAX NET PRIM4RY F U E L  ALTERNATE FUEL COM'L ItJ- EXPTD 

UNIT FUEL TRANSP. FUEL TRANSP. SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 
TYPE TYPE METHOD 3 METHOD MO, YEIR MO. YEAR ___ LOCATION k W  SUMMER WINTER STATUS PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

FLCRIDA KEYS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, I tC.  
MARATHON 3 MONROE 
MARATHON 4 MONROE 
MARATHON 5 MONROE 
t.1ARATHON 6 MONROE 
MARATHON 7 MONROE 
tvl ARATHON 8 MONROE 
MARATHON 9 MONROE 
MARATHON 10 MONROE 

D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
EO 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TIC 
TK 
i K  

6 1955 --- --- 
6 1957 --- --- 
6 1959 -_- __- 
6 1973 --- __- 
6 1973 --- __- 
6 1588 --_ 
6 1588 --- 
1 1998 --- _ _ _  

--- 
_-_ 

TOTAL: 

FLORIDA MUNICIPAL POWER AGENCY 
ST. LUClE (8391853) 

tn STANTON ENERGY CENTER 

STANTON ENERGY CENTER 

IllDlAN RIVER(74/94) CT 
INDIAN RIVER(2141254) CT 
CAFE ISLAND(30/35) 
CANE ISLAND(68/80) 
CAPJE ISLAND(40/40) 

(4381440) 

(44 1 /44 1) 

TOTAL: 

FLOAIDA POWER CORPOXATION 
>.'JCJK PARK 
AVON PARK 
BAYBORO 
BAYBORO 
GAYBORO 
BAYBORO 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
CXYSTAL RlVEX 

2 
1 

2 

A B  
C D  

1 
2 
2 

PI 
P2 
P1 
P2 
F3 
P4 
1 
2 

ST. LUCIE 
ORANGE 

OFZANGE 

eREVARD 
GREVARD 
OSCEOY. 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 

I+IGHLANSS 
HIGHLANDS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
P1NELLP.S 
CITRUS 
CITRUS 

N 
FS 

FS 

CT 
CT 
CT 

CCT 
ccw 

CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 

14 
C 

C 

NG 
I lG 
NG 
NG 
FJG 

ris 
LO 
LO 
LO 
1.0 
LO 
C 
c 

TK _ _  
RR -_ 

RR 

PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 

FL LO 
Ti( ~ . -  

WA.TK _ _ _  
WA.TK __- 
WA.TK __. 
VJA.TK -_- 
W4.RR _ _ _  
WA.RR .-- 

5 

8 1983 --- -_- 
7 1987 --- --- 

12 
12 
4 
4 
4 
4 

10 
11 

3,GOO 
3.000 
3.000 
2.500 
2.500 
2,000 
2.000 
3.500 

839.000 
464.580 

464.580 

82.800 
260.000 

42.KO 
eo,ooo 
1 3 , G J O  

33.790 
33.iCO 
56.700 
56,700 
56.700 
56,7GO 

440.550 
523,200 

3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
2 2 
2 2 
3 3 

22 22 

74 75 
115 115 

122 122 

29 37 
A 3  54 
15 15 
34 40 
20 20 

453 478 

22 
c3 

23 32 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

CRYSTAL RIVER(814 838) 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
TURNER 
TURNER 
TURNER 
TURNER 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS - BARTOW 
BARTOW 
BARTOW 

bb BARTOW 
0 BARTOW 

BARTOW 
BARTOW 
RIO PINAR 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
SUWANNEE RIVE2 
DE BARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
DEBARY 
CESARY 
CEaARY 
UNIV. OF FLORIDA 
tlJCLOTE 

3 
4 
5 

P1 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P1 
P2 
P3 
P4 
1. 
2 
3 

P1 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P1 
1 
2 
3 

P1 
P2 
F3 
P1 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
F6 
P7 
P8 
P9 
P10 
P1 
1 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXiSTlNG GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3) 

LOCATlOtJ 

C l i 3US 
CITRUS 
CITRUS 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
V 0 L U S I A 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PItdELLAS 
PINELLAS 
PINELLAS 
ORANGE 
SUWANNEE 
SUWANFJE E 
SUVJANNEE 
SUWANNEE 
SUWANNEE 
SUWANNEE 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
V3LCSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
X4CHUA 
PASCO 

(4) 

UNIT 
TYPE 

N 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 

FUEL 
TYPE 

I 1  
C 
C 

LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
tJG 
t1G 
NG 
NG 
HO 
HO 
NG 
LO 
FIG 
LO 
NG 
LO 
NG 
NG 
NG 
PJG 
LO 
t.1G 
L 3  
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
1\1 G 
LO 
IJG 
LO 
WG 
HC) 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

T K  
WA.RR 
WA.RR 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
WA 
WA 
PL 
WA 
PL 

WA 
PL 
i K  
PL 
FL 
PL 
PL 
TK 
PL 

Ti(.RR 
TK.RR 
TK.RR 
TK.RR 
Tl<.iiR 
TK.RR 

PL 
TK.RR 

FL 
TK.RR 

FL 
FL 

ALTERNATE FUEL 
TRANSP. 

6 

COWL IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRPANT NAI*lEFLATE CAPABILITY -MW 

h10. YEAR YEnR - kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS - -  

3 
12 
10 
10 
10 
8 
8 
3 
4 

12 
1 
9 
8 
7 
5 
6 
6 
6 

11 
11 
11 
1G 
10 
10 
11 
2 
3 

12 
4 

12 
4 

10 
10 
10 
10 

1 
11) 

1377 
1982 
1934 
1970 
1970 
1974 
1974 
1969 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1958 
1961 
1963 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1970 
1953 
1954 
1956 
1980 
1980 
1480 
1976 
1976 
1575 
1976 
1975 
1976 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1994 
1974 

899.460 
739.260 

. 739.260 
19.250 
19,290 
71,200 
71,200 
33.790 
33,790 
42,925 

' 42.925 
127,500 
127,500 
239,360 

55.700 
55.700 
55.700 
55.700 
19,290 
34,500 
37.500 
75,000 
61,200 
61,200 
61.200 
66.870 
66.870 
66.870 
66.870 
66,870 
66,870 

115,OGO 
1 15,000 
112,OGO 
1 15.OCO 
43.000 

556,200 

731 
697 
697 

1s 
15 
65 
65 
29 
29 
35 
35 

115 
117 
208 

46 
46 
14 
49 
15 
33 
32 
e3 
54 
54 
51 
54 
54 
55 
54 
54 
5: 
63 
83 
€3 
63 
35 

503 

755 
717 
71 7 

18 
18 
82 
82 
32 
32 
42 
42 

117 
119 
213 
53 
53 
53 
58 
18 
34 
33 
80 
67 
67 
67 
65 
65 3 
65 ca 
65 
65 
65 
99 

? 

99 % 

42 
517 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACiLlTlES AS OF JANUARY 1,1999 

(4 

UNIT 
TYPE 

FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
cc 

(3 

LOCATION 

F.1SCG 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOIA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
POLK 

PRIMARY FUEL 
FUEL TRANS?. 
TYPE METHOD - -  

ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL TRANSP. 
TYPE METHOD - -  

SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 
Y E A R -  kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS PLANT NAhlE AND UNIT NO. 

iI4CLOTE 
Ir.ITERCESSION 
IrJTERCESSlON 
IIJTERCESSION 
If JTERCESSION 
IHTERCESSION 
II4TERCESSION 
INTERCESSION 
INTERCESSION 
INTERCESSION 
INTERCESSION 
INTERCESSION 
TIGER BAY 

2 
P1 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 
P10 
P11 

1 

Ha PL 
LO PL.TK 
LO PL.TK 
LO PL.TK 
LO PL.TK 
LO PI..TK 
LO PL.TK 
NG PL 
NG PL 
NG PL 
NG PL 
LO PL.TK 
NG PL 

1;s FL 10 1JY3 --- 
5 1974 ~ - -  

5 1974 --- 
5 1974 --- 
5 1974 --- 
5 1974 --- 
5 1974 --- 

10 1993 _-- 
10 1993 --- 
10 1993 --- 
10 1993 --_ 
1 1997 --- 
8 1997 --- 

_._ 55s ,zsc) 503 517 
_ _ _  56.700 47 58 
_ _ _  .56.700 47 58 
_ _ _  56,700 47 58 
__- 56.700 47 58 
--- 56.700 47 58 
-__ 56,700 47 58 
_ _ _  1 15.000 03 99 
_-- 1 15.000 83 99 
__- 1 15.000 83 99 
_ _ _  ' 115.000 83 99 
--_ 165,000 0 168 
_ _ _  233.G00 206 246 

6.962 7.727 bk. TOTAL: 
P 

FLCRID4 POWER g LIGHT COMPANY 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TLJRKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
TURKEY POINT 
CUTLER 
CUTLER 
LAUDERDALE 
WUDERDALE 
i4UDERDALE 
LWDERDALE 
LWDERDALE 
'LAUDERDALE 
LSUDERDALE 
GUDERDALE 

ST1 
ST2 

3 
4 

IC 1 
IC2 
IC3 
I C 1  
5 
5 
6 

4ST 
4CT1 
4CT2 
5ST 

5CT1 
5CT2 

1 
2 

DAD€ 
DADE 
DADE 
DAD€ 
DADE 
DADE 
DAD€ 
DADE 
DADE 
DADE 
DADE 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 

FS 
FS 
N 
N 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
FS 
FS 

ccw 
CCT 
CCT 
ccw 
CCT 
CCT 
CT 
CT 

HO 
KO 

El 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
NG 
NG 
W H  
llr, 
FIG 
W H  
FIG 
NG 
FIG 
NG 

rJ 

FL 
PL 

4 1957 --- _ _ _  
4 1968 --- --- 

12 1972 --- _._ 
9 1Ci3 -__ _ _ _  
4 1968 --- _ _ _  
4 1968 -- --- 
4 1968 --- --- 
4 1568 ~ - -  _ _ _  
4 1968 --- --- 

11 1954 --- --- 
7 1955 _ _ _  _ _ _  

10 1957 --- _ _ _  

5 1993 _ _ _  _ _ _  
4 1558 --- --- 
6 1993 - - ~  --- 
6 1993 --- _.- 

8 1970 -.- --- 
8 1970 --- -_- 

5 1923 _ _ _  _ _ _  

402.050 
402.050 
760,000 
760.C50 

2.750 
2,750 
2.750 
2,750 
2.750 

745.000 
162.000 
151.250 
135.000 
185.G00 
151,250 
135.OC3 
185.OCO 
34,228 
34.228 

410 
400 
653 
E33 

3 
3 
2 
2 
2 

71 
144 
430 

41 1 
403 
71 7 
717 

3 
3 
2 
2 .. 
L 

?. 
72 P 

145 R 

452 0, 430 

35 
35 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

LSUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
UUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
L4UDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 

& LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE '' LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
LAU DE R DAL E 
LAUDERDALE 
LAUDERDALE 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
FORT EVERGLADES 
FCST EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 

3 
GT4 
GT5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10  
11 
12 
1 3  

1 5  
16 
17  
18 
19  
20 
21 
22 
23  
24 

ST1 
ST2 
ST3 
ST4 
GT1 
GT2 
GT3 
GT4 
GT5 

6 
7 

9 

14. 

a 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELlABlLlN COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3 

LOCATION 

ESSV~ARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
@ROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
GROWARD 
BROWARD 
6R OWAR D 
GROWARD 
EROWARD 
BROWARD 
3 ROW AR D 
BROWARD 
BROVJARD 
B ROWAR D 
BROWARD 
GROWARD 
E 3ISWP.R D 
@ROWARD 

(4) 

UNIT 
TYPE 

CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
c-r 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 

(5 )  (5 )  

PRMARY FUEL 
FUEL 
TYPE 

,,G 

NG 
NG 
N G 
N G 
NG 
NG 
N S  
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
bIG 
K G 
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
IJG 
NG 

HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
NG 
FIG 
rJG 
r IC. 
IJG 
NG 
f i r ;  
l!G 
NS 

I. 

r:G 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
FL 
PL 

!T) (0) 

ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL 
TYPE 

LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LC 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
NG 
FIG 
NG 
r iG 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LQ 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

8 

TRANSP. 
METHO@ 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
Ti< 
PL 
FL 
PL 
PL 

W A  

W A  
W A  
VJ A 

LAJ.4 

VJA 
VJA 

V. i 
W A  

COML IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

& SUMMER WINTER STATUS - -  MO. YEAR 

@ 1575 --- 
8 1970 --- 
8 1970 --- 
0 1970 --- 
8 1970 _-- 
8 1970 _-_ 
0 1970 --- 
8 1970 --- 
8 1970 --- 
8 1970 --- 
0 1972 --- 
8 1972 -_- 

8 1972 --- 
8 1972 - - -  
8 1972 --- 
8 1972 --. 
0 1972 --- 
8 1972 --- 
0 1972 --- 

8 1972 --- 

0 1972 .-- 
8 1972 --- 
6 1960 --- 
4 1961 _--  
7 1064 --- 
4 1965 _-- 
0 1971 --- 
0 1971 --- 

8 1971 - - -  

0 1971 - - -  
0 1971 --- 
0 1971 --- 
2 1071 --- 
0 1971 --- 

8 1971 --- 

33.223 
34.223 

. 34.228 
34.220 
34.220 
34.220 
31.220 
34.223 
34,228 
34.220 

* 34,220 
34.229 
34.229 
34.228 
34.220 
34,220 
34,226 
34,229 
34.220 
31,228 
34.228 
34,220 

225.250 
225.255 
402.C50 
4C2.050 
34.228 
34,220 
34,2;3 
34.223 
34,228 
34,220 
34.223 
- - r , L Z ?  

34.2i8 

,I ^^  

r -  

;3 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
25  
35 
35 

22 1 
221 
2.33 
4!5 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
33 
55 

30 
38 
38 
38 
30 
38 
38 
38 
38 
39 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
39 

222 
222 
391 
410 
33 

38 ;& 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3 (4) (5 )  (6) (3 (8) ( S )  (1 0) (1 1) (12) (1 3) (14) 

-- PRIKlARY FUEL ALTERNATE FUEL COWL IN- EXPTD GEN hlAX NET 
UNIT FUEL TRANSP. FUEL TRANSP. SERVlCE RTRhlNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

SUMhlER WINTER STATUS TYPE TYPE METHOD TYPE METHOD 5 YEAR MO. YEAR __ LOCATION kW --- PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

F 3 R T  EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
RlVlERA 
RlVlERA 
MARTIN 
L l  ARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
hl ARTIN 
ST. LUClE 
ST. LUCIE (8391853) 
CAPECANAVERAL ' CAPE CANAVERAL 
SANFORD 
SANFORD 
SANFORD 
SCHERER 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 

ST. JOHNS RIVER 

PUTNALI 
FUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 

(6401640) 

(6401640) 

10 
11 
12 
3 
4 
1 
2 

3ST 
3CT 1 
3CT2 
4ST 

4CT1 
4Cf2 

1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
4 
1 

6 D C'.'J?.R D 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
MART IN 
MAiiTlN 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
ST. LUCIE 
ST. LUCIE 
BREVARD 
BREVARD 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
VOLUSIA 
MONXOE. GA 
w v a L  

CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

ccw 
CCT 
CCT 
ccw 
CCT 
CCT 

N 
N 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

r 1G 
NG 
NG 
HO 
HO 
PIG 
N G 
W H  
NG 
NG 
WH 
NG 
NG 
N 
tJ 

HO 
HO 
r.0 
HO 
HO 
C 

LO 

PL 
FL 
PL 
WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 

PL 
PL 

PL 
PL 
TK 
TK 
WA 
WA 
W 9  
WA 
WA 
RR 
2L 

--_ 

--- 

LO 
LO 
LO 
NG 
NG 
H 3  
1io 

LO 
LO 

_ _ _  

VJ.4 
WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

TK 
TK 

_ _ _  

8 
8 
8 
6 
3 

12 
6 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 
4 
5 
6 
4 
5 
5 
7 
5 
7 
3 

1G71 
1971 
1971 
1562 
1963 

1981 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1976 
1983 
1965 
1969 
1959 
1969 
1974 
1991 
1 OE6 

i gao  

34.223 
34.228 
34.228 

310.420 
310.420 
863.300 
863.300 
204.000 
203.000 
204.000 
204,000 
204.000 
204.0@0 
850,000 
839.000 
402.050 
402.050 
158.250 
436,100 
436.100 
891,000 
679,600 

35 
35 
35 

290 
250 
814 
816 
440 

3a 
38 
39 

292 
292 
82 1 
833 
465 

435 465 
LO 
LO 

TK 
TK 
--- 839 

714 
305 
4c5 
153 
?EO 
330 
657 
133 

853 
726 
399 
408 
155 
394 
394 
667 
130 

FJG 
NG 
IJG 

NG 
El(; 

_ _ _  
C 

PL 
PL 
FL 
PL 
PL 

cv 
_ _ _  

OUVkL FS LO PL C cv 5 1988 --- --- 679.600 130 130 2 

PUTIIAU 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAhl 
PUTtIAM 
FUTNAM 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 

ccw 
CCT 
CCT 
CCVl 
CCT 
CCT 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 

LVH ..- ris 
FIG PL LO 
IJG FL LO 
WH _ _ _  rJG 
F;G PL 1.0 
IJG PL LO 
HO WA _-- 
HO W 4  -__ 
LO VIA _._ 

LO VJA --- 

PL 
"A 
WA 
PL 
VJA 
WA 

4 1978 --- __- 
4 1978 --- _._ 

4 1978 --- __- 
8 1977 --- _ _ _  
8 1977 --- _-- 
8 1977 *-- -_-  

11 1958 --- --- 
7 1969 --- _ _ _  
5 1974 --- -_- 
5 1974 --- _ _ _  

120,000 243 260 
85.000 
85,000 

85.000 
85.000 

120,000 219 260 

156.250 137 t 48 
402.050 397 400 

62.000 51 58 
62,000 51 58 

1 ST 
lGT1 
1 GT2 
2ST 
2GT1 
2GT2 
STl  
ST2 
GTl  
GT2 

3 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT tJO. 

FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
FT. MYERS 
MANATEE 
MANATEE 

TOTAL: 

GT3 
GT4 
GT5 
GT6 
GT7 
GT8 
G T9 
GTlO 
G T l l  
GT12 

1 

2, 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1,1939 

(3) 

LOCATION 

LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
LEE 
MANATEE 
MANATEE 

PRIhWRY FUEL 
UNIT FUEL TRANSP. 
TYPE TYPE METHOD 

CT LQ 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LO 
CT LC 
FS HO 
FS PO 

V:A 
WA 
WA 
LVA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
“A 
WA 
WA 
“A 
WA 

ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL TRANSP. 
-- TYPE METHOD 

cowL IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMPIT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

MO. YEAR YEAR - kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS - -  

5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 
5 1974 

10 1976 
12 1977 

51 59 
51 58 
51 58 
51 58 
51 57 
51 57 
51 57 
51 57 
51 57 
51 57 

798 805 
792 799 

FORT PIERCE UTILITIES AUTHORITY 
_ _ _  _ _  1 1953 --- --- H D KING 5 ST. LUCIE ccw W H  _ _ _  

H D KING 6 ST LUCIE FS HG PL HO TK 12 1958 --- _ _ _  
H D KING 7 ST LUClE FS FIG PL H 3  TK 1 1964 --- --- 
H D KING 8 ST. LUClE FS FIG ?L HO TK 5 1976 _-- --- 

9 ST. LUClE CCT FIG PL LO TK 5 1900 --- _._ H D KING 
-_- -._ 4 197C --- _._ H D KING D1 ST LUCIE D LO TK 

H D KING D2 ST LUCIE D LO TK _-- _ _ _  4 1970 --- --- 

TOTAL: 

GAlNESVlLLE REGIONAL UTILITIES 
CRYSTAL RIVER(814/836) 3 CITRUS 
DEERHAVEN 1 ALACHUA 
DEERHAVEN 2 ALACHUA 
DEERHAVEPI G T l  ALACHUA 
DEERHAVEN GT2 ALACHUA 
DEERHAVEN GT3 ALACHUA 

N td _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  3 1977 --- _-- 
FS NG PL ti0 TK 8 1972 _ _ _  _ _ _  

_ _ _  _-- 10 1081 --- _ _ _  FS r. RR 
CT NG FL L 3  TK 7 1976 --- _ _ _  
CT F!rJ FL LO TK 8 1975 --- _.- 

1 1996 --- --- CT PIG PL LO TK 

16.326 16.783 

8.375 8 8 
16.500 17 
33.000 32 32 
56,116 50 50 
22.519 23 23 

2,750 3 3 
2,750 3 3 

17 M 

890.450 11 11 
75.COO 85 e5 

250,750 228 228 0 
-l 24,E@0 18 20 

24.600 13 20 
56,140 75 81 

10 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3) (4) 

COML IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

MO. YEAR MO. YEAR - - -  kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS 

8 1561 --- _ _ _  25.363 23 23  
50,000 50 5 0  4 1965 --- --- 

2 1963 -- _ _ _  16,320 14 15 
_ _ _  16,320 14 15 2 1968 -_- 

16.320 14 15 

550 563 

2 1969 --- __- 

FUEL 
TYPE 

t G  
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 

Nc; 
NG 
NG 
NG 
FIG 
t4G 
NG 

C 

C 

P 
u 

t G  
HO 
HO 
HO 
L 3  
LO 
L 3  
HO 
KO 

TRANSP. FUEL 
_ _ _ -  METHOD TYPE 

PL i o  
PL 30 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

. .. 

- .~ 

- .~ 

_ _ _  
_. - 
~ . -  

FL 
_ _ _  
_._ 
_ _ _  
FL 
_-_ 

UNIT 
LOCATION - TYPE PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

J R.KELLY 
J. R. KELLY 
J. R. KELLY 
J. R. KELLY 
J R.KELLY 

7 
8 

G T l  
GT2 
GT3 

AU.CHUA FS 
AIACHUA FS 
ALACHUA CT 
AIACHUA CT 
ALACHUA CT 

TOTAL: 

CITY OF HOMESTEAD 
. G.W.NEY 

G. W. IVEY 
G. W. NEY 

bb G.W.lVEY 
cq G.W.lVEY 

G. W. IVEY 
G W. IVEY 

8 DADE 
2-3 DADE 

9-10 DADE 
11-12 DADE 
13-17 DADE 
18-19 DADE 
20-21 DADE 

PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 
PL LO 

1 1954 1 2008 - 2.500 3 3 
3 1970 --- --- 4,140 4 4 
1 1958 1 2008 5.000 5 5 
1 1965 1 2008 6,540 7 7 

11 1972 --- __- 10,350 10 10 
4 1975 --- -.- 17.600 18 l a  
5 1581 --- _ _ _  12,970 13 13 

TOTAL: 60 60 

JEJ 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 

ST. JOHNS RIVER 

SCHERER 
GlRVlN LANDFILL 
KENNEDY 
KENNEDY 
KENNEDY 
KENNEDY 
KENNEDY 
KENNEDY 
NORTHSIDE 
NORTHSIDE 

(6401640) 

(6401640) 

3 1987 3 2327 679.6CO 510 

510 

2 30 
3 

33 
43 
57 
45 
4a 
43 
232 
252 

510 1 DU'JtL 

DUVAL 

tvlCF:?,OE, GA 
DUVAL 
DUVAL 
DUVAL 
DUVAL 
CU'JAL 
CUVAL 
DUVAL 
DUVAL 
DUVAL 

FS 

FS 

F3  
IC 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
C i  
F 3  
FS 

5 1988 5 2028 679,600 510 2 

4 
1-4 
8 
9 
1c 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 

7 1591 2 

7 1955 -.- 
1 1958 --- 

12 1961 3 
5 1973 --- 
8 1973 - - ~  

7 1973 --- 
i l  1355 --_ 

3 1972 --- 

6 1557 --- 
2529 4 16,000 
--_ 3,000 
_ _ _  50.000 
-.- 20,000 
2PG3 149,600 
_ _ _  55.2CO 
__ 56.2G3 
_ _ _  56.200 
.__ 297.500 
_ _ _  2S7,5C3 

200 
3 

43 r,i 

cf? 
43 1.1 
97 3 c: 
63 La - 
63 
63 

262 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3) (4) 

UNIT 
TYPE 

F 3  
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 

PRlhlARY FUEL 
FUEL TRANSP. 
- _ _ _  TYPE METHOD 

ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL TRANSP. 
-~ TYFE METHOD 

COM'L IN- EXPTD GEN hfAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

h10. YEAR YEAR __ kW SUMhlER WINTER STATUS - -  

6 1377 --- _ _ _  563.700 5c5 505 
62.1017 47 62 2 1975 --- --- 
62.100 - 47 62 1 1975 --- --- 
62,100 47 62 

12 1974 --- _ _ _  62.100 47 62 
11 1958 10 2001 75.000 67 67 
9 1964 10 2001 156.600 142 142 

2.628 2.733 

12 1974 --- --- 

PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. LOCATION 

HORTHSiCE 
FIORTHSIDE 
NORTHSIDE 
NORTHSIDE 
FIORTHSIDE 
SOUTHSIDE 
SOUTHSIDE 

3 GUJAL 
3 DUVAL 
4 DUVAL 
5 DUVAL 
6 DUVAL 
4 DUVAL 
5 DUVAL 

t i 0  PL 
LO PL 
LO PL 
LO PL 
LO ?L 
HO PL 
HO PL 

TOTAL: 

1 
2 
3 

GT 1 
IC1 
IC2 
IC3 
IC4 
IC5 

MONROE 
MONROE 
MONROE 
MONROE 
MONROE 
hlONROE 
MONROE 
hlONROE 
tJOFIROE 

D LO 
D LO 
D LO 

CT LO 
D L C  
D 1.0 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 

TK 
TK 
TK 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
w 4  

* KEY WEST UTILITY BOARD 
BIG PINE 

& CUDJOE 
CUDJOE 
STOCK ISLAND 
STOCK ISLAND 
STOCK ISLAND 
STOCK ISLAND 
MEDIUM SPEED DIESEL 
MEDIUM SPEED CIESEL 

2 1969 
8 1968 
8 1968 

11 1978 
1 1965 
1 1965 
1 1965 
6 1991 
6 1991 

3 
3 
2 

20 
2 
2 
2 
9 
9 - 

3 
3 
2 

20 
2 
2 
2 
9 
9 

52 52 TOTAL: 

KlSSlhlMEE UTILITY AUTHORITY 
CRYSTAL RIVER(8141836) 
CANE ISLAND(30l35) 
CANE ISLAND(68i83) 
CANE ISLAND(40110) 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 

3 CITRUS 
1 OSCEOW 
2 OSCEOLA 
2 CSCEOLA 
0 OSCEOLA 
14 OSCEOLA 
15 OSCEOLA 
16 OSCEOLA 

r4 
CT 

CCT 
ccw 

D 
D 
D 
D 

_ _ _  E: 
NG PL 
I IC, PL 
14 S PL 
113 PL 
NG PL 
Pi 2 FL 
NG PL 

--_ _._ 3 1977 --- --- 
LO TK 11 1904 -.- _-- 
LO TK 6 1935 --- _ _ _  
LO TK 6 1995 __-  ._- 

2 1959 1 1998 LO TK 
L U  TK 2 1972 1 2002 
L'3 TK 2 1972 1 20G2 
LO TK 2 1972 1 2002 

890.460 
42.000 
EZ).COO 
40.GCO 
3.000 
2.071) 
2.070 
2.070 

6 6 
15 20 
3.: 40 
23 23 

3 3 
2 2 
2 2 .  
2 2 

0 

k 
12 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

HArJSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
INDIAN RIVER(74/94) CT 
STANTON ENERGY CENTER 

(4391440) 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
A B  

1 

TOTAL: 

-: CITY OF LAKELAND 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEPl 
LARSEN 
U R S E N  
LARSEN 
MCINTOSH(33a/3.; 1) 
MCINTOSH 
MCINTOSH 
MCINTOSH 
IACINTOSH 
MCINTOSH 

TOTAL: 

2 
3 
5 
6 
7 
8 
3 

G T l  
IC 1 
IC2 
s71 
ST2 

CITY OF LAKE WORTH UTILITIES 
TOM G. SMITH s -1  
TOM G. SMITH s-5 
TOM G. SMITH s - 4  

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

UNIT FUEL TRANSP. FUEL TRANSP. SERVICE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 
TYPE TYPE METHOD TYPE METHOD MO. _vEnR MO. - SUMMER WINTER STATUS LOCATION k" ___ - ___ 

OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
BREVARD 

D 
D 
D 
D 

CCT 
ccw 
ccw 

CT 

IJS 
E!G 
LO 
L 3  
FIG 
WH 
WH 
K G  

FL LO Tt', 2 1572 
2 1972 PL LO TK 

TK _ _ _  _-- 2 1083 
TK --- --_ 2 1983 
FL LO TK 2 1983 

--_ -__ 11 1983 
_-- _- _ _ _  11 1933 
PL LO TK 7 1089 

__- 

1 2 x 2  2.070 
1 2002 2,070 
1 2013 2.500 
1 2013 2.500 
1 2013 35.COO 
1 2013 10.000 
1 2013 10,000 

_ _ _  _ _ _  82.800 

2 
2 
3 
3 

28 
10 
10 
9 

2 
2 
3 
3 

32 
10 
10 
11 

7 1987 --- --- 463,580 21 21 FS c RR -__ _ _ _  ORANGE 

FOLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 

CT 
CT 

ccw 
FS 
FS 
cc 
FS 
CT 
D 
D 
FS 
FS 

t IG 
r x  
WH 
NG 
rJG 
EJG 
C 

NG 
LO 
F! G 
NG 
IIG 

PL LO 
PI. LO 

PL HO 
PL HO 
PL LO 
E3 REF 
PL LO 
TK -__ 
PL --- 
PL HO 
PL HO 

..- _ _  

TK 
TK 

TK 
TK 
TK 
T K  
TK 

_ _ _  

__- 
--. 

TK 
TK 

11 
12 
4 

12 
2 
7 
9 

2 
6 

1962 
1952 
1955 
1959 
1966 
1992 
1582 
1973 
1970 
1970 
1571 
1976 

--- __-  11.250 
-.- _ _ _  11,250 
_ _ _  _ _ _  25,000 

7 1059 25,oco 
2 2001 50,000 

101,520 
--_ _ _ _  363.870 
_-_ _ _ _  26.640 
--- _ _ _  2.500 
_.- _ _ _  2.500 

1C3.0QO 10 2202 
7 2004 126,GOO 

-__ _ _ _  

172 189 

i o  
10 
29 
25 
50 
73 

2c5 
17 
3 
3 

67 
113 

14 
14 
31 
27 
50 
93 

205 
20 
3 
3 

87 
113 

625 660 

-. 
$: 
i' PALM BEACH FS PJG PL if0 TK 1 1961 --- --- 7.5CO 7 8 

PALM EEPCH FS I;G PL HO TK 11 1967 --_ _ - -  25 520 22 24 
PALM BEACH FS h G  PL H.3 TK 8 1971 --- _ _ _  32.580 32 33 tJ r - D 

13 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILI'TIES AS OF JANUARY 1,1999 

(7) (8) 

ALTERNAlE FUEL COML IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

SUMMER WINTER STATUS - -  MO. VEAR YEAR __ k W  ~ - -  
UNIT FUEL 
TYPE TYPE 

D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D Lc) 
D L 3  

CT LO 
CCT NG 
CCW WH 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

TA 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
PL 

LOCATION PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

TOM G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 
TOh4 G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 
TOM G. SMITH 

L:Ul 
MU2 
hlU3 
MU4 
hlU5 
GT-1 
GT-2 
5-5 

PALM EEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 
PALM BEACH 

12 1965 
12 1965 
12 1965 
12 1965 
12 1955 
12 1976 
3 1978 
3 1978 

2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 

26 31 
21 23 
9 9 

95  105 TOTAL: 

bb 
Cy, UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEW SMYRNA BEACH 

CRYSTAL RIVER(81 S/8?6) 3 CITRUS 
GLENCOE 1 VOLUSIA 
FIORTH CAUSEWAY 1 VOLUSIA 
SMITH 3 VOLUSIA 
ShllTH 4 VOLUSIA 
SMITH 6 VOLUSIA 
SMITH 7 VOLUSIA 
Stwl!TH 8 YOLUSlX 
SMITH 9 VOLUSIA 
SMITH 10 VOLUSIA 
SMITH 11 VOLUSIA 
SVJOOPE STATION 2 VOLUSIA 
SWOOPE STATIOH 3 VOLUSIA 
SWOOPE STATION 4 VOLUSIA 

N N 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D LO 
D KG 
D FIG 
D NG 

_._ 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
Ti< 
TK 
TK 
TK 
FL 
PL 
PL 

890.450 4 4 
759 1 1 
753 1 1 
840 1 1 

1.000 1 1 
1,800 2 2 
1,800 2 2 
1.1co 1 1 
2.000 2 2 
2.000 2 2 
2 .oco 2 2 

910 1 1 
2.050 2 2 
2.275 2 2 

TCTAL: 24 24 

OCALA ELECTRIC UTILITY 
CRYSTAL RNER(8141836) 11 11 3 CITRUS tl t l  

0 
n 
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1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

PRIMARY FUEL ALTERNATE FUEL COM'L IN- EXPTD GEE4 hlAX NET 
UNIT FUEL TRANSP. FUEL TRANSP. SERVICE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. LOCATION TYPE TYPE METHOD TYFE METHOD YEAR MO. YEAR __ kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS 

ORLANDO UTILITIES COMMISSION 
CRYSTAL RRIER(814/836) 
Il lDlAN RIVER 
ItlDlAN RIVER 
IIJDIAN RIVER 
ItJDIAN RIVER(74194) CT 
It IDIAN RIVER(2I 41254) CT 
MCINTOSH(338/34 1) 
ST. LUClE (8391853) 
STANTON ENERGY CENTER 

(438/440) 
& STANTON ENERGY CENTER v (4511441) 

3 
1 
2 
3 

A.B 
C D  

3 
2 
1 

2 

CITRUS 
BREVARD 
BREVARD 
BREVARD 
BREVARD 
BREVARD 
POLK 
ST. LUClE 
ORANGE 

ORANGE 

N N 
FS tJG 
FS NG 
FS NG 
CT NG 
CT NG 
FS C 
N N 
FS C 

FS C 

_-- 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
RR 
TK 
RR 

RR 

_-- 
HO 
HO 
HO 
LO 
LO 

REF 

-__ 
WA 
w A 
WA 
TK 
TK 
TK 

3 1977 --- --- 
2 1960 --_ --_ 

12 1964 -_- --- 
2 1974 --- -_- 
7 1989 --- -__ 
8 1992 --- _ _ _  
9 1982 --- --_ 
6 1933 -_- --- 
7 1987 _.- --- 

6 1996 --- --- 

650.453 
86.7CO 

237.600 
344.500 
82.800 

260.000 
363.870 
839,000 
464,sao 

13 
88 

201 
319 

36 
170 
133 
51 

302 

13 
90 

205 
324 

46 
200 
136 
52 

304 

464.520 319 319 

TOTAL: 1.632 1.689 

REEDY CREEK IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 
1 ORANGE cc ric PL _._ _ _ _  1 1983 1 2018 43.000 39 40 CENTRAL ENERGY PLANT ~~ ~- 

Dl-D2 ORANGE D LO TK _._ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  1 2010 5.030 5 5 
ORANGE OT '&A _ _ _  _ _ _  _.- 1 1S08 1 20;o 4 oco 4 4 

REEDY CREEK DIESEL 
EEEDY CREEK THERMAL 1 

48 49 TOTAL: 

SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. INC. 
CRYSTAL RIVER(814/836) 3 CITRUS 
SE t.1ItJOLE 1 PUTNAM 

SEL!INOLE 2 PUTNAM 

TOTAL: 

r.1 11 
FS C 
FS C 

3 1977 _ _ _  _ _ _  800.4E3 15 15 
2 1984 ---  _ _ _  711.5:? 633 665 
1 1085 --- _ _ _  714.6;; 633 665 

-0 > 
0 

1.291 1,345 m 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

CITY OF ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 
ST. CLOUD 

. TOTAL: 

S I T Y  OF TALLAHASSEE 
' CRYSTAL RNER(814/836) 

HOPKINS 
HOPKINS 
HOPKINS 
HOPKINS 
PURDOM 

. PURDOM 
PURDOM 
PURDOM 
PURDOM 
C H. CORN HYDRO 
C H. CORN HYDRO 
C H CORNHYDRO 

TOTAL: 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
BIG BEND 
BIG BEND 
91s BEND 
EIG BEND 

(2) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 

3 
1 
2 

G T l  
GT2 

5 
6 
7 

G T l  
GT2 

1 
2 
3 

ST1 
STZ 
ST3 
ST4 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELlASlLlTY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3) 

LOCATION 

OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOL4 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 
OSCEOLA 

CITRUS 
LEON 
LEON 
LEON 
LEON 
WAKULLA 
WAKULLA 
WAKULLA 
WAKULLA 
WAKULLA 
LEON/ 
GADSENl 
LIBERTY 

HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 

(4) 

UNIT 
TYPE 

IC 
IC 
IC 
IC 
IC 
IC 
IC 

N 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
HY 
HY 
HY 

FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

(5) (6) 

PRIMARY FUEL 
FUEL 
TYPE 

NG 
NG 
NG 
t.1G 
N G 
NG 
NG 

N 
NG 
NG 
NG 
FIG 
NG 
FIG 
NG 
FIG 
NS 

V J  4T 
WAT 
VJAT 

c 

C 
C 

r " 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

PL 
P i  
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

___ 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
W h  
WA 
VJA 

WA 
W A  
\.';A 
V I A  

(T) (8) - 
ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL. 
TVfE 

LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

-_- 
HO 
HO 
LO 
LO 
t!O 
HO 
HO 
LO 
LO 
_-_ 
_-- 
_ _ _  

_ _ _  
__- 
__- 
_ _ _  

16 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

_-- 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
WA 
WA 
WA 
Ti< 
TK _ _ _  
--- 
_ _ _  

-.. 

_ _ _  
_ _ _  

COM'L IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 
SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 
MO."lo. - SUMMER WINTER STATUS k" ~ - - 

7 1982 --- --- 
12 1974 --- --- 
9 1982 --- -- 
8 1961 -_- --- 
3 1967 --- --_ 
9 1982 --- --- 
4 1977 --- --- 

3 1977 --- --- 
5 1971 3 2016 

10 1977 3 2022 
2 1970 3 2015 
9 1972 3 2017 
4 1958 9 1909 
1 1961 9 1999 
6 1966 3 2011 

12 1963 3 2098 
5 1964 3 2G09 
9 1985 --- --- 
8 1985 --- --- 
1 ige6 --- _ _ _  

10 1970 --- --- 
4 1973 --- -_- 
5 1976 _-- --- 
2 1985 --- --- 

2,000 2 2 
5.850 .6 5 
2.000 2 2 
3,750 3 3 
3,750 3 3 
6,300 6 6 
6,445 6 6 M  

22 21 

890.460 11 11 
75.OGO 76 80 

238 248 259.250 
16,320 12 14 
27.000 24 26 
25.000 24 24 
25.000 24 24 
50.000 50 50 
15,000 10 10 
15.000 10 10 

4.0CO 4 4 
4.000 4 4 
3.000 3 3 

490 508 

445,550 421 431 
445.500 421 431 
445.5CO 428 439 
486.000 442 447 , w 

6- 



PLANT NAME AND UNIT NO. 

BIG E N D  
BIG BEND 
BIG BEND 
DINNER LAKE 
GANNON 
GANNON 
GANNON 
GP.tlNON 
GANNON 
GANNON 
GANNON 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
PHILLIPS PLANT 
PHILLIPS PLANT 
PHILLIPS PLANT 
PHILLIPS PLANT 
FOLK 

TOTAL: 

C!TY OF VERO EEPCH 
:.lUNICIPAL PLANT 
:.lUNICIPAL PLANT 
MUNICIPAL PLANT 
MUNICIPAL PLANT 
MUNICIPAL PLANT 

GT l  
GT2 
GT3 

1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

GT l  
1 .  
2 
3 
4 
5 
3 

IC1 
IC2 
IC5 

1 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES CIS OF JANUARY 1, 1999 

(3) 

LOCATIC N 

HILLSSOilSUGrl 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HIGHLANDS 
HILLS BOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HIGHLANDS 
HIGHLAPIDS 
HIGHLANDS 
HIGHLANDS 
PQLK 

IIIDIAEI RIVER 
II-IDIAN RIVER 
INDIAN RIVER 
IIJDIAN RIVER 
INDIAH RIVER 

UNIT FUEL 
TYPE TYPE 

CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

HRSG 
D 
D 
D 

IGCC 

FS 
CCW 
FS 
FS 

CCT 

LO 
LO 
LO 
NG 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

LC 
HO 
HO 
PO 
HO 
H3 
WH 
HO 
HO 
I .o 
C 

EIS 
t;G 
PIG 
I.: G 
f:G 

TRANSP. 
METHOD 

VJA 
V:A 
WA 
PL 
WA 
WA 
WA 
VJA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 

_ _ _  
TK 
TK 

Ti< 

__- 

FL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

(9) 

&TERNATE FUEL COM'L IN- EXPTD GEN MAX NET 

TYPE METHOD MO. YEAR MO. YEAR __ -. -- - -  kW SUMMER WINTER STATUS 
FUEL TRANSP. SERVlCE RTRMNT NAMEPLATE CAPABILITY - MW 

2 1969 
11 1974 
11 1974 
12 1966 
9 1957 

11 1958 
10 1960 
11 1963 
11 1965 
10 1967 
3 1969 
7 1948 
6 1950 
8 1950 

10 1953 
5 1355 
6 1983 
6 1983 
6 1983 
1 1956 
9 1996 

18.000 
70.750 
78.750 
12,650 

125,000 
125.000 
179.5iO 
187.500 
239.360 
445.500 

18,000 
33,000 
34.530 
34.500 
49,000 
81.600 

3.6CO 
19,215 
19.215 

6@0 
326,229 - 

12 17 
57 Eo 
57 80 
11 11 hl 
99 49 
93 93 

145 1% 
169 1 .m 

362 392 
12 11 
32 34 
32 34 
32 34 
41 43 
67 67 

17 17 
17 17 

250 2x3 

227 232 

3 3 M  

1 1 M  

3,433 3.587 

3 
FO Ti< 11 1961 --- --- 12.5CO 13 13 t3 _ _ _  16.5GO 13 t 3  m H 3  TK 0 1964 --- 

HO TK 8 1976 --- .__ 55.000 55 56 
LO TK 12 1sc2 --- ..- 41.430 35 40 

HC) TK 9 1971 --- _._ 33,000 33 33 q&3 
2 
0 
ll 

TOTAL: 
155 . 

150 

TOTAL FRCC EXISTING: 35,165 36.80 w 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
FUTURE GENERATING CAPABILITY INSTALLATIONS, CHANGES, AND REMOVALS 

(JANUARY 1,1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31,2008) 

(11) 

GENERATOR 
MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL 

FUEL FUEL TRANSPORATION INSERVICE - UNIT 
TYPE PRIMARY ALTERNATE PRIMARY ALTERNATE (MONR) 

UNIT 
UTILITY POWER PLANT NAME NO. LOCATION 

1999 - 

NAMEPLATE NET CAPABILITY fMW) 
k W  SUMMER WINTER STATUS 

FPL 
FFL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 
F PC 
F!3P 
Fi1P 
LA K 
L4K 
TAL 
T ;i 

PORT EVERGLADES GT's 
LAUDERDALE GT's 
LAUDERDALE GT's 
FT. MYERS GT's 
PORT EVERGLADES 
PORT EVERGLADES 
CAPE CANAVERAL 
MANATEE 
MANATEE 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
PUTNAM 
PUTNAM 
HlNES ENERGY COMPLEX 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
ANCLOTE 
DEBARY 
STOCK ISLAND 
STOCK ISLAND 
MCINTOSH 
LARSEN 
PURDOM 
FURDOM 

BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
LEE 
BROWARD 
BROWARD 
BREVARD 
MANATEE 
MANATEE 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
PUTNAhl 
PUTNAM 
POLK 
CITRUS 
CITRUS 
PASCO 
VOLUSIA 
MONROE 
MONROE 
POLK 
POLK 
WAKULL4 
L':AKULVI 

CT 
",T 
(3T 
CT 
FS 
FS 
F S  
FS 
FS 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
N 

FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 

LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
N 
c 

HO 
NG 
LO 
LO 
NG 
NG 
NG 
NG 

WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
FL 
FL 
TK 

VJA.RR 
PL 
PL 
VJA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
FL 

__ 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
- 1 1  
TK 4 1  
- 5 1  
- 5 1  
PL 5 1  

TK.RR 6 1  
- 6 1  
__ 6 1  
TK 6 1  
TK 7 1  
TK 9 1  
.r u 9 1  

19Y9 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1599 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1969 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1959 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 

._. 

.._ . 
-.- 

._. 

... 
_._ 
.._ 

863.330 
863.300 
204,000 
, 204,000 --_ 

__- 
_._ 

830.423 
739.260 
556,200 
115,000 

19.770 
19,770 

245.050 
25.009 
25,030 
25.000 

18 7 A  
18 7 A  
18 7 A  
14 10 A 

1 1 A  
(2)  1 A  
10 9 A  
21 21 A 

27 A 27 
40 (5 )  A 
32 ( 5 )  A 
14 O A  
14 O A  

470 505 V 
20 16 A 
17 17 A 
0 0 CA 
0 0 CA 

18 18 w 
l e  18 w 

264 V 217 
(25) (27) R 
(24) (24) R 
(24) (24) R 

2 
4 
1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 

' 2  
1 
3 
5 
1 

P8 
CT2 
CT3 

5 
6 
5 
E 

- 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

_ _  
NG 
LO 

- 
LO 
t!o 
HO 
HO 

LEE 
BROWARD 
BREVARD 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
DUVAL 
CITRUS 
CITRUS 
WAKULW 

CT 
FS 
FS 

ccw 
ccw 

FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CC 

LC! 
HO 
HO 
NG 
NG 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
c 

HO 
C 
c 

NS 

- 
NG 
t4G 
LO 
L 3  

v:A 
LVA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
WA 
WA 
VIA 
LVA 
WA 
W A  
WA 

WA.RR 
WA.RR 

PL 

1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
I t  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
3 1  
4 1  
4 1  
5 1  

2003 
2GOO 
2000 
2000 
2900 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
21300 
2000 
2000 
2 x 0  
2cco 

_.. 
402.C50 
402.050 
204.000 
204.003 
445,500 
445,500 
125,000 
125,OCO 
i39.350 
445.EC5 
149.600 
739.250 
m . e c o  
259 eco 

39 
14 
3 

10 
23 
(5) 
( 5 )  
20 
25 
(9) 
0 

(97) 
17 
24 

233 

A'  
A 
A 
A 
A 

D 
A 
A 
D 
G 
R 

P 
L 

@ e  

n 

F i L  
FPL 
FFL 
FPL 
FPL 
T EC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
JEA 
FPZ 
F.2, -. 

1 - _  

F i .  MYERS GT's 
PORT EVERGLADES 
CAPE CANAVERAL 
MARTIN 
MARTIN 
BIG BEND 
BIG BEND 
GANNON 
GANNON 
GANNON 
GANNON 
KENNEDY 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
PCRDOI~l 

3 
2 
3 
4 

ST 1 
S i 2  

1 
2 
5 
E 
10 
4 

L 

'D 
D 
G, 
m 

- 
RR 
RR 
RR 
RR 
PL 
.- 

-- 
TU 

- 
NS k 

18 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDlf4ATING COUNCIL 
FUTURE GENERATING CAPABILITY INSTALLATIONS, CHANGES, AND REMOVALS 

(JANUARY 1,1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31,2008) 

GENERATOR 
COMMERCIAL MAXIMUM 

UNIT UNIT FUEL FUEL T ~ N S P O ! U T I O N  IN-SERVICE NAMEPLATE NET CAP13ILI;Y (M’W 
CilL17Y POVJER PLAXT NAME NO. LCCATiON TYPE FRIMARY ALTERNATE PRIMARY ALTERNATE (MOMR) LW SUMMER WINTER STATUS 

KENNEDY 
J. R. KELLY 
UNKNOWN 
UNKNOWN 
INTERCESSION CITY 
INTERCESSION CITY 
INTERCESSION CITY 

GT? DU‘JAL 

GTI  UNKNOWN 
GTZ UNKNOWN 
P12 OSCEOLA 
P13 OSCEOLA 
P14 OSCEOLA 

e ALPCHUA 
CT 
FS 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 

ccw 
FS 

ccw 
ccw 
CT 
CT 
CT 

CCT 
CCVJ 

FS 
CT 

CCV? 
D 

NG 
tJG 
NG 
NG 
NG 
N G 
NG 

l.IG 
HO 
NG 
NG 
N G 
NG 
NG 
NG 
WH 
NG 
N G 
NG 
LO 
NG 
HO 
HO 
NG 
NG 
C 

EO 
H 3  
ti0 

LO 
HO 
1.0 
LO 
1.0 
LO 
LO 

- 
r4 G 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

ti0 
LO 

HC 
LO 
NG 
t G  
LO 
LO 

NG 
Nr; 
R Z  

-. 

_. 

_ _  

PL WA 5 I 2oco 185,000 149 186 U 

PL TK 11 I 2occ 169.005 150 150 P 
PL TK 11 I i3co (5O.CcO)  (50)  (50) R 

FL TK 11 I 2000 160,003 150 150 P 
PL PL.TI< 12 I 2000 .._ - 83 99 u 
FL PL.TK 12 I 2OCO ... 83 99 u 
PL PL.TK 12 I 2300 .._ 83 99 u 

J E4 

SEC 
SEC 
FPC 
F PC 
FPC 

Gag 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
J G \  
J =A 

cr GRU 
LAK 
FPC 
FPL 
FKE 

2001 

FT. MYERS EXPANSION 
CAPE CANAVERAL 
IAUDERDALE 
IAUDERDALE 

- 
I1 CT1 LEE 

2 BREVARD 
4 BROWARD 
5 BROWARD 

G T l  DUVAL 
GT2 DUVAL 

2 POLK 
CT4 ALACHUA 
FS8 ALACHUA 

7 POLK 
PZ SUWANNEE 

LEE 
MONROE 

WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

PL 
PL 

L’JA 
TK 
PL 

‘.“!A 
V.’A 
PL 
PL 

VJA, RR 
TK 
T/  
TK 

- 

-. 

- 
- 
- 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

TK 
TK 

TK 
TK 
PL 
PL 
TK 
TK 

PL 
PL 
PL 

- 

- 

- 

1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
2 1  
2 1  
3 I  
5 1  
6 1  
6 1  
6 1  

10 I 
10 I 
11 I 
12 I 
12 I 
i 2  I 
12 i 
12 I 

2001 
2001 
2001 * 
2001 
2001 
2031 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2co1 
2301 
2G01 
2001 
2001 
2-21 
io01 
2301 
2G01 
2301 
23 2 1 

2”: 

_.- 
402,050 

34.228 
34.228 

185,000 
185.000 

96.140 
50.000 
50.000 

__. 

. .~ 

.-. 
3.500 

250.003 
75,000 

:E.C.ECO 

185,000 
440.550 

X . 5 0 0  
37.50C 
75.0CO 

5a7.000 

149 
0 

10 
10 

149 
149 
155 
70 
40 

0 
52 
4 

240 

(50 )  

(67) 
(142) 
488 
149 

17 
(33) 
(22) 
(ao) 

182 
3 

10 
10 

186 
186 
180 
70 
40 

0 
180 

4 
250 
(57) 

(142) 
572 
186 

17 

(50) 

(34) 
(33) 
(80) 

P 
A 
A 
A 
P 
P 
P 
L 

RP 
R 

CA 
P 
P 
P 
R 
R 
T 
P 
A 
p. 
Fc 
R 

BRANDY BRANCH PLANT 
BRANDY BRA!.ICH PIANT 
POLK 
J R.KELlY 
J R.KELCY 
LARSEN 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
FT. MYERS EXPANSION I1 
MARATHON 

r(UA’FMP CANE ISLAND 3 OSCEOIA - cc 
SOUTHSIDE 
SOUTHSIDE 
PAYNE CREEK 
BRANDY BRANCH PLANT 
CRYSTAL RIVER 
SUWANNEE RiVER 
S’JLVANhEE RIVE3 
SUWANNEE RIVER 

4 DUV4L 
5 DUVAL 

GT3 DUVAL 
HARDEE 

1 CITRUS 
1 SU’rVPNNEE 
2 S ~ L V > W ~ E 5  
3 SUWANNEE 

FS 
FS 
cc 
CT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

J E4 
J L A  
SEC 
JEA 
FPC 
FPC 
F?S 
F?C 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
K 3 A  
KUA 
K!JA 
x 2: 
%ti : 

- 2002 

FT. MYERS EXPANSION I1 
FT MYERS GTs 
SANFORD EXPAHSION 12 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 
HANSEL 

LEE 
LEE 

CT1 VOLUSIA 
e OSCEOLA 
14 OSCEOLA 
13 OSCEOLA 
4 -  - 3  OSCEOL4 
.I CSCECLA .- 

CCVL 
CT 

ccw 
!c: 
IC 
IC 
IC, 
IC 

NS 
LC) 
NG 
VJG 
NG 
NG 
tiG 
NG 

-. WA 
.- W A  
_ _  VIA 
LO FL 
LO P: 
LO PL 
LO PL 
LO PL 

- 1 1  
._ 1 1  
.- 1 1  
TK 1 1  
TK 1 1  
TK 1 1  
TU 1 I  
TK 1 1  

2002 ..~ 

20G2 _._ 
2002 -.- 

2002 3.000 
2co2 2.070 
2OG2 2.070 
2c02 2,070 
2302 2.070 

p . 0  ~n 
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1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
FUTURE GENERATING CAPABILITY INSTALLATIONS, CHANGES, AND REMOVALS 

(JANUARY 1.1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31,2008) 

(4) ( 2 :  (51 t5) (7) (6) (9) (10) (1 1) (12) (13) 

GENERATOR 
COMMERCIAL MAXIMUM 

UNIT UNIT - FUEL FUEL TiUNSPORPTION INSERVICE NAHEPLATE NET CAPABILITY fHW) 

UTILITY POWER PLANT NAME NO. LOCATION M P E  PR'MARY ALTERNATE PRIMARY ALTERNATE (MONR) kW SUMMER WlNTER STATUS 

NG LO PL TK 1 I 2002 2.070 ( 2 )  (2)  R KUA HANSEL 18 OSCEOLA IC 

JEA NORTHSIDE 2 DUVAL i S  FET C RR RR 4 I 2002 297,500 269 269 R?.CA 
JEA NORTHSIDE 1 DUVAL FS PET r_ RR RR 297.500 7 7 RP.CA 4 I 2002 

_ _ _  . 53 179 P 6 I 2002 FPL SANFORD EXPANSION I2 VO LU S IA CCVJ Pic; - WA - 
LAK MCINTOSH 
SEC UNKNOWN GT3 UNKKOWN CT NG LO PL TK 11 I 2032 180,000 150 150 P 

CT NG LO PL TK 11 I 2002 180,000 150 150 P SEC UNKNOWN GT4 UNKNOWN 
SEC UNKNOWN GT5 UNKNOWN CT NG LO PL TK 11 I 2002 180.000 150 150 P 
SEC UNKNOWN GT6 UNKNOWN OT NG LO PL TK 180,000 150 150 P 11 I 2092 

LAK MCINTOSH 5 POLK CCW W H  - - - 1 I 2032 120,030 120 120 P 

ST l  POLK FS NG HO PL TK 10 I 2002 iO3.0@0 (87) (87) R 

FPL 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
SEC 
SEC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 

TEC 
IAK 
IAK 
FPC 
SEC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 

SANFORD EXPANSION I2 . 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
HOOKERS POINT 
POLK 
UNKNOWN 
UNKNOWN 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS 
HlGGlNS 
RIO PlNAR 

- 2004 

POLK 
MCINTOSH 
MCINTOSH 
HINES ENERGY COMPLEX 
UNKNOVJN 
AVON PARK 
AVON PARK 
TURNER 
TURNER 

VOLUSIA 
1 HILLSBOROUGH 
2 HILLSBOROUGH 
3 HILLSBOROUGH 
4 HILLSBOROUGH 
5 HILLSBOROUGH 
3 POLK 

G I 7  UNKNOWN 
GT8 UNKNOWN 
P1 PINELLAS 
P2 PINELLAS 
P3 PINELLAS 
P4 PINELLAS 
P1 ORANGE 

4 POLK 
4 POLK 

ST2 POLK 
2 POLK 

GT9 UNKNOWN 
P1 HIGHLANDS 
P2 HIGHLANDS 
P1 VOLUSlA 
F2 VOLUSIA 

ccw 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
CT 
CT 

CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 

cr  

CT 
P6 
i s  
cc 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 
CT 

NG 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
HO 
NG 
NG 
14 G 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

1; z 
c 

N G 
NG 
t45 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

.-. 

- 
LO 
L 9  
LO 
NG 
NG 
NG 
I 4  .; 

LO 

HO 
LO 
1.0 
NS 

- 

- 

WA 
WA 
VJA 
WA 
WA 
WA 
PL 
PL 
PL 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

PL 
RR 
PL 
PL 
PL 
TK 
TK 
TK 
TK 

- 
TK 
TK 
TK 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  

11 I 
11 I 
12 I 
12 I 
12 I 
12 I 
12 I 

TK 1 1  
- 5 1  
TK 7 1  
TK 11 I 
TK 11 .! 
PL 12 I 
- 12 I 
- 12 I 
-. 12 I 

2003 
2003 
2033 
2003 
2003 
2003 
20C3 
2003 
2303 
2003 
20C3 
2003 
2023 
2003 

_ _ _  
33.000 
34.500 
34,500 
49.000 
81.600 

180.030 
180.000 
33.790 
33.790 
42.925 
42525 
19,290 

_ _ _  

2054 _ _ _  
2004 238.GG0 
2034 125,COrl 
2004 -_- 
2004 18O.GO3 
2004 33,750 
2oc-l 33.790 
2304 lS.250 
2004 19 253  
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1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
FUTURE GENERATING CAPABILITY INSTALLATIONS, CHANGES, AND REMOVALS 

(JANUARY 1,1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31.2008) 

GENERATOR 
COMMERCIAL MAXIMUM 

UNIT UNIT FUEL FUEL TFUNSPOMTICN INSERVICE NAMEPLATE NET CAPABILIlY [MW) 
SUMMER WNTER STdTL'S kW UTILITY POWER PLANT NAME NO. LOCATIO% TYPE PR!MARY ALTERNATE PRIMARY ALTERNATE (MONR) 

2005 

CT NG LO FL TK 1 I 2005 _._ 155 180 P POLK 5 POLK 
BRANDY BRANCH PLANT CC DUVAL cc NG LO PL TK 585.840 149 6 I 2D05 
UNKNOWN GTlO UNKNOL'dN CT NG LO PL TK 11 I 2005 18o.oon 150 150 P 

186 P,A 
TEC 
JEA 
SEC 

FPL 
F PC 
SEC 

F MP 
Lq FPL c? TEC 

JEA 
SEC 

FPL 
TEC 
TAL 

MARTIN 
HINES ENERGY COMPLEX 
UNKNOWN 

5 WARTIN 
3 POLK 

G T l l  UNKNOWN 

cc NG 
cc t!G 
CT NG 

LO 
LO 
LO 

PL 
PL 
PL 

_. 1 1  
TK 11 I 
TK 11 I 

2006 ~.. 
2308 _ _ _  
2006 180.000 

419 448 P 
495 567 P 
150 150 P 

2007 

CANE ISLAND 
MARTIN 
POLK 
UNSITED CT 
UNKNOWN 

4 OSCEOLA 
6 MARTIN 
6 POLK 

CT UNKNOWN 
GT12 UNKNOWN 

CT KG 
cc N .ci 
CT NG 
CT NC- 
CT t.(G 

LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 
LO 

PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 
PL 

TK 1 1  
- 1 1  
TK 1 1  
TK 6 1  
TK 11 I 

2007 80,000 
2007 --_ 
2007 _ _ _  
2007 195,280 
2007 180.000 

80 80 P 
419 448 P 
155 l e 0  P 
149 186 P 
150 150 P 

2008 

UNSITED CC 
POLK 
PURDOM 

- 
U N Kh OWN CC NG LO PL _ _  1 / 2C09 -.- 

7 PCLK CT NG LO PL TK 1 icoa ..- 

GT1 VJAKULLA CT NG LO PL TK 3 I 2008 15.0C3 

FRCC FUTURE TOTAL: 9,653 10.684 

I 1  The Ft Myers Expans!on project includes the inilial c;eralion of five 1491182 h1W CTs as part of the repoher,ng of Ft hl,ers 1 
12 The Sanford Ekpansion project includes Ihe inilial opeiation of five 14911e2 MVJ CT's as part of the repowering of Sanford 3 8 4 over ttLe wJrse of cne year 

2 cver Ihe course of one year 



( 7 )  

YEAR 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2C08 

(1) 

(2) 

INSTALLED 
CAPACITY 

36,125 
36.518 
38.065 
39.675 
40.864 
41,301 
42,162 
42,731 
44,179 
44.893 

(MW) 

(2) 

INSTALLED 
CAPACITY 

YEAR 
19991  00 
;coo I 01 
2001 I 02 
2002 I 03 
2003 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 06 
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2008 I 09 

0 
37.803 
39.497 
41.549 
43.225 
43.539 
44.461 
45.245 
45,670 
47,634 
47.624 

(3) 
NET 

CONTRACTED 
FIRM 

INTERCHANGE 

(MW) 
1,640 
1,755 
1.682 
1.658 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1.566 
1,566 

(3) 
NET 

CONTRACTED 
FIRM 

INTERCHANGE 
(MW) 
1,772 
1.694 
1,671 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,5€5 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
SUMMARY OF CAPACITY, DEMAND, AND RESERVE MARGIN 

AT TIME OF SUMMER PEAK 

(4) 
PROJECTED 

FIRM 
NET TO GRID 
FROM NUG 

2,076 
2.076 
2.076 
2.055 
2.055 
2.055 
2.045 
1,912 
1,906 
1 ,891 

(MW) 

( 5 )  

TOTAL 
AVAILABLE 
CAPACITY 

(MW) 
39.841 
40.349 
41.823 
43.387 
44.484 
44.921 
45.772 
46.208 
47.651 
48.350 

(6) 

TOTAL PEAK 
DEMAND 

16.788 
37.541 
38.223 
38,959 
39,781 
40.593 
41,433 
42.398 
43,252 
44.066 

(MW) -~ 

(7) (8) 

RESERVE MARGIN 
VIlO EXERCISING 

LOAD MANAGEMENT a INT. 
(MW) % O F  PEAK 
3.053 8% 
2.803 I /o  

3.600 9% 
4.428 1 1 % 
4.703 12% 
4.328 11% 
4.333 161.6 
3.810 9% 
4.399 10% 
4.284 1096 

-3, 

!9) 

FIRM 
PEAK 

DEMAND 

(MW) 
34.023 
34.763 
35,380 
36.1 57 
36.988 
37.804 
39.638 
39.597 
40.443 
41,266 

(10) (11) 

RESERVE MARGIN 
WITH EXERCISING 

LOAD MANAGEMENT b INT. 
% OF PEAK (MW) 

5.818 17% 
5.646 
6.443 
7,230 
7.496 
7.117 
7,134 
6.61 1 
7,208 
7.ce4 

16% 
18% 
20% 
20% 
19% 
18% 
17% 
18% 
17% 

SUMMARY OF CAPACITY, DEMAND, AND RESERVE MARGIN 
AT TIME OF WINTER PEAK 

(4 1 (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 
PROJECTED 

NET 70 GRID AVAILA6LE TOTAL PEAK WIO EXERCISING PEAK 
RESERVE MARGIN 
WITH EXERCISING 

F I W  FIRM TOTAL RESERVE M.9RGIN 

FROM NUG CAPACITY DEMAND LOAD MANAGEMENT 8 i!(T. DEMAND LOAD MANAGEMENT a INT. 
% OF PEAK (MW) (MW) (MW) (MW) %OFPEAK (MW) . (MY;) 

2,129 41,704 39.989 1,715 35.977 5.727 16% 
2.129 
2.129 
2.108 
2.108 
2.003 
1.935 
1 .s59 
1.944 
1.944 

43.220 
45.349 
46.899 
47.213 
48.125 
48.775 
50.195 
51.144 
51.134 

40.928 
41 .E55 
42.808 
43.726 
44.E51 
45.553 
45,SCO 
47.502 
48.441 

2.392 
3.484 
4.091 
3.487 
3.474 
3 223 
3.595 
3.642 
2.693 

NOTE: COLUMN 9 "FIRIA PEAK DEMAND" = TOTAL PEAK DEMAND - INTE&RUFTl@LE LOAD - L 0 4 D  M>.NAGEhlENl 

36.819 
37.733 
38.749 
39.663 
40.566 
41.453 
42.476 
43,374 
44.286 

6.531 
7.556 
8.150 
7.550 
7.559 
7,32F: 
7,719 
7,770 
6.843 

18?& 
20% 
21% 
19% 
19% 
18% 
18% 
18% 
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1999 LOAD 6 RESOURCE PLAN - FRCC REGION 
SCHEDULE OF CONTRACTED IMPORTS BY UTILITY - MW 

SUM Ivl ER 
FIRM . . . . . . . 

YEAR ' FPC FPL GRU J EA TAL TOTAL 
1999 445 921 32 460 104 1,962 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
445 

921 
92 1 
92 1 
921 
921 
92 1 
92 1 
92 1 
92 1 

364 
291 
292 
200 
2co 
200.  
200 
200 
200 

25 1,755 
25 1,682 

0 1,658 
0 1,566 
0 1,566 
0 1,566 
0 1,568 
0 1,566 
0 1,566 

WINTER 
FIRM 

YEAR ' FPC FPL GRU J EA TAL TOTAL 
1999100 435 921 0 302 104 1,772 
2000/0 1 
2001102 
2 0 0 210 3 
2003104 
2004105 
2005106 
2006!07 
2007108 
20oa109 

445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
445 
4: 5 
435 
4d5 

92 1 
921 
92 1 
S2! 
92 1 
921 
921 
92 1 
321 

303 

209 
23.0 
200 
200 
250 
290 
209 

280 
25 
25 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,694 
1,671 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,558 
1,563 
1,566 

' FPC includes 36 hlW from SEFA in their irnport thzt  is d:s;iibu!ed t o  other 
companies. 
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1999 LOAD & RESOURCE PLAN - FRCC REGION 
SCHEDULE OF CONTRACTED EXPORTS BY UTILITY - MW 

SUMMER 
FIRM . .. . 

YEAR FPC FPL GRU J EA TAL TOTAL 
1999 275 0 47 0 0 322 
2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2003 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WINTEK 
FIRM . .. -.-. 

YEAR FPC FPL GRU JEA TAL TOTAL 
1999100 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2000/01 
2001102 
2002103 
2003104 
2004105 
2 0 0 510 6 
2006107 

2008109 
20071oa 

24 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORiDA PELIADILITY COORCINATING COUNCIL 

EXISTING EON-UTILITY GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY I ,  I 999  

0 1  141 (51 161 17; 181 101 1101 1111 

UhlT 
UTlL FAClLlM HAUE NO. 

m 
ANHEUSER BUSCH 
BAPTIST HOSPITAL 
JEFFERSON SMURF.7 

ST VINCENTS HOSFITIL 
RING PowEi l  L w c i  .L 

TOTAL . 

SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. INC. 

W O E E  POWER S747ION 4 1 
HAROEE POWER STATICN .I 2 

TOTAL: 

TAMPA ELECTR~C coupaw 

C F INDUSTRIES 1 
Cl lY OF TAMPA REF LSE I 1 
CITY OF TAMPA SEbhGE 1 5  
CUTRALE CITRUS JUICES L S A  1 3  
F A R M 0  HYORO 1 
HILLS COUNM REFUSE 1 
IMC AGRICO NEW WMES 1 2  
IMC AGRICO NICHCLES 1 
IMC AGRICO SOUTH P EKCE 1 2  
NITRAM 1 
O W G E  COGEN LF N4 
ST JOSEF-1 S H?C> 1 

TOTAL 

P3TENTIAL EXPOilT 10 GR:O 
CCMWERCIFL AT TIME OF PEAK. MW 

FUEL TYr5 I9-SERVliF FIRU ASAVAILABLE _______ 
LOiAlIO'I rm PRI ALT (MONRI SUM WIN SUM WIt1 ~- -- ____ -- 

OWAL 
DWAL 
O W M  
Dlh'AL 
OWAL 

COG NG - MI88 0 3  0 0  0 0  0 0  
C 00 NG - 10182 0 5  0 0  0 0  1 0  
CCG NG .- M 83 0 3  0 0  8 3  8 0  
CCG NG - w102 0 3  0 0  I O  1 0  
COG NS - 0 3  0 0  0 0  3 .I 

0'2 0 0  9 J  10 3 

1 1 3 1  __ __ __ 

HAC(0EE cc ti; LO 0 1 3 3  2210 .330 00 03 
HAqOEE GT NG LO 011% 74 0 9 1  0 0 0  0 0  

is90 3 6 2 0  0 0  C O  

HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
HILLSBOROUGH 
POLK 
POLK 
HILLSBORCUGH 
POLK 
POLK 
POLK 
HlLLSaOROUGH 
POLK 
V!LLSBSR3UGH 

COG 
SPP 
SPP 
CCG 
COG 
S?P 
COG 
COG 
COG 
COG 
C CG 
COG 

'Le? 
L-685 
C7.89 
l a 8 7  
13mo 
M I 8 7  
12184 
12182 
09'PZ 
04 E5 
01m5 
U . 9 3  - 

0 3  
13 I 
0 0  
0 0  
0 0  

26 1 
0 0  
C 0  
09 
0 0  

21 3 
?,I ___ - 

0 0  
2 8  
0 0  
0 0  
0 0  

2 6 1  
0 0  
0 0  
0 0  
0 0  

21 9 
0 0  __ 

0 )  1 9  
0 0  0 0  
0 3  0 0  
0 0  0 0  
1 4  1 4  
0 0  0 0  
0 1  0 1  
0 0  0 0  
1 4  1 4  
0 0  0 0  
0 0  o c  
0 1  c J 

3 9  3 8  

5 7 4  1194 

_ _ -  

CF LOAD 
SERVED BY YAkIMUM NCRMFL 

aF GENERATIGY GEISERATOR OUTPUT 
WW) lUV4 

SUM KIN SUM WIN STATUS - - - - _ _  

7 2  9 4  8 0  9 3  c 
6 2  6 2  7 0  110 c 

310 c 2 5  9 25 0 31 0 
1 0  c 0 5  i 3  1 3  
1 0  c G 4  1 3  1 0  

0 0  
0 0  

2 5 9 0  C 
93 0 C 

0 0  2 2 4 0  
0 0  1 4  0 

iS 7 2s 7 266 
2 1  0 5  16 1 

1 5  1 5  
6 9  

25 8 
€ 9  l S  6 9  

24 4 24 4 
3 1  3 1  29 2 

5 4 1  5 4 1  5 4 2  
0 0  0 0  0 0  

34 I U l  35 5 
1 3  - 3  1 3  
._ .- 21 9 

0 7  0 ;  0 7  

I1 ItlTERRUPTI&E Z c  
12 ~ ~ ~ M W V E E L E ~ T O ~ ~ L  
0 23 MW \WEELEL! 75 TEC 
/4 35 MW WHEELE 3 T 3  RCI 
IS NO LONGER GPEWl IO ' i~L  
m SELLS ASAVAILABLE ENERGY DURING THE SUGM7 CANE SPlNOlNG SE4SON (NOEWeER W49CH) 
f7 FPL HAS FILE0 SUIT AGAINST THE O K E E W A  AN0 OSCEOU PAQTNERSHIPS IN PALM B€A:L( COUNTY CIRCUIT COW91 THE Li'.YSUIT SEEKS A OECLPRATORY JUDGEMENT THAT X E  P4RlNERS?:DS FAILEC TO 

ACCOMPLISH COLIMERCAL OPERATIONS BY JANUAhHI 1.1997. AS REQUIRED BY TAE POWER PLRCWSE COtJTRAtTS rCllTH TeE ?Ak?:NERSHIPS. *IO, AS A RESULT, FPL IS RELIEVED OF ALL FURlkEi l  CBLIGATI3NS. 
INCLUDING CPPbTIM PAYMENTS. UNDER THE CONTRACTS FPL H A S  PROPOSED TO PAY I Y T 3  A CcuRT.AUTHOhIZED ESCR0.V ACCOUIIT THE O!SPUTEO CIPACIW PAYUENTS PENDING A FINAL CETEQU:NdTICN 
BY THE COURT 1.1 4DCIlION. THE AMOUNT OF CAPACITY WHICH THE OSCEOIA PMTlrCKSH:F t'AS ATlEHPlED TC EECLISE REMAINS SiJBJECT TO DISPUTE 

18 7";s CIPACIR !S :Vn.La&E ON A FIRS~.CALL BASIS TO 845K b? SEMIIiJCE ilNl7S f 6 2 ANC. CRYSTAL A ! j E i l 3  FOR ;he F I F S :  12dC h(w CF LOV) CBLIGATIOII. +2fO IS LlMlTEC 9 Y  CCNTRACT TC 4 LESSER PRICSITf 
F G  OTHER USZS 

268 
3 s  
1 5  
6 9  

25 I 
29 2 
5442 
0 0  

35 5 
1 3  

21 9 
c 7  

NC 
C 
Nc 
NC 
NC 
C 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
C 

r , i  
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UTlL FKILITY NAME - 
- 1999 

1998 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIADILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED NON-UTILITY GENERATiNG FACILITIES 

POTENTIAL EXPORT TO GRID 
SERVED QF LOAD BY 

COMMERCIAL AT TIME OF PEAK - MW QF GENERATION 
UNIT FUEL TYPE IN-SERVICE FIRM AS-AVAILABLE (MW) 

WIN STATUS TY?E PRI. SUM WIN SUM WIN SUM ALT. 0 ___ ___ ~ ___ ~ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~  NO. LOCATION 

2005 - 
F?L BKFENERGY PARTHERS 
F?L FLORIDA CRUSHELI STOt!E 

- 2006 

- m2 

FPL RJYSTER CO. ~ hlULEERRY 
FPC RlsER ENERGY 

2003 - 

1 POLK 
1 LIBERTY 

CCG V I t  I - 
SPP E10 - 

C3/32 
WiC2 

(9 0 )  
(!? 8) 

2007 - 
FPC Us AGRICHEM 

2008 - 
FPC CARGILL 

1 6 hO:'JPRD SPP LG - 
1 HEf?N+N33 CCG C - 

1 POLK 

2 FOLK 

COG WH _ _  

COG ViH N3 

01;L5 
lliG5 

Ol!Oi 

01/05 

._ NC 0 0  00 - 
0.0 ' 0 3 0 0  00 NC 

00 
00 

0 0  
0 0  

. -  I * _  

t;z 
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1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COQRDINATING COUNCIL 

NON-UTI LlTY GENERATING FACI LIT1 ES SUMMARY 

SUMMER 
FIRM AS AVAILABLE 

WINTER 
FIRM AS AVAILABLE 

NET TO GRID NET TO GRID NET TO GRID NET TO GRID 
YEAR (MW) (MW) YEAR (MW) (MW) 

1999 2,076.4 97.4 1999lOO 2,129.4 119.4 

2000 2,076.4 

2001 2,076.4 

P 2002 2,054.6 
c, 

97.4 

97.4 

97.4 

2000/01 

2001/02 

2002/03 

2,129.4 119.4 

2,129.4 ' 119.4 

2,107.6 119.4 

2003 2,054.6 97.4 2003/04 2,107.6 119.4 

2004 2,054.6 97.4 2004105 2,097.6 119.4 

119.4 2005 2.044.6 97.4 2 00 5/06 1,964.6 

2006 

2007 

2008 

,911.6 97.4 

,906.0 87.4 

,891 .O 87.3 

2006/07 

2007106 

2008/09 

,959.0 109.4 

,944.0 109.4 

,944.0 109.4 

28 0 
TI 
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1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

(3) ( 9  (5) (5) 
CO!.ITRACT TERM 

FROM TO NET CAPABILITY - IdVJ 
(MOMF?) (KONR) SUMMER WINTER 

PURCHASING SELLING 
UTILITY UTILITY 

ENRON POWER MARKETING 

DESCRIPTIOH 

SCHEDULE D OUC 06/56 05/00 18 18 

FLORIDA MUNICIPAL POWER AGENCY 

OUC 
OUC 
OUC 
OUC 
OUC 
OUC 
OUC 
LWU 
TEC 

* TEC 
LAK 
LAK 
LAK 
GRU 
GRU 
VER 
FTP 
KEY 
LWU 

05/86 
01/02 
01/03 
011G4 
Ol/C5 
01/06 
01/89 
01:09 
12198 
12/99 
12/00 
C6/0 1 
01/02 
01199 
10/97 
06/97 
01/33 
C 1 9  
0 1/00 

12/01 
12/02 
12/03 
12:04 
l2.'C5 
12/06 
12/03 
12;co 
12199 
03/01 
05/01 
12/01 
C W O  
12/99 
12/03 
---_-- 

130 
108 
a7 
65 
43 
22 
20 
I 5  
105 
150 
50 
90 
100 
10 
3 

150 
118 
53 4 
94 

130 
108 
a7 
65 
43 
22 
20 
15 
105 
150 
50 
90 
100 
10 
3 

155 
1:8 
50.4 
105 

UPS 
UPS 
UPS 
u PS 
UPS 
u PS 
UPS 
SCHEKJLE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
FIRM - SYSTEhq POVVER PURCHASES 
FIRM - SYSTEM POWER PURCHASES 
FIRM - SYSTEM POWER PURCHASES 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
EXISTING UNIT PURCHASE 
EXISTING UNIT P'JRCHASE 
EXISTING Utll7 PURCHASE 
EXISTING UNIT PURCHASE 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

sou 
sou 
TEC 
TEC 

SEPA 

01194 
01195 
01/99 
01/05 
01/98 

06/10 
06/10 
01/05 
0311 1 
12/10 

204 
205 
60 
70 
36 

204 
205 
60 
70 
36 

UPS #1 
UPS #2 
RATE SCHEDULE AR-1 
RATE SCHEDULE AR-1 

B 
t3 
m 

& 
FLORIDA POWER (L LIGHT COMPANY 

sou (1) 
JEA (2) 

OE153 
03i87 

051 10 
09/21 

52 1 
338 

92 1 
388 

UNIT POYVEX S L E S  
U:llT FOWER SALES 

29 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

(1) 

PURCHASING 
UTILITY 

CITY OF FT. HEADE 

CONTRACT TERM 
FROM TO NET CAPABILITY * MW 

(MOIYR) (MONR) SUMMER WINTER DESCRIPTION 
SELLING 
UTILITY 

TEC 01/97 12/13 12 13  PP.RTIAL REQUIREMENTS 

GAINESVILLE REGIONAL UTILITIES 

0 3 m  03/39 
03199 01/00 

31 31 SCHEDULE D 
32 . 32 SCHEDULE D 

LPM 
EPP 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 

FPC 05199 09'99 220 0 Fish1 

JEA 

sou 
PEC 
ENR 
ENR 
ENR 
ENR 
TEA 
TEA 
TEA 
TEA 
TEA 
TEA 

06/95 
06/99 
01/99 
01/00 
01/01 
OliC2 
0 3 ' 9  
05/99 
C6/99 
12/99 
06X3 
o w a  

0 9 1 0  
10199 
12/99 
12/00 
12/01 
12ic2 
C 2 l O l  
09/99 
03/99 
03/00 
C3!00 
09/C8 

2 00 
67 
e8 
a9  
9: 
92 
25 
50 
30 
0 

175 
53 

200 
0 
76 
77 
78 
83 
25 
0 
0 

259 
0 
0 

UNIT POWER SALE - 1988 AGREEMENT 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 
F14F.I 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 
FIRM 

m 
C? 

UTILITY BOARD OF THE CITY OF KEY WEST 

FPL 45 FIRM INTERCHPkGE 05/33 '25113 45 

30 



(1) (2) 

PURCHASINQ SELLING 
UTILITY UTILITY 

KlSSlMMEE UTILITY AUTHORITY 

FMP 
F hl P 
OUC 
OUC 
OUC 

CITY OF LAKE WORTH UTILITIES 

FPL 
OUC 

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA 

FPC 

c, 
#*UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEW SMYRNA BEACH 

FPC 
FPC 
TEC 
TEC 
TEC 
ENR 
DUK 
DUK 

PECO ENERGY 

GRU 
OUC 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

(3) (4) (5) (si 
CONTRACT TERM 

FROM TO NET CAPABILITY - MW 
fMONRI (MONRI SUMMER WINTER 

06/82 
06.'46 
01/89 
01/90 
0 1\00 

LIFE TIME OF UEIIT 
LIFE TIME OF UNiT 

05/99 

06/92 
03/96 
06/92 
05/96 
03'97 
05/96 
01/02 
01/02 

O t X 8  
06/96 

ONGOING 
Gt4GOItdG 

12'03 
12/99 
12;oo 

09/99 

12/02 
12/02 
oz/co 
0 9 s 9  
c.9:93 
05;oo 
12/12 
12/12 

G9/99 
12/99 

7 
41 
20 
30 
40 

17 
10 

75 

24 
6 
1 1  
5 
10 
10 
35 
35 

47 
1 co 

31 

7 
41 
20 
30 
40 

17 
10 

0 

24 
6 
14 
0 
0 

25 
40 
43 

0 
100 

DESCRlPTlOrl 

UPS. ST. LUClE 
UPS, STANTGN 2 
SCHEDULE D 
UNIT PURCHASE 
UNIT PURCHASE 

UPS - ST. LUCIE 
UPS - STANTON f l  

Fl i iM 

PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS 
STRATIFIED PEAKING 
91G BEND UNIT PURCHASE 
BIG BEND UNlT PURCHASE 
SCHEDULE J 
SCHEDULE OS 
UNIT PURCHASE 
UNIT PURCHASE 

SCHEDULE D 
50% STANTON;53'?& INDIAN RIVER a 

D 
r a  m 



U) 

PURCHASINO 
UTlL lW - 

(2) 

SELLING 
UTILITY 

REEDY CREEK IhlPROVEhlEHT DISTRICT 

OUC 
OUC 
FPC 
TEC 
TEC 

SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. WC. 

TPS 
JEA 
OUC 
OUC 
, GRU 

TAL 
MOR 
PEC 
TEA 
FPC 
FPC 
FPC 

UNSPECIFIED 
FPC 

UNSPECIFIED 
FFC 

CITY OF ST. CLOUD 

TEC 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

CONTFLACT TEf?:d 
FROM TO riET CAPABILITY - MW 

(MCNR) SUMMER WINTER (MONR) 

01/99 
G9/89 
09/89 
09/69 
0 1/98 

01193 
01195 
01196 
01197 
01/99 
0 1/99 
01/99 
01199 
01/99 
01/99 
01/99 
01195 
12/99 
0 1 :oo 
06!00 
01/21 

01/99 

12'99 12 12 
57 57 
20 20 
15 15 

PEIIEWED 
ANtrUALLY 

12117 20-30 20-30 

12:02 
05'04 
0SlO-I 
12iOO 
C2199 
03!99 
03/99 
03!99 
03/99 
12/0 1 
12/01 
12/13 
c2;co 
1 Z'C2 
C8:do 
12102 

12/12 

145 
55 
75 
50 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
200 
155 
150 
0 

150 
93 
150 

15 

145 
63 
75 
50 
75 
25 
30 
20 
30 
300 
155 
150 
200 
150 
0 

150 

15 

DESCRIPTIOtJ 

UPS STA!ITC:I U:IIT 11 
PARTIAL REQUlREhlENTS 

PARTIAL REO VIR E ME PITS 
PAR TI AL R E o  Ut R E P A €  tl TS 

PARTIAL RE3UIREt~IENTS 

UNIT POWER PURCHASE TEC BIG BEND 1 4  
CAPACIW PUKCHASES OF CTs 
UNIT POWER PURCHASE 
UN!T POWER PURCHASE 
SEASONAL UtllT POWER PURCHASE 
SEASONAL VNIT POWER PURCHASE 
SEASONAL UNIT POWER PURCHASE 
SEASONAL UNIT POWER PURCHASE 
SEASONAL UtllT POWER PURCHASE 
STRUCTUSED SYSTEM CAPACITY PURCHASE 
SYSTEM PEAKIt4G CAPACITY PURCHASE 
SYSTEM ItiTER!.lEDIATE CAPACITY PURCHASE 
SEASONAL UIjlT POWER PURCHASE 

SEASOtIXL UtIlT POWER PURCHASE 
SYSTEf.1 PEAKI:IG CAPACIPI PURCHASE 

SYSTEM PEAKiNG CAPACITY PURCHASE 

PARTIAL AE:.;:=5t.:EllTS 

32 F- 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA R E L l A B l L l N  COORDINATING COUNCIL 

SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

CONTFUCT TERM. 
FROM TO 

(MONR) (MONR) 
NET CAPABILITY - MW 

WINTER ~- SUMMER 
SELLING 
UTILITY 

PURCHASIPJO 
UTILITY 

CITY OF TALLAHASSEE 

DESCRIPTION 

EtJT 
sou 

OX96 03102 
10186 CS.00 

25 
79 

25 
75 

FIRM CAPACITY 8 ENERGY 
UPS 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

FPC 
PEC 

TPS (3) 

C1'00 
12'89 
12'12 

2 5  1 50 ;5 I 50 
25 I 5 5  7 5 1  55 
259 360 

ON I OFF PEAK SALE 
PURCHPSE FOR RESALE 
HARCEE POWER STATION SALE 

01!99 
03198 
Oil93 

TECO POWER SERVICES 

BIG BEND UNIT 4 SALE TEC 01193 12102 145 145 

CITY OF WAUCHULA 

TEC 01/97 12!13 

fITRACT THE A'.ICI;:rT SHCb'/:I 15 THE 

17 20 PARTIAL REQUIREGENTS 

t ; 3 T E s : 
1: ThE ALlWtIT 3 F  CAPACITY PURCH4SE!J VARIES OVER 1% LIFE CF THF C If.1 >K'?AltiAL PUZ'JNT F'VRCHASE9 THE PCTUI'L C4PAZITY PUDCHASED 

VARIES FROM THE NOMINAL CAPACIW SHOWN DVE TO THE DEh:ONSTRA1EO CAPPBlLlTY 3; THE UNITS 'JASYING F R C V  THE U(PECTED C i P A C l N  
2) THIS COflRACT TERt.llt4ATES 9/21 Oii U p S N  THE R 5 I R E t A E I I T  CR DECOh~t.!ISSIOt1INt OF Tt-E ST JCHNS EIVER PO:;ER PI'RK. WHICHE\ E 3  OCCClRS FIXST 

3) TAp.lPA ELECTRIC WILL PURCHASE C A P A C I N  FRSt.4 PHASE 1 OF THE PURCH.4SE kGREEVEI.IT WITH TECO POWER SERViCES AYAILPBfLI3 OF Til!S C 4 P P C l W  IS SUSJECT TO THE BACK-LIP 

REOUIREMENTS OF SEMiNOLE ECECT9lC CCOPERATIVE 

E -  



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLP.1.I 

FLCRIDA RELlAf31LlTY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
HISTORY AND FORECAST: iNTEXCHANGE AND GENERATION BY FljEL N P E  - GWH 

ACTUAL 

TYPE 

ItlTERCHANGE GWH 

t:UCLEAR GWH 

COAL GWH 

OIL - T O T  GWH 
STEAM. GWH 
cc GWH 

GWH 
CT q 

4.1 
KG - T O T  GWH 

STEAM GWH 
cc GWH 
CT GWH 

HYDRO GWH 

FJUG GWH 

1997 

1 1,739 

23,426 

68.81 9 

24,001 

23,451 

53 

1157 

33,556 

13,748 

18.31 6 
1,492 

29 

13,964 

1998 

9,452 

31,723 

65.324 

37.398 

36,265 

92 

1 .c40 

31,576 

10,831 

18,837 
1.538 

17 

12,378 

t E C  GWH 

- 

175,534 187,eEa 

1995 

14,577 

30,161 

55,634 

34,856 

34,265 

51 

549 

26.8% 

3,387 

21,177 
2,332 

25 

14,225 

200@ 

15,056 

30,490 

E5.599 

32,627 

32.101 

69 

457 

31 .P22 
4,316 

25,172 
2,424 

25 

14-237 

2001 

i 5 . i e 3  

30.1 05 

67,139 

28,955 

28,416 

63 

476 

39,848 
8,914 

27,193 
3.731 

15 

14.432 

2G02 

13.81 4 

30,E06 

68,638 

21,322 

20.996 

65 
261 

51.538 
6.031 

42,922 
2.585 

25 

12,317 

2003 

1 3 , E 5  

30,503 

70,095 

15.338 

15,065 

90 
1 a2 

613a3  
6.0r.5 

52,950 
2.927 

25 

1 3 . 3  5 

186,374 190,955 

34 

200,050 

2004 2005 

;-I293 14,438 

71,116 71,250 

16.932 15,149 

16,586 11,920 

96 1 d5 
250 124 

63.521 68,887 
6.159 9,653 

53,620 55,929 
3.7-15 3,205 

25 25 

13,419 13,449 

209,152 21 4,094 

2006 

14,594 

30,072 

71,760 

14.658 

14.376 

119 

1€3 

75.1 17 
13,333 

3,c23 
57,661 

*- 
/J 

12,225 

2007 

15,077 

30.323 

70.65;) 

12,200 

11.94 
125 
132 

82,505 
18,551 

60,03 
3,es 

25 

12,394 

218.51 1 223.1 i9 

2008 

15,c;5 

30,713 

72.3cu 

1 0,657 

10.459 

117 

121 

e6.07: 
22 0,; 

59.EC5 
4.2-3 

- z  
L -  

i ? , L i >  

227,6.!5 

t 
D 
G3 m 
iJ3 
1-J 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDIF4ATING COUNCIL 

HISTORY AKD FORECAST: INTERCHANGE AND GENERATION BY FUEL TYPE - % GWH 

ACTUAL 

TYPE 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 _- 
INTERCHANGE 

NUCLEAR 

COAL 

OIL -TOT 
STEAM 
cc . 
CT c, m~ 

NG - TOT 

STEAM 

cc 
C T  

HYDRO 

NUG 

6.7% 

13.3% 

39.2% 

13.7% 

13.4% 

0.0% 
6.3% 

19.1% 

7.8% 
10.4% 

0.8% 

0.0% 

8.0% 

5 0% 

16 9% 

34 8% 

. .  19 9% 

19 3% 
0 0% 
0 6% 

16 8% 

5 8% 
10 0% 

1 0% 

0 0% 

6 6% 

7.8% 

16 2% 

35 2% 

18.7% 

18.4% 

0.0% 
0.3% 

14.4% 

1 .8%8 
11.4% 

1.3% 

0.096 

7.6% 

7 996 

16 0% 

34 2% 

1 7 . 1 1  

16 @ O b  

0 0% 
0 2O6 

16.7% 

2 3% 
13 2% 
13% 

0 CY3 

7 596 

7 8% 

15 4Oh 

34 3% 

14 8% 

14 5% 
0 0% 
0 3% 

20 4% 

4 6% 
13 9% 

1.9% 

0.0% 

7 4% 

6 5% 

!5 4% 

73 3% 

10 7% 
10 5% 
0 0% 
0 196 

25 8% 

3 096 

21 5% 
1.3% 

0 u o c  

7 0% 

6 7% 

14 9% 

34 2% 

7 5% 
7 4% 

0.0% 
0 1X 

30 2% 
2 9% 

25 8% 
1 4 %  

0 0% 

6 5% 

6 9% 

14 4% 

33 9% 

8 1% 
7 9% 

0 0% 
0 1% 

30 3% 
2 9% 

25 6% 
1 8% 

0 0% 

6 4% 

6 7% 

14 4% 

33 394 

5 196 
7 q% 
0 0% 
0 1% 

32 2% 
4 5% 
25 1% 

1.5% 

0 0% 

6 3% 

6 794 

13 8% 

32 8% 

6 7% 

6 6% 

0 1% 
0.1% 

34 4% 

6 1% 

25 5% 
1.8% 

0 9% 

5 7% 

6.8% 

13.6Oh 

31.7% 

5.5% 
5.4% 

0.1% 

0 1% 

37.0% 

8 3 b  
26.9% 

1.7% 

0.0% 

5.696 

6 6 %  

13 5% 

32 0% 

4 7% 
4 6OL 
0 1% 
0 1 %  

37 8% 

9 7% 
26 716 

1 996 

0 0% 

5 4-4 

NEL % 100% 100% 100% 10096 100% 100% 1 OOob 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

35 

0 
n 



I 9 9 9  
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

HISTORY AND FORECAST: FUEL REQUlREhlENTS 

ACTUAL 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

246 333 317 320 316 323 320 316 

- 2005 2007 2006 TYPE 2008 

322 NUCLEAR 10E12 BTU 324 316 318 

COAL 10E3 TON 26,045 28,264 27,969 29.1 63 28.234 23.625 29,265 29,795 30.078 30.31 7 29,791 30.750 

OIL - T O T  

STEAM 

cc 
CT 

lOE3 BEL 

10E3 BEL 

lOE3 BEL 
lOE3 BBL 

39.097 

36,817 

338 

1.342 

62.524 

58.854 

380 

3,290 

55,688 

53,198 

321 

2,169 

52,252 

43,dBO 

369 

2,024 

45,922 

44,264 

359 

2,299 

34,562 

32,862 

362 

1.738 

25.31 7 
23,400 

404 

1,513 

23.71 3 

26,049 

41 2 

1.852 

27.035 

23,223 

1.928 

1 . 8 y  

26,693 

22,400 

2,875 

1,418 

23,131 

18,695 

2,945 

1,491 

20.847 

16.415 

2.907 

1,525 

274,733 

51,585 

191,903 

31,246 

353,371 

90,437 

208,146 

46.780 

556.158 

1 i7.169 

398,842 

40,137 

NG - TOT lOE6 CF 

lOE6 CF 

10E6 CF 

10E6 CF 

291,086 

136,390 

135.278 

19.418 

274.008 

104.549 

143,430 

26.829 

232,481 

39,649 

161,090 

31,742 

41 2,664 

67,779 

314,126 

30.759 

473.142 

65,564 

373,919 

32.659 

490.1 19 

68,205 

380,005 

41,909 

513,550 

87.263 

392,714 

33.573 

607,221 

155,502 

41 4,467 

37,252 

631 ,SO4 

177.872 

41 1,417 
42.585 

STEAM 

cc 
CT 

c, 

$1 

36 
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(1 1 
LINE 

OWNERSHIP 
LIST 

FPL 
FPL / OUC 

FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
FPL 
OUC 
FPC 
FPL 
J EA 
JEA 
JEA 
JEA 
FPL 

FhrlP / KUA 
FPL 
FPL 
LAK 
TEC 
J EA 
JEA 

1999 
LOADANDRESOURCEPLAN 

FLORl DA RELl AB1 LlTY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINES 

1999-2038 

TERMINALS 

BROWARD 
CAPE 
GREYNOLDS 
ANDYTOWN 
DADE 
COLLIER 
BROWARD 
FLAGAMI 
SANFORD 
STANTON 
LAKE BRYAN 
CALUSA 
DUVAL 
BRANDY RANCH 
DUVAL 
BRANDY RANCH 
FT. ~J~YERS 
CANE ISLAND (FMPNKUA) 
BROWARD 
GRYENOLDS 
EkTON PARK 
BARCOLA 
CENTERPARK 
FOSZEST 

YAMATG 
INDIAN RIVER 
LAU DAN 1.4 
PEN NS U C 0 
LEVEE 
ORANGE RIL'ER 
RANCH 
TURKEY POINT 
VOLUSIA 
CURRY FORi3 
INTERCESSION CITY 
FT MYERS 
GRANDY RANCH CKT 1 
NORMANDY CKT 1 
BRANDY RANCH CKT 2 
bIORMANDY CKT 1 
OR4NGE RIVER 
INTERCESSION CITY (FPC) 
C 0 2 8 ETT 
LAU D,A E 1 I A 
CZE'JVS U K E  
F E B 3 I. ED ,ALE 
FOZREST 
r-,qEEi/'ypj'3 

LINE 
LENGTH 

CKT. MILES 

3 
2 
3 
9 
3 

36 
5 
2 
6 
6 
10 
2 
2 
10 
2 
10 
3 
3 
2 

1 '2 
3 
5 
S 

- 
I 

C 0 hl M E R C 1 AL 
I N S  ERVlC E 

DATE(YfUM0) 

1999 6 
1999 6 
1999 6 
1999 8 
1999 11 .* 
1999 12 
2000 6 
2000 6 
2000 6 
2000 6 
2000 10 
2000 10 
2001 1 
2001 1 
2001 1 
2001 1 
2001 5 
2001 6 
209! 6 
2001 6 
2301 6 
2091 6 
2001 11 
i0C)l 11 

N 0 ft1 IN AL 
VOLTAGE IN kV 

OPER. DESIGN 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
23; 
230 
230 
239 
230 
233 
235 
25'2 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230. 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 

39 



(1 1 

LINE 
OWNERSHIP 

LIST 

JEA 
FPL 
FPL 
FPC 
FPL 
TEC 
TEC 
FPC 

4 
CI 

FPC 
FPL 
TEC 
TEC 
JEA 
JEA 
FPC 
TEC 
FPC 
FPL 
TEC 

I999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

F LO RI D A R E LI AB I Ll TY C 0 0 RD 1 N AT1 N G C 0 U N C I L 
PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINES 

1999-2008 

LINE 
LENGTH 

TERMINALS CKT. MILES 

CENTER PARK 
PO INS ETT 
PO I N SETT 
TAYLOR CREEK 
BROWARD 
POLK 
LITHIA 
LAKE BRYAN 
BARCOLA #2 
YULEE 
POLK 
DAVIS 
CENTERPARK 
S. KERNAN 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 
WHEELER 
WEST LAKE WALES 
CONSERVATION 
LITHIA 

NCRTHSIDE 
SANFORD 
SANFORD 
HOLOPAW 
CORBETT 
LITHIA 
WHEELER 
WA N DE RM ERE 
HiNES ENERGY COMPLEX 
ONEIL 
LITHIA 
DALE MABR/ 
S. KERNArJ 
GREENLAND 
SILVER SPRIfdGS 
D.4VI S 
HINES EhERGY CO?A?LEX . 

LEVEE 
DAVIS 

11 
45 
45 
1 
11 
28 
11 
10 
3 
7 

28 
13 
6 
6 
3 
12 
21 
35 
23 

(4) (5) 

C 0 M FA ER C I AL NOMINAL 
INSERVICE VOLTAGE IN kV 

DESIGN DATE(YWMO1 OPER. 

2001 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2005 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

11 
6 
6 
11 
6' 
6 
6 
12 
5 
6 
6 
6 
11 
11 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
500 
230 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
500 
230 2 ,a 

m 
. c  



DUK - 
ENR - 
ENT - 
EPP - 
FKE - 
FMP - 
FPC - 
FPL - 
FMD - 
FTP - 
GRU - 
HST - 
JEA - 
KEY - 
KUA - 
LAK - 
LPM - 
L'i./L! - 
MOR - 
NC)R - 

4 
$4 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

ABBREVIATIONS 
ELECTRIC MARKET PARTICIPANTS 

Duke Energy 
Enron Power Marketing 
Entergy Power Marketing Corp. 

E l  Paso Power Sales 
Florida Keys Electric Cooperative Association, Inc. 
Florida Municipal Power Agency 
Florida Power Corporation 
Florida Power 8 Light 
Ft. Meade, City of 
Ft. Pierce Utilities Authcrity 
Gainesville Regional Utilities 
Hones:?ad, Gib/ of 
J EA 
Key West, City of 
Kjssimmee Utility Authority 
Lakeland, City of 
LGEC Power Markrting 
Lake V;or!n U::!itks, C i t j  of 
Morgan Stanley Capital Group 
ElcrAn Energy S e r k e s ,  Inc. 

NSB - 
OEU - 
OPC - 
OUC - 
PEC - 
RCI - 
STC - 
SEC - 
SEPA - 
sou - 
TAL - 
TEA - 
TEC - 
TPS - 
VER - 
WAlJ - 

Utilities Commission of Ne.v Smyrna @each 
Gcala Electric Utility 
Oglethorpe Power Corporation 
Orlando Utilities Commissicn 
PECO Energy Company 
Reedy Cre5k Improvement District 
St Cloud, City of 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Southeastern Power Administration 
Southern Company 
Tallahassee, City of 
The Energ/ Authority 
Tampa Electric Company 
TECO Power Services 
Vero Beach, City of 
Wauchula, City of 

OTHER 

FRCC - Flcrida Reliability Coc:dinetlq Cotir.cii 



1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

GENERATION TERMS 

Fuel Transportation Method Tvpes of Fuel 

PL -- Pipeline 
RR -- Railrcad 
TK -- Truck 
WA -- Water 

ALT 
C 
SUB 
OR1 
LO 
HO 
NG 
N 
PET 
sw 
UN 
WAT 
WH 

Alternate Fuel 
Coal 
Subbituminous ccal 
Orimulsion 
No 2 Fuel Oil (Distillate) 
Flo 6 Fuel Oil (Heavy) 
Natural Gas 
Nuclear 
Pe!roleum Coke 
Solid Waste 
Unknown 
Water 
Waste Heat 

Power and Enerqy 

Kw -- ffilowatt 
Kwh -- ffilowatt-hour 
M W  -- Megawatt (1000 KW) 
MWh -- Megawatt-hour (1000 KWh) 
G'N -- Gigawatt (l(H30 MW) 
GWh -- Gigawatt-hour (1000 MWh) I . .  

Types of Generation Uriits 

CC 
CCT 
CCW 
CT 
D 
FC 
FS 
HRSG 
HY 
OT 
ISCC 
U N 
FC 
?: 
IC 

Combined Cycls 
Combined Cycle, Combcstion T u r h e  
Combined Cycle, Waste Heat 
Combustion Turbine 
Diesel 
Fuel Cell 
Fossil Steam 
Heat Recovwy StSam Generatsr 
Hydro 
Gthe: 
Integratzd Coal Gasifizaiion CC,T~ r ~ ?  C j c i s  
U r kP3.,*# n 
C u l v e r i z d  Ccsl 
> I  .,.la2 , -- .--r  
I n k r n i i  Ccx-ksJsticn 

Status of Generation Facilities 

Capabi!ity incraase 
Cccvaision from oil to ccai 
Conversion to alternats feel 
Conversion to gas 
Capability decrease 
Regulabry approval pending; not Under construction 
Czid standby. r:ser,e sk-!?s:.n 
Flanced 
i o  be ratired 
f?epo,vering 
R&wr.ed from ccld stan257 c: rtSer:e shutd3t.n 
Regulator/ approval receiisd cr not reqi.lired; r x t  under co.ismJc! :.I 

Under ccns:rccticn, mtre tiLan 5.2% ccmpkred 
Ccns:ruction complete; but nct in commercial operaticn 

Cc22r csnj!igckn, I ~ S S  than 50?5 com+cted 



Tvpe of Non-U til i tv Genera tor Faci I i tv 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
GENERATION TERMS 

COG -- Cogenerator 
IPP -- Independent Power Producer 
SPP -- Small Power Producer 
SSG -- Self Service Generation 

Qualifving Facility Fuel Tvpe 

BG 
BIO 
BL 
C 
HY 
LG 
MG 
NG 
OTH 
PG 
P i  
sw 
W D  
W H  
rb1SVI 

Biogas 
Biomass 
Black Liquor 
Coal 
Hydro 
Landfill Gas 
Methane Gas 
Natural Gas 
Other 
Propane Gas 
Peat 
Solid Waste 
Wood 
Waste Heat 
F,lunicipal Solid Waste 

Qualifvinq Facilitv Status 

G - 3  

. 

C -- Under contract for the delivery of energy and/or 
capacity to the utility. 

rjc -- Not under contract for the delivery of energy and/or 
capacity to the utility. 

AA -- As-Available 



FR -- 
PR -- 
Schd D -- 
Schd E -- 
Schd F -- 
SchdG -- 
Schd J -- 
UPS -- 

1999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 

INTERCHANGE TERMS 

Full requirement service agreement 
Partial requirement service agreement 
Long term firm capacity and energy interchange agreement 
Non-Firm capacity and energy interchange agreement 
Long term non-firm capacity and energy interchange agreement 
Back-up reserve service 
Con!rar,t which the terms and conditions are negotiated yearly 
Unit Power Sale 

G - - !  



I999 
LOAD AND RESOURCE PLAN 

FLORIDA RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
DEFINITIONS 

AAGR 
- Averap Annual Groukh Rate. usually expressed as a percent 

INTERRUPTIBLE LOAD 
- Load which may be disconnected at the supplier’s discretion 

LOAD FACTOR 
- A percent which is the calculation of NEU(annua1 peak demand the number of hours in the year) 

NET CAPABILITY OR NET CAPACITY 
- The continous gross capacity, less the power required by all auxillaries assaciatsd with the unit 

NET ENERGY FOR LOAD (NEL) 
- The net system generation PLUS interchange received IKNUS interchange delivered. 

PEAK DEMAND OR PEAK LOAD 
- The net 60-minute integrated demand, actual or adjusted. Forecasted loads assume normal weather conditions. 

PENINSULAR FLORIDA 
- Geographically, those Florida uti!ities located east of the Apa!achicola River 

QUALIFYING FACILITY (QF) 
- The cogenerator or small power producer which meets FERC criteria for a qualifying facility 

SALES FOR RESALE 
- Energy sales to other e!ectric utilities. 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
- Utilities in Peninsular Florida plus Gulf Power Company, West Florida Electric Cooperative, Choctawhatchee Electric 

Cooperative, Escambia River Electric Cooperative. Gulf Coast Electric Cooperative, and Alabama Electric Cooperative. 

S Uh1 hl E R 
- July 1 through September 30 of each year beir.g studied. 

WINTER 
-January through March 31 

YEAR 
- The ca!en;’ar year, Jmeary 1, through December 3!. ‘Jnless otherwise indicated, this is the year used for historical and forecast data. 

0 
l l  

G - 5  
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1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

HISTORY AND FORECAST 

PEAK 
DEMAND 

YEAR (rmq 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

28.4'50 
29,232 
29,619 
30,983 
31,652 
31,343 
34,112 
34,551 
35,254 
38,526 

INTER- LOAD 
RUPTIBLE MANAGE- NET 

TOTAL LOAD MENT DEMAND 

PEAK 
DEMAND 

YEAR 0 
1989 I 90 
1990 I 91 
1991 I 92 
1992 I 93 
t993 I 94 
1994 I 95 
1995 ! 96 
1996 I 97 
1997 I 98 
1998 I 99 

31,224 

30,107 
28.986 
30,158 
34.581 
36,964 
3ij,gZo 
32.E36 
38,281 

x . e m  

LOAD ENERGY 
FOR LOAD FACTOR 

YEAR (GWH) (010) 

19e9 
1s90 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

150.119 
151,945 
156,352 
157,460 
163,304 
169,291 
179,512 
184,142 
186,603 
199,550 

60.15% 
55.55% 
60.26% 
58.02% 
58.47% 
61.66% 
59.26% 
56.87% 
57.68% 
59.13% 

INTER- LOAD NET 
RUPTIBLE hlANAGE- FjET ENERGY LOAD 

TOTAL LOAD MEN1 DEMAND FOR LOAD FACTOR 

1999 
2COO 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

2008 
2007 

39.353 
40.1c2 
$0.823 
31,601 
42,449 
43 301 
44,190 
45,202 
46,109 
46,971 

1,254 
1,276 
1,234 
1,294 
1.313 
1,325 
1,346 
1,363 
1,381 
1.373 

1,540 
1,5S1 
1.578 
1.537 

1,493 
1,478 
1,467 
1,457 
1,452 

1,509 

36,509 
37,235 
37.951 
38,770 
39,627 
40,483 
41,366 
42.372 
43,271 
44,148 

1999 I 00 
2000 I 01 
2c01 I 02 
2t02 I 03 
2003 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 06 
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2008 I 09 

riOTE: FORECASTED SUMMER AFJD WINTER DEMANDS ARE NON-COINCICENT 

42,448 
q 4 1  a 
44,331 
45,34a 
45,2E3 
47,244 
48.179 
49,268 
50,205 
51,193 

1,201 
1,212 
1,206 
1,221 
1.228 
1,243 
1,254 
1,267 
1,257 
1,272 

2,039 
2,925 
2.894 
2,866 
2,863 
2,870 
2.077 
2.885 
2,895 
2,907 

38,@8 
39.231 
43,291 
41,253 
42,192 
43,131 
44,048 
45.116 
46,053 
47,014 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

193.332 
203.356 
208,361 
212.997 
21 8,046 
222,@93 
227,748 
232,513 
237,339 
242,046 

59 14% 
60 4% 
60 5596 
60 36% 
60 34% 
60 31 O h  

60 28% 
60 26% 
60 05% 
60.00% 

22 
t3 m 



RURAL L RESIOENTLAL 
YEAR GWH CUSTOMERS KWHICUST -- 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

65.557 

70,242 
70.605 
74,201 
77.879 
82.631 
85.207 
84.847 
92,637 

68,282 
5,441,@53 
5,609,865 
5,744,175 
5,839,403 
5.981.279 
6.1 11.386 
6,239,291 
6.354.461 
6.482.244 
6.613.532 

12.G37 
12.190 
12.223 
12,070 
12.405 
12.743 
13.252 
13,409 
13.089 
14.007 

89-1998 %AAGR 392% 2 19% 1.69% 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

91,342 
93.833 
96.173 
98,572 
lCO.991 
103.394 
105.792 
108.194 
110,541 
112.963 

6.745.4ia 
6.879.482 
7.011.817 
7,141,233 
7.268.278 
7.393.552 
7.516.441 
7.638.606 
7.760.904 
7.683.552 

13,541 
13.639 
13,716 
13.803 
13,895 
13,984 
14.075 
14.164 
14,243 
14.329 

99-ZCO8 %AAGR 2339’0 175?b 0 539; 

GWH 

45.407 
47.C37 

48,257 
50.514 
53.003 
54.808 
55.895 
58.541 
62.164 

3 55?6 

61.773 
63.593 
65.387 
67.127 
68.797 
73.472 
72.099 
73,717 
75 355 
77,014 

2 i z?;  

48.069 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
HISTORY AND FORECAST 

AS OF JANUARY 1,1999 
ENERGY USE BY CUSTOMER TYPE - GWH 

INDUSTRLAL COMMERCLLL 
~~ 

CUSTOMERS )TNH,CVST G W H  CUSTOMERS 

651.5:O 
667.756 
679.952 
656.651 
714.627 
731.614 
746.928 
762,752 
781.1613 
801,200 

2 32% 

8ie.ga-i 
836.676 
854.239 
871.276 
888.071 
904.522 
920 692 
936.673 
952.715 
068 763 

1 ea?., 

E9 695 
70.440 
70.595 
E3.270 
70,c^E5 
72.447 
73.370 

74.941 
73.280 

77.589 

120% 

75.427 
76.007 
75.545 
77.044 
77.453 
77.01 1 
79.309 
78 701 
79,035 
79.49; 

c. 5s:; 

18.727 

18.768 

:8.554 

18.853 

18.815 

18.672 
19.482 
20.146 
20.610 
21.333 

143% 

21.197 
21,669 
21,970 
22.213 
22.595 
22.959 
23.280 
23.641 
24.023 
24.209 

1 45“a 

26 910 
25,312 
25.280 
24,952 
25.230 
26,244 
25.916 
25 803 
26,213 
27.257 

0 14% 

27.263 
27.481 
27,725 
27.978 
28.1C9 
28.225 
29,355 
29.457 
29,853 
29.854 

0 %2:b 

K N H K U S T  

695,918 
716.525 
742,384 
751.455 
735.387 
719.104 
751.163 
780.763 
786.241 
784,871 

135% 

776.919 
788.487 
792.438 
794.292 
803.840 

820.959 
870.774 
238.447 
239.G05 

o e5:b 

aii.670 

1111 

STREET h 
HIGHVIAY 
L l t H T l h t  

GWH 

5 i 6  
525 
554 
rzj 

E51 
579 
602 
617 
623 
632 

2 27% 

657 
676 
696 
716 
T37 
759 
779 

e23 

-u 

e02 

e i a  

2 ti??’, 

OTHER 
SALES 
G W H  

4.298 
4,406 
4.604 
4,596 
4,e53 
4.933 
5.257 
5,432 
5.718 
4,603 

0 77016 

4.665 
4.789 
4.919 
5.045 
5.169 
5.3G5 
5.438 
5 564 
5,692 
5 923 

TOTAL 
SALES 
GWH 

134,505 
139 204 
142.237 
142.951 
148.672 
155.327 

167.297 
170,353 
181,430 

152.a30 

3 3at6 

‘179.635 
124.559 
189.146 
193.682 
198.200 
232.838 
207,387 
211.018 
216.435 
229.856 

2 3294 

RESALE 
G NH 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 00% 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 OG?& 

(15) 

UTlLlM 
USE b 

LOSSES 
G W H  

15,614 
12,741 
14,115 
14,509 
14,632 
13.964 
16.682 
16,845 
16.250 
18.120 

1.67% 

18,697 
18.797 
13.215 
19,305 

20.055 
20,361 
20,595 
20.903 
21.150 

143?0 

i9.75a 

( : 5 )  

NEL 
GWH 

150.1 13 
151.045 
156.352 
157,460 
163.301 
163,291 
179.512 

186.603 
199.550 

3 210:. 

198.332 
203,356 
208.36: 
212.987 
218.023 
222,693 
227.748 
232,513 
237,339 
242 025 

184.142 

2 22’. 

0 a 



SUMMARY OF LOAD MANAGEMENT I INTERRUPTIBLE LOAD - MW 

‘EAR 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

GPC 

0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 29 
0 25 

(SUMMER) 

FRCCTOTALS I STATE TOTALS 
LM I INT I LM I INT 

1,540 

1,591 
1,578 
1,537 

. 1,509 
1,493 
1,478 
1,467 
1,457 
1,152 -- 

1,225 
1,247 
1,255 
1,265 
1,284 
1,206 
1,317 
1,334 
1,352 
1.348 

1,540 
1,591 

1,537 
1,539 
1,493 
1,478 
1,467 
1,457 
1,452 

1,573 

1,254 
1,276 
1,294 
1,293 
1.313 
1,325 
1,346 
1,363 
1,381 
1,373 

STATE 
TOTAL 

Lr.1 + INT 

2,794 
2.867 
2,872 
2,831 
2,822 
2,818 
2,824 
2,830 
2,838 
2,825 

SUMMARY OF LOAD MANAGEMENT I INTERRUPTIBLE LOAD - MW 
(WINTER) 

YEAR 

1999 I 00 
2000 I 01 
2001 I 02 
2002 I 03 
2003 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 06 
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2008 I 09 

- 
G - 
C 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

- 
C 

29 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
24 
24 

- 

- 

Ltdl 
FRCC TOTALS STATE 

2,839 
2,925 
2,@94 
2.865 
2,863 
2,870 
2,877 
2,885 
2,895 
2,907 

1,173 
1.184 
1,178 
1,193 
1,250 
1,215 
1,226 
1,239 
1,233 
1,248 

2,839 
2,325 
2,834 
2,665 
2,863 
2,870 
2,&77 
2,885 
2,895 
2,907 

3TALS 
INT 

1,201 
1,212 
1,206 
1,221 
1,228 
1,243 
1,254 
1,267 
1,257 
1,272 

STATE 
TOTAL 

Livl + INT 

4,040 
4,137 
4,100 
4,087 
4,091 
4,113 
4,131 
4,152 
4,152 
4,179 



UTlLlM 

1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

SUMMARY OF EXISTING CAPACITY 
AS OF JANUARY I, 1999 

ALABAMA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC 

GULF POWER COMPANY 

TOTALS: 
FRCC REGION: 

STATE OF FLORIDA: 

FRCC NON-UTILITY GENERATING FACILITIES: 

TOTAL STATE NON-UTILIW GENERATING FACILITIES: 

TOTAL FRCC REGION: 
TOTAL STATE OF FLORIDA: 

NET CAPABILITY - MW 

SUMMER WINTER 

1,044 1.085 

2,232 2,240 

35.165 36.880 

38.441 40.205 ' 

2.076 2.129 

2 . 0 9  2.148 

37.241 39,009 
40,536 42,353 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

EXISTING GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1,1999 

(7! 

ALTERNATE FUEL 
FUEL TRSGSP. 

METHQD PLANT FIAME A1.3 UNIT NO. 

ALABAMA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. INC 
G A N n  3 
GANTT 4 
POINT 'A' 1 
POINT 'A' 2 
POINT -A- 3 
CHARLES R LOVJI.IAN 1 
CHARLES R L O V W N  2 
CHARLES R LOWhtAN 3 
t.4CWILLIAMS 1 
MCWlLLlAMS 2 
MCWlLLlAMS 3 
MCWILLIAMS 4 
PORTLAND 1 
MCINTOSH 2 
MCINTOSH 3 
JAMES H LIILLER. JR (686!686) 1 
JAMES H MILLER, JR (686'686) 2 

TOTAL: Q 
C F I  

AWBAl.'A 
ALABAMA 
ALABAt.1A 
AWBAklA 
ALABN.1A 
ALABM.1A 
ALABAI.t.4 
ALA0AI.W 
ALABAMA 
ALABAMA 
ALABAhlA 
ALABAMA 
WALTON. FL 
ALABAMA 
ALRBAMA 
ALABAMA 
ALABAMA 

HY 
HY 
HY 
HY 
HY 
FS 
FS 
FS 

ccw 
ccw 
ccw 
CCT 
GT 
G r  
GT 
FS 
FS 

VIA? -_ 
VJAT - 
K'AT - 
V:AT -. 
WAT - 

C W A  
C WA 
C VIA 

\VH - 
WH - 
'JVH - 
NG PL 
LO TK 
NG PL 
NG PL 
C WA 
C WA 

1926 - - 

1985 - - 

1925 -- - ~ -  
1925 - - 
1949 - - 
1969 - - 

1978 - - -  

1980 - - 
1951 - - 
1954 - - 
1959 -- - 
1096 -- - 

1964 - - 
1998 -- - 

1992 - - 
lS92 - - 

1998 - - 

1.2co 1 1 
1 ,800 2 2 
1.ECO 2 2 
1,600 2 2 
2.0@0 2 2 

66.090 71 78 
236.COO 232 235 
236.000 238 240 

7.500 10 10 
7,500 1'3 10 

25.CiOO 23 23 
107.000 102 117 

11000 11 11 
113,000 113 120 
11 3.000 113 120 
c 55 56 
- 56 56 

1.044 l .CB5  

2 

6 
6 
6 

12 
. 12 

8 
12 
3 
6 
6 
6 
6 

1 
6 
9 
7 
6 
5 
8 
3 

10 
6 
6 
5 
9 
6 
1 
5 
5 
5 

_. - 
LO TK 
LO TK 

1 
2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
1 
2 
1 
2 
R 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 

A 

ESCPt.1BI.S 
ESCA'ABIA 
ESCAtAE:? 
ESCc.:?ln 
ESCFh'SIA 
ESCk'.!B:ir 
ESCAh'SIA 
JACKSCN 
JACKSQN 
f? AY 
EJY 
BAY 
JACKSO'4. t.!S 

t.1ONROE. GA 
ShNTA ROSA 
SANTA ROSA 
SANTA ROSA 

JACKSON. u s  

FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
GT 
FS 
FS 
FS 
GT 
GT 
GT 

NG 
NG 
NG 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
LO 
C 
C 
C 

I4G 
NG 
1"G 

PL 
PL 
PL 

ViA 
b," 

Vi; 
WA 

RFWJA 
RFiVIA 

VIA 
l'.,.A 
i K  
RR 
RR 
RR 
PL 
PL 
?: 

.- 

no 
HO 
HO 
t:s 
N $2 
NG 
NG 

TK 
TK 
Tr, 
F: 
PL 
FL 
FL 

GULF POWER COMPANY 
CRlST 
CRIST 
CRlST 
CRlST 
CRIST 
CRlST 
CRlST 
SCHOU 
SCHOLZ 
LANSING StATH 
Lhh'SING SL!ITH 
LANSI::G Sh11TH 
DANIEL 
DANIEL 
SCHERER 
PEA RIDGE 
PEA RIDGE 
PEA RICGE 

1945 12 2011 
1949 12 2011 
1952 12 2011 
l C 3  12 2314 
1961 12 2 2 : s  
1970 12 2315 
1973 12 2018 
1953 12 2011 
1953 12 2011 
1965 12 2015 
1967 12 2017 
1971 12 20G6 
13i7 12 2027 
1931 12 2031 
1967 12 2042 
1938 - -- 
1 9 8  .- - 
i w a  .- -- 

24 
24 
35 
i9 
eo 

302 
495 
46 
46 

162 
102 
40 

239 
239 
223 

5 
5 
5 

2.240 

- 

28,125 24 
28.125 24 
37,550 35 
53.750 i? 
93,750 60 

369.750 552 
578.000 455 
49.000 45 
49.M)O 46 

129.6CO 162 
150.4M 19: 
41.850 32 

274.125 239 
2i4.125 239 
222.750 223 

4.750 5 
4.750 5 
4.750 5 

2.232 

- 
- 
HO 
t IO __ 

TOTAL: 

35.165 36.880 

58,441 40,205 

FRCC TOTAL: 

STATE TOTAL: 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

FUTURE GENERATING CAPABILIN INSTALLATIONS, CHANGES, AND REMOVALS 
(JANUARY 1,1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31.2008) 

GENERATOR 
COMHERCIAL M A X I M U M  

UNIT UNIT w FUEL TRANSPORTATION IN.SERVICE t:AHEPLATE NET CAPABILITY [MW) 
TYPE PRIMARY ALTERNATE PRIMARY ALTERNA7E (MONR) k W  SUMMER WINTER STATUS UTILITY POWER PLANT NAME NO. LOCATION 

- ZOO2 

AEC FUTURECC 
GPC LANSING SMITH 

1 UNKNOWII 
3 BAY 

cc NG 
CC NG 

- PL 
__ PL 

- 1 / 2002 235.000 235 260 P 
- 6 / 2002 - 540 540 L 

2003 - 
AEC FUTURECC u! 
- 2004 

2006 - 
AEC FUTURECC 
GPC LANSING SMITH 

2 UNKNOWN 

3 UNKNOWN 
A 84.1 

1.2.3 ESCAMBIA 

cc NG 

cc NS 
GT LO 

cc NG 

PL 

PL 
TK 

PL 

- 6 / 2003 235.CCO 235 260 P 

- 1 / 2006 235,000 235 260 P 
- 12 / 2006 41.850 (32) (40) 

- 6 / 2G07 - 1 EO reo RP 

- 2008 

FRCC FUTURE TOTAL: 

STATE FUTURE TOTAL: 

9,558 i o , ~  

11.051 12.124 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

SUMMARY OF CAPACITY, DEMAND, AND RESERVE MARGIN 
AT TIME OF SUMMER PEAK 

(10) 

FIRM 
PEAK 

DEMAND 

(11) (12) 

RESERVE MARGIN 
WITH EXERCISING 

(5) 
CONTRACTED 

FIRM 
NET TO GRID 

FROM NUG 
(MW) 
2.095 
2.095 
2.095 
2.074 
2.074 
2,074 
2,064 
1.931 
1,925 
1,910 

RESERVE MARGIN 
WIO EXERCISING 

TOTAL 
AVAILABLE 

(MW) 
43.120 
43.573 
45.047 
47.243 
48.575 
49.012 
49.863 
50,534 
52,125 
52.824 

CAPACITY 
TOT4L PEAK 

DEMAND 
CAPACITY IMPORT 

PEN FL GPCLAEC 
INSTALLED 
CAPACITY 

(MW) 
39.401 
39.794 
41.341 
43.726 
45.150 
45.587 
46.448 
47,252 
40.840 
49.562 

LOAD MANAGEMENT & INT. 
(MW) % O F  PEAK 
3,817 100/0 

LOAD MANAGEMENT & INT. 
(MW) % OF PEAK 
6.61 1 18% 

-0 
39.333 

(MW) 
1,640 
1.755 
1.682 

1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 
1,566 

1,658 

YEAR 
1999 

(MW) 
36,509 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
zoos 
2006 
2007 
2008 

40.102 
40.623 
41.5C1 
42.449 
43.301 
14.190 
45.702 
46.109 
46,971 

3.471 9 % 
4.224 1 O!b 
5.642 14% 
6.126 14:b 
5.71 1 1396 
5.673 13% 
5.332 12% 
6.016 13% 
5.853 12% 

37.235 
37.951 
33.770 
39.627 
40.483 
4 1,366 
42.372 
43.2i l  
44.146 

6.338 17% 
7.096 19?b 
8.473 22% 
0.948 23:; 
8.529 210.; 
0,497 21% 
8.162 19% 
8,854 200.6 
0.678 20% 

SUMMARY OF: CAPACIN, DEMAND, AND RESERVE MARGIN 
AT TIME OF WINTER PEAK 

(5) 
CONTRACTED 

FIRM 
NET TO GRID 
FROM NUG 

( 6 )  

TOTAL 
AVAILABLE 
CAJACITY 

(8) (9) 

RESERVE MARGIN 
WiO EXERCISING 

(11) (12) 

RESERVE MARGIN 
WITH EXERCISING 

(3) ( 4 )  (10) 

FIRM 
PEAK 

DEMAND 
(MYJ) 

38.403 
39.281 
40,281 
41,253 
42.192 
43.131 
4:.cc3 
45.1 16 
46,053 
47,014 

INSTALLED 
CAPACITY 

TOTAL PEAK 
DEMAND 

CAPAClrY IMPORT 
PEN FL GPC&AEC LOAD MANAGEMENT & INT. 

% O F  PEAK 
1-2' 6.604 I . o  

___- ( :.w) 
LOAD MANAGEMENT & INT. 

(%W) 9'0 OF PEAK 
2.564 6% 

(YAW\ 
42.448 

(MW) 
2.148 

I M L Y  ) 
45.012 

(MW) (MW) 
1.772 (36) 

(MWJ 
41.128 

YEAR 
1999 I 00 
2000 I 0 1  
2001 I 02 
2002 I 03 
2003 I 04 
2004 I 05 
2005 I 06 
2006 I 07 
2007 I 08 
2008 1 09  

7.312 l!?,b 
8.601 21% 
9.576 230.6 
9.21 1 22% 
9.184 21% 
0,178 21?t 
9,483 21:; 
9,681 21% 
8.710 1991 

421822 
45,134 
47.350 
47,924 
40,846 
49.850 
51,275 
52,419 
52,409 

1,694 (71) 
1,671 (71) 
1,566 (214) 
1,566 (214) 

1.566 (214) 

1,566 (214) 
1.566 (214) 

1526 (214) 

1,566 (21:) 

2.148 
2.148 
2.127 
2.127 
2.1 17 
: .53: 
1,973 
1,963 
1,063 

46.590 
48 e62 
50.829 
5 1.403 
52,315 
53.225 
51.6C5 
5 5 . 7 2  
55.724 

43.418 
44.351 
45,340 
46 203 
47.244 
4~3.173 
49.259 
50,205 
51.193 

3.175 7 Yo 
4,501 10:; 
5.489 1296 
5.120 11% 
5.071 110,; 
5 . C 4 i  1C' 
5,337 110,; 
5.529 11?6 
4.531 9 % 

COLUMN 10:'FIRM PEAK DEMAt:D" =TOTAL PEAK DEMrlhD - INTERRUPTIELE LCAD - LCCD hlAtdAGEMENT 
ONLY i o  MW OF AEC'S GENERATION IS LOCATED tri W E  STATE OF FLOYJDA 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

NET TO GRID FROM NON-UTILITY GENERATING FACILITIES 

SUMMER 
FIRM AS AVAILABLE 

WINTER 
FIRM AS AVAILABLE 

NET TO GRID NET TO GRID NET TO GRID NET TO GRID 
YEAR (MW) (MW) YEAR (MW) (MW) 

1999 2,095.4 127.4 

2000 2,095.4 127.4 

2001 2,095.4 127.4 

2002 2,073.6 

2003 2,073.6 

127.4 

127.4 

2004 2,073 6 127.4 

2005 2,063.6 127.4 

2006 1.930.6 127.4 

2007 1,925.0 117.4 

2008 1,910 0 117.4 

1999lOO 2,148.4 149.4 

2000/01 2.148.4 149.4 

200 1102 2,148.4 149.4 

2002103 

2003/04 

2,126.6 * 149.4 

2,126.6 149.4 

2304105 2,116.6 149.4 

149.4 2095/06 1,983.6 

2006/07 1 ,S78.3 139.4 

139.4 1.963.0 2 00 7/0 8 

133.4 1 ,S63.0 2008109 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

EXISTING NON-UTILIM GENERATING FACILITIES AS OF JANUARY 1,1999 

121 121 141 

UNIT 
UT L FACILITY NAME NO. LOCATION N P E  

GULF POWER COMPANY 

BAY RES MANAGEUENT FACILITY 
CHAMPION 
CHAMPION 
MONSANTO 
MONSANTO 
MONSANTO 
MONSANTO I 1  
PENSACOLA CHR!STIAN COLLEGE 
P E W C O L A  CHRISTIAN COLLEGE 
PENSACOIA CHRISTIAN COLLEGE 
STWE CONTAlhE? 
STONE CONTAINER 
STONE CONTAINER 
STONE CONTAINER 

TOTAL' 

I 
1 

2 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
4 

9AY 
EJCLMSIA 
ESCAMBiA 
ESCAMEIA 
ESCAMBIA 
ESCAMBIA 
ESCAMBIA 
ESCAMBIA 
ESCAMBIA 
ESCAMBIA 
BAY 
BAY 
BAY 
BAY 

SP? 
CSG 
COG 
COG 
COG 
C Z G  

COG6PP 
CCG 
COG 
COG 
COG 
COG 
COG 
cos 

/I FIRM COtITR?CT CAPACIN TERM - 811S5L31105 

(51 161 171 181 191 1101 111) 114 1121 1141 1151 (161 

OF LOAD 
SERVED BY MAXIMUM NORMAL POTENTIAL EXPORT TO GRID 

COYMERCIEL AT TIME OF PEAK. MW QF GENERATION GENERATOR OUTPUT 
FUEL r Y P E  IN-SERVICE FIRM AS-AVAILABLE MW) MW 

~- PRI -- ALT j M 3 " V  S U M  WIN SUM WIN SUM WIN SUM' I K I N  STATUS 

R E F  
\VE.COL 
W C L C L  

NG 
NG 
PrJ 
r4G 
N S  
NG 
FiS 

WOMORO 
WDAiOXO 
WDIHOP,O 
womono 

- 2/07 
NC; 5/93 
luc 5/93 
LO 19% 
L 3  1954 
LO 19% 
- 3193 
- m a  

- 418a 

- 4m.9 

N G X O L  1950 
tIGICOL 1 x 0  
NGCOL 1550 
NGICOL i960 

c o  
G 0  
03 
0 0  
00 
0 0  

19 0 
00 
0 0  
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 

19 0 

- -  

2076 4 

2C95 4 

O G  
00 
c o  
00 
c o  
0 0  

19 0 
00 
0 0  
00 
00 
00 
0 0  
00 

19 0 

_ _ -  

2129 4 

2148 4 

11 0 11 0 0 0  00 12 5 
00 0 0  37 4 3: 4 3 i  4 

00 00 4 0  4 0  5 0  
C 3  00 4 c  4 0  5 0  
0 0  00 4 0  4 0  6 0  

19 0 19 0 63 0 63 0 860 
00 0 0  1 1  1 1  1 1  
00 00 1 1  1 1  1 1  
0 0  0 0  1 1  1 1  1 1  
0 0  00 4 0  4 0  4 0  

0 0  G O  5 0  5 0  5 0  
00 0 0  10 0 1G 0 10 0 
0 0  00 20P 20 0 20 0 

03 03 i o  a 40 8 40 a 

- _ _ _  
30 0 30 0 

97 4 1194 

127 4 149 4 

12 5 
3: 4 
40 8 
5 0  
5 0  
6 0  
860 

1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
4 0  
5 0  

10 0 
20 0 

G c 
t4: 
N3 
t:c 
t.c 
tic 
C 

t i c  
NC 
t;c 
tr3 
NC 
t4c 
NC 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

SUMMARY OF SCHEDULED INTERCHANGE CONTRACTS 

(1 1 (2) ( 3 )  (4) (5) (6)  
CONTRACT TERM 

PURCHASING SELLING FROM TO NET CAPABILITY - MW 
WINTER UTILITY UTILITY (MONR) (MONR) SUMMER 

ALABAMA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

DUK 01;99 12/99 80 80 
DUK 01100 12101 100 100 
ENR 01199 12/99 50 50 
ENR 01/00 12/00 0 50 
ENR 01/01 12/01 100 50 
OPC 06/98 12105 100 100 
ENT 06/98 12199 50 100 
ENT 01100 c5103 70 140 
NOR 01100 12/00 60 65 

' NOR 01101 12/01 58 63 
NOR 01102 12102 56 61 
TEA 01199 12/00 38 38 

DESCRIPTION 

SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 
SCHEDULE D 

0 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINES 
1999-2008 

LINE 
OWNERSHIP 

LIST TERMINALS 

GPC BRENTWOOD SILVER HILL 

(3) (4) (5) 

COMMERCIAL NOMINAL LINE 
LENGTH IN-SERVICE VOLTAGE IN kV 

DESIGN CKT. MILES DATE(YWM0) OPER. 

14 2000 5 230 230 



TYPE 

1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

HISTORY AND FORECAST: IhiTERCHANGE AND GENERATION BY FUEL TYPE - GWH 

ACTUAL 

1997 1998 1999 2530 

INTERCHANGE GWH 

NUCLEAR GWH 

COAL GWH 

OIL - TOT GWH 

STEAM GWH 

cc GWH 

CT GWH w 
NG - TOT GWH 

STEAM GWH 

cc GWH 

C T  GWH 

P 

HYDRO G c' H 

NUG GWH 

8.81 7 

23,426 

82,650 

24,001 
23,451 

53 
500 

33,556 
13,792 
18,457 
1.492 

91 

14,062 

5.667 

31 -723 

80,564 

37.398 
36,266 

92 
1,059 

31,576 
1 1,003 
19,200 
2.234 

05 

12,525 

9,639 

30,161 

82,322 

34,855 
34,265 

51 
541 

26,896 
3,484 

21,568 
2.775 

129 

14,323 

11,229 

30.490 

82,535 

32,627 
32,10! 

65 
458 

31,922 
4,369 

29,667 
2,675 

105 

i 4 3 a  

2001 

12.01 4 

30,105 

82.762 

28,955 
28,416 

63 
477 

39,848 
8.979 

34,635 
3,969 

123 

14.534 

2002 

11,580 

30,8C5 

83,701 

21,322 
20,996 

65 
262 

51,538 
6.081 

50,941 
2,778 

123 

13.91 7 

2003 

12,472 

30,503 

84,505 

15.338 
15,066 

90 
182 

6 1,883 
6,006 

62,429 
3.1 55 

137, 

13.215 

2005 

13,900 

30.083 

65,010 

16,932 
16.586 

96 
250 

63,524 
6,159 

53,620 
3,745 

25 

13.4 9 

2005 

13,600 

30.695 

65,742 

15.149 
14,920 

105 
124 

68,887 
9,653 

55,929 
3.305 

25 

13,443 

2006 

14,974 

30.072 

86,182 

14.658 
14,376 

119 
163 

75,117 
13,333 
57,851 
3.923 

25 

1 2 . 2 5  

2007 

14,598 

30,328 

85.289 

12,200 
11,942 

126 
132 

82,505 
18.551 
60,098 
3.856 

25 

12,394 

zoo9 

14.325 

30.71 3 

87.950 

10,697 
10,459 

117 
121 

86,072 
22.027 
59.665 
4.3SQ 

i5 

12,263 

NEL GWH 186,€03 199,550 198,332 2133,356 20E!,361 212,937 213,043 222,E.33 227,7.M 232,513 237,339 242,543 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

HISTORY AND FORECAST: INTERCHANGE AND GENERATION BY FUEL TYPE - % GWH 

ACTUAL 

2004 2005 2006 2003 -- 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 TYPE 2007 2008 

INTERCHANGE % 4 7% 2 8% 4 9% 5 5% 5 8% 5 4% 5 7% 6 2% 6.0% 6.1% 6.2% 5 9% 

NUCLEAR % 12 6X 15 9% 15.2% 5.0% 14.4% 14 5% 14 0% 13 5% 13.6%. 12.9% 12.8% 12.7'16 

COAL % 44.3% 40.4% 41 5X 4 0 . E 9 b  39.7% 39.3% 38 8% 38.1% 37.6% 37.1 % 35.9% 36.3% 

OIL -TOT % 
STEAM % 
cc % 

. CT % 

12 9% 18 7% 17 6Oh 16 O I  13 9 1  10 0% 7 0% 

12 6% 18 2% 17 3% 15 8% 13 6% 9 9% 6 9Oh 
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0.9% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
43% 0 5% 0 3% 0 2% 0 2% 0 1% G 1% 

7.6% 
7.4% 
0.0% 
0.1 % 

6.7% 
6.6% 
0.0% 
0.1% 

6 3% 
6.2% 
0.1 % 
0.1% 

5.1% 4.4% 
5.0% 4.3% 
0.1 % 0.0% 
0.1% 0.0% 

(3 N G - T O T  % 
83 STEAM % 

cc % 
CT % 

18 0% 15 896 13 6% 15 7% 19 1% 24 2% 28 4% 

7 4% 5 5% 1 8 %  7- 1% 4 3% 2 9% 2 8% 
9 9% 9 6% 10 9% 14 6% 16 6% 23 9% 28 6% 
0 81 1 1 %  1 4% 13% 1 9 %  1 3% 1 4% 

28.5% 
2.8% 

24.1 % 
1.7% 

30.2Oh 
3 2% 

24 6 1  
1.5% 

32.3% 
5.7% 

24.9% 
1.7% 

34.8% 35 6% 
7.8% 9 1 %  

25.3% 24 7% 
1.6% 1 8% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.10, O . i %  0.1% 0.1% 0 Oob 0.0% @ 0% 0.0% c 0% HYDRO % 

5.2% 5 196 7.5% 6 3% 7.2% 7.1% i . O %  6.5% 6 1 %  6.GX 5.5% 5 3% NUG 010 

1001 i30:; 1 OCob 100% 1 GO'% 100% 100% 1 05% 1 GO% 1 OC% 100% 100% NEL % 



1999 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

HISTORY AND FORECAST: FUEL REQUIREMENTS 

ACTUAL 

TYPE 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 -- 

NUCLEAR WE12 BTU 246 333 317 320 31 6 323 320 316 324 316 31 8 322 

COAL 10E3 TON 32.569 35.361 35,455 35,231 35,091 35,269 35,627 35.943 36,496 36,699 36,266 37.51 0 

OIL - T O T  lOE3 BBL 39,135 62,609 55,837 52,196 47,078 35,222 25,681 28,706 27,436 27,174 23,620 21.342 
STEAM WE3 BBL 36,846 58,876 53.217 49,879 44,283 22,882 23,122 26,070 23,245 22,421 18,718 16,443 
cc lOE3 BBL 340 380 388 427 425 575 728 759 2,277 3,317 3,390 3,350 
CT lOE3 BBL 1,949 3,353 2,232 2.090 2,370 1,765 1,531 1,877 1,914 1.436 1,512 1,549 

NG - TOT 10E6 CF 293,560 283,334 243,002 284,316 363,876 447,306 525.188 545.057 568,713 614,827 673.952 701,271 
@ STEAM lOE6 CF 137,345 107.332 41,160 53,077 99,320 68,605 67,427 69,202 88.068 117.957 155,502 177.872 

10E6 CF 136,797 146.861 165,725 195,985 212,750 346,037 423,874 432.268 445,032 455.510 479,720 479,156 

10E6 CF 19.418 29,141 36,117 35,054 51,806 32.664 33,887 43.587 35,613 41,360 38,730 44,243 
LJ cc 

C T  
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Firm Reserve Margin Calculation 

I FRM = (SSR - FPD)/(FPD) 1 
SSR = (IC + PC + FI +FQF - 

FPD = (FR + FW) 

Where: 

FE - PO) 

FRM: Firm Reserve Margin 

SSR: Supply-side Resources 

IC: Installed Capacity 
PC: Planned Capacity 
FI: Firm Imports 
FQF: Firm QF 
FE: Firm Exports 
PO: Planned Outages 

FPD: Firm Peak Demand 

FR: Firm Retail Demand 
FW: Firm Wholesale Demand 

' 95 
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
1998 DAILY PEAK DEMAND - MW 
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Firm Reserve Margin Criteria 

FRM = (SSR - FPD)/ FPD 

FRM = (SSRlFPD) - 1 

(SSRIFPD) = FRM +1 

Minimum Requirement for a Reliable System 

SSR(SSCF) = FPD(FPCF) 

(SSR/FPD) = (FPCFISSCF) 

(FPCFKSCF) = FRM + 1 

MFRM Criterion is 

. .  Winter Minimum Firm Reserve Margin Criteria: 
MFRM MFRM Cntenot! AVG (SSCF) --) - 11% 0.93 1.03 

0.93 - 1.06 14% 15% 

. .  Summer Minimum Firm Reserve Margin Criteria: 
Aul.S=4-- MFRM MFRM Crlterlorl 

0.93 I .02 - 10% 
0.93 - 1.04 12% 15% 

AVG: AVERAGE 
AVG ABS: AVERAGE ABSOLUTE 

~~ 

Where: 

FRM: Firm Reserve Margin 

SSR: Supply-side Resources 

FPD: Firm Peak Demand 

SSCF: (Actual SSR @ FPD)/( Projected SSR), Supply-side Certainty Factor 

FPCF: (Actual PeaWProjected Peak 5 Years Earlier), Firm Peak Certainty 
Factor 

MFRM: Minimum Firm Reserve Margin 
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Winter Projected TYSP SSR 
Total 

1985 2835 
1986 2676 
1987 2675 
1988 2801 
1989 291 7 
I990 2932 
1991 3232 
1992 3306 
1993 3525 
1994 3477 
1995 3665 
1996 3656 
1997 3878 
1998 3776 

Winter Actual per Interrogatory 3 
Total 

1985 2626 
1986 2631 
1987 2698 
1988 3093 
1989 2523 
1990 2322 
1991 3151 
1992 3846 
1993 2297 
1994 3121 
1995 3284 
1996 3594 
1997 3566 
1998 3309 

Wtr ProjNVtr Act 
1985.00 0.93 
1986.00 0.98 
1987.00 I . O l  
1988.00 1.10 
1989.00 0.86 
1990.00 0.79 
1991 .oo 0.97 
1992.00 1.16 
1993.00 0.65 
1994.00 0.90 
1995.00 0.90 
1996.00 0.98 
1997.00 0.92 
1998.00 0.88 

Wtr SupplySide Certainty Factor 0.93 

Summer Projected TYSP SSR 
Total 

1985 2744 
1986 2569 
1987 281 1 
1 988 2801 
1989 291 7 
1990 2949 
I991 3237 
1992 3239 
1993 3483 
1994 3435 
1995 3482 
1996 3477 
1997 3688 
1998 3590 

Summer Actual per Interrogatory 3 
Total 

1985 2235 
1986 2621 
1987 2662 
1988 2660 
1989 3041 
1990 2737 
I991 2730 
1992 2680 
1993 3308 
1994 3312 
1995 3200 
1996 3250 
1997 3263 
1998 3487 

Sum ProjlSum Act 
1985.00 0.81 
1986.00 1.02 
1987.00 0.95 
1988.00 0.95 
1989.00 1.04 
1990.00 0.93 
1991.00 0.84 
1992.00 0.83 
1993.00 0.95 
1994.00 0.96 
1995.00 0.92 
1996.00 0.93 
1997.00 0.88 
1998.00 0.97 

Sum SupplySide Certainty Facto 0.93 
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Summer Load Forecast Comparison 
Actual Finn Peak Occurs 5 Years 

After Ihe Forecast Year 

Winter Load Forecast Comparison 
Actual Firm Peak Occurs 5 Years 

After the Forecast Year 

Forecast Year Forecast Year 
1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

I981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1966 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1 em 

1991 

1992 

1993 

FORECAST 1984 
ACTUAL 1753 

VARIANCE -1 1 64% 

FORECAST 1718 
ACTUAL 1608 

VARIANCE 5 24% 

FORECAST 1819 
ACTUAL 1787 

VARIANCE -1 76% 

FORECAST 1868 
ACTUAL 1842 

VARIANCE -1 39% 

FORECAST 1899 
ACTUAL 1931 

VARIANCE 169% 

FORECAST 1910 
ACTUAL 2012 

VARIANCE 5 34% 

FORECAST 1932 
ACTUAL 2096 

VARIANCE 8 49% 

FORECAST 1910 
ACTUAL 2042 

VARIANCE 6 91% 

FORECAST 2034 
ACTUAL 2118 

VARIANCE 4 13% 

FORECAST 2024 
ACTUAL 2134 

VARIANCE 5 43% 

FORECAST 2183 
ACTUAL 2282 

VARIANCE 4 54% 

FORECAST 2156 
ACTUAL 2300 

VARIANCE 6 68% 

FORECAST 2297 
ACTUAL 2349 

VARIANCE 2 26% 

FORECAST 2428 
ACTUAL 2380 

VARIANCE -1 57% 

FORECAST 2522 
ACTUAL 2471 

VARIANCE -2 02% 

FORECAST 2811 
ACTUAL 2597 

VARIANCE -0 54% 

FORECAST 2836 
ACTUAL 2557 

VARIANCE -3 00% 

FORECAST 2709 
ACTUAL 2779 

VARIANCE 2 56% 

FORECAST 2725 
ACTUAL 2784 

VARIANCE 2 17% 

Summr 

Avmraga Flrm Pask Cmrtolnly Factor 1.02 
AVWJgO AbiOluIm bru ln ly  Factor 1.04 

1975 FORECAST 1755 
ACTUAL I800 

VARIANCE 8 26% 

1976 FORECAST 1705 
ACTUAL 1990 

VARIANCE 18 72% 

1977 FORECAST 1987 
ACTUAL 1960 

VARIANCE -1 36% 

1978 FORECAST 2016 
ACTUAL 2031 

VARIANCE 0 74% 

1979 FORECAST 2087 
ACTUAL 2178 

VARIANCE 4 36% 

1980 FORECAST 2185 
ACTUAL 2380 

VARIANCE 8 92% 

1981 FORECAST 2197 
ACTUAL 2231 

VARIANCE 155% 

1982 FORECAST 2161 
ACTUAL 2310 

VARIANCE 8 89% 

1983 FORECAST 2241 
ACTUAL 2480 

VARIANCE 10 86% 

1984 FORECAST 2308 
ACTUAL 2437 

VARIANCE 5 59% 

1985 FORECAST 2389 
ACTUAL 2874 

VARIANCE 20 30% 

1986 FORECAST 2407 
ACTUAL 2334 

VARIANCE -3 03% 

1967 FORECAST 2498 
ACTUAL 2597 

VARIANCE 3 96% 

1988 FORECAST 2874 
ACTUAL 2827 

VARIANCE -1 78% 

1989 FORECAST 2749 
ACTUAL 2567 

VARIANCE -6 62% 

1990 FORECAST 2850 
ACTUAL 2604 

VARIANCE -8 63% 

1991 FORECAST 2853 
ACTUAL 2710 

VARIANCE -5 01% 

1992 FORECAST 2923 
ACTUAL 3020 

VARIANCE 3 32% 

1993 FORECAST 2932 
ACTUAL 2842 

VARIANCE -3 07% 

Wlnbr 

1.03 
1.06 
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Minimum Summer Supply-side Reserve Margin Criterion 

MSSR = SSR - SSR(SSCF) 

MSSR = SSR( 1 -(SSCF)) 

SSCF = (Actual SSR @ Peak) 
(Projected SSR Available @ Peak) 

Where: 

MSSR: Minimum Supply-side Resources 

SSR: Supply-side Resources 

SSCF: Supply-side Certainty Factor 

MSSRM: Minimum Summer Supply-side Reserve Margin 
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. 
Summer Supply-side Reserve Margin Calculation 

1 SSRM= (SSR - FPD - DSM) I (FPD) I 
SSRM = (IC + PC + FI + FQF - FE - PO) 

FPD = (FR + FW) 

DSM = (INT + LM) 

Where: 

SSRM: Summer Supply-side Reserve Margin 

SSR: 
IC: 
PC: 
FI: 
FQF: 
FE: 
PO: 

Su ppl y-S ide Resources 
Installed Capacity 
Planned Capacity 
Firm Imports 
Firm QF 
Firm Exports 
Planned Outages 

FPD: Firm Peak Demand 

FR: Firm Retail Demand 
FW: Firm Wholesale Demand 

DSM: Demand-Side Resources 

I NT: Interruptible Load 
LM: Load Management 
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Tampa Electric Company’s 
List of Issues in Response to Staff‘s List of Positions 

Issue 1: What is the appropriate methodology, for planning purposes, for calculating 
reserve margins for individual utilities and for Peninsular Florida? 

The Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (“FRCC”) should be responsible for 
aggregating capacity and load data from Peninsular Florida utilities and calculating the 
projected reserve margins for the region. The FRCC’s load and capacity aggregation 
process should eliminate double counting of generating resources and loads. The 
projected reserve margins are calculated for ten year periods and are published annually 
in the FRCC Load and Resource Plan, which is filed with the Florida Public Service 
Commission (“FPSC” or “Commission”). 

The firm reserve margin should be calculated using the accepted industry formula for 
projected winter and summer firm non-coincident peak demands. The formula 
calculates the firm reserve margin as the total firm supply-side resources minus the non- 
coincident seasonal firm peak demand divided by the projected non-coincident seasonal 
firm peak demand. 

Issue 2: What is the appropriate methodology, for planning purposes, for evaluating reserve 
margins for individual utilities and for Peninsular Florida? 

This evaluation should be conducted by the FRCC on an annual basis using the results 
of the FRCC reliability assessment and the FRCC Load and Resource Plan. The FRCC 
Load and Resource Plan should be assessed to ensure that projected aggregate Peninsular 
Florida seasonal firm reserve margins meet or exceed the regional generation adequacy 
standard. Reserve margins that meet or exceed the reserve margin criterion would 
indicate that, for planning purposes, the FRCC aggregate system resource plan provides 
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adequate reliability for the region. If the regional criterion is violated in any peak period, 
the FRCC Reliability Assessment Group ("MG") would assess the data and provide an 
explanation to the FRCC Executive Board and the Commission. Assessment of 
individual operating entities within the region should be conducted by the Commission. 

Issue 3: How should the individual components of an individual o r  Peninsular Florida 
percent reserve margin planning criteria be defined: 

A. Capacity available a t  time of peak (Ex. Q F  capacity, firm and non-firm 
purchases and non-committed capacity). Should equipment delays be 
taken into account? 

B. Seasonal firm peak demand. Over what period should the seasonal firm 
peak demand be determined? What is the proper method for accounting 
for diversity of the individual utilities' seasonal firm peak demands and 
load uncertainty? Is sufficient load uncertainty load data available and 
being used? How are interruptible, curtailable, load management and 
wholesale loads treated at  the end of their tariff or  contract period? 
How should demand and/or energy use reduction options be evaluated 
and included in planning and setting reserve margins? 

C. Should percent reserve margin planning criterion be determined on an 
annual, seasonal, monthly, daily, or  hourly basis? 

A. The components of the firm reserve margin calculation may be classified as 
firm supply-side resources available at time of firm peak and seasonal firm 
peak demand. 

Firm supply-side resources include all FRCC firm installed generating 
capacity less the capacity of planned unit outages during the projected 
seasonal peak less firm contracted exports plus firm contracted capacity fiom 
non-utility generating and qualifying facilities plus firm contracted imported 
capacity fiom outside the Peninsular Florida. 

The aggregate non-coincident firm peak demand includes all customers 
within Peninsular Florida region except to the extent those participating in 
Commission-approved demand-side management programs. The non- 
coincident firm peak is the aggregate firm peak of all load serving utilities in 
Peninsular Florida. 
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The projected in-service date ofplanned capacity should be adjusted to reflect 
equipment delays as they occur. These adjustments should be included in the 
reserve margin calculation when they become known. 

For Peninsular Florida planning purposes, the seasonal firm peaks should 
include December through February for the winter season and June through 
August for the summer season. Tampa Electric (“Tampa Electric” or 
“Company”) supports the FRCC’s approach to calculating load diversity and 
developing load forecast certainty factors. 

The FRCC aggregation process includes all projected firm loads regardless 
of contractual commitments. Included in the FRCC aggregation process is 
the accounting of non-firm loads in Peninsular Florida. This data is provided 
in the FRCC Load and Resource Plan. 

The actual and projected demand and energy reductions from conservation 
programs are captured in the FRCC methodology for testing its 15 percent 
minimum firm reserve margin standard for the seasonal non-coincidental 
peaks. 

C. The firm reserve margin should be calculated on a seasonal basis that 
includes the non-coincident winter and summer firm peaks. The winter 
period should include December through February while the summer months 
should be defined as June through August. Tampa Electric calculates its 
supply-side reserve margin for the summer firm peak. This is during the 
period that generating units experience the highest capacity factors. 

Issue 4: How should generating units be rated (MW) for inclusion in a percent reserve 
margin planning criteria calculation? 

If the unit is not scheduled for an outage at the time of the projected peak demand, then 
the generating resource’s maximum net capability should be used to calculate both the 
firm reserve margin and supply-side reserve margin. 

Issue 5: How should individual utility reserve margins be integrated into the aggregated 
reserve margin for Peninsular Florida? 

On an aggregate basis individual utility reserve margins are not additive since individual 
systems vary in demand and energy requirements. Planning reserves should be based on 
each individual utility’s resources and system demand and energy. 
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An aggregate reserve margin should be calculated for Peninsular Florida using the 
region’s firm existing and planned installed capacity, and firm contracted capacity to 
serve Peninsular Florida’s projected aggregate non-coincident firm seasonal peaks. This 
integration should be conducted by the FRCC and is explained in Tampa Electric’s 
position on Issue 2. 

Should there be a limit on the ratio of non-firm load to MW reserves? If so, what 
should that ratio be? 

No. 

Should there be a m.Amum of supply-side resource when determining reserve 
margins? If so, what is the appropriate minimum level? 

Yes. A minimum supply-side reserve margin is necessary to ensure a balance of 
resources for reserve purposes. The minimum supply-side reserve margin establishes a 
minimum level of supply-side reserves while not limiting the contributions of the 
Commission-approved, demand-side management programs. Maintaining this balance 
is a primary concern during summer months when supply-side resources are required to 
operate at high capacity factors while also experiencing derations due to high seasonal 
temperatures. 

Considering its supply-side resources and demand and energy requirements, Tampa 
Electric believes that a 7 percent minimum summer supply-side reserve margin criterion 
along with a 15 percent minimum seasonal firm reserve margin criteria provides 
adequate system reliability. 

What if any planning criteria should be used to assess the generation adequacy of 
individual utilities. 

It would be inappropriate to establish the same planning criteria for each Peninsular 
Florida utility because “one size does not fit all.” System reliability should be assessed 
on a “utility by utility” basis because each system has unique characteristics in both 
resources and system demand, and energy requirements. Individual utilities should 
establish appropriate reserve margin criteria that will ensure its customers are reliably 
served but those criteria should be develoDed to meet the utilitv’s uniaue characteristics. 



Issue 9: 

Issue 10: 

Issue 11 : 

Issue 12: 

PAGE 5 OF 7 

Should the import capability of Peninsular Florida be accounted for in measuring 
and evaluating reserve margins and other reliability criteria, both for individual 
utilities and for peninsular Florida. 

Only firm contracted import and export capacity should be accounted for in measuring 
and evaluating reserve margins. All import and export capability that is not tied to firm 
contracted capacity should not be considered in these calculations and evaluations. 

Do the following utilities appropriately account for historical winter and summer 
temperatures when forecasting seasonal peak loads for purposes of establishing 
reserve margin planning criteria. 

Yes. Tampa Electric uses historical National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
temperature profiles to forecast seasonal peak loads. The temperature profiles are based 
on 30 years of historical data along with an examination of the temperatures on peak 
days during the period of 1970 - 1998. The forecasted seasonal firm peak demands are 
used in testing the Company’s minimum firm reserve margin criteria. 

Has the FRCC’s 15 percent reserve margin planning criteria, o r  any other proposed 
reserve margin criterion, been adequately tested to warrant  using it as planning 
criterion for the review of generation adequacy on a peninsular Florida basis? If 
the answer is no, what planning criteria should be used. 

Yes. The FRCC 15 percent minimum firm reserve margin criterion for Peninsular 
Florida has been based on the collective planning and operating experience of the FRCC 
utilities and is consistent with reliability standards adopted by other regional reliability 
coordinating councils. It has also been tested using the FRCC methodology and found 
to provide adequate planning reserves for Peninsular Florida. 

What  percent reserve margin is currently planned for Tampa Electric and is it 
sufficient to provide an adequate and reliable source of energy for operational and 
emergency purposes? 

Tampa Electric currently plans for a 15 percent minimum firm reserve margin for both 
winter and summer and proposes minimum summer supply-side reserve margin of 7 
percent. Tampa Electric’s historical availability of supply-side resources and average 
load forecast errors at the time of the firm peak demand indicate that the 15 percent 
minimum firm reserve margin and 7 percent minimum supply-side reserve margin will 
provide adequate and reliable energy for operational and emergency purposes. 
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How does the reliability criteria adopted by the FRCC compare to the reliability 
criteria adopted by other reliability councils? 

Tampa Electric supports the conclusions drawn from the FRCC research provided in its 
FRCC prefiled testimony. 

Should the Commission adopt a reserve margin standard for individual utilities in 
Florida? If so, what should be the appropriate reserve margin criteria for 
individual utilities in Florida. Should there be a transition period for utilities to 
meet that standard? 

No. See response to issue 8. 

Should the commission adopt a reserve margin standard for Peninsular Florida? 
If so, what should be the appropriate reserve margin criteria for Peninsular 
Florida? 

Yes. The Commission should recognize the FRCC 15 percent minimum firm reserve 
margin criteria for both summer and winter non-coincident firm peak demands. 

Should the Commission adopt a maximum reserve margin criterion or other 
reliability criterion for planning purposes: e.g., level of reserves necessary to avoid 
interrupting firm load during weather conditions like those experienced on the 
following dates: 01/08/70,01/17/77,01/13/81,12/19/81,12/25/83,01/21/86,12/23/89? 

No. The Commission should adopt minimum reserve margin criteria that will ensure 
capacity reserve levels adequate for reasonably anticipated winter and summer 
temperature extremes, unplanned unit outages and variations in load growth 

What percent reserve margin is currently planned for Peninsular Florida and is it 
sufficient to provide an adequate and reliable source of energy for operational and 
emergency purposes in Peninsular Florida? 

The FRCC currently plans for a minimum firm reserve margin of 15 percent for both 
summer and winter non-coincident firm peak demands. Historical availability of supply- 
side resources and accuracy of peak load forecasts indicate that a 15 percent minimum 
firm reserve margin will provide adequate and reliable energy for operational and 
emergency purposes. 
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Issue 18: Can out-of-Peninsular Florida power sales interfere with the availability of 
Peninsular Florida reserve capacity to serve Peninsular Florida customers during 
a capacity shortage? If so, how should sales be accounted for in establishing a 
reserve margin standard? 

No. Peninsular Florida utilities plan a minimum winter and summer firm reserve margin 
level of 15 percent on an aggregate Peninsular Florida basis. This minimum firm reserve 
margin of 15 percent is made available to Peninsular Florida utilities on a first call basis 
to serve firm customers during emergency conditions. 

issue 19: Based on the resolution of issues 1 through 18, what follow-up action, if any, should 
the commission pursue? 

Tampa Electric is not aware of the need for any incremental action by the Commission 
at this time, over and above the Commission’s traditional role of insuring adequate and 
reliable electric service throughout Florida. 


