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Q .  

A .  

Q .  

A .  

Q .  

A. 

Q.  

A .  

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L .  TRAPP 

Please s t a t e  your name and business a f f i l i a t i o n .  

My name i s  Robert L.  Trapp. 

o f  E l e c t r i c  & Gas, F l o r i d a  Pub l ic  Service Commission. 

I am the  Ass is tant  D i rec to r  o f  t he  D i v i s i o n  

Please summarize your educational background and employment exper ience. 

I attended the  Georgia I n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology graduat ing w i t h  a 

Bachelor o f  Science degree i n  E l e c t r i c a l  Engineering i n  1974. I began 

my employment w i t h  the  F l o r i d a  Pub l ic  Serv ice Commission in January 

1975. Over my years o f  employment w i t h  t h e  Commission I have been 

promoted through t h e  ranks o f  t h e  Engineering se r ies  t o  become t h e  

Supervisor o f  System Planning. I was se lected t o  my cu r ren t  p o s i t i o n  

as Ass is tan t  D i rec to r  i n  June 1985. 

What i s  t h e  purpose o f  your  test imony? 

The purpose o f  my test imony i s  t o  supplement t h e  test imony o f  Tom 

B a l  l i n g e r  by p rov id ing  s p e c i f i c  recommendations as t o  what ac t i on  should 

be taken by the  Commission w i t h  respect t o . t h e  issues i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h i s  

case. 

Are you o f f e r i n g  any e x h i b i t s ?  

Yes, I am sponsoring t h r e e  e x h i b i t s ;  E x h i b i t  RLT-1, E x h i b i t  RLT-2, and 

E x h i b i t  RLT-3. 
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Q 
A 

Q. 

A .  

Please summarize your testimony. 

Based on the analyses performed by Mr. Ballinger, I believe that the 
Commission should utilize a summer and winter peak reserve margin of 20 
percent for Peninsular Florida. This 20 percent reserve margin should 

be calculated based on the simple aggregation of each individual 

utility’s reserves and seasonal peak load without discounting for  

peninsular diversity. 

Further, until such time as demonstrated otherwise on a case-by-case 

basis, the suitability of each peninsular Florida utility’s Ten-Year 

Site Plan should be judged based on this 20 percent reserve margin. 

Because of the dynamic nature of the planning process and the need for 

continuing critical review, the 20 percent reserve margin criteria used 

to evaluate the suitability of the Ten-Year Site Plans should not be 

codified into a rule at this time. Rather, the Commission should 

continue to evaluate the reliability of utility generation resource 

plans using the Ten-Year Site Planning process. 

Why should the Commission adopt a 20 percent summer and winter peak 
reserve margin? 

As testified to by Mr. Ballinger. the two tables contained in Exhibit 
- (RLT-1) show peninsular Florida’s exposure to capacity shortfalls 

under different reserve margin criteria. 
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A .  

As shown by these two tables ,  my selection of a 20 percent reserve 

margin minimizes the risk of  capacity a l e r t s  during the summer and 

assures t h a t  i f  Florida experiences another extreme freeze l ike t h a t  

experienced during Christmas 1989, customer outages ( M W )  should be no 

worse t h a n  t h a t  experienced during Christmas 1989. During Christmas 

1989, customer demand outstripped available generating capacity for a 

three-day period beginning Saturday evening, December 23, and continuing 

through midday Monday, December 25. Ro ta t ing  blackouts were inst i tuted 

on each of these three days resulting i n  a t o t a l  of 569 MW on Saturday, 

4 ,744  MW on Sunday, and  4,472 MW on Monday o f  firm load not served. 

Prior t o  i n i t i a t i n g  rotating blackouts, non-firm customer loads such as 

i nterrupti bl  e ,  curtai  1 ab1 e ,  and  1 oad management were curtai  1 ed ( u p  t o  

1,495 MW statewide).  . 

Would you now brief ly  address the specif ic  issues identified in this 

docket? 

Yes. 

Issue 1: What i s  the appropriate methodology, for p lann ing  purposes, for 

calculating reserve margins for i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  and for Peninsular 

F1 ori  da?  

S t a f f  i s  not proposing any single methodology for calculating and  

evaluating reserve margins for i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  and for  Peninsular 

Florida. Rather, staff has independently tested the reasonableness of 

the FRCC seasonal peak reserve margin methodology. The resul ts  of these 
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A .  

analyses lead me t o  conclude t h a t  the FRCC methodology i s  overly 

simplist ic and does not  yield credible r e su l t s .  

Generation p l a n n i n g  i s  a dynamic process. Factors affecting bul  k system 

re1 i a b i  1 i t y  (such as generating techno1 ogy , maintenance practices , 

outage ra tes ,  weather patterns, e t c . )  are  a l l  subject t o  change. The 

tools used t o  evaluate system adequacy must also change. They are ,  

however, only tools .  I n  the f i n a l  analysis, system planners, u t i l i t y  

management, a n d  the Commission must use the i r  own experience and 

judgement t o  determine the level of reserve margins t h a t  are  l ikely t o  

best protect the public health and  welfare. I n  t h i s  case, I have used 

my judgement t o  recommend a 20 percent summer and winter reserve margin. 

Issue 2: What i s  the appropriate methodology, for p lann ing  purposes, for 

evaluating reserve margins for i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  and for Peninsular 

F1 ori da? 

I believe I have answered this i n  my response t o  Issue 1. My short 

response would be t o  re i te ra te  t h a t  I support the independent tes t ing 

performed by Mr. Ballinger and have used my judgement t o  recommend a 20 

percent summer and winter reserve margin for  Peninsular Florida and 

i n d i v i d u a l  uti 1 i t i e s .  

Issue 3: How should the i n d i v i d u a l  components o f  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  or 

Peni nsul ar F1 ori da percent reserve margi n pl  a n n i  ng cri terion be defined? 

Consistently. 

- 5 -  
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h .  

A .  

Issue 3A1: How should capacity available at time of peak (ex. QF 

capacity, firm and non-firm purchases and non-committed capacity) be 

def i ned? 

A reserve margin calculation is just one of many ways of expressing 

information about the adequacy of generation supply. The most 

conservative way of calculating a reserve margin is to include only firm 

resources such as measured generating unit capabi 1 i ty and fi rm purchased 

power under contract. I have no problem, however, also measuring the 
likely impact on reserve margins of non-firm purchases which have been 

historically available at time of peak. Nor do I have a problem with 
measuring the likely impact of planned and certified non-committed 

capacity in a reserve margin calculation. What is important is that QF 

capacity , fi rm and non-fi rm purchases, and non-commi tted capacity should 
be reasonably quantified before they can be included in a reserve margin 

calculation. 

As I have stated, planning is a dynamic process and the tools used in 
the planning process must reflect changes which occur in the industry. 
One significant change which has occurred in the wholesale market is the 

increase in non-committed capacity or merchant plants in Florida. 

Approximately 2,500 MW of non-commi tted merchant plant capacity is 
scheduled to be placed in-service in Peninsular Florida in the next five 

years. None of this planned 2,500 MW of non-committed capacity is 
subject to a need determination under the Florida Power Plant Siting 

Act. This non-committed capacity will provide an additional source of 
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Q. 
A. 

needed capacity i n F1 ori da . 

Although non-committed capacity is increasing in Florida, the Peninsular 

Florida utilities have refused to accept its existence. No attempt has 
been made by the utilities or the FRCC to evaluate the potential 

beneficial affect o f  these additional generating resources on utility 

planned reserve margins. I find it surprising that a Reliability 

Council such as the FRCC has not proposed or developed any methodologies 

to measure the likely contribution of these generation resources to the 

adequacy of the Peninsular Florida system. As I stated earlier in my 
testimony, the selection of the appropriate reserve margin for 

Peninsular Florida utilities is, in the final analysis, largely a matter 

of judgement. It is often difficult to exercise good judgement based 

on limited or restricted information. 

I have recommended that, until such time as demonstrated otherwise on 
a case-by-case basis, the suitability of each peninsular Florida 

utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan should be judged based on a 20 percent 
reserve margin. If the FRCC and individual utilities were to credibly 

quantify the availability of non-committed capacity being developed in 

Florida, I would include this capacity in determining whether my 

proposed 20 percent reserve margin criteria was met. 

Issue 3A2: Should equipment delays be taken into account? 
Yes. Historically, utilities have shown the affect of unit in-service 

- 7 -  
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A .  

Q. 

delays on reserve margins in their Need Determination petitions. This 

information can also provide useful insight when evaluating utility Ten- 
Year Site P I  ans . 

Issue 3B1: How should seasonal firm peak demand be defined? Over what 

period (hourly, 30 min., 15 min.) should the seasonal firm peak demand 
be determined? 

Again, consistency is important in order to ensure comparability of 

analyses. Generally, one-hour has and should continue to be used unless 

otherwise agreed to by all utilities and made applicable to all MW or 
percent reserve margin calculations. 

Issue 3B2: What is the proper method.of accounting for the diversity of 

the individual utilities’ seasonal firm peak demands and load 

uncertainty? 

I agree with Mr. Ballinger that the FRCC has lowered the “test bar” by 
applying a 2 percent diversity factor to their proposed 15 percent peak 

reserve margin criteria 

Issue 3B3: Is sufficient load uncertainty data available and being used? 
No. My recommendation of a 20 percent reserve margin i s  based on the 

concern that utilities are not giving enough weight to the potential 

adverse affects o f  weather on thei r generation planning . 

Issue 3B4: How are interruptible, curtai 1 ab1 e, 1 oad management and 

- 8 -  
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A 

Q. 

A .  

wholesale loads t r e a t e d  a t  t h e  end of t h e i r  tariff o r  con t rac t  

t ermi nat  i on p e r i  od? 

Genera l ly ,  unless otherwise j u s t i f i e d  on a case-by-case bas i s ,  non - f i rm  

r e t a i l  loads should be included as firm loads i n  the  year o r  appropr ia te 

season f o l l o w i n g  a tar i f f  te rm ina t ion  pe r iod ,  where such e x i s t .  

L ikewise, firm wholesale loads should be t rea ted  as a reduc t ion  i n  firm 

l o a d  i n  the  year or  appropr iate season fo l l ow ing  a cont rac t  t e rm ina t ion  

p e r i o d .  Where unce r ta in t y  e x i s t s  a s  t o  t h e  extens ion o f  a tariff o r  

con t rac t  t e rm ina t ion  pe r iod ,  reserve margins should be ca l cu la ted  w i t h  

and w i thout  t h e  non- f i rm  o r  wholesale loads and appropr ia te  judgement 

exerc ised.  

Non- f i rm load  should be excluded from t h e  firm load inc luded i n  a 

reserve  margin c a l c u l a t i o n  t o  t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  the  u t i l i t y  i s  

c o n t r a c t u a l l y  a1 lowed t o  exercise con t ro l  l e d  outages. I n  o ther  words, 

non - f i rm  load  i s  expected t o  be operated j u s t  as a peaking u n i t  would 

be operated dur ing  peak per iods and per iods o f  t i g h t  capac i ty  reserves. 

I ssue  3B5: How should demand and/or energy use reduc t ion  opt ions be 

eva l  uated and inc luded i n  p lann ing  and s e t t i n g  reserve margins? 

Demand and/or energy use reduc t ions  such as vo l tage reduct ions 

(brownouts) and feeder r o t a t i o n s  (b lackouts )  should no t  be considered 

i n  reserve margin c a l c u l a t i o n s .  Such reduc t ions  a r e  what a reserve 

margin i s  designed t o  avo id .  

- 9 -  
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A .  

With respect t o  u t i1  i t y  sponsored conservation measures, the  e f fec t  of 

demand-side conservation should be real is t ical ly  estimated and  included 

as a reduction t o  firm l o a d .  Ut i l i t i es  should continually t e s t  the 

assumed values for conservation a g a i n s t  measured actual resul ts  and 

make adjustments t o  t he i r  projections where appropriate. 

Issue 3C: Should a percent reserve margin p l a n n i n g  c r i te r ion  be 

determined on an a n n u a l ,  seasonal, monthly, d a i l y ,  or hourly basis? 

I agree w i t h  Mr. Ballinger t h a t  the FRCC reserve margin methodology 

should include evaluations of adequacy d u r i n g  periods other t h a n  just 

summer and winter peak. Of particular concern are spring and  f a l l  o f f -  

peak periods when many generating units are typically out  of service for 

maintenance. Many of the capacity advisories experienced over the 1 a s t  

few years have occurred during off -peak maintenance periods when 

unpredicted severe weather, forced outages, or catastrophic events have 

a1  so occurred. 

Issue 4: How should  generating units be rated (MW) for  inclusion i n  a 

percent reserve margin p l a n n i n g  cr i ter ion calculation? 

Generating u n i t  capabi l i t ies  should be based on ver i f iable  sustained 

operations tes t ing .  

Also, I believe t h a t  this issue was or iginal ly  raised t o  explore the 

v i a b i  1 i t y  of FPL's  Perfect Execution of Peaking Operation ( P E P O )  

program. Under this program FPL has increased the peak loading 
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A .  

capability of i t s  fossil steam generating units by pushing them beyond 

normal operating l imits .  This program seems t o  be successful a l t h o u g h  

i t  has increased the maintenance requirements of the units. S ta f f  i s  

currently exploring FPL’s experience w i t h  this program, whether i t  

remains prudent for FPL t o  continue t o  pursue i t ,  a n d ,  i f  so ,  why other 

u t i l i t i e s  in the s t a t e  are not pursuing i t .  One concern is  t h a t  

increased maintenance requirements may adversely impact re1 i a b i  1 i t y  by 

increasing spring and f a l l  maintenance requirements. Also, i t  i s  n o t  

clear w h a t  affect  the PEPO program may have on the overall l i f e  of the 

generati ng units involved, which may adversely impact 1 ong term 

re1 i a b i  1 i t y .  

Issue 5 :  How should i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t y ’ s  reserve margins be integrated 

i n t o  the aggregated reserve margin for Peninsular F1 ori da? 

I n  order t o  main ta in  consistency w i t h  previous reports by the FRCC. 

i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t y  d a t a  should be aggregated without apply ing  a l o a d  

diversity fac tor .  Alternatively,  the FRCC should amend a l l  prior 

studies,  reports,  and communications t o  include consistent diversity 

factors .  

Issue 6 :  

reserves? 

Perhaps. However, I believe i t  is  premature t o  establish a standard for 

the ra t io  of non-firm load t o  MW reserves a t  this time. More study i s  

needed both  on a n  individual u t i l i t y  basis and by the FRCC. This i s  

Should there be a l imit  on the r a t i o  of non-firm load t o  MW 

- 11 - 
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Q. 

A. 

another area where I f i n d  i t  su rp r i s ing  t h a t  a R e l i a b i l i t y  Council such 

as the  FRCC has n o t  independently addressed. Recent occurrences over 

t h e  l a s t  two years have shown t h a t  both load management customers and 

i n t e r r u p t i b l e  customers are s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  frequency and du ra t i on  of 

con t ro l  l e d  outages. These concerns are only  aggravated by t h e  adopt ion 

o f  unreal  i s t i c a l  l y  low reserve margins. 

Issue 7 :  Should the re  be a minimum o f  supp ly -s ide  resources when 

de termin ing  reserve margins? I f  so.  what i s  t h e  appropr ia te  minimum 

1 evel? 

I be l ieve  I have addressed t h i s  i n  my response t o  Issue 6 .  I would l i k e  

t o  add, however, t h a t  supply-s ide resources have c e r t a i n  advantages over 

n o n - f i  rm demand-side resources. Supply-s ide resources are dispatchable.  

They may be used t o  serve both n a t i v e  r e t a i l  load and, through wholesale 

sa les ,  t h e  r e t a i l  loads o f  o ther  u t i l i t i e s .  Where such capac i ty  i s  

a v a i l a b l e  on one u t i l i t y ’ s  system, i t  may be s o l d  t o  another u t i l i t y  

which i s  f ac ing  t i g h t  genera t ing  capac i t y .  Th is  may reduce 

i n t e r r u p t i o n s  t o  i n t e r r u p t i b l e  customers by enhancing t h e  avai 1 ab i  1 i t y  

o f  buy- through capac i t y .  I t  i s  no t  c l e a r  whether t h e  l o s t  revenues 

associated w i t h  these p o t e n t i a l  sa les has been considered i n  t h e  c o s t -  

e f fec t i veness  t e s t s  used t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  non- f i rm demand-side 

resources.  The Commission may wish t o  consider  t h i s  i n  o ther  

proceedings such as conservat ion program approval dockets o r  t h e  

Conservat ion Cost Recovery C1 ause. 
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

A .  

Q. 

Issue 8 :  W h a t ,  i f  any,  p l a n n i n g  c r i t e r i a  should be used t o  assess the 

generation adequacy of i n d i v i d u a l  u t i  1 i t i e s ?  

As I have s ta ted,  u n t i l  such time as demonstrated otherwise on a case- 

by-case basis,  the s u i t a b i l i t y  of each peninsular Florida u t i l i t y ’ s  Ten- 

Year S i te  P l a n  should be judged based on a 20 percent reserve margin. 

o f  

t o  

ng 

Again, I would take i n t o  consideration the potential contribution 

non-committed capacity i f  the FRCC and  i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  were 

credibly quan t i fy  the a v a i l a b  

developed i n  Florida. 

1 i t y  of non-commi t t ed  capacity be 

capabi 1 i t y  o f  Peninsular Florida Issue 9 :  Should the import be 

accounted for i n  measuring and evaluating reserve margins and  other 

r e l i a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a ,  both for i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  and  for Peninsular 

F1 ori da?  

Yes. Clearly, firm purchases and  the transport  of capacity from FPL’s 

Scherer u n i t  shou ld  be accounted for .  Also, t o  the extent t h a t  n o n -  

committed capacity exis ts  i n  the Southern Company and other regions and  

is  consistently available i n  Florida, the FRCC and i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  

should evaluate i t s  potential impact on, the adequacy of the Peninsular 

F1 ori da g r id .  

Issue 1 0 :  Do the u t i l i t i e s  ( l i s t e d  i n  the Prehearing Order) 

appropriately account for historical  winter and summer temperatures when 

forecasting seasonal peak loads for  purposes of establishing a percent 

reserve margin p l a n n i n g  c r i te r ion?  
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A .  

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A .  

No. My recommendation of a 20 percent reserve margin i s  based on the 

concern t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  are n o t  g i v i n g  enough weight t o  the potential 

adverse affects  of weather on the i r  generation p l a n n i n g .  

Issue 11: Has the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council’s 15 percent 

reserve margin planning c r i te r ion ,  or any other proposed reserve margin 

c r i t e r ion ,  been adequately tested t o  warrant using i t  as a p l a n n i n g  

cr i ter ion for  the review of generation adequacy o n  a Peninsula Florida 

basis? I f  the answer i s  no, w h a t  p l a n n i n g  cr i ter ion should be used? 

No. Based on the analyses performed by Mr. Ballinger, I believe t h a t  

the  Commission should u t i l i z e  a summer a n d  winter peak reserve margin 

of 20 percent for Peninsular Florida. This 20 percent reserve margin 

should be calculated based on the simple aggregation of each i n d i v i d u a l  

u t i l i t y ’ s  reserves and  seasonal peak load  without discounting for 

peni nsu 1 a r d i  versi t y  . 

Issue 12: What percent reserve margin i s  currently planned for each o f  

the following uti l i t ies (l isted i n  the  Prehearing Order) and  i s  i t  

suf f ic ien t  t o  provide a n  adequate and  reliable source of energy for  

operational and  emergency purposes i n  Florida? 

The percent summer and winter reserve margins currently planned for each 

Peninsular Florida u t i l i t y  are  shown i n  E x h i b i t  (RLT-2) .  

Gainesville Regional U t i l i t i e s  and Orlando Ut i l i t i es  Commission are the 

only two u t i l i t i e s  i n  Peninsular Florida which are p l a n n i n g  t o  m a i n t a i n  
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

reserve margins a t  o r  above 20 percent f o r  each summer and w i n t e r  peak 

o f  t he  planning per iod .  I would recommend t h a t  t h e  Ten-Year S i t e  Plans 

o f  G a i  nesvi 1 l e  and Or1 ando a r e  “su i  t a b l  e” f o r  p l  anni ng purposes. 

Because none o f  t he  remaining Peninsular F l o r i d a  u t i l i t i e s  a r e  p lanning 

t o  mainta in  reserve margins a t  o r  above 20 percent  f o r  each summer and 

w i n t e r  peak o f  t h e  p lann ing  pe r iod ,  I would recommend t h a t  t h e i r  Ten- 

Year S i t e  P1 ans are  “unsui t a b l  e” f o r  p l  anni ng purposes. 

Issue 13: How does t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  adopted by t h e  FRCC compare 

t o  the  re1 i a b i  1 i t y  c r i t e r i a  adopted by o ther  re1 i abi  1 i t y  counci 1 s? 

The FRCC’s method f o r  c a l c u l a t i n g  reserve margins i s  s i m i l a r  t o  o ther  

regions t h a t  use a reserve margin c r i t e r i a .  I am unable,  however, t o  

compare the  q u a l i t y  o f  . t h e  FRCC’s r e s u l t a n t  15 percent  reserve margin 

c r i t e r i a  recommendation t o  t he  c r i t e r i a  adopted i n  o ther  regions because 

I do not  know t h e  f u l l  circumstances which e x i s t  i n  o ther  reg ions .  It 

i s  a lso  not  c lea r  whether Commissions i n  o ther  regions have h e l d  o r  have 

the  same au tho r i t y  t o  ho ld  u t i l i t i e s  t o  t h e  standard o f  c r i t i c a l  rev-iew 

t h a t  i s  expected i n  F l o r i d a .  ‘A l so ,  because o f  F l o r i d a ’ s  unique 

pen insu la r  geography, I am unsure how t o  compare reserve margins i n  

o ther  regions t o  those i n  F l o r i d a .  I would note t h a t  many o ther  regions 

a l l o w  t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  merchant p l a n t s  which prov ides an added 

cushion t o  t h e i r  genera t ing  capac i t y  reserves.  

Issue 14: Should t h e  Commission adopt a reserve margin standard f o r  

i nd i v idua l  u t i l i t i e s  i n  F lo r i da?  I f  so, what should be t h e  appropr ia te  
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A .  

Q. 

A .  

reserve margin criteria for individual utilities in Florida? Should 

there be a transition period for utilities to meet the standard? 

Until such time as demonstrated otherwise on a case-by-case basis, the 
suitability of each peninsular Florida utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan 

should be judged based on a 20 percent reserve margin. I would take 
into consideration the potential contribution o f  non-committed capacity 

if the FRCC and individual utilities were to credibly quantify the 

availability o f  non-committed capacity being developed in Florida. 

Issue 15: Should the Commission adopt a reserve margin for Peninsular 
Florida? If so, what should be the appropriate reserve margin criteria 

for Peninsular Florida? 

The Commission should utilize a summer and winter peak reserve margin 

o f  20 percent for Peninsular Florida. This 20 percent reserve margin 

should be calculated based on the simple aggregation of each individual 

utility’s reserves and seasonal peak load without discounting for 

peninsular diversity. Further, until such time as demonstrated 

otherwise on a case-by-case basis, the suitability o f  each peninsular 

Florida utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan should be judged based on this 20 

percent reserve margin. 

Because o f  the dynamic nature of the planning process and the need for 

continuing critical review, the 20 percent reserve margin criteria used 

to evaluate the suitability o f  the Ten-Year Site Plans should not be 

codified into a rule at this time. Rather, the Commission should 
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Q. 

A .  

con t inue t o  evaluate the  reasonableness o f  u t i  1 i t y  re1 i abi  1 i t y  

assessments and generat ion resource plans us ing  t h e  Ten-Year S i t e  

P1 anni ng process. 

Issue 16: Should the  Commission adopt a maximum reserve margin c r i t e r i o n  

or other  r e l i a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  p lanning purposes: e . g . ,  t h e  l e v e l  

o f  reserve necessary t o  avoid i n t e r r u p t i n g  firm load dur ing  weather 

cond i t i ons  l i k e  those experienced on t h e  f o l l o w i n g  dates:  01/08/70. 

01/17/77, 01/13/81, 12/19/81, 12/25/83, 01/21/85. 01/21/86. 12/23/89? 

No. I am no t  recommending t h a t  a maximum reserve margin c r i t e r i o n  be 

adopted t o  abso lu te ly  ensure t h a t  outages do n o t  occur du r ing  per iods  

o f  extremely c o l d  weather. I n  recommending a 20 percent reserve margin 

standard f o r  t h e  purpose o f  t h i s  docket,  however, I have taken i n t o  

considerat ion the  weather pa t te rns  and events which occurred i n  t h e  past  

i n  F lo r i da .  My recommendation f o r  a 20 percent reserve margin i s  based 

on t h e  p o l i c y  t h a t  t h e  MWs o f  capac i t y  unserved as a r e s u l t  o f  an 

extreme weather event should be no grea ter  than t h a t  experienced du r ing  

Christmas 1989. 

During Christmas 1989, customer demand outs t r ipped a v a i l a b l e  genera t ing  

capaci ty  f o r  a three-day per iod  begi  nn i  ng Saturday evening , December 23 

and con t inu ing  through midday Monday, December 25. Rota t ing  b lackouts  

were i n s t i t u t e d  on each o f  these t h r e e  days r e s u l t i n g  i n  a t o t a l  o f  569 

MW on Saturday, 4,744 MW on Sunday, and 4,472 MW on Monday o f  firm load 

not  served. P r i o r  t o  i n i t i a t i n g  r o t a t i n g  b lackouts ,  non - f i rm  customer 
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Q. 

A .  

Q. 

1 oads , such as interrupt ible ,  curtai 1 ab1 e ,  a n d  1 oad management were 

curtailed ( u p  t o  1,495 MW statewide). The u t i l i z a t i o n  of a 20 percent 

reserve margin should hold the s t a t e  t o  t h i s  level of outages should the 

extreme weather conditions of Christmas 1989 be repeated. I t  should a l s o  

assure t h a t  outages result ing from less  extreme weather are  also 

minimized. As shown by E x h i b i t  - (RLT-3), the  cold temperatures 

experienced during Christmas 1989 were more extreme t h a n  those 

experienced on the other dates ,  b u t  the pattern of extended cold 

temperatures gripping the State for a period of days has repeated i t s e l f  

on numerous occasions . 

Issue 1 7 :  What percent reserve margin i s  currently being planned for  

Peninsular Florida and  i s  i t  suff ic ient  t o  provide a n  adequate and 

re l iab le  source of energy for operational and emergency purposes i n  

Peninsula Florida? 

The aggregate percent o f  summer and winter reserve margins currently 

planned for Peninsular Florida as a whole are shown i n  E x h i b i t  RLT-2. 

Because Peninsular Florida as a whole i s  not p l a n n i n g  t o  m a i n t a i n  

reserve margins a t  or above 20 percent for each summer and winter peak 

of the p l a n n i n g  period, I would recommend t h a t  the aggregate Peninsular 

Florida Ten-Year S i t e  P l a n  i s  n o t  “sui table” for p l a n n i n g  purposes. 

Issue 18: Can out-of-Peninsular Florida power sales in te r fe re  w i t h  the 

ava i  1 ab i  1 i t y  of Peninsular F1 orida reserve capacity t o  serve Peninsul ar 
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Florida consumers during a capacity shortage? 
sales be accounted for in establishing a reserve margin standard? 

I am not aware o f  any adverse impact to the adequacy and reliability of 

the Peninsular Florida grid caused by power sales. If parties to this 

case have legitimate concerns, perhaps this is another area that the 

FRCC should evaluate. 

If so, how should such 

Issue 19: Based on the resolution o f  Issues 1 through 18, what follow-up 

action, if any, should the Commission pursue? 

Until such time as demonstrated otherwise on a case-by-case basis, the 
suitability of each peninsular Florida utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan 

should be judged based on a 20 percent reserve margin. The potential 

contribution of non-committed capacity should be considered in the 

calculation of individual utility reserve margins if the FRCC and 

individual utilities credibly quantify the availability o f  merchant 

pl ant capacity bei ng devel oped i n F1 ori da . 

Because o f  the dynamic nature o f  the planning process and the need for 

continuing critical review, the 20 percent reserve margin criteria used 

to evaluate the suitability of the Ten-Year Site Plans should not be 

codified into a rule at this time. Rather, the Commission should 

continue to evaluate the reasonableness o f  utility reliability 

assessments, generation resource plans, and the analytical techniques 

used year by year in the Ten-Year Site Planning process. 
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Q. 
A .  Yes, it does. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 
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Exhibit RLT-I 
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Table 1 
Summer Peak Load 
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During 1998 and 1999 
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Table 2 
Winter Peak Load 

Estimated Capacity Shortage As a 
Percent of the Christmas 1989 Capacity Shortage 

Without 
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Exhibit RLT-2 (Page 1 of 2) 
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Exhibit RLT-2 (Page 2 of 2) 
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Miami Temperature Profiles 
for Historical Low Temperature Periods 

Temperature (Degrees F) 
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